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SECTION 1 

Final IS/MND and Public Comments  

This Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) has been prepared in 

accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public 

Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code 

Section 1500 et seq.). The Final IS/MND incorporates, by reference, the IS/MND (included 

here as Appendix AA) prepared by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) 

for the St. Andrews Demolition Project (State Clearinghouse No. 2020110221) as it was 

originally published. 

The IS/MND for the project was circulated for public review for 33 days, from November 16, 

2020 through December 18, 2020, in accordance with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15072(a). No comments from State or local agencies or members of the public were 

received on the IS/MND for the project. As a result, LADWP has not had to respond to any 

comments. This chapter, together with the IS/MND, constitute the Final IS/MND for the project. 
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SECTION 2 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the proposed project has been 

prepared in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15091(d). LADWP will use this MMRP to track compliance with the project mitigation 

measures. The MMRP will incorporate all mitigation measures adopted for the proposed project. 

This MMRP summarizes potentially significant impacts and mitigation commitments identified in 

the St. Andrews Place Demolition Project Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration 

(IS/MND). Table 2-1 provides the MMRP which includes all mitigation measures, project design 

features, monitoring process, monitoring timing, and responsible agency for implementation. 

Impacts and mitigation measures are presented in the same order as in the project IS/MND.  
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TABLE 2-1 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Number Mitigation Measure 
Time Frame for 
Implementation 

Responsible 
Monitoring Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

Cultural Resources 

MM-CUL-1 Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities, LADWP shall 
retain a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology 
(U.S. Department of the Interior 2012) to support the 
implementation of cultural resources mitigation measures and 
monitoring. 

Prior to 
construction 

Los Angeles Department 
of Water and Power 
(LADWP) 

   

MM-CUL-2 Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities, a cultural 
resources sensitivity training shall be conducted for all 
construction personnel. Construction personnel shall be 
informed of the types of archaeological resources that may be 
encountered, and of the proper procedures to be enacted in 
the event of an inadvertent discovery of archaeological 
resources or human remains. LADWP shall ensure that 
construction personnel are made available for and attend the 
training and retain documentation demonstrating attendance. 

Prior to and during 
construction 

LADWP    

MM-CUL-3 An archaeological monitor (working under the direction of the 
qualified archaeologist) shall observe all subsurface ground-
disturbing activities. A Native American monitor from the Native 
American groups identified by the NAHC as having affiliation 
with the project area shall also be invited to observe 
subsurface ground-disturbing activities. The qualified 
archaeologist, in coordination with LADWP, may reduce or 
discontinue monitoring if it is determined that the possibility of 
encountering buried archaeological deposits is low based on 
observations of soil stratigraphy or other factors. 
Archaeological monitoring shall be conducted by an 
archaeologist familiar with the types of archaeological 

During and post 
construction 

LADWP    
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Number Mitigation Measure 
Time Frame for 
Implementation 

Responsible 
Monitoring Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

resources that could be encountered within the project site. 
The archaeological monitor and Native American monitor, in 
coordination with the construction manager or resident 
engineer, shall be empowered to request the halting or 
redirecting of ground-disturbing activities away from the vicinity 
of a discovery until the qualified archaeologist has evaluated 
the discovery and determined appropriate treatment. The 
archaeological monitor shall keep daily logs detailing the types 
of activities and soils observed, and any discoveries. After 
monitoring has been completed, the qualified archaeologist 
shall prepare a monitoring report that details the results of 
monitoring. The report shall be submitted to LADWP and any 
Native American groups who request a copy. A copy of the 
final report shall be filed at the South Central Coastal 
Information Center. 

MM-CUL-4 In the event of the unanticipated discovery of archaeological 
materials, LADWP shall immediately cease all work activities in 
the area (within approximately 50 feet) of the discovery until it 
can be evaluated by the qualified archaeologist. Construction 
shall not resume until the qualified archaeologist has conferred 
with LADWP on the significance of the resource.  

 

If it is determined that the discovered archaeological resource 
constitutes a historical resource and/or a unique archaeological 
resource pursuant to CEQA, avoidance and preservation in 
place shall be the preferred manner of mitigation. Preservation 
in place maintains the important relationship between artifacts 
and their archaeological context. Preservation in place may be 
accomplished by, but is not limited to, avoidance, incorporating 
the resource into open space, capping, or deeding the site into 
a permanent conservation easement. In the event that 
preservation in place is determined to be infeasible and data 
recovery through excavation is the only feasible mitigation 
available, an Archaeological Resources Treatment Plan shall 

During 
construction 

LADWP    
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Time Frame for 
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Responsible 
Monitoring Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

be prepared and implemented by the qualified archaeologist in 
consultation with LADWP that provides for the adequate 
recovery of the scientifically consequential information 
contained in the archaeological resource. LADWP shall consult 
with appropriate Native American representatives in 
determining treatment for prehistoric or Native American 
resources to ensure cultural values ascribed to the resource, 
beyond that which is scientifically important, are considered. 

MM-CUL-5 If human remains are encountered, LADWP shall halt work in 
the vicinity (within 100 feet) of the find and contact the Los 
Angeles County Coroner in accordance with PRC Section 
5097.98 and Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. If the 
County Coroner determines that the remains are Native 
American, the NAHC shall be notified, in accordance with 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050. 5, subdivision (c), and 
PRC Section 5097.98 (as amended by AB 2641). The NAHC 
shall designate a most likely descendant (MLD) for the remains 
per PRC Section 5097.98. LADWP shall ensure that the 
immediate vicinity where the Native American human remains 
are located is not damaged or disturbed by further 
development activity, according to generally accepted cultural 
or archaeological standards or practices, until the landowner 
has discussed and conferred with the MLD regarding their 
recommendations, as prescribed in PRC Section 5097.98, 
taking into account the possibility of multiple human remains. 

During 
construction 

LADWP    

Geology/Soils 

MM-GEO-1 Prior to the start of construction activities, LADWP shall retain 
a qualified paleontologist that meets the standards of the 
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (2010) to support the 
implementation of mitigation measures related to 
paleontological resources. 

Prior to 
construction 

LADWP    
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MM-GEO-2 Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activities, a 
paleontological resources sensitivity training shall be 
conducted for all construction personnel. This training shall 
include information on what types of paleontological resources 
could be encountered during excavations, what to do in case 
an unanticipated discovery is made by a worker, and laws 
protecting paleontological resources. All construction personnel 
shall be informed of the possibility of encountering fossils and 
instructed to immediately inform the construction foreman or 
supervisor if any fossils are unexpectedly unearthed. LADWP 
shall ensure that construction personnel are made available for 
and attend the training and retain documentation 
demonstrating attendance. 

Prior to and during 
construction 

LADWP    

MM-GEO-3 If a unique geologic feature or paleontological resource is 
discovered during construction, LADWP shall immediately 
cease all work activities in the area (within approximately 50 
feet) of the discovery until it can be evaluated by the qualified 
paleontologist. Construction shall not resume until the qualified 
paleontologist has conferred with LADWP on the significance 
of the resource. At the qualified paleontologist’s discretion and 
to reduce any construction delay, the grading and excavation 
contractor shall assist in removing rock samples for initial 
processing and evaluation of the find. All significant fossils 
shall be collected by the qualified paleontologist. Collected 
fossils shall be prepared to the point of identification and 
catalogued before they are submitted to their final repository. 
Any fossils collected shall be curated at a public, non-profit 
institution with a research interest in the materials, such as the 
Los Angeles County Natural History Museum, if such an 
institution agrees to accept the fossils. If no institution accepts 
the fossil collection, they may be donated to a local school in 
the area for educational purposes. Accompanying notes, maps, 
and photographs shall also be filed at the repository and/or 
school that accepts the fossils. 

During 
construction 

LADWP    
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Noise 

MM-NOI-1 For construction activities adjacent to noise-sensitive receptors 
(e.g., residences), the contractor shall ensure that all 
construction equipment, fixed or mobile, are equipped with 
properly operating and maintained noise-shielding and muffling 
devices, consistent with manufacturers’ standards. The 
contractor shall use muffler systems (e.g., absorptive mufflers) 
that provide a minimum reduction of 5 dBA compared to the 
same equipment without an installed muffler system, reducing 
maximum construction noise levels. The contractor shall keep 
documentation on-site demonstrating that the equipment has 
been maintained in accordance with the manufacturers’ 
specifications. The contractor shall also keep documentation 
on-site verifying compliance with this measure. 

During 
construction 

LADWP    

MM-NOI-2 For construction activities adjacent to noise-sensitive receptors 
(e.g., residences) along West Gage Avenue, where physically 
and technically feasible, the contractor shall provide a 
temporary fence or other barrier with a performance standard 
of achieving a 15 dBA noise level reduction at the residential 
receptors to the south. A 16-foot tall temporary fence or other 
barrier shall be used along West Gage Avenue extending 
approximately 100 feet from the S. St. Andrews Place 
intersection. A minimum 8-foot tall temporary fence or other 
barrier shall be used in all other areas along the project site’s 
southern boundary along West Gage Avenue. The temporary 
fence or barrier shall be used during peak noise-generating 
construction phases when the use of heavy equipment is 
prevalent. A noise barrier is not required if it would pose a 
safety risk or unreasonably prevent access to the construction 
area as deemed by the on-site construction manager, such as 
in areas that have limited equipment-maneuvering space or 
access. 

During 
construction 

LADWP    
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MM-NOI-3 Limit engine idling of construction equipment (e.g., haul trucks, 
loaders) to a minimum of 200 feet from any boundary of the 
nearest sensitive receptors. 

During 
construction 

LADWP    

MM-NOI-4 Prior to commencement of construction activities, LADWP shall 
notify in writing adjacent residents and businesses near the 
project site, including the residents along Gage Avenue south 
of the project site, of proposed construction activities and the 
tentative schedule. The notices shall also provide a contact 
person and hotline where local residents or business owners 
can call during active construction with questions or comments. 
LADWP shall respond to inquiries regarding construction noise 
and vibration. 

 

In addition, LADWP shall provide a construction site notice 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. 

Prior to and during 
construction 

LADWP    
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SECTION  1  
Project Description 

1.1 Introduction 
The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) proposes to implement the 
St. Andrews Place Demolition Project (project). The proposed project would include the 
demolition of an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures on a 1.1-acre parcel owned 
by LADWP. Once construction is complete and the site is cleared, the proposed project site 
would be used as open air storage. The property is located adjacent to an existing LADWP well 
field property that includes an area used for open air storage. 

1.2 Project Location 
The proposed project site is located south of downtown Los Angeles, at 6236 S. St. Andrews 
Place in the City of Los Angeles, as shown in Figure 1. The project site is bound by an existing 
LADWP well field property to the north, West Gage Avenue to the south, St. Andrews Place to 
the west, and existing industrial uses to the east. The site can be accessed through a gate on 
St. Andrews Place. Regional access to the project site is provided by Interstate 110 (I-110) 
approximately 1.7 miles east. 

1.3 Project Background 
The project site is composed of one parcel (Assessor’s Parcel No. 6001 016 901), owned by 
LADWP, with a two-story structure along the western portion of the property (Figure 2). In 
addition to the two-story structure, the project site is developed with an auxiliary structure and a 
paved area used for parking along the eastern side of the property. A concrete wall separates the 
paved parking area from the property to the north. LADWP would like to expand the available 
storage area currently used along the northern side of the project site. 

The two-story structure that will be demolished as part of the proposed project was constructed in 
1928 and originally served as Bauman Brothers Furniture Manufacturing Co. (Bauman Brothers) 
facilities. The existing structure consists of various materials with an exterior that is mostly 
unreinforced masonry1 and includes floors that are made of wood framing. 

1 Unreinforced masonry is a type of building where load-bearing walls, non-load-bearing walls, or other structures 
are made of brick, cinderblock, tiles, adobe, or other masonry material that is not braced by reinforcing material, 
such as rebar in a concrete or cinderblock. 
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1. Project Description 

1.4 Project Description 
The proposed project would include the demolition of a 64,434-square-foot, 26-foot-tall, 
two-story structure. The structure’s footprint is approximately 38,484 feet. In addition, the 
proposed project would remove a 456-square-foot auxiliary structure, a concrete wall along the 
northern property line, and 10 posts located on the paved portion of the site, which were 
previously used as truck charging stations. Once the site is demolished and cleared of debris, a 
new chain-link fence with privacy slats or other privacy cover would be constructed along the 
perimeter of the property. The fence would be 8 feet tall and similar to the existing chain-link 
fence that surrounds the adjacent LADWP well field. The fence would include posts every 10 feet 
and barbed wire along the top. Once all structures and posts have been removed, the existing 
paved parking along the eastern side of the property would remain in place and the rest of the site 
would be slightly graded. No additional improvements to the site would occur. The proposed 
project would result in a new open air storage area to supplement the adjacent storage area at the 
LADWP well field property. 

1.5 Project Construction 
Prior to proposed demolition activities, utilities related to the existing structure would be capped 
and hazardous materials remediation would be implemented at the project site to limit exposure to 
potentially toxic materials, such as asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) and lead-based paint 
(LBP), during demolition activities. Prior to the start of demolition activities, a Hazardous Materials 
Survey would be conducted to assess the types and quantities of hazardous material that may be 
encountered during the demolition work. After the assessment, hazardous waste would be removed 
and disposed of in compliance with and all federal, state, and local laws. The demolition work 
would commence after the hazardous waste has been properly assessed and safely removed and 
disposed of. 

Because of  the two-story structure’s proximity to the sidewalk along St. Andrews Place and  West  
Gage Avenue, barricades, protection  fences,  and/or  canopies will be provided along the sidewalk to  
protect  pedestrians from  construction activities.  No  sidewalk or road closures  are anticipated.  

The proposed project would include mobilization and capping of utilities, hazardous materials  
remediation, installation of  pedestrian protection and fencing, salvaging of construction materials, 
removal of wood framing, removal of walls, removal of foundation, backfilling and minor grading, 
and cleanup and removal of  construction fencing.   

Construction demolition waste required to be exported off-site would include approximately 
1,280 cubic yards (CY) of concrete, 1,670 CY of unreinforced masonry, and approximately 
1,300 CY of wood. Minor excavation would be required to remove a concrete slab and perimeter 
footings. The maximum depth of excavation for the footings would be no deeper than 60 inches. 

All demolition debris and excavation material would be sent to 25th Street Recycling (2121 East 
25th Street, Los Angeles, CA) or California Waste Services (621 West 152nd Street, Gardena, CA), 
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1. Project Description 

or a similar facility. All hazardous materials would be disposed of at an appropriate facility that 
accepts such waste. 

Site access would occur via a gate located along the north side of the project site along St. Andrews 
Place. On average, approximately 10 workers per day would be at the project site, and up to 
20 workers per day during the peak construction period, which would last approximately 3 weeks. 
This would result in a total of 20 worker trips per day on average and 40 worker trips per day 
during peak construction. Approximately 25 truck haul trips per day would occur during the 
heaviest period of construction. 

Construction Staging 
Construction staging areas and equipment and vehicle laydown areas would be accommodated 
within the project site’s paved parking area and within the adjacent LADWP property, if needed. 

Construction would require, but would not be limited to, the following equipment: 

• Flatbed truck • Crawler loader
• Light pickup truck • Air compressor
• Truck-mounted earth auger • Pavement breakers (2)
• Heavy-duty trucks (2) • Air hoses (2)
• Dump trucks (2) • Two-drum roller

Construction Schedule 
The proposed project would take approximately 4.5 months to complete, which would include 
approximately 2 months of hazardous material remediation and 2.5 months of demolition work. 
Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to start in August 2021. 

Construction for the proposed project  would occur Monday through Friday, between  the hours of  
6:00 A .M. and 5:00 P .M. No nighttime construction would occur as part of the  proposed  project.  

1.6  Operation and Maintenance  Activities  
Once construction is complete and the site is cleared, the project site would be used for open air 
storage, similar to the existing adjacent property. It is anticipated that existing LADWP staff 
would operate and maintain the new open air storage area similar to the current adjacent well 
field property. It is estimated that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the 
storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would occur at the project site. 

1.7 Project Approvals 
This Initial Study (IS)/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been prepared to meet all of 
the substantive and procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) (California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines 
(California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). Accordingly, LADWP is the 
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1. Project Description 

Lead Agency for the proposed project, and Table 1-1 summarizes the project’s permit 
requirements from their respective agencies. This IS/MND may be used for future project 
approvals. 

TABLE 1-1 
DISCRETIONARY PERMITS POTENTIALLY REQUIRED 

Permits and 
Agency Authorizations Potentially Required 

Regional Water Quality Control Board • Construction General Permit
• General Stormwater NPDES for Industrial Facilities

City of Los Angeles Department of Building and 
Safety 

• Demolition permit
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SECTION 2 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
Initial Study 

1. Project Title: St. Andrews Place Demolition Project 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

111 N. Hope Street, Room 1044 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Eduardo Cuevas 
Environmental Engineering Associate 
(213) 367-3553

4. Project Location: 6236 S. St. Andrews Place, 
Los Angeles, California 90047 

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: Same as Lead Agency
6. General Plan Designation(s): Light Industrial (South Los Angeles 

Community Plan) 
7. Zoning: M2 (Light Industrial) 

8. Description of Project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to
later phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its
implementation. Attach additional sheets if necessary.)

The proposed project would include the demolition of an existing two-story structure and
auxiliary structures on a 1.1-acre parcel owned by Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LADWP). Once construction is complete and the site is cleared, the proposed project
site would be used by LADWP as open air storage.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting. (Briefly describe the project’s surroundings.)

Light industrial  to the north, west, and east and hybrid  industrial  and low residential to  the 
south. 

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required  (e.g., permits, financing approval,
or  participation agreement.) 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board

• City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with
the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, for
example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources,
procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?

To date, one California Native American tribe has requested consultation. A consultation
meeting was held on August 27, 2020. See Section 2.18 for details.
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2. Environmental Checklist 

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

☐ Aesthetics ☐ Agriculture and Forestry  Resources  ☐  Air Quality 

☐ Biological Resources ☒ Cultural Resources ☐ Energy 

☒ Geology/Soils ☐ Greenhouse Gas Emissions ☐ Hazards  & Hazardous Materials 

☐ Hydrology/Water Quality ☐ Land Use/Planning ☐ Mineral Resources 

☒ Noise ☐ Population/Housing ☐ Public Services 

☐ Recreation ☐ Transportation ☐ Tribal Cultural Resources 

☐ Utilities/Service Systems  ☐  Wildfire ☒ Mandatory Findings of Significance 

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
On the basis of this initial study: 

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

☒ I find that although the proposed project could have a  significant effect on the 
environment, there will not  be a significant effect in  this case because revisions in  the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project  proponent. A  MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE  DECLARATION will be prepared.  

☐ I find that the proposed project MAY have a  significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT  REPORT  is required. 

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

☐ I find that although the proposed project could have a  significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a)  have been  analyzed adequately 
in an  earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant  to applicable standards, and 
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures  that are  imposed upon the 
proposed project, nothing further  is  required.  

Signature Date 

Signature Date 
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November 2020 

Charles C. Holloway, Manager of Environmental Planning and  
Assessment

11-6-20
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2.1 Aesthetics 
Less Than 

Potentially Significant Less Than 
Significant with Mitigation Significant 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

AESTHETICS — Except as provided in Public Resources 
Code Section 21099, would the project: 

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

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

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from publicly accessible
vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and
other regulations governing scenic quality?

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

Discussion 
a) Less than Significant Impact. Scenic vistas are defined by the City  of Los Angeles as the

panoramic public view of the ocean, striking or unusual natural  terrain, or unique urban or 
historic features.  There are  several scenic vistas located around the City of Los Angeles, 
including the San G abriel and Santa Susana  Mountains to the north, the Santa Monica
Mountains that extend  across the middle of  the city, the Palos Verdes Hills and Pacific
Ocean to the south and west, and views of  the Los Angeles River throughout the  city
(City of Los Angeles 2001). H owever, the City of Los Angeles General Plan and  the
South Los Angeles Community Plan do not designate scenic vistas on or near  the 
proposed project site  (City of Los Angeles 2001; City of Los Angeles 2017). The  nearest 
scenic vistas are the ea stern  Santa Monica Mo untains located approximately 8.6  miles 
north of  the project site.  The Santa Monica Mountains can be viewed in the distance by 
motorists traveling north along St. Andrews Place, the  north/south road at the western
boundary of the project  site. 

During t he proposed demolition, construction equipment and stockpiled materials  would
be visible at  the project site for only a temporary amount of  time. Equipment and
materials would be used/stored within the LADWP property and out  of  the public  right-
of-way for the duration of  construction. The  proposed project  would not significantly 
obstruct scenic vistas of the Santa Monica Mountain  range from St. Andrews Place
during construction. Once  construction is  complete  and  the  site is cleared, the p roject site
would be used for  open  space storage in compliance with Light Industrial Zone (M2) 
zoning regulations  applicable to the project  site  (City  of Los Angeles 2020). The  M2
zoning designation allows for open storage of equipment at the project  site, provided that 
the property is enclosed by fencing that is at least 8 feet in height  and that equipment 
stored at the project site does not exceed  the height of  the fence (zoning regulations

St. Andrews Place Demolition Project 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
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applicable to  the project site are described  in detail in  Section 2.11, Land Use  (City  
of  Los Angeles 1974). Further, since implementation of the proposed project would 
demolish a 26-foot-tall structure and construct  an 8-foot-tall  fence with privacy slats, 
thereby reducing the tallest  structure on the project  site by 18 feet,  scenic views available 
to the public traveling north  along St. Andrews Place would be improved at  completion 
of the project  compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would not  
result  in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. Impacts are considered to  be less  
than significant.  

b) No Impact. There are no officially  designated State Scenic Highways in the vicinity of the 
project site, nor are there any k nown scenic resources or rock outcroppings in close 
proximity to the project site  (Caltrans 2020; City  of Los Angeles 2017).  As discussed in 
Section 2.6 (a), the Bauman Brothers industrial  complex does not qualify as a historical 
resource and its demolition would not constitute  a significant  impact.  Construction of  the 
project would not  include  the removal  of trees, rock, outcroppings, or historic buildings that 
are visible from State Scenic Highways. Therefore, the  proposed project would not  impede 
any  views of scenic resources from State Scenic Highways.  

c) No Impact. The project  site is located in a highly urbanized area within the City of Los 
Angeles, and is within the  South Los Angeles Community Plan area. Visually, the project 
site has industrial characteristics, including a two-story structure that was formerly a
furniture manufacturing facility. The  area surrounding the  project site is  visually 
characterized by  residential, institutional, and commercial uses.  

 The project site is designated for Light Industrial land use in the South Los Angeles 
Community Plan and is zoned as Light Industrial  (M2). Once the project  construction is 
completed,  the site would serve an as open  air storage site, similar  to  the existing 
property to the  north. This  use would not conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality. No impact would  occur. 

d) No Impact.  The project  site is located in a highly urbanized area, which  receives light 
and glare from vehicles  and streetlights during the day and night. Light and glare 
associated with  daytime  construction of the  proposed project  is not expected  to be 
substantially greater  than existing conditions. Construction of  the proposed project would
occur Monday through Friday, within the hours between 6:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M. As 
construction would occur during daytime hours, no additional  light sources would be 
introduced to the project  site during construction. If nighttime lighting is required, the 
construction contractor would comply with the  City of Los Angeles  Municipal Code 
41.40 nighttime lighting standards and all lighting would be  shielded and pointed toward
the construction activity, away from the surrounding street  and sensitive land uses. Once 
demolition activity is complete, the site would serve as an open air storage area. No new 
sources of light are  required or would be  implemented as part  of  the project. No impact 
would occur. 

St. Andrews Place Demolition Project 
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2.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
Less Than 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or ☐ ☐ 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

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

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

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

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment ☐ ☐ 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Discussion 

☐ ☒

☐ ☒

☐ ☒

☐ ☒

☐ ☒

a) No Impact. The project  site  is not  included within the  Department of Conservation
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program survey boundaries  (California Department 
of Conservation 2016a). The project  site  is not located  on land that  is designated  as
agriculture by the  South Los Angeles Community General Plan  and i s not located on
land  zoned for  agricultural uses. The proposed project  would be  implemented on private 
property that  is designated by the City of Los Angeles  for Light Industrial  land uses and
zoned as M2 (Light Industrial Zone)  (City of Los Angeles 2017; City of Los Angeles 
2020). Therefore, implementation of  the proposed project would not convert Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of  Statewide Importance  to non-agricultural
use. No impact would occur.  

b) No Impact. According to  the California Department of Conservation, the project  site
is  not located on land under a Williamson Act contract  (California Department of 
Conservation 2 016b). In addition, the project site is not located on land zoned for 
agricultural  use (City of Los Angeles 2017; City of Los Angeles 2020). Therefore,
implementation of  the proposed project would not  conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No  impact would occur. 

St. Andrews Place Demolition Project 
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c, d)  No Impact.  The South Los Angeles Community Plan land use map and the City of Los  
Angeles zoning map do not include zoning categories  related to forest  land, timberland, 
or timberland zoned as  Timberland Production (City of Los Angeles 2017; City of Los  
Angeles 2020). The project is not located on U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest  
Service land.  The nearest forest land  is Angeles National Forest approximately 29  miles 
northeast of the project  site  (NRCS  2020). The  project would be constructed on a  
currently developed parcel  and would not conflict with existing zoning for its current or  
proposed use. The proposed project would not result  in the  conversion of forest  land and 
no impact would occur.  

e) No Impact. As discussed above, the project site is not located on land designated as
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, timberland, or
forest land. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not convert
farmland or forestland, and no impact would occur.
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2.3 Air Quality 
Less Than 

Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

AIR QUALITY — 
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
applicable air quality plan?

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

Discussion 
a) Less than  Significant Impact.  The  project site is  located within the 6,745-square-mile 

South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). Air quality planning for the SCAB is  under the 
jurisdiction  of  the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  The 
SCAQMD has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) to meet the
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS)  for criteria air pollutants.  The SCAQMD is required, pursuant to the
federal  Clean Air Act  (CAA), to  reduce emissions of  criteria pollutants for which the
SCAB is in non-attainment of the NAAQS (i.e., ozone  [O3] and  fine particulate matter 
[PM2.5]). The  SCAQMD,  California Air Resources Board  (CARB), and United States
Environmental Protection  Agency (USEPA) have adopted the 2012 AQMP, which
incorporates scientific and technological information and planning assumptions, 
regarding air quality and regional growth projections  from the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG), and emission inventory methodologies  for  various 
source categories  (SCAQMD 2013). The key undertaking of the 2012 AQMP  is  to bring 
the  SCAB  into attainment with  the NAAQS for the 24-hour PM2.5 standard. It also
intensifies  the  scope and pace of  continued air  quality improvement efforts toward 
meeting the 8-hour O3  standard with new measures designed to reduce reliance on the
CAA Section 182(e)(5) long-term  measures for nitrogen  oxide (NOX) and volatile 
organic compound (VOC)  reductions. The  SCAQMD expects  exposure reductions to be 
achieved through implementation of new  and advanced control  technologies  as well as 
improvement of existing technologies.  

The 2012 AQMP was prepared to accommodate growth, reduce the high levels of
pollutants within the areas under the jurisdiction of SCAQMD, return clean air to the
region, and minimize the impact on the economy. Projects that are consistent with the
assumptions used in the AQMP do not interfere with attainment because the growth is
included in the projections used in the formulation of the AQMP. Thus, projects, uses,
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and activities that  are consistent with the applicable growth projections  and control  
strategies used in the development  of the AQMP would not  jeopardize attainment  of  
the  air quality  levels identified in  the  AQMP, even  if  they would individually exceed the  
SCAQMD’s numeric indicators.  

The SCAQMD released the Draft 2016 AQMP on June 30, 2016, for public review and 
comment. A  revised Draft  2016 AQMP was released  in October 2016,  and the SCAQMD 
Governing Board adopted the 2016 AQMP  on March 3, 2017. CARB approved the 2016 
AQMP on March 23, 2017 (SCAQMD 2016). USEPA approval  is pending, but  is  a  
necessary requirement before the 2016 AQMP can be  incorporated into the  State  
Implementation Plan. Key elements of  the 2016 AQMP include  implementing fair-share 
emissions reductions strategies at the federal,  state, and  local levels;  establishing  
partnerships, funding, and incentives to accelerate  deployment of zero and near-zero-
emissions technologies; and taking credit from co-benefits  from greenhouse gas (GHG), 
energy, transportation, and other planning efforts. The  strategies included in the 2016 
AQMP are intended to demonstrate attainment of the NAAQS for the federal O3  and  
PM2.5 standards. Until such time as  the 2016 AQMP  is approved by USEPA, the  2012 
AQMP remains the applicable AQMP.  

Construction 
Construction  activities associated with  the  project have the potential to generate  
temporary criteria pollutant emissions through the use  of heavy-duty construction 
equipment, such as loaders  and air compressors, and through vehicle trips generated from  
worker trips, vendor  trucks, and haul  trucks traveling to and from the construction areas.  
In addition, fugitive dust emissions would result  from construction activities. Mobile  
source emissions, primarily NOX, would result from the use of construction equipment. 
Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level of  
activity, the specific type of construction activity, and prevailing weather  conditions. The 
assessment of  construction  air  quality impacts considers each of  these potential  sources.   

Under  this criterion,  the SCAQMD recommends that  lead agencies demonstrate that a 
project would not  directly obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan and 
that a project be consistent  with  the assumptions (typically land use related, such as 
resultant  employment or residential  units) upon which  the  air  quality plan  is based. The 
project would result in an increase  in short-term employment compared to existing  
conditions. Being relatively small in number and temporary in nature, construction jobs  
under the project  would not  conflict  with the long-term  employment projections upon 
which  the AQMP  is based.  Control strategies in the AQMP with  potential applicability to  
short-term  emissions  from  construction activities include  strategies denoted in the 2012 
AQMP as ONRD-04 and OFFRD-01 and in the 2016 AQMP  as MOB-08 and MOB-10 
and are  intended to reduce emissions from  on-road and off-road heavy-duty v ehicles and 
equipment by accelerating replacement of  older,  emissions-prone engines with newer  
engines meeting more stringent emission standards. Construction contractors would be  
required to  comply with the CARB Air Toxic Control Measure  that limits heavy-duty  
diesel motor vehicle idling to no more than 5 minutes  at any given location. In addition, 
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contractors would be  required to comply with required and applicable Best Available 
Control  Technology (BACT) and the CARB In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation  
to use lower-emitting equipment in accordance with the phased-in compliance schedule  
for equipment fleet operators. The project would not conflict with implementation of  
these strategies. The project would also comply with SCAQMD regulations for  
controlling fugitive dust pursuant  to SCAQMD Rule 403.  

Compliance with these requirements is consistent with and meets or exceeds the AQMP 
requirements for control strategies intended to reduce emissions from construction 
equipment and activities. Because the project would not conflict with the control 
strategies intended to reduce emissions from construction equipment, the project would 
not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP, and impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Operations 
Both the 2012 AQMP and  2016 AQMP were prepared to accommodate growth, reduce  
the  levels of pollutants within the areas under  the  jurisdiction of  the SCAQMD, return 
clean air  to the region, and minimize the impact on the economy. Projects that are  
considered consistent with the AQMP would not interfere with  attainment because this 
growth is  included in the projections used in the formulation of  the AQMP. The  project  
would result  in an open storage area  that would have no effect on long-term population 
and employment growth. The project does not  include  residential or commercial  
development,  and its  implementation is not forecast to induce  any a dditional  growth 
within the service area. Once demolition is complete  and  the site is cleared  of debris, a  
new chain-link fence would be constructed along the perimeter of  the property.  The  
project would not generate  net new operational emissions aside  from  minimal use of  
trucks and equipment, as  it is  estimated  that approximately  three  truck trips per week  
would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would  occur at  
the project site.  Therefore, the project would not conflict with growth projections  in the  
AQMP.  As the project would not conflict with the growth projections  in the AQMP, 
impacts would be less than  significant.  

b)  Less than  Significant Impact.  As indicated  above, the project site is located within the
SCAB. State  and federal air quality standards  are exceeded in many parts of the SCAB 
for O3  and  PM2.5, including those monitoring stations  nearest to the  project site. The 
project would contribute to local and regional  air pollutant emissions during construction
(short-term or temporary). However, based  on the following analysis, construction and
operation of the project would result in  less than significant impacts relative to the daily 
significance thresholds for  criteria air pollutant emissions established  by the SCAQMD 
for construction and operational phases.  

Daily regional construction and operational source project  criteria pollutant emissions
(VOC, NOX, carbon monoxide  [CO], sulfur dioxide  [SO2], respirable particulate matter 
[PM10], and PM2.5) were  estimated using the  California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2, which is designed to model  construction emissions for 
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land use development  projects based on building size, land use and type, and disturbed 
acreage, and allows for  the  input of  project-specific information. Project-generated  
emissions  of criteria air pollutants (i.e., CO, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5) and ozone  
precursors (i.e., VOC  and NOX)  were  modeled based on project-specific information  
provided in the  proposed project  description by LADWP, and default SCAQMD-
recommended settings and  parameters attributable to  the proposed land use types and site 
location. The  model  incorporates emission  factors from the CARB OFFROAD  model and  
the on-road vehicle EMFAC2014 m odel and is considered  to be an  accurate and  
comprehensive tool for quantifying air quality impacts  from  land  use projects throughout  
California; the model  is also  recommended by the SCAQMD.2  The emissions from  
worker vehicle trips, haul  truck trips, and vendor  truck trips were estimated outside of  
CalEEMod  to account for the CARB 2017 on-road vehicle emissions factor  
(EMFAC2017) model, because  EMFAC2017 has not  yet been incorporated in the current  
version of CalEEMod, and to incorporate the  adjustment  factors for  the Safer Affordable  
Fuel-Efficient  (SAFE) Vehicles R ule Part I: One National Program (SAFE Rule Part I).  
In addition, the construction off-road construction equipment emissions accounts  for  
implementation of  applicable Environmental Standards of the South Los Angeles  
Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO)  District, including  that on-site 
generators are required  to  meet 0.01 grams per brake horsepower-hour (g/bhp-hr) 
standard for  particulate matter, or be equipped with BACT for  particulate matter  
emissions reductions (see Appendix A  for  additional details).  

Construction 
Construction activities associated with the  project would generate temporary and short-
term emissions of  VOC, NOX, CO, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5. Construction-related  
emissions are expected from construction activities and construction worker commutes.  
As described  in Section  1.5, Project Construction, project construction would include  
mobilization and capping of utilities, hazardous materials  remediation, installation of  
pedestrian protection and fencing, salvaging of construction materials, removal of wood 
framing, removal of walls, removal of foundation, backfilling and minor grading, and 
cleanup and installation  of  fencing. Project  construction is expected to commence  in 
August of  2021 a nd would take approximately  4.5  months to complete. Maximum  daily  
activities would involve up to two crews working simultaneously, with specified crews  
based  on the different  tasks. The construction schedule used  in the air  quality impact  
analysis assumes one crew  per  task, with two  crews  overlapping during installation of  
pedestrian protection and fencing and salvaging of construction materials, and two crews  
partially overlapping during the removal of wood framing and removal of walls. If  
project  construction commences later than  the anticipated start date,  air quality impacts 
would be less than  those analyzed herein, because a more energy-efficient and cleaner-
burning construction equipment fleet mix would be expected in the future, pursuant to  
state regulations that require construction equipment  fleet  operators to  phase in less 

See: South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Modeling, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-
compliance/ceqa/air-quality-modeling. 
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 Source  VOC  NOX  CO  SO2  PM10 b  PM2.5 b 

Mobilization and Capping of  Utilities  <1  3  5  <1  <1  <1 

Hazardous Materials  Remediation  1  12  8  <1  1  <1 

Installation of Pedestrian Protection and 
 Fencing 

 <1  3  3  <1  <1  <1 

Salvaging of Construction  Materials  1  9  4  <1  1  <1 

Removal  of Wood  Framing  1  12  6  <1  2  1 

 Removal of  Walls  1  10  5  <1  1  <1 

Removal   of Foundation  2  19  15  <1  2  1 

Backfilling and Minor  Grading  <1  2  3  <1  <1  <1 

Cleanup and Removal of  Fencing  <1  3  3  <1  <1  <1 

Demolition  Finish  <1  <1  1  <1  <1  <1 

 Overlap of Installation of Pedestrian 
Protection and   Fencing and Salvaging of 

 Construction Materials 

 1  12  7  <1  1  1 

Overlap of Removal  of Wood Framing and 
 Removal of  Walls 

 2  22  11  <1  3  1 

  Maximum Daily Emissions  2  22  15  <1  3  1 

 SCAQMD Numeric Indicators   75  100  550  150  150  55 

Exceeds  Thresholds?  No  No  No  No  No  No 

 a Totals  may not  add up exactly due to rounding in the modeling calculations.  
           b Emissions include fugitive dust control measures consistent with SCAQMD Rule 403.  

SOURCE:   ESA, 2020 

 

polluting heavy-duty equipment. Therefore, air quality impacts would generally be less  
than those analyzed herein due to the likelihood of less emissions generated in a day.   

The duration of construction activity and associated  equipment represents a reasonable 
approximation of  the  expected construction fleet  as required per CEQA Guidelines. 
Site-specific construction fleets may  vary due to specific project  needs at the time of  
construction. A detailed summary of construction equipment assumptions by task  is  
provided in the  modeling f iles in the  Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy Technical  
Report  included as Appendix A.  

The estimated  unmitigated  maximum daily construction emissions are summarized  in 
Table 2-1. As shown in Table 2-1, construction-related daily emissions would  not exceed  
the SCAQMD numeric indicator of significance. As the project’s maximum regional  
emissions  from construction would not exceed the regional numeric  indicator, the  
project’s regional construction emissions  impacts would be less  than significant.   

TABLE  2-1  
UNMITIGATED  MAXIMUM DAILY  REGIONAL CONSTRUCTION  EMISSIONS  (POUNDS PER DAY)  a  
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2. Environmental Checklist 

Operations 
Once construction is complete  and the site is cleared,  the project site would be  used by  
LADWP  for open air  storage.  Operation of the project  would not result  in a net  increase 
in operational emissions. The project would not generate net new  operational emissions 
aside from  infrequent truck  trips and minimal usage  of  equipment, as it is estimated that 
approximately three  truck trips per week would enter/exit  the  storage area  and 3 hours of  
forklift  usage per week would occur  at  the project site. Therefore, project  operational-
source emissions would not exceed applicable SCAQMD regional  thresholds of  
significance. As  such, operation of  the project would result in a  less than significant  
impact.  

The SCAB is currently in extreme non-attainment for the O3  and PM2.5 NAAQS and 
CAAQS and non-attainment for the PM10 CAAQS.3  A significant  impact may occur if  
a  project were to add a cumulatively considerable contribution of a  federal or state  non-
attainment pollutant. Because the SCAB is currently in non-attainment for  O3, PM10, 
and  PM2.5, related projects could  cause ambient  concentrations  to exceed an air quality  
standard or  contribute to an existing or projected air quality exceedance. Cumulative  
impacts to air quality are evaluated  under two  sets of thresholds for CEQA and the 
SCAQMD. In particular, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3) provides guidance in 
determining the  significance of cumulative impacts. Specifically, Section 15064(h)(3)  
states in part that:  

“A lead agency may determine  that a project’s  incremental  contribution 
to a cumulative effect is not cumulatively considerable if the  project will  
comply with the requirements  in a previously approved plan or  
mitigation program  which provides specific requirements that  will  avoid  
or  substantially lessen the cumulative  problem  (e.g., water quality  
control plan, air quality plan, integrated waste management plan) within 
the geographic area in which the project  is  located. Such plans or  
programs must  be specified in law or adopted by  the  public agency with 
jurisdiction  over the affected resources through a public review process 
to implement,  interpret,  or make specific the law enforced or 
administered by  the  public agency…”  

For purposes of the cumulative air quality analysis with respect to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064(h)(3), the  project’s incremental contribution to cumulative air quality  
impacts is determined based on compliance with the SCAQMD-adopted AQMP. The  
AQMP includes demographic growth  forecasts for various socioeconomic categories 
(e.g., population, housing, employment), developed by SCAG for their Regional  
Transportation Plan. As discussed under Section 2.3 (a), the project would be consistent  
with the  AQMP.  

The Los Angeles County portion of the SCAB is also non-attainment for the lead NAAQS; however, this was due 
to lead emissions from a battery-recycling facility that is no longer in operation. The project would not result in 
lead emissions to the environment; therefore, lead impacts from the project would not occur. 
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The SCAQMD CEQA Air  Quality Handbook states that “[f]rom an air quality  
perspective, the i mpact  of a project is determined by examining the types and  levels of  
emissions generated by  the  project and  its impact  on factors that  affect air  quality. As 
such, projects should be evaluated  in  terms of  air pollution  thresholds established  by the 
District” (SCAQMD 1993).  The  SCAQMD has  provided guidance on an acceptable 
approach  to addressing the cumulative impacts issue for  air quality.  The SCAQMD “uses 
the same significance thresholds for project-specific and cumulative impacts…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).  

As the project is not part of an ongoing regulatory program, the SCAQMD also 
recommends that project-specific air quality impacts be used to determine the potential 
cumulative impacts to regional air quality. As discussed above, peak daily emissions of 
construction-related pollutants would not exceed SCAQMD regional significance 
thresholds and construction impacts would be less than significant. Operational emissions 
would not exceed the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds and operational impacts 
would be less than significant. By applying SCAQMD’s cumulative air quality impact 
methodology, implementation of the project would not result in an addition of criteria 
pollutants such that cumulative impacts would occur in conjunction with related projects 
in the region. 

c) Less than Significant  Impact.  The localized effects from the on-site portion of the 
emissions are evaluated at air-quality-sensitive receptor locations potentially impacted by 
the project  according to the SCAQMD’s  Localized Significance  Threshold Methodology,
which relies on on-site mass emission rate screening tables and project-specific
dispersion modeling typically for sites greater than 5  acres,  as appropriate (SCAQMD 
2008). The  localized significance thresholds  (LSTs)  are applicable to emissions of NOX,
CO, PM10, and PM2.5. For NOX  and CO, the thresholds are based on the ambient air 
quality standards. For PM10 and PM2.5, the  thresholds are based on requirements in
SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) for construction  and Rule 1303 (New  Source 
Review  Requirements) for operations. The SCAQMD has established  conservative
screening criteria that can be used  to determine the maximum allowable daily emissions
that would satisfy the  LSTs and therefore not cause or  contribute  to  an exceedance of the
applicable  ambient air quality standards without project-specific dispersion modeling.
The screening criteria depend on:  (1) the source receptor area (SRA) in which the project 
is located; (2)  the size of  the project site; and (3)  the distance between the project  site and 
the nearest sensitive receptor (e.g., residences,  schools, hospitals).  These screening 
criteria were used in  this assessment. For the project, the appropriate SRA for  the LSTs  is
the Southwest Los Angeles County Coastal  Monitoring Station (SRA 3).  The nearest 
sensitive receptors would be single-family and multi-family residential uses located south 
of the project  site across Gage Avenue. The SCAQMD’s methodology clearly states that 
“off-site mobile emissions from the project should not  be included in the emissions 
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compared to LSTs.” Therefore, for purposes of the LST analysis, only emissions included 
in the CalEEMod “on-site” emissions outputs were considered. 

Construction 
Table 2-2 identifies the localized impacts at the nearest receptor, assumed to be located 
south of the project site. 

TABLE 2-2 
UNMITIGATED MAXIMUM DAILY LOCALIZED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) a 

Source NOX CO PM10 b PM2.5 b 

Mobilization and Capping of Utilities 3 4 <1 <1 

Hazardous Materials Remediation 3 4 <1 <1 

Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing 3 2 <1 <1 

Salvaging of Construction Materials 7 2 1 <1 

Removal of Wood Framing 7 2 1 <1 

Removal of Walls 7 2 1 <1 

Removal of Foundation 15 12 1 1 

Backfilling and Minor Grading 2 2 <1 <1 

Cleanup and Removal of Fencing 3 2 <1 <1 

Demolition Finish 0 0 0 0 

Overlap of Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing 10 5 1 <1 
and Salvaging of Construction Materials 

Overlap of Removal of Wood Framing and Removal of Walls 14 5 2 1 

Maximum Daily Emissions 15 12 2 1 

SCAQMD Numeric Indicatorsc 91 664 5 3 

Exceeds Thresholds? No No No No 

a  Totals may  not add up exactly  due to rounding in the modeling calculations.  
b  Emissions  include  fugitive  dust  control  measures  consistent  with  SCAQMD  Rule  403.  
c   Based on SCAQMD lowest screening criteria for SRA 3 at 25 meters for a 1-acre site.  
SOURCE: ESA,  2020  

Localized emissions would not exceed the screening criteria at sensitive receptor 
locations. Therefore, localized impacts would be less than significant. 

Operations 
According to SCAQMD LST methodology, LSTs would apply to the operational phase 
of a project if the project includes stationary sources, or attracts mobile sources, that 
may spend long periods queuing and idling at the site (e.g., warehouse or transfer 
facilities). Once construction is complete and the site is cleared, the project site will be 
used by LADWP for open air storage, and no new stationary emission sources would be 
required. Overall, given the infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment, as 
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it is estimated that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the 
storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would occur at the project site, 
localized project operational-source emissions would not exceed applicable SCAQMD 
localized thresholds of significance and operational impacts would be less than 
significant. 

CO “Hot Spot” Analysis 
A CO hot spot is an area of localized CO pollution that is caused by severe vehicle 
congestion on major roadways, typically near intersections. Projects may worsen air 
quality if they increase the percentage of vehicles in cold start modes by 2 percent or 
more, significantly increase traffic volumes (e.g., by 5 percent or more) over existing 
volumes, or worsen traffic flow, defined for signalized intersections as increasing average 
delay at intersections operating at Level of Service (LOS) E or F or causing an 
intersection that would operate at LOS D or better without the project, to operate at 
LOS E or F. While construction-related traffic on the local roadways would occur during 
construction, the net increase of construction worker vehicle trips to the existing daily 
traffic volumes on the local roadways would be relatively small and would not result in 
CO hot spots. Additionally, the construction-related vehicle trips would only occur in the 
short-term, and would cease once construction activities end. During operation, the 
project site would be used as an open air storage area and only minimal emissions would 
be generated from infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment. It is estimated 
that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 
3 hours of forklift usage per week would occur at the project site during operation and 
maintenance activities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 
Concentrations of toxic air  contaminants (TACs)  are also used as indicators of ambient  
air  quality conditions. A  TAC is defined as an air pollutant that may cause or contribute  
to an increase  in mortality or in serious illness, or  that  may pose a hazard to human 
health. TACs  are  usually present in minute quantities in the  ambient air; however, their 
high toxicity or health risk may pose a threat  to public  health even at  low concentrations.  

Construction activities associated with the  project would result in temporary and short-
term emissions of diesel  particulate matter, which the  State has identified  as a  TAC.  
During construction, the  exhaust of off-road heavy-duty diesel  equipment and heavy-duty  
trucks would emit diesel  particulate matter during general  construction  activities.   

Diesel particulate matter poses a carcinogenic health risk that is generally measured using 
an exposure period of 30 years for sensitive residential receptors, according to the 
California Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation 
of Health Risk Assessments (OEHHA Guidance), which was updated in 2015 with new 
exposure parameters, including age sensitivity factors (OEHHA 2015). Sensitive 
receptors would be located south of the project site; however, localized diesel particulate 
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matter emissions  (strongly correlated with PM2.5 emissions) would be minimal and 
would be below localized thresholds as presented in Table 2-2. Although the  localized 
analysis does not directly measure health  risk impacts, it does provide data that can be 
used  to evaluate the potential to cause health  risk impacts. Furthermore,  construction  
activity would occur for a  temporary and short-term duration. The  low level of PM2.5 
emissions coupled with the very s hort-term duration of  construction activity at any  one  
location, and the relatively  small-scale of  the project,  would result in an overall low level 
of diesel particulate matter  concentrations at  sensitive receptor  locations. Furthermore,  
compliance with the CARB anti-idling Air  Toxics Control Measure, which  limits idling  
to no more than 5 m inutes  at any location for diesel-fueled commercial vehicles, would  
further minimize diesel particulate matter emissions in  the construction area.  The project  
would also use a construction contractor(s) that  complies  with required and applicable  
BACT and the In-Use Off-Road Diesel  Vehicle Regulation.  Thus, it is expected  that  
sensitive receptors would be exposed to emissions below thresholds  and construction 
TAC impacts would be  less than significant.  

Operations 
The project would not require new stationary equipment. The project would not result in 
any other substantial sources of operational TAC emissions. Therefore, the project would 
not expose surrounding sensitive receptors to net new long-term TAC emissions and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Less than  Significant Impact.  Potential  sources  that  may emit odors during construction
activities  include  construction equipment exhaust. According to the SCAQMD CEQA 
Air Quality Handbook, construction equipment is not  a typical source of odors. Further,
any potential odor  from construction emissions would be temporary, short-term, and
intermittent  in nature and would cease upon completion of construction. No construction
activities or materials are proposed  that would create objectionable odors. In addition,
through adherence with mandatory compliance with SCAQMD rules, impacts would be 
considered less than significant  during construction.  

According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses  associated with
odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food
processing plants, chemical plants, composting operations, refineries, landfills, dairies,
and fiberglass molding facilities.  The project does not  have any uses matching any of the
listed categories. Therefore, operation of the proposed project  would not  generate odors 
affecting a   substantial  number  of  people and impacts would be less than significant. 
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2.4 Biological Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

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

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or
federally protected wetlands (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

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

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

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

Discussion 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

a) No Impact.  The project site does not contain any vegetation and therefore does not contain
any native plant habitat or  support any  special-status plant or wildlife  species. The  project 
site has been operating as an urban  land use  for decades.  The site is paved and contains an
existing two-story structure  that covers the majority of the approximately 1.1-acre parcel. 
These characteristics are not conducive to wildlife habitat. Any wildlife potentially 
occurring  on-site would likely  be transitory and would be a species associated with urban 
areas (e.g.,  rats, mice). The  project  site does not contain any trees  or vegetation. The 
proposed project would not  remove any existing trees. In addition, the  project vicinity is 
highly urbanized  and does not support habitat  for candidate, sensitive, or special-status
plant species.  Therefore, no  impacts to candidate, sensitive, or special-status plant species
would occur. 

b) No Impact.  The project  site does not  contain any riparian habitat or  other sensitive
natural communities  identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by  the 
California Department of  Fish and Wildlife  or  United  States Fish  and Wildlife Service.
Furthermore, the project site is not  located in  or adjacent to a Significant Ecological Area
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as defined by the County of Los Angeles (County of Los Angeles 2019). As such, the 
project would have no impact on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community because those habitats do not occur on or near the project site. 

c) No Impact.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers defines wetlands as an area that has the
following three attributes: (1)  at least periodically, the land supports predominantly 
hydrophytes (e.g., “water-loving plants); (2)  the substrate is predominantly undrained
hydric (i.e., waterlogged soils); and (3)  the substrate is saturated with or covered by s hallow 
water at some time during the growing season.  There are no geomorphic features that
would qualify as a bed and bank defining a stream, impacts to which are regulatory by  the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife under California Fish and Game Code  Section
1600 et seq. The proposed project  is located within a highly urbanized area and the site is 
currently developed. No  wetlands are present at the project site and the site does not include
hydrophytes (such as cattails, bulrushes, and mulefat) or other features that define a
wetland. Therefore, the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on  federally 
protected wetlands. No impact would occur. 

d) No  Impact.  The proposed  project is located within a highly urbanized  area and the site is
currently developed  with  a two-story structure. There are  no potential or  established
resident or migratory wildlife corridors on  the project site  or  in the vicinity.  This is  due to 
the highly urbanized setting and lack of open space areas, particularly those areas that 
could facilitate the movement of wildlife  species between larger stands of undeveloped
habitat. Accordingly, the development of the project would not  substantially interfere or 
impede  any regional wildlife corridors or native wildlife nursery sites. Further, no water 
bodies that  could serve as a habitat for fish exist  on the project site  or  in the vicinity. 

The federal  Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC, Sec. 703, Supp. 1, 1989) prohibits 
killing, possessing, or  trading in migratory birds, except in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior. Native birds, their  eggs, and nests are also
protected by California Fish and Game Code Sections  3500 and 3800, and thus impacts 
to native birds or  their  nests during the breeding season are potentially significant. There 
are no trees or vegetation within  the project site, and  the  proposed project would not 
remove existing trees or plant new  trees.  The project  site is developed with a two-story
structure and parking area,  and once construction  is complete and the site is cleared, the 
proposed project  site would be used as an open air  storage site for LADWP.  The
proposed project implementation would not  interfere with the movement of native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede  the use of native wildlife nursery sites. No
impacts would occur. 

e) No  Impact.  The City of Los Angeles Protected  Tree Ordinance (Los  Angeles Municipal 
Code [LAMC]  Chapter  IV, Article  6)  regulates  the relocation or removal of  all Southern
California native oak  trees (the genus  Quercus, excluding scrub oak), Southern  California 
black  walnut trees (Juglans californica), western  sycamore trees (Platanus racemosa)
and California bay trees (Umbellularia californica) of  at least  4  inches in diameter at 
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breast height.  These tree species are considered “protected” by the City of Los Angeles.  
The Ordinance prohibits, without permit, the  removal of any regulated protected tree, 
including “acts which inflict damage upon root systems or other parts of  the tree  …” and 
requires that  all regulated protected trees that are removed be replaced on  at  least  a two-
to-one basis with trees that  are of a protected variety. The project site does not contain  
locally-protected biological resources,  including trees such as oak trees, Southern  
California black walnut, western sycamore, and California bay trees. Project  
implementation would not involve the removal of any protected or California native  
trees, nor would it conflict with any local policies or  ordinances protecting biological  
resources.  Thus, the project would not disturb any native or protected trees as defined by  
LAMC Section  17.02, and there would be no impact. The proposed project would not  
conflict with  any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources and  impacts 
would not occur.  

f) No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
Habitat Conservation Plans. The project site is also not located within a Significant
Ecological Area, as defined by the County of Los Angeles to hold important biological
resources representing the wide-ranging biodiversity of the County (County of Los
Angeles 2019). No impact would occur.

References 
County of Los Angeles, 2019. Figure  9.3: Significant  Ecological Areas and Coastal Resource 

Areas Policy Map,  October 2019. Available at:   
http://planning.lacounty.gov/site/sea/maps/. Accessed  May 26, 2020.  
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2. Environmental Checklist 

2.5 Cultural Resources 
Less Than 

Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5?

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

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Discussion 
The analysis of impacts to archaeological and historic resources is based, in part, on the following 
two reports: St. Andrews Place Demolition Project - Archaeological Resources Assessment and 
6236 S. St. Andrews Place Historic Resources Assessment prepared by ESA in June 2020. These 
reports are included as Appendix B. 

a) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. One historic-period built resource, the
Bauman Brothers Furniture Manufacturing Co. (Bauman Brothers) industrial complex,
was identified within the project site.

The industrial complex was identified as a potentially eligible resource in the City of Los
Angeles citywide historical resources survey (SurveyLA) of Industrial Zone Properties in
South Los Angeles, in 2016. SurveyLA identified the resource as potentially eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register), the California
Register of Historical Resources (California Register), and for local listing because it
represents an excellent and rare example of 1920s industrial development in the area.

The first building in the  industrial complex to be constructed was completed in 1928 as a 
Mediterranean Revival-style furniture factory with Italianate decorative elements
designed by architect  John M. Cooper Company for Bauman Brothers  industrial
complex, fronting S. St. Andrews Place. An additional  brick vernacular  industrial 
building designed by John M. Cooper Company was also constructed fronting Gage 
Avenue in 1928. Over the years, several additions and alterations were made to the
factory t o support the expansion of the  Bauman Brothers industrial  enterprise, most 
notably, construction of one additional building in 1941 in a  utilitarian Late  Moderne-
style south of  the original building designed by Engineer H. Sage Webster, and another 
similar  building further south in  1946 also in a utilitarian Late Moderne-style designed by 
Engineer A. Karl Leatherwood, constructed fronting S. St. Andrews Place. Bauman
Brothers  continued to own the property and manufacture furniture at this  location until
1968.  
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As part of  the current project, the  industrial complex was subject  to evaluation for  
inclusion in the  National Register, California Register, and local listing as a Los Angeles 
Historic  Cultural Monument. The evaluation  included intensive-level  pedestrian site 
survey of the  exterior and interior of  the complex, as  well  as extensive occupation and 
construction history research to document the complex’s chronology and alterations. As a  
result of the evaluation,  the industrial complex was recommended not eligible for  listing  
in the National Register, the California Register,  or  for local listing. The  complex  is  
ineligible under Criterion A/1/1 because  it has  undergone many m odifications and large  
additions that detract  from  its integrity and association with 1920s  industrial development  
of South Los Angeles, and Bauman Brothers was  a small  unimportant  enterprise and does  
not appear to have made any significant  contribution to the development of  the furniture  
manufacturing industry. The complex is ineligible under Criterion B/2/2 because there 
are no important persons  associated with the complex. The complex is ineligible under  
Criterion C/3/3  because it does not appear to  be architecturally significant.  The complex  
is ineligible under Criterion D/4 because it does not reveal  important information about  
prehistory or history. Therefore, the Bauman Brothers industrial  complex does not  
qualify as a historical  resource and its  demolition would not constitute a  significant  
impact.  

The archaeological  resources assessment prepared for  the project included a records 
search conducted by the California Historical Resources Information System  – S outh 
Central Coastal Information Center, a Sacred Lands File search conducted by the 
California  Native American Heritage Commission  (NAHC), a review  of historic aerial  
photographs and topographic maps, and a subsurface archaeological  resources  
assessment.  No known archaeological  resources were identified within  the project  site as 
a result of the archaeological resources assessment.  The subsurface archaeological  
sensitivity assessment indicates the project  site is underlain by late Pleistocene to  
Holocene-age alluvial sediments,  which encompass the entirety  of the region’s human  
occupation, and therefore would have the potential to  contain subsurface archaeological  
deposits. Given that project-related ground-disturbing activities will extend  to depths of  
5 f eet, there is the potential  for pockets of undisturbed soil  containing archaeological  
resources  that qualify as historical resources to be  encountered during project  
implementation. As such, project  implementation has the potential to cause a substantial  
adverse change in  the significance of a historical  resource. With the incorporation  of  
Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-4, potential  impacts to unknown 
archaeological deposits that could  qualify as historical  resources would be reduced to less 
than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
CUL-1: Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities, LADWP shall retain a 
qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards for archaeology (U.S. Department of the Interior 2012) 
to support the implementation of cultural resources mitigation measures and 
monitoring. 
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CUL-2:  Prior to the  start of  ground-disturbing activities, a cultural resources 
sensitivity training shall be  conducted for all construction personnel. 
Construction  personnel shall be informed of  the types  of archaeological  resources  
that may be encountered, and of  the proper procedures to be  enacted in the  event  
of an  inadvertent discovery  of archaeological  resources or human remains.  
LADWP shall ensure that construction personnel  are made available for  and  
attend the  training and retain documentation  demonstrating attendance.  

CUL-3: An archaeological monitor (working under the direction of the qualified 
archaeologist) shall observe all subsurface ground-disturbing activities. A Native 
American monitor from the Native American groups identified by the NAHC as 
having affiliation with the project area shall also be invited to observe subsurface 
ground-disturbing activities. The qualified archaeologist, in coordination with 
LADWP, may reduce or discontinue monitoring if it is determined that the 
possibility of encountering buried archaeological deposits is low based on 
observations of soil stratigraphy or other factors. Archaeological monitoring shall 
be conducted by an archaeologist familiar with the types of archaeological 
resources that could be encountered within the project site. The archaeological 
monitor and Native American monitor, in coordination with the construction 
manager or resident engineer, shall be empowered to request the halting or 
redirecting of ground-disturbing activities away from the vicinity of a discovery 
until the qualified archaeologist has evaluated the discovery and determined 
appropriate treatment. The archaeological monitor shall keep daily logs detailing 
the types of activities and soils observed, and any discoveries. After monitoring 
has been completed, the qualified archaeologist shall prepare a monitoring report 
that details the results of monitoring. The report shall be submitted to LADWP 
and any Native American groups who request a copy. A copy of the final report 
shall be filed at the South Central Coastal Information Center. 

CUL-4:  In the event of the unanticipated discovery of  archaeological materials,  
LADWP shall  immediately cease all work activities in  the area (within  
approximately 50  feet) of the discovery  until it can be evaluated by t he qualified 
archaeologist. Construction shall not resume until  the qualified archaeologist  has 
conferred with LADWP on  the significance of  the resource.  

If it is determined that  the discovered archaeological  resource constitutes a 
historical resource and/or  a  unique archaeological  resource  pursuant to CEQA, 
avoidance and preservation in place shall be the  preferred manner of mitigation. 
Preservation in place maintains  the  important  relationship between artifacts  and 
their archaeological context. Preservation in place may be accomplished by, but  
is not limited to, avoidance, incorporating the  resource  into open space, capping, 
or deeding the site  into a permanent conservation easement. In the event  that  
preservation in place is determined to be  infeasible and data recovery t hrough 
excavation  is the only feasible mitigation  available, an  Archaeological Resources 
Treatment Plan shall  be prepared and implemented by the qualified archaeologist  
in consultation with LADWP that provides for the adequate recovery of  the 
scientifically  consequential information contained in  the archaeological resource.  
LADWP shall consult with  appropriate Native American representatives in  
determining treatment  for prehistoric or Native American resources to  ensure 
cultural values ascribed to  the resource, beyond that which  is scientifically  
important, are considered.  

St. Andrews Place Demolition Project 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 



 2. Environmental Checklist 

  

   

2-25    
 

November 2020 
 

 

 
  

     
  

    
   

b) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  As noted above under Section 2.5 (a),
no  known archaeological resources were identified within the project site as a result of 
the archaeological resources assessment prepared for the project. However,  the project 
site is underlain by sediments of appropriate age to contain subsurface archaeological 
deposits. Given that project-related ground-disturbing activities will extend  to depths of 5 
feet,  there exists the possibility that  pockets of undisturbed soil  containing archaeological
resources that do not qualify as a historical  resource, however do qualify as a unique
archaeological resources could be encountered. As such, project implementation has the
potential  to cause a substantial adverse change in  the significance of a unique 
archaeological  resource. With the incorporation of  Mitigation Measures CUL-1
through CUL-4, potential  impacts to unknown archaeological deposits  that could qualify 
as unique archaeological resources would be reduced to less than significant.  

c) Less  than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  No known formal or informal 
cemeteries or other burial places are known to  exist within the project site. However, 
because the project would involve earthmoving activities to  depths of 5  feet,  there is the
possibility that such actions could unearth, expose, or disturb previously unknown human
remains. With the incorporation of  Mitigation Measure CUL-5, which requires 
compliance with State Health and  Safety Code Section  7050.5 and Public Resources 
Code (PRC) Section  5097.98, potential impacts to human remains would be less  than
significant. 

Mitigation Measure
CUL-5:  If human remains are encountered, LADWP shall halt work in the  
vicinity (within 100  feet) of the find and  contact the Los Angeles County  
Coroner  in accordance with PRC Section  5097.98 and Health and Safety Code  
Section  7050.5. If the County Coroner  determines  that  the  remains are Native  
American, the NAHC shall  be notified, in  accordance with Health and Safety  
Code Section 7050. 5, subdivision (c), and PRC  Section  5097.98 (as amended by  
AB 2641).  The NAHC shall designate a most likely descendant  (MLD) for the 
remains per PRC Section  5097.98. LADWP  shall ensure that  the immediate  
vicinity where the Native American human remains are located  is not  damaged or  
disturbed by further development activity, according to generally accepted 
cultural or archaeological  standards or practices, until  the landowner has  
discussed and  conferred with the MLD regarding their  recommendations,  as 
prescribed in PRC Section  5097.98,  taking into account the possibility of  
multiple human remains.   
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Environmental Science Associates (ESA). 2020a. St. Andrews Place Demolition Project 
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2.6 Energy 
Less Than 

Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

ENERGY — Would the project: 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

Discussion 
a) Less than Significant Impact. The analysis below includes the project’s energy

requirements and energy use efficiencies by fuel type for each stage of the project
(construction and operations).

Construction
The project would consume energy during construction activities, which would last
approximately 4.5 months, primarily as a result of on- and off-road vehicle fuel
consumption in the form of diesel and gasoline, necessary to construct the project.

Construction electricity consumption would include electricity consumed to power the 
construction trailers  (lights, electronic equipment, and heating and cooling) and exterior 
uses such  as lights,  conveyance of water  for dust control, and any electrically  driven
construction e quipment. Electricity consumption for  the project is anticipated to be
approximately 9 MWh  for  the duration of the construction activities.  This represents less 
than 0.001 percent  of  the  anticipated sales  for LADWP  and electricity use would be 
considered  less than significant.  Construction activities  typically do  not involve  the 
consumption of natural gas. 

The estimated fuel usage for off-road equipment is  based on the number and type  of 
equipment  that would be used during construction activities, hour usage estimates, the 
total duration of  construction activities, and hourly equipment fuel  consumption factors 
from the CARB OFFROAD model, which was used in the project’s air quality analysis. 
On-road vehicles would include  trucks to haul material to and from the  project  site, 
vendor trucks to deliver supplies necessary for project  construction, and fuel used for 
employee commute trips.  Table 2-3 summarizes the project’s total and yearly fuel 
consumption from  construction activities. 
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TABLE 2-3 
ESTIMATED PROJECT CONSTRUCTION FUEL CONSUMPTION 

Total Project Fuel Consumption (gallons) 

Diesel Gasoline 

Total Project 11,400 1,615 
Annual Average 11,400 1,615 
County Usagea 530,000,000 3,640,000,000 
% County Usage 0.002% <0.001% 

a   CEC. 2018.   
SOURCE:  ESA, 2020  

The petroleum-based fuel use summary provided in Table 2-3 represents the amount of 
transportation energy that could potentially be consumed during project construction 
based on a conservative set of assumptions, provided in Appendix A. As shown, on- and 
off-road vehicles would consume an estimated 1,615 gallons of gasoline and 
approximately 11,400 gallons of diesel fuel throughout the project’s construction. For 
comparison purposes, the fuel usage during project construction would represent less than 
0.001 percent of the 2018 annual on-road gasoline-related energy consumption and 
0.002 percent of the 2018 annual diesel fuel-related energy consumption in Los Angeles 
County, as shown in Appendix A. 

The project  construction contractors would comply with applicable CARB regulations  
governing the  accelerated retrofitting, repowering, or replacement of  heavy-duty diesel 
on- and off-road equipment. CARB adopted an Airborne  Toxic Control Measure  to limit  
heavy-duty diesel motor vehicle idling time in order to reduce public exposure  to diesel  
particulate matter and other  TACs. CARB approved the Truck and Bus regulation to 
reduce NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions  from existing diesel vehicles  operating in 
California. In addition to limiting exhaust from idling trucks, CARB recently  
promulgated emission standards for off-road diesel construction equipment of greater  
than 25 horsepower  to reduce emissions by requiring the installation of diesel  soot filters  
and encouraging the retirement, replacement, or repower of  older, dirtier  engines with  
newer emission-controlled models.  

While intended to reduce construction criteria pollutant emissions, compliance with the 
above anti-idling and emissions regulations would also result in efficient use of 
construction-related energy and the minimization or elimination of wasteful and 
unnecessary consumption of energy. Thus, construction of the proposed project would 
use energy necessary to construct the new open space storage area, but would not result 
in the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary use of energy and impacts would be 
considered less than significant. 
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Operations 
As stated above, operational energy consumption would be minimal as the project  
includes the  demolition of  an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures,  and 
future use of the project  site for open  air storage.  The  project  would not result  in net  new  
electricity or natural gas energy consumption, but would require  infrequent truck trips  
and minimal usage of  equipment, as it is estimated  that approximately three  truck trips  
per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3  hours  of forklift usage would be  
required per week. Fuel consumption from the  minimal  weekly truck trips and few pieces 
of equipment during project operations to move  material to and from the project site  
would result  in minimal energy use. Operation of  the project would use energy necessary  
for the  project’s operational purposes  but would not result in  the wasteful, inefficient, and  
unnecessary use of energy a nd impacts would be  considered  less than significant.  

b) Less than Significant Impact. Construction and operation of the project would not result
in an appreciable increase in demand for electricity or natural gas. Once constructed the
project would be an open air storage facility, and would contribute to minimal operational
related energy consumption. Therefore, the project’s burden on energy demand would be
minimal and would not result in a need for increased supply or distribution infrastructure
capabilities. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.

References 
California Air Resources Board, Proposed Regulation Order: Airborne  Toxic Control Measure  to 

Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor  Vehicle Idling, Appendix A, 2004. Available  
athttps://ww3.arb.ca.gov/regact/idling/isorappf.pdf Accessed June 2020.  

California Energy Commission, 2018. California Retail Fuel Outlet Annual Reporting (CEC-
A15) Results. https://www.energy.ca.gov/data-reports/energy-almanac/transportation-
energy/california-retail-fuel-outlet-annual-reporting. Accessed June  2020.  
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2.7 Geology and Soils 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the project: 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

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

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction,
or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or
property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

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

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Discussion  
a.i) No  Impact.  Seismically induced surface or ground rupture occurs when movement on a  

fault deep within the earth  breaks through to  the surface as a result of seismic activity.  
Fault rupture almost always follows preexisting faults,  which are zones of weakness.  
Sudden displacements are more damaging to structures because they are accompanied by  
shaking. Under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, which was  passed in 
1972, the  California Geologic Survey (CGS)  identifies  areas in the state that  are at risk  
from  surface  fault  rupture. The Act’s main purpose is to prevent  the construction of  
buildings used for human occupancy on the  surface trace of  active faults. This  requires  
CGS to establish regulatory zones, known as Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones,  
around the surface traces of active faults and  to  issue appropriate maps that identify these 
zones.  
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The project  site  is located in the Los Angeles Basin, which is a northwest-trending 
alluvial plain on  the  coast of  Southern California. The  plain is bounded by mountains and 
hills on the north, northeast, east and southeast  (Yerkes et al. 1965). The project  site is  
not known to contain an active fault  (movement within  the  last 11,000 years) and is not  
located within  an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (CGS  1986). Furthermore, the  
project site is not  located in a City of Los Angeles designated Fault Rupture Study Zone 
(City of Los Angeles 1996). The nearest  active fault is the Newport-Inglewood Fault, 
which is located approximately 3.5  miles southwest  of the  project site (SCEDC  2020). 
The proposed project  would include  the  demolition of an existing  two-story structure and 
auxiliary structures,  and  future use of the project  site  for open air storage, and would not  
require full  time employees at  the site. No  impact  would occur.  

a.ii) Less than Significant Impact. As stated above, the proposed project is not located within
an established Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. However, the project site is located in 
a seismically active region with numerous active faults. The Newport-Inglewood Fault is 
the nearest active fault, located approximately 3.5 miles southwest of the project site. 
Given the distance of known faults, there is a potential for high-intensity groundshaking 
associated with earthquakes in this region. The intensity of such an event would depend on 
the causative fault and the distance to the epicenter, the strength and duration of shaking, 
and the nature of the geologic materials within the project site. Seismic shaking during 
proposed demolition activity could place people and structures at risk. However, 
construction activity would be temporary and peak demolition activity would occur over a 
period of 2 weeks. No new structures would be constructed as part of the proposed project 
and operation and maintenance of the storage area would be minimal. Therefore, the 
proposed project’s impact related to strong ground shaking would be considered less than 
significant. 

a.iii)  Less than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is a  form of earthquake induced ground
failure that  occurs primarily in relatively shallow, loose, granular, water-saturated soils.  
Liquefaction can occur when these types of  soils  lose their inherent  shear strength due to 
excess water pressure that builds up during repeated movement from seismic activity. A  
shallow groundwater table, the presence of  loose to medium dense sand and silty sand, 
and a  long duration and high acceleration of  seismic shaking are factors  that contribute  to 
the potential for liquefaction.  

The project site is located within an area considered to have a high potential for 
liquefaction as designated by the Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element (City of Los 
Angeles 1996) and CGS mapping (CGS 1986). However, construction activity would be 
temporary and peak demolition activity would occur over a period of 2 weeks. No new 
structures would be constructed as part of the proposed project and operation and 
maintenance of the open storage area would be minimal. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects related to 
liquefaction and impacts would be less than significant. 
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a.iv)  No Impact. Landslides are movements of a mass of rock, debris, or earth down a slope 
(USGS 2020).  The project  site is located on a flat  property and is not  located within an 
area susceptible to landslides as designated in the Los Angeles General  Plan  Safety  
Element (City of Los Angeles 1996) and as  designated on CGS mapping  (CGS  1986).  
Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential  
substantial  adverse effects related to landslides and  no impact would occur.  

b) Less than Significant Impact. During construction, the proposed project would include 
minor  excavation  up to 60 inches  to remove perimeter  footings f rom the two-story
structure. These types of construction activities have the potential to disturb and expose 
native soils to  soil erosion. Thus,  construction  of the  proposed project  has  the  potential to
result in the erosion of soils  during c onstruction activities.  Because the  overall footprint 
of construction activities would exceed 1  acre, the proposed project would be  required to
comply with the  NPDES General Permit  for Discharges of  Storm Water Runoff 
Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance  Activities  (Order 2009-0009-DWQ, 
NPDES No.  CAS000002; as amended by Orders 2010-0014-DWQ and 2012-006-DWQ) 
(Construction General Permit). The Construction General Permit requires preparation and
implementation of  a stormwater  pollution pr evention plan (SWPPP), which requires 
applications of  best management practices (BMPs)  to control runoff from  construction
work sites. The BMPs would include, but would not  be limited to, physical barriers to
prevent erosion and sedimentation, c onstruction of  sedimentation basins, limitations  on
work periods during storm events, protection  of stockpiled materials, and a variety of 
other measures that would substantially reduce or prevent erosion from occurring during 
construction. Following construction  activity, backfilling  and minor grading would occur.  

During operation, the proposed  project site where the two-story structure was previously 
located would be exposed soil. This  soil would be compacted and maintained. In
addition, LADWP would implement operational BMPs to avoid the loss of any topsoil or 
erosion within  the project site. With implementation  of  the site specific SWPPP and 
BMPs, impacts  related to substantial soil erosion or  loss of  topsoil would be  considered 
less than significant. 

c) Less than Significant Impact. As discussed above, impacts relating to liquefaction and
landslides would be less than significant. Land  subsidence can occur as a result of 
groundwater or oil extraction. Construction and operation of the proposed project  would
not include water or  oil  extraction  and would not involve the pumping of groundwater.
As such, implementation of the proposed project would not promote subsidence.  No 
impact would occur. 

d) No Impact. Expansive soils are defined as soils possessing clay particles that react to 
moisture  changes by shrinking when dry or swelling when wet. Changes in soil moisture 
content  can result from precipitation, landscape irrigation, utility leakage, roof drainage,
perched groundwater, drought, or other  factors and may result in unacceptable settlement 
or heave of structures  or concrete  slabs to support on grade.  The National Resource
Conservation Service has not mapped this location  for  the potential  presence of expansive 
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soils. In addition, the proposed project would not involve construction of any new 
structures on the project site that would have the potential to be impacted by expansive 
soils. No impact would occur. 

e) No Impact.  The proposed project would not  include the installation or use of septic  tanks 
or alternative wastewater  disposal systems. Therefore,  no construction or operational 
impacts associated with  septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal  systems would 
occur. 

f) Less than  Significant  Impact with Mitigation. Geologic mapping indicates the project 
site is located  near the i nterface of  Pleistocene-age (2,580,000 to 11,700 years  ago) 
Quaternary older  alluvium and Holocene-age (11,700 years ago to present) Quaternary 
alluvium (Dibblee and Minch 2007). Holocene-age sediments are typically too young to 
contain fossils;  however, Pleistocene-age sediments are of appropriate age to contain 
paleontological resources.  The depths at which Pleistocene sediments may occur is
unknown. Project-related  disturbance is anticipated to  extend to depths of 5 feet for the 
removal of existing footings.  Given  the  extent of  previous  disturbances associated with 
the historic  construction of  the complex and the  relatively shallow depths of  disturbance,
project-related  excavations are  unlikely to encounter  intact paleontological sediments 
during project  implementation. Nonetheless, there is the potential for pockets of 
undisturbed soil containing paleontological resources to be encountered during project 
implementation. As such,  there  exists the potential for  the project to  directly or  indirectly
destroy a paleontological resource or unique geologic feature. With the  incorporation of 
Mitigation Measures GEO-1 through GEO-3,  potential impacts to  paleontological
resources and/or unique geologic features would be  reduced to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures
GEO-1:  Prior  to the start of construction  activities, LADWP shall retain a  
qualified paleontologist that meets the standards of the Society of  Vertebrate 
Paleontology (2010) to support  the  implementation of  mitigation measures  
related to  paleontological resources.  

GEO-2:  Prior to the  start of any ground-disturbing activities,  a paleontological  
resources sensitivity training shall be conducted for  all  construction personnel. 
This  training shall  include  information on what  types of paleontological 
resources could  be encountered  during excavations, what  to do  in case an  
unanticipated discovery is  made by a worker, and laws protecting paleontological  
resources. All construction personnel shall be  informed of the possibility of  
encountering fossils  and  instructed to  immediately inform the construction  
foreman or  supervisor if any fossils are unexpectedly unearthed. LADWP shall  
ensure that  construction personnel are made available for and attend the training  
and retain documentation demonstrating  attendance.  

GEO-3: If a unique geologic feature or paleontological resource is discovered 
during construction, LADWP shall immediately cease all work activities in the 
area (within approximately 50 feet) of the discovery until it can be evaluated by 
the qualified paleontologist. Construction shall not resume until the qualified 
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paleontologist has conferred with LADWP on the significance of the resource. At  
the qualified paleontologist’s discretion and to reduce  any construction delay, the  
grading and excavation contractor shall assist  in removing rock samples for  
initial processing and evaluation of  the find. All significant  fossils shall be  
collected by the qualified paleontologist. Collected  fossils shall be prepared to  
the point of  identification and catalogued before they a re  submitted to their final  
repository. Any fossils  collected shall be  curated at  a public, non-profit  
institution with  a research  interest in  the materials, such as the Los Angeles 
County Natural History Museum, if such an institution  agrees to accept the 
fossils. If no institution accepts  the  fossil collection, they  may  be donated to a  
local school in the area for  educational purposes. Accompanying notes, maps, 
and photographs shall also be filed at the repository and/or  school  that accepts 
the fossils.  
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2.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS — Would the project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

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

Discussion 
a) Less than Significant Impact. Global climate change refers to changes in average

climatic conditions on Earth as a whole, including changes in temperature, wind patterns,
precipitation, and storms. Historical records indicate that global climate changes have
occurred in the past due to natural phenomena; however, current data increasingly
indicate that the current global conditions differ from past climate changes in rate and
magnitude. Global climate change attributable to anthropogenic (human) GHG emissions
is currently one of the most important and widely debated scientific, economic, and
political issues in the United States and the world. The Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC), in its Fifth Assessment Report, Summary for Policy Makers,
stated that “it is extremely likely that more than half of the observed increase in global
average surface temperature from 1951 to 2010 was caused by the anthropogenic increase
in greenhouse gas concentrations and other anthropogenic forcings together.”

GHGs are those compounds in the Earth’s atmosphere which play a critical  role in 
determining temperature near the Earth’s surface. More specifically, these gases allow 
high-frequency shortwave solar radiation to enter  the Earth’s  atmosphere, but retain some 
of the low-frequency infrared energy which is  radiated back from the Earth towards 
space, resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. Not  all GHGs possess the same ability 
to induce climate change; as a result  the warming contribution of a GHG is commonly 
quantified in the common unit  of  carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) over a 100-year 
period, by applying the appropriate global warming potential (GWP) value.4 

The State defines GHGs as carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous  oxide (N2O), 
sulfur  hexafluoride (SF6), perfluorocarbons  (PFCs), and hydrofluorocarbons  (HFCs).
Because different GHGs have different global warming potentials (GWPs) and CO2  is the
most common reference gas for climate change, GHG emissions are often  quantified and 
reported as CO2  equivalents (CO2e). For example, CH4  has a GWP of 25 (over  a  100-year 
period); therefore, 1 metric  ton (MT)  of CH4  is equivalent  to 25 MT of CO2  equivalents
(MTCO2e). The IPCC has since updated  the GWP values based on  the latest  science in  its

GWPs and associated CO2e values were developed by the IPCC, and published in its Second Assessment Report  
(SAR) in 1996. Historically, GHG emission inventories have been calculated using the GWPs from the IPCC’s  
SAR. The IPCC updated the GWP values based on the latest science in its AR4. The CARB reports GHG  emission  
inventories for California using the GWP values from the IPCC AR4.  
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Fourth Assessment Report  (IPCC AR4) and Fifth Assessment Report (IPCC AR5), 
published in 2007 and 2014, respectively  (IPCC 2007; IPCC 2014). By applying the  
GWP ratios, project-related CO2e emissions can be tabulated  in units of  MTCO2e per  
year. Large emission sources are reported in million metric tons (MMT) of  CO2e.  

According to the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), the potential 
impacts in California due to global climate change may include: loss in snow pack; 
sea-level rise; more extreme heat days per year; more high-ozone days; larger forest fires; 
more drought years; increased erosion of California’s coastlines and sea water intrusion 
into the Sacramento and San Joaquin Deltas and associated levee systems; and increased 
pest infestation (CalEPA 2006). 

The CARB  compiles GHG inventories for the State of  California. Based on the 2018  
GHG inventory data (i.e., the latest year for which data are available from CARB), 
California emitted  423.5  MMTCO2e,  including emissions resulting from imported 
electrical power (CARB 2020).  The transportation sector  is the largest contributor to  
statewide GHG emissions at approximately  40 percent  in 2018.  

Impacts of GHGs are borne globally, as opposed to localized air quality effects of criteria 
air pollutants and TACs. The quantity of GHGs that it takes to ultimately result in climate 
change is not precisely known; however, it is clear that the quantity is enormous, and no 
single project would measurably contribute to a noticeable incremental change in the 
global average temperature, or to global, local, or micro climates. From the standpoint of 
CEQA, GHG impacts to global climate change are inherently cumulative. 

In December 2008, the SCAQMD adopted a 10,000 MTCO2e per year significance 
threshold for  industrial facilities for projects in which the  SCAQMD  is the lead  agency.  
Although SCAQMD has  not formally adopted a  significance  threshold for GHG  
emissions generated by a project for which SCAQMD  is not  the lead agency, or a  
uniform  methodology for analyzing impacts related to GHG emissions on global  climate  
change, in the absence of  any i ndustry-wide accepted standards applicable to this project,  
the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year  for industrial  projects 
is the most relevant GHG significance threshold  and is used as a benchmark  for the  
project. It should be noted that  the SCAQMD’s significance  threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e 
per  year for  industrial projects is intended for  long-term operational GHG emissions.  The 
SCAQMD has developed guidance for  the determination of  the significance of  GHG  
construction emissions that recommends  that total emissions  from  construction be  
amortized over an  assumed  project lifetime of 30 years and added to operational  
emissions, a nd then compared to the threshold (SCAQMD  2008).  

The justification for the threshold is provided in SCAQMD’s Interim CEQA GHG 
Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans (SCAQMD 2008). The 
SCAQMD Interim CEQA GHG Threshold for Stationary Sources identifies a screening 
threshold to determine whether additional analysis is required. As stated by the 
SCAQMD: 
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“…the…screening level for stationary sources is based on an emission  
capture rate of 90 percent for all new or modified projects…the policy 
objective of  [SCAQMD’s]  recommended interim GHG significance 
threshold proposal is to achieve an emission capture  rate of 90 percent  
of all new or modified stationary  source projects. A GHG significance  
threshold based on a 90 percent emission capture rate may be more  
appropriate to address  the long-term adverse impacts associated with 
global climate change  because most projects will be required to  
implement GHG reduction measures. Further, a 90 percent emission 
capture rate  sets  the emission threshold low enough to capture a 
substantial fraction of  future stationary source projects that will be 
constructed to accommodate future  statewide population and economic  
growth, while setting the emission threshold high enough to exclude  
small projects that will in  aggregate contribute a  relatively  small 
fraction of the cumulative  statewide GHG emissions. This assertion  is 
based on the fact that [SCAQMD] staff estimates that these GHG  
emissions would account  for slightly less  than one percent of future 2050 
statewide GHG emissions target (85  [MMTCO2e per year]). In addition, 
these small projects may be subject  to future  applicable GHG control  
regulations  that would further reduce their  overall future contribution to 
the statewide GHG inventory. Finally,  these small  sources are already 
subject to [Best  Available Control  Technology  (BACT)] for criteria  
pollutants  and are more  likely  to be single-permit  facilities, so  they are 
more likely to have few opportunities readily available to reduce GHG  
emissions from other parts of their facility.”  

Thus, based on guidance from the SCAQMD, if an  industrial project w ould emit GHGs  
less than 10,000 MTCO2e per year,  the project would not be considered  a substantial  
GHG emitter and GHG emission impacts would be  less than significant, requiring  no 
additional analysis and no mitigation.  

CEQA Guidelines  15064.4  (b)(1)  states that  a lead agency m ay use a model or  
methodology to quantify GHGs associated with a project. In late 2017, the SCAQMD in 
conjunction with the California Air Pollution Control  Officers Association (CAPCOA)  
released the latest version  of the CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.2). The purpose of this  
model is to estimate  construction-source and operational-source emissions from direct  
and indirect sources. Accordingly, the latest version of  CalEEMod has been used for this 
project to  estimate the project’s emission impacts. As described in Section 2.3  (a),  the 
emissions from worker vehicle trips, haul  truck trips, a nd vendor truck trips were  
estimated outside of CalEEMod to account for the CARB 2017 on-road vehicle emissions  
factor (EMFAC2017)  model because  EMFAC2017 has not yet been incorporated in the  
current version of CalEEMod.  

Construction 
Construction activities associated with the  project would occur for approximately 4.5 
months and  would result in emissions of  CO2  and  to  a lesser extent CH4  and N2O.  
Construction-period GHG emissions were quantified based on the same construction  
schedule, activities, and equipment list as  described in Section 2.3 (b). To amortize the  
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emissions over the life of  the project,  the SCAQMD recommends calculating the total  
GHG emissions attributable to construction activities,  dividing it by the 30-year project  
life, and then adding that number to a project’s  annual operational-phase GHG emissions.  
As such,  construction  emissions were amortized over  a 30-year period. As shown in 
Table 2-4, the project construction GHG emissions would not exceed the threshold of  
significance.  Therefore,  impacts would be less than significant.   

TABLE 2-4 
AMORTIZED ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION GHG EMISSIONS 

Source MTCO2e 

Off-road Project Emissions 45 

On-road Project Emissions 103 

Total Project Construction Emissions 148 

Amortized Project Construction Emissions 5 

Threshold of significance 10,000 

Exceed Threshold No 

SOURCE:  ESA 2020.  

Operational Emissions 
Operational activities associated with the project would result in minor amounts of GHG 
emissions. Operational sources of GHG emissions would only generate minor amounts of 
operational emissions from infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment, as it is 
estimated that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area 
and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would occur at the project site. Therefore, GHG 
emission impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Less than Significant Impact.  Construction and operation of  the project would not 
conflict with  plans, policies  or regulations  adopted for  the  purpose of reducing t he 
emissions of  GHG as discussed below. 

 Construction
As discussed in Section 2.8 (a), the GHG emissions generated by the project would not 
exceed the SCAQMD’s  recommended threshold of  10,000 MTCO2e per year for
industrial  projects. The  primary source of GHG emissions generated by project 
implementation would occur during construction, which would be short-term and
temporary in nature. The project would use contractors that are in compliance with 
regulations including the USEPA Heavy Duty Vehicle  Greenhouse Gas Regulation, the
CARB anti-idling Air  Toxics Control Measure  that limits  heavy-duty diesel motor 
vehicle idling, and the State’s low-carbon fuel standard regulation. While the idling
measure was adopted  for  the purpose of reducing diesel particulate matter emissions and 
reducing health  risk impacts, the measure has co-benefits  of minimizing GHG emissions 
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from unnecessary truck idling. The project would not conflict with these GHG-reducing 
measures and regulations. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Operations 
Operation of the project would generate minor amounts of GHG emissions from 
infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment, as it is estimated that 
approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of 
forklift usage per week would occur at the project site. These equipment and mobile 
source emissions would only add trace amounts of GHG emissions annually and would 
have no impact on the implementation of the SCAG Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy to reduce GHG emissions from vehicle travel. 
The project would also have no net effect on long-term water consumption and associated 
GHG emissions from water supply, conveyance, distribution, and treatment. For these 
reasons, the implementation of the proposed project would not generate GHG emissions 
that would hinder the State’s ability to achieve the GHG reduction goals under Health 
and Safety Code Division 25.5 – California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. 
Furthermore, the proposed project would not conflict with or impede the future statewide 
GHG emission reductions goals. CARB has outlined a number of potential strategies for 
achieving the 2030 reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels. These potential 
strategies include renewable resources for 60 percent of the State’s electricity by 2030, 
reducing petroleum use in cars and trucks, reducing the carbon content of transportation 
fuels, continuation of the Cap-and-Trade Program, and adopting regulations for oil 
refineries. The project would not conflict with these future regulations, as promulgated by 
the USEPA, CARB, California Energy Commission, or other agency. Impacts would be 
considered less than significant. 
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2.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — 
Would the project: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly,
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires?

Discussion 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

a, b)  Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities  required for implementation of the  
proposed project would involve demolition of a  two-story structure and auxiliary  
structures.  The proposed  construction  activities would  require equipment that uses  
hazardous materials such as petroleum fuels  and oil. During construction activities, 
hazardous materials  (including hazardous  building materials)  could accidentally b e  
spilled or  otherwise  released into the environment  and expose  construction workers, the  
public, a nd/or the environment  to po tentially hazardous conditions. Construction 
activities that involve hazardous materials would be governed by several agencies,  
including the USEPA,  Los Angeles  Department  of Transportation  (LADOT),  Division of  
Occupational Safety and Health  (Cal/OSHA),  and Department of  Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC). Construction contractors would be  required to implement BMPs  for  
handling hazardous materials during construction activities, including following  
manufacturers’  recommendations and regulatory requirements  for:  use, storage, and  
disposal of  chemical products  and hazardous materials used in construction;  avoiding  
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2. Environmental Checklist 

overtopping construction equipment fuel tanks; routine maintenance of construction 
equipment; and proper disposal of discarded containers of fuels and other chemicals. 

Prior to the demolition, a Hazardous Material Survey  would be conducted to assess the 
types and quantities of hazardous materials  that may be encountered during the  
demolition work, including hazardous building materials, such as ACMs  and LBP.  
Materials containing ACMs, LBP, and other hazardous building debris would be  
removed from the project site prior to the start of demolition activities as  required  under  
the California Code of Regulations (CCR)  Title  8,  

Division 1, Chapter 4, Article 4, Sections 1529 and 5208, for ACMs and under CCR 
Title 8, Division 1, Chapter 4, Article 4, Section 1532.1 for LBP. The regulations require 
that all work with these materials must be conducted by a State-certified professional 
who would be responsible for ensuring compliance with all applicable regulations. If 
ACMs and/or LBP are determined to exist on-site, a site-specific hazard control plan 
must be prepared detailing removal methods and specific instructions for providing 
protective clothing and equipment for abatement personnel. If necessary, a state-certified 
LBP and an asbestos removal contractor would be retained to conduct the appropriate 
abatement measures as required by the plan. Wastes from abatement and demolition 
activities would be disposed of at a landfill licensed to accept such waste. Once all 
abatement measures have been implemented, the contractor would conduct a clearance 
examination and provide written documentation to the SCAQMD that testing and 
abatement have been completed in accordance with all federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations. 

The removal of ACMs  is  regulated under the SCAQMD Rule 1403, Asbestos Emissions  
from Demolition/Renovation Activities, which specifies work practices  to  limit asbestos  
emissions from  building  demolition and renovation activities, including the removal and 
disturbance of ACMs. This  rule is generally designed to protect workers conducting  
demolition or renovation activities from exposure to asbestos emissions. Rule  1403 
requires surveys of any facility being demolished or  renovated for  the presence of  all  
friable and Class I and Class II non-friable ACM,  and provides the definition of  those  
classes. Rule 1403 establishes notification procedures, removal procedures, handling  
operations, and warning  label requirements. Approved procedures for ACM  removal to 
protect surrounding uses and people identified in Rule  1403 include HEPA filtration, the  
glovebag m ethod, wetting, and some methods of  dry removal.  

All other hazardous materials determined to be present during the Hazardous Material 
Survey would be handled in accordance with all federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations, and disposed of at the appropriate waste disposal facility. 

Compliance with applicable federal, state, and local standards is required; therefore, 
construction impacts related to the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or 
accidental release of hazardous materials would be considered less than significant. 
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Once construction activity is complete, the project  site would be used for  open a ir storage  
for construction equipment  and other  supplies  to support wellfield storage at the adjacent  
property. Operation and maintenance of the storage area would require approximately  
three trucks per week to  enter/exit the project site. As such, operation of  the  proposed 
project would include the transport  and storage of hazardous materials, such as petroleum  
fuels and oil, at the project  site. During operation activities, hazardous materials could 
accidentally be spilled  or otherwise released into the  environment exposing workers, the  
public and/or the environment  to potentially hazardous conditions. The proposed project  
is required to comply with applicable  federal, state, and local standards, and LADWP is  
required to implement BMPs for handling hazardous  materials during operation activity. 
Therefore, operation related impacts  in regards  to the  transport, use, or  disposal of  
hazardous materials o r accidental release of hazardous materials including  hazardous 
building materials  would be  considered less  than significant.  

c) No Impact.  The proposed project is  not  located within 0.25 miles  of any existing or 
proposed schools. The nearest  school  to the project  is  Mann UCLA Community School 
(7001 St.  Andrews Place, Los Angeles,  CA 90047)  located approximately 0.5   miles south 
of the project.  No impact would occur. 

d) Less than Significant Impact. Government Code Section 65962.5 requires CalEPA to
develop and annually update the Hazardous Waste and  Substances Sites (Cortese) List. 
The information contained  in the Cortese List  is provided by DTSC and other state and
local government agencies. A review of  the DTSC EnviroStor  and State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB)  GeoTracker databases did  not indicate any hazardous waste
facilities within the  project  site (DTSC 2020; SWRCB 2020a). An open Leaking 
Underground Storage Tank (LUST) cleanup site is located approximately 0.3 miles 
southeast of the project  site, at 6300 Western Avenue.  However, the LUST site is listed 
as eligible for closure  as of  February 27, 2020; SWRCB determined that  the  site has a 
low threat for groundwater  contamination from gasoline, and will close  the  site pursuant 
to the SWRCB Low  Threat Case Closure Policy following destruction  of the  monitoring 
wells  (SWRCB 2020b). A  Phase I Environmental Site  Assessment was conducted for  the 
project site  that included  an assessment of  the potential impacts of the LUST site to the
project. The  assessment  concluded that although operation of  the  former furniture 
manufacturing facility at the project site included use of spray paint, no  spills or releases
were reported at the site.  The potential impact  of  former spray painting operations  and of 
the LUST site to groundwater beneath the  project  area  was determined to be unknown.
The project would only include minor grading and would not include soil removal or 
impacts to groundwater. Because  only minor grading activities  are  proposed for the 
project, no further investigations would be  required. Based on the  results of the Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment, implementation of  the proposed project would not pose 
a hazardous threat  to the public or  environment. Impacts would be less  than significant.   

e) No Impact. The proposed project is  not  located within an airport  land use plan or within
2 miles of  a public airport,  public use airport, or  private airstrip. The  nearest public 
airport is the Los Angeles International Airport  (LAX) located  approximately 6.2  miles
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southwest of the project site. Therefore, no impact related to airport-related hazardous 
would occur. 

f) No Impact. The sections of  S. St. Andrews Place and  Gage Avenue  that front the project 
are not designated as Selected Disaster Routes on  the City of Los Angeles Safety 
Element’s Critical Facilities & Lifeline Systems Map (City of Los Angeles 1996).  In 
addition, the proposed project would not  include  road  closures that  could impact  the 
travel  of emergency vehicles. Operational activities would occur  entirely within  the
project parcel and would  not impact  emergency  access. No impacts would occur.  

g) No Impact. The proposed project would be  located within a highly urbanized area, and
would continue  to be served by the  Los Angeles Fire Department. According to the 
California Department of  Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) (CAL FIRE 2007; 
CAL FIRE 2011) the  project site would not be  located in an area classified as a  Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.  In addition, the City of Los Angeles Safety Element’s 
Selected Wildfire Hazard Areas in the City of Los Angeles map indicates that the project 
site is not located in the Mountain Fire District nor within a fire buffer zone (City of Los 
Angeles 1996). The proposed project would not expose people or structures to hazards 
related to wildlife  fires. No impact would occur. 

References 
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2.10 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY —
Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or ground water quality?

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:

i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site; 

ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or offsite;

iii) create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;
or

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release
of pollutants due to project inundation?

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

Discussion  

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

a) Less than Significant Impact.  Construction of  the  proposed project would involve 
minor  excavation. Sediment associated with earthmoving activities and exposed soil 
would have the potential  to erode and be transported to downgradient areas, potentially 
resulting in water quality standard violations. In the event of heavy rain, erosion of 
stockpiles may occur  resulting in scouring and sedimentation of  local drainages.
Additionally, stormwater  passing through the construction site has  the potential to pick 
up construction-related  chemicals (such  as fuels or oils from construction equipment), 
and toxic materials from demolished structures (such as LBP  or asbestos)  that  may pass
into  the local stormwater collection system, impacting water quality. However, the 
proposed project would be  required to prepare a project-specific SWPPP to minimize soil 
erosion. The SWPPP would identify site-specific BMPs to control erosion, sediment, and
other potential construction-related pollutants. Compliance with the SWPPP would
maintain water quality in accordance with the  Regional Water Quality Control Board
standards  such that construction of  the proposed project would not violate  any water 
quality standards. Therefore, implementation of the SWPPP would ensure  construction
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 Once construction is complete and the existing structures are removed, the project  site
would be  used for open air  storage and would not be  paved. No new structures or 
impervious surfaces would  be constructed on  the proposed project  site. As a result, the
proposed project would not substantially alter  the existing drainage pattern or 
substantially increase surface runoff.  Therefore, impacts associated with  substantial 
erosion or drainage alterations, i ncluding flooding during operation, w ould be  less than
significant. 

impacts related to water quality standards or waste discharge requirements would be less 
than significant. 

Once construction  is completed, the  proposed pr oject would be used for  open  air storage 
similar to the adjacent LADWP  wellfield  property. No new structures would be  
implemented  within the project site, operation of  the proposed project would not conflict  
with any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, and impacts would be 
less than significant.   

b) No Impact. The  proposed project  would include  the demolition of  an existing  two-story
structure and auxiliary structures,  and future use of the project site for open  air storage. 
Excavation to a depth of approximately 60 inches would be required to remove the 
footings of  the  structure being demolished. The  proposed project would not impact 
groundwater or interfere with groundwater recharge. No impact would occur. 

c)  Less than Significant Impact.  Construction of  the  proposed project would temporarily 
alter  the localized drainage pattern in  the project area due to ground-disturbing activities, 
such as grading and excavation, and demolition. Such alterations  in the drainage pattern
may temporarily result  in erosion or siltation and/or increase the rate or  amount of  surface 
runoff  if substantial drainage is  rerouted. However, as  discussed above in Section  2.10
(a), implementation of the required project-specific SWPPP would minimize the  potential
for erosion or siltation and  flooding through the  implementation of BMPs. Therefore,
impacts associated with  substantial  erosion and  temporary drainage alterations, i ncluding 
flooding during construction, w ould be less  than significant.  

d) Less than Significant Impact. The southwest  portion of  the  project  site  is located  on
land that  is  designated by  the  Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)  as a
100-year flood hazard area and northeast portion of the project site is  located on a  500-
year flood hazard area  (FEMA 2018). Additionally, the City of Los Angeles General Plan
identifies the project site  as a potential inundation zone (City of Los Angeles 1996).
Potential  inundation of the  project site would have  the potential to  release chemicals 
(such  as  those from  fuels or oils from construction equipment)  from the project site 
during  demolition/construction  and toxic materials  (such as LPB  or asbestos)  from
demolished structures. However, the proposed project would be required to prepare a 
project-specific SWPPP to  minimize  the potential for  pollutant runoff  in the event 
flooding/inundation occurs. The SWPPP would i dentify site-specific BMPs to  control 
erosion, sediment, and other potential construction-related pollutants. Compliance  with
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the SWPPP would maintain water quality in accordance with the  Regional Water Quality  
Control Board standards such that construction of the  proposed project  would not  violate  
any water quality standards. Therefore, implementation of the SWPPP would ensure  
construction would not violate water quality standards  or waste discharge requirements.  
Impacts related to  flooding and pollutant release are considered less than significant.  

The project area is not located near the ocean, nor is it located within a tsunami hazard 
area (City of Los Angeles 1996). There are no harbors, bays, lakes, rivers, or canals in 
close proximity to the project site that could expose the project site to impacts related to a 
seiche event. Therefore, no impact related to seiches or tsunamis would occur. 

e) No Impact. The project would include the demolition of an existing two-story structure
and auxiliary structures, and future use of the project site for open air storage. The project
would not impact groundwater during construction or operation. No impacts would
occur.

References 
City of Los Angeles, 1996. City of Los Angeles General Plan, Safety Element, Adopted 

September 2001. Available  at:  https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/31b07c9a-7eea-4694-
9899-f00265b2dc0d/Safety_Element.pdf. Accessed May 26, 2020.  

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), 2018. FEMA Flood Map Service Center.  
Available at: https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?#searchresultsanchor. Accessed  May 26,  
2020.  
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2.11 Land Use and Planning 
Less Than 

Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

LAND USE AND PLANNING — Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Discussion 
a) No Impact. The physical division  of  an established  community typically refers to  the

construction of a  linear  feature, such as a highway or railroad, or  removal of a means of 
access, such as a  road or bridge that would impact mobility within or between existing 
communities.  The proposed project  would include  the  demolition of an existing  two-story
structure and auxiliary structures,  and future use of the project site for open  air storage. 
The proposed project would not divide an established community. No impact would
occur. 

b) No Impact.  The project  site is designated for Light Industrial  land use  in the South Los 
Angeles Community Plan and is zoned as Light Industrial  (M2)  (City of Los Angeles 
2017; City of Los Angeles  2020). The M2 zoning designation allows for  the open storage 
of materials and equipment  at the project site,  provided  that storage is contained to  an 
area that  is “enclosed with a solid fence not less  than eight feet  in height,”  and provided
that equipment is not stored to a height which exceeds  the solid fence, among other 
limitations described in Article 2, Section 12.19 Municipal Code  (City of Los Angeles 
1974). To c omply with these requirements, the project  would construct  an 8-foot chain-
link fence with privacy slats or other privacy cover  around the perimeter of  the property 
prior to use of  the  project site for open storage of LADWP  equipment, and stored
materials and equipment would comply with applicable height  requirements. The 
proposed project would not conflict with land use  plan, policy, or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or  mitigating an environmental impact. No impact would occur. 

References 
City of Los Angeles 1974. Los Angeles  Municipal Code. Section 12.19 “M2” Light Industrial  

Zone, Amended by Ord. no. 146,030, Eff. July 11, 1974. Available at:  
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/lapz/municipalcodechapteriplanninga 
ndzoningco/chapterigeneralprovisionsandzoning/article2specificplanning-
zoningcomprehen/sec1219m2lightindustrialzone?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=aml 
egal:lapz_ca$anc=JD_12.19. A ccessed May 21, 2020.  

City of Los Angeles, 2017. South Los Angeles Community Plan. Available  at:  
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/b909e749-754e-4caa-af7f-
14c82adaa2b7/South_Los_Angeles_Community_Plan.pdf. Accessed May 13, 2020.  
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2.12 Mineral Resources 
Less Than 

Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

Discussion 
a) No Impact. According to maps prepared by the CGS in accordance with the California 

Surface  Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975,  the project site is  in  an area  that is 
classified as MRZ-1.  The MRZ-1 classification  designates areas where adequate
information  indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, or where  it is 
judged  that little likelihood exists for their  presence (California Department of 
Conservation, Division of  Mines and Geology 1994). A ccording to the  Geology Energy
Management Division Well Statewide Tracking and  California Geologic Energy
Management Division (CalGEM)  Reporting System (WellSTAR) database, there are no 
oil wells that  exist  on the project site (California Department of Conservation  CalGEM 
2020). Therefore, the proposed project would not  result in the loss  of availability of a 
known mineral resource,  and no impact would occur. 

b) No Impact. The project  site is not used  for mineral extraction and  is not known as a
locally important  resource recovery site. Further, the project site is not delineated on the 
City of Los Angeles or South Los Angeles Community Plans or  any other land use plan
for mineral  resource recovery uses. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

References  
California Department of Conservation, Division of  Mines and Geology,  1994. Update of Mineral  

Land Classification of Portland Cement Concrete Aggregate in Ventura, Los Angeles, and 
Orange Counties, California, Part II  – L os Angeles County, Miller R. V., Open File Report  
94-14. Plate 1B  Map. Available at:  ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dmg/pubs/ofr/OFR_94-
14/OFR_94-14_Plate1B.pdf. Accessed  May 18, 2020.  

California Department of Conservation  CalGEM,  2020, WellSTAR Database. Available at:  
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/calgem/Pages/Wellfinder.aspx. Accessed  May 18, 2020.  
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2.13 Noise 
Less Than 

Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

NOISE — Would the project result in: 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
groundborne noise levels?

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

Discussion 
a) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Noise is defined as unwanted sound;

however, not all unwanted sound rises to the level of a potentially significant noise
impact. To differentiate unwanted sound from potentially significant noise impacts, the
City of Los Angeles has established noise regulations. The following analysis evaluates
potential noise impacts at noise-sensitive land uses in each jurisdiction resulting from
construction and operation of the project. As discussed below, the construction and
operation of the project would not generate noise levels in excess of local standards and
impacts would be less than significant.

Sound can be described as the mechanical  energy of a vibrating object  transmitted by 
pressure waves through a liquid or gaseous medium (e.g., air). Noise is generally defined 
as unwanted sound (i.e., loud, unexpected, or annoying sound). Acoustics  is defined as 
the physics of sound. In acoustics, the  fundamental  scientific model consists of a  sound
(or noise)  source, a receiver, and the propagation path  between the two. The loudness of 
the noise source and obstructions or atmospheric factors affecting the propagation path  to 
the receiver determines the sound  level and characteristics of the noise perceived by the
receiver. Acoustics addresses primarily the propagation  and control  of sound. 

Sound, traveling in the form of waves from a source, exerts a sound pressure level
(referred to as sound level) that is measured in decibels (dB), which is the standard unit
of sound amplitude measurement. The dB scale is a logarithmic scale (i.e., not linear) that
describes the physical intensity of the pressure vibrations that make up any sound, with 0
dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of human hearing and 120 to 140 dB
corresponding to the threshold of pain. In a non-controlled environment, a change in
sound level of 3 dB is considered “just perceptible,” a change in sound level of 5 dB is
considered “clearly noticeable,” and a change in 10 dB is perceived as a doubling of
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sound volume (Caltrans 2013a). Pressure waves traveling through air exert a force 
registered by the human ear as sound. 

The typical human ear is not equally sensitive to all  frequencies  of  the audible  sound 
spectrum. As a consequence, when assessing potential  noise impacts, sound is measured  
using an electronic filter that deemphasizes the frequencies below 1,000 hertz (Hz) and 
above 5,000 Hz in a manner corresponding to the human ear’s decreased sensitivity to 
extremely low and extremely high frequencies.  This method of  frequency weighting is  
referred to  as  A-weighting a nd is expressed in units of  A-weighted decibels (dBA). 
A-weighting follows an international standard methodology of frequency de-emphasis 
and is typically applied to community noise measurements.  

An individual’s noise exposure is a measure of noise over a period of time, whereas a 
noise level is a measure of noise at a given instant in time. Community noise varies 
continuously over a period of time with respect to the contributing sound sources of the 
community noise environment. Community noise is primarily the product of many distant 
noise sources, which constitute a relatively stable background noise exposure, with the 
individual contributors unidentifiable. The background noise level changes throughout a 
typical day, but does so gradually, corresponding with the addition and subtraction of 
distant noise sources such as traffic. What makes community noise variable throughout a 
day, besides the slowly changing background noise, is the addition of short-duration, 
single-event noise sources (e.g., aircraft flyovers, motor vehicles, sirens), which are 
readily identifiable to the individual. These successive additions of sound to the 
community noise environment change the community noise level from instant to instant, 
requiring the measurement of noise exposure over a period of time to legitimately 
characterize a community noise environment and evaluate cumulative noise impacts. 

The time-varying characteristic of  environmental noise over specified  periods of  time is 
described using statistical noise  descriptors in terms of a single numerical  value,  
expressed as dBA. The most frequently used noise descriptors are summarized below:  

Leq:  The Leq, or equivalent sound level,  is used  to describe the noise level over a 
specified period of time, typically 1-hour, i.e., Leq(1), expressed as Leq. The  
Leq may also be referred to as the “average” sound level.  

Lmax:  The maximum, instantaneous noise level.  

Lmin: The minimum, instantaneous noise level. 

Lx:  The noise level exceeded  for specified percentage (x) over a sp ecified time 
period; i.e., L 50 and L90 represent the noise levels that  are exceeded 50 and  
90  percent of  the time specified, respectively.  

Ldn:  The Ldn is the average noise level over a 24-hour period, including an 
addition  of 10  dBA  to the measured hourly noise levels between the hours 
of  10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A .M. to account nighttime noise  sensitivity. Ldn is  
also  termed the day-night average noise level or DNL.  
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CNEL:   Community  Noise Equivalent  Level (CNEL), is the average noise level  over a 
24-hour period that  includes an addition of 5 dBA to the measured hourly noise  
levels between the evening hours  of 7:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M., and an addition 
of 10 dBA  to the measured hourly noise  levels between the nighttime hours of  
10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. to account  for noise sensitivity during the evening and 
nighttime  hours, respectively.  

City of Los Angeles Municipal Code 
The City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation is provided in Chapter XI of the LAMC and 
establishes acceptable ambient sound levels to regulate intrusive noises within specific 
land use zones and provides procedures and criteria for the measurement of the sound 
level of noise sources. These procedures recognize and account for differences in the 
perceived level of different types of noise and/or noise sources. 

Section 111.01 and Section 111.03 of the LAMC define the ambient noise as the actual 
measured ambient noise level or the City’s presumed ambient noise level, whichever is 
greater. The actual ambient noise level is the measured noise level averaged over a period 
of at least 15 minutes Leq. 

Section 111.02 of the LAMC provides procedures and criteria for the measurement of 
the sound level of “offending” noise sources. In accordance with the LAMC, a noise 
level increase of 5 dBA over the existing average ambient noise level at an adjacent 
property line is considered a noise violation. To account for people’s increased 
tolerance for short-duration noise events, the Noise Regulation provides a 5 dBA 
allowance for noise occurring more than 5 but less than 15 minutes in any 1-hour 
period and an additional 5 dBA allowance (total of 10 dBA) for noise occurring 5 
minutes or less in any 1-hour period. 

Section 112.05 of the LAMC sets a maximum noise level for  construction equipment of  
75 dBA at  a distance  of 50 feet when operated within 500 feet of a  residential zone. 
Compliance with this standard is required only where  “technically feasible.”  

Section 41.40 of the LAMC prohibits construction between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 
7:00 A.M. Monday through Friday, 6:00 P.M. and 8:00 A.M. on Saturday, and at any  
time on Sunday (i.e., construction is allowed Monday through Friday between 7:00 A.M. 
to 9:00 P.M.; and Saturdays and National Holidays between 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M.). 
In  general,  the City’s Department of Building and Safety enforces noise ordinance 
provisions relative to equipment and the Los Angeles Police Department  enforces 
provisions  relative to noise  generated by people.  

Construction 
As discussed in Chapter 1, Project Description, the project would  include the  demolition  
of a 64,434 square-foot, 26-foot-tall, two-story structure. The structure’s  footprint  is  
approximately 38,484 feet. In addition, the proposed project would remove a 456-square-
foot  auxiliary structure, a  concrete wall along the northern property line, and 10 posts  
located on the paved portion of the site, which were previously used as  truck charging 
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stations. Once  demolition  is complete  and the site is cleared of debris, a  new chain-link  
fence with privacy slats would be  constructed along the perimeter of  the property.  Project  
construction is expected to commence in August 2021 and would take approximately  4.5 
months to complete. As  described in Section 2.3 (b), maximum daily activities would 
involve up to two crews working simultaneously, with specified crews  based on the  
different tasks. The construction schedule received from LADWP was used  in  the  noise  
impact analysis, where it assumes one crew per task, with  two crews overlapping during  
installation of  pedestrian protection and fencing and salvaging of construction materials, 
and two crews partially overlapping during the  removal of wood framing  and removal of  
walls. The  analysis includes consideration of  construction noise effects on noise-sensitive 
receivers  in the vicinity of the project site due to the  use of construction equipment (on-
site construction activities)  and haul trucks (off-site construction activities).   

The project site is located on a 1.1-acre parcel north of  Gage Avenue and east of  
St.  Andrews Place.  The closest sensitive receptors are residential uses located  
approximately 50 feet or more  to the south of  the project site, south  of Gage Avenue.    

 On-Site Construction Activities 
Noise from on-site construction activities would be generated by the use of equipment  
involved during  various stages of construction activities. The noise levels generated  by  
construction equipment would vary depending on factors such as the type and number of  
equipment, the specific model (horsepower  rating), the construction activities being  
performed, and the maintenance condition of the equipment. Individual pieces of  
construction equipment anticipated to be used during project construction could produce  
maximum noise levels of 78 dBA to 89 dBA  Lmax at a reference distance of 50 feet from  
the noise source, as shown in Table 2-5. These maximum noise levels would occur  when 
equipment is operating under full power conditions. The estimated usage factor for the 
equipment is also shown in Table 2-5. The usage factors are based on the Federal Highway  
Administration (FHWA) Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide  (FHWA 2006).  

TABLE  2-5  
CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT AND ESTIMATED  NOISE LEVELS 

Reference Noise 

 Source 
Estimated Usage 

 Factor (%) 
 Level at 50 feet 

 (dBA Lmax) 

  Air Compressor  40%  78 

Auger  Drill Rig  20%  84 

Generator  Set  50%  81 

 Jackhammer  20%  89 

 Roller  20%  80 

Loader   40%  79 

 

SOURCE:  FHWA 2006  
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To characterize construction-period noise levels,  the hourly Leq noise level associated  
with each construction phase is  estimated based on the  quantity, type, and usage factors  
for each type of  equipment used during each construction phase and are typically 
attributable to multiple pieces of  equipment operating simultaneously. Over the course  of  
a construction day, the highest noise levels would be generated when multiple pieces of  
construction equipment are  operated concurrently.  

The estimated noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors were calculated based on a 
maximum concurrent operation of construction equipment, which is considered a worst-
case evaluation because the project would typically use less equipment simultaneously, 
and as such would generate lower noise levels. Noise calculation worksheets are included 
the Noise and Vibration Technical Report attached as Appendix C. The nearest sensitive 
receptors to the construction areas would be single family and multi-family residential 
uses located south of the project site across Gage Avenue in the City of Los Angeles. 
Table 2-6 shows the estimated maximum construction noise levels that would occur at 
the nearest off-site sensitive uses during a peak day of construction activity. As shown, 
construction noise levels were estimated to reach a maximum of 91 dBA Leq at 50 feet 
during the Removal of Foundation, 79 dBA Leq at 50 feet during the combined 
Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing and Salvaging of Construction 
Materials, and 78 dBA Leq at 50 feet during the combined Removing of Wood Frame 
and Removal of Walls, which would exceed the standard for construction equipment of 
75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet when operated within 500 feet of a residential zone. 
However, this increase would only occur for a temporary duration at a sensitive receptor 
location as construction activities would occur across the project site. In addition, 
construction activities would only occur at the site for a period of approximately 2.5 
months; therefore, construction-related noise would be experienced by nearby sensitive 
receptors for only a relatively short duration. Although construction noise impacts are 
expected to be limited in duration, construction noise levels could exceed the established 
thresholds at the nearest sensitive receptors as shown on Table 2-6. 
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TABLE 2-6 
UNMITIGATED MAXIMUM CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT SENSITIVE RECEPTORS

Estimated Noise Level 
Source Distance (feet) (dBA Leq) 

Demolition 

Mobilization and Capping of Utilities 50 78 

Hazardous Materials Remediation 50 78 

Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing 50 77 

Salvaging of Construction Materials 50 75 

Removal of Wood Framing 50 75 

Removal of Walls 50 75 

Removal of Foundation 50 91 

Backfilling and Minor Grading 50 79 

Cleanup and Removal of Fencing 50 77 

Demolition Finish 50 0 

Overlap of Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing 
and Salvaging of Construction Materials 50 79 

Overlap of Removal of Wood Framing and Removal of Walls 50 78 

Maximum Noise Level 50 91 

Significance Threshold 50 75 

NOTES: 
A) Construction schedule provided by LADWP.
B) Detailed construction noise calculations are provided in Appendix C. 
SOURCE: ESA 2020

Implementation of  Mitigation Measures NOI-1, NOI-2, a nd  NOI-3 would reduce  
construction noise  levels by a minimum of  20  dBA to the extent technically possible.  
Mitigation Measure NOI-4  would require noticing of residences  prior  to construction.  
As shown in Table 2-7, with incorporation of  Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through  
NOI-4,  construction noise levels were estimated  to  reach a maximum of  71  dBA Leq  at  
50 feet during the  Removal of Foundation  phase. This estimated  noise level  would  not  
exceed the standard  set forth in  LAMC  Section 112.05, which sets a maximum noise 
level for construction equipment of 75  dBA at a distance of  50 feet when operated within  
500 feet of a  residential zone. Therefore, the short-term construction noise impacts  would 
be mitigated  to  less than significant.  
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TABLE 2-7 
MITIGATED MAXIMUM CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT SENSITIVE RECEPTORS

Construction Phase Distance (ft) dBA, Leq 

Mobilization and Capping of Utilities 50 58 

Hazardous Materials Remediation 50 58 

Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing 50 57 

Salvaging of Construction Materials 50 55 

Removal of Wood Framing 50 55 

Removal of Walls 50 55 

Removal of Foundation 50 71 

Backfilling and Minor Grading 50 59 

Cleanup and Removal of Fencing 50 57 

Demolition Finish 50 0 

Overlap of Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing and 
Salvaging of Construction Materials 

50 59 

Overlap of Removal of Wood Framing and Removal of Walls 50 58 

Maximum Combined Noise Levels 50 71 

Significance Threshold 50 75 

NOTES: 
A) Construction schedule provided by LADWP.
B) Detailed construction noise calculations are provided in Appendix C. 
SOURCE: ESA 2020

As mentioned above, Section 41.40 of the LAMC prohibits  construction between the  
hours  of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M., M onday through Friday, 6:00 P.M. and 8:00 A.M. on 
Saturday, and at any time on Sunday (i.e., construction is allowed Monday through 
Friday between 7:00 A.M. to 9:00 P.M.; and Saturdays  and National Holidays between 
8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M.). The project construction workday would start at 6:00 A.M. and 
end at 5:00 P.M. Monday through Friday, and no construction would occur  on the  
weekends. However, no noise generating construction activities would occur on-site 
between 6:00 A.M  and 7:00 A.M as  the  initial hour of the workday would be used for  
setting up activities, planning and personnel meetings, and other similar activities. In 
addition, no operation of off-road equipment  and truck  loading activities would occur  
until 7:00 A.M. Therefore, as the project would be in compliance with applicable  noise  
standards established in  the LAMC,  construction noise impacts would be  considered  less 
than significant.   

Off-Site Construction Activities 
On-road trucks would be used to transport materials to and from the construction areas. 
Trucks would travel past noise-sensitive residential uses along Gage Avenue in the City 
of Los Angeles. However, the number of trucks would be minimal at approximately 25 
trucks per day (3 trucks during a peak hour is assumed in the analysis). The temporary 
addition of this number of trucks per day during construction activities would result in a 
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2. Environmental Checklist 

peak hour noise level of 53.6 dBA Leq and CNEL of 54.1 dBA at 20 feet  from the  
roadway (or approximately 35 feet  from the centerline  based on a  30-foot roadway w idth 
typical of  roadways in the vicinity of the project  site).  The ambient  noise levels at the 
roadways around the  project site  analyzed in the City of Los Angeles Citywide General  
Plan Framework FEIR is 55.0 dBA CNEL at 20 feet  from the  roadway (City of Los  
Angeles 1996). At  54.1 dBA CNEL, the project’s  temporary noise  from truck travel  
would  contribute  to increased  noise levels  to 57.6 dBA Leq on any given roadway around  
the project area during construction, w hich would not exceed the  threshold of 60.0 dBA  
Leq. Therefore,  the off-site construction traffic noise impacts would be less than  
significant.  

Operations 
As discussed in Chapter 1, Project Description, the project would demolish a two-story 
structure and auxiliary structures, and the project site would be used for open air storage. 
The existing noise environment surrounding the project site is dominated by traffic noise 
from nearby roadways. Once construction is completed, the proposed project site would 
be used by LADWP as open air storage, and operation of the project would not result in a 
net increase in operational noise levels. The project would require approximately three 
truck trips per week and 3 hours of forklift usage per week at the project site. Given the 
infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment, project operation would not result 
in an audible increase in noise levels. As such, operation of the project would result in a 
less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
NOI-1:  For construction activities adjacent to noise-sensitive receptors (e.g.,  
residences), the contractor  shall ensure  that all construction equipment, fixed or  
mobile, are equipped with properly operating and maintained noise-shielding and 
muffling devices, consistent with manufacturers’ standards.  The contractor  shall  
use muffler systems (e.g., absorptive mufflers) that provide a minimum reduction  
of 5 dBA compared to the  same equipment without  an installed muffler system, 
reducing maximum construction noise  levels. The contractor shall  keep  
documentation on-site demonstrating that  the equipment has been maintained in 
accordance with  the manufacturers’  specifications.  The contractor shall also keep  
documentation on-site verifying compliance with this measure.  

NOI-2: For construction activities adjacent to noise-sensitive receptors (e.g., 
residences) along West Gage Avenue, where physically and technically feasible, 
the contractor shall provide a temporary fence or other barrier with a 
performance standard of achieving a 15 dBA noise level reduction at the 
residential receptors to the south. A 16-foot tall temporary fence or other barrier 
shall be used along West Gage Avenue extending approximately 100 feet from 
the S. St. Andrews Place intersection. A minimum 8-foot tall temporary fence or 
other barrier shall be used in all other areas along the project site’s southern 
boundary along West Gage Avenue. The temporary fence or barrier shall be 
used during peak noise-generating construction phases when the use of heavy 
equipment is prevalent. A noise barrier is not required if it would pose a safety 
risk or unreasonably prevent access to the construction area as deemed by the 
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2. Environmental Checklist 

on-site construction manager, such as in areas that have limited equipment-
maneuvering space or access. 

NOI-3:  Limit engine  idling of construction equipment  (e.g., ha ul trucks, loaders)  
to a  minimum of 200 feet from any boundary of the nearest sensitive receptors.   

NOI-4: Prior to commencement of construction activities, LADWP shall notify 
in writing adjacent residents and businesses near the project site, including the 
residents along Gage Avenue south of the project site, of proposed construction 
activities and the tentative schedule. The notices shall also provide a contact 
person and hotline where local residents or business owners can call during 
active construction with questions or comments. LADWP shall respond to 
inquiries regarding construction noise and vibration. 

In addition, LADWP shall provide a construction site notice 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. 

b) Less than Significant Impact. The project would be constructed using typical
construction techniques and would use impact equipment, such as jackhammers. As such,
it is anticipated that the equipment to be used during construction would generate
groundborne vibration.

Ground-borne vibration is  primarily generated from the use of construction equipment 
and from heavy-duty v ehicle traffic and trains. Ground-borne vibration propagates from 
the source through the ground to adjacent buildings by surface waves. Vibration energy 
dissipates as  it  travels  through the ground, causing the vibration  amplitude to decrease
with distance away from the source.  Vibration  in buildings is  typically perceived as 
rattling of windows, shaking of loose items, or the motion of building surfaces. The 
vibration of building surfaces also can be radiated  as sound and heard as a  low-frequency 
rumbling noise, known as ground-borne noise. Vibration levels  for potential structural 
damage is described in terms of the peak particle velocity (PPV) measured  in  inches per 
second (in/sec). Road vehicles rarely create enough ground-borne vibration amplitude to
be perceptible to humans unless the receiver is in  immediate proximity to the source or 
the  road surface is poorly maintained and has  potholes or bumps. 

Human sensitivity to vibration varies by frequency and by receiver. Generally, people are
more sensitive to low-frequency vibration. Human annoyance also is related to the
number and duration of events; the more events or the greater the duration, the more
annoying it becomes. Ground-borne vibration related to human annoyance is generally
related to root mean square (rms) velocity levels and expressed as velocity in decibels
(VdB).
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 Approximate PPV (in/sec) 

25 50 60 75 100 200 300 
 Equipment  Feet  Feet  Feet  Feet  Feet  Feet  Feet 

 Bore/Drill Rig  0.0890  0.0361  0.0285  0.0213  0.0147  0.0060  0.0035 

 Loaded Trucks  0.0760  0.0309  0.0244  0.0182  0.0125  0.0060  0.0035 

 Jackhammer  0.0350  0.0142  0.0112  0.0084  0.0058  0.0051  0.0030 

 Small Bulldozer  0.0030  0.0012  0.0010  0.0007  0.0005  0.0023  0.0014 

 SOURCE: FTA 2018; ESA 2020.  
 

 

   
  

     

2. Environmental Checklist 

The City of Los Angeles does not address vibration in the City’s municipal code or 
general plan noise elements. Thus, for this project, the Federal Transit Authority’s 
(FTA’s) criteria for structural damage and human annoyance is used. With respect to 
ground-borne vibration from construction activities, the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) has adopted guidance to limit ground-borne vibration based on 
the age and/or condition of the structures that are located in close proximity to 
construction activity. With respect to residential and commercial structures, the FTA, 
provides a vibration damage potential criterion for continuous/frequent intermittent 
vibration sources of 0.5 in/sec PPV for Category I, Reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber 
(no plaster) buildings, which includes newer residential structures and modern 
industrial/commercial buildings and 0.2 in/sec PPV for Category III, Non-engineered 
timber and masonry buildings, which includes older residential structures (FTA 2018). 
The guidance also provides an 80 VdB threshold for construction and operational 
vibration impacts associated with human annoyance for infrequent events (FTA 2018) 
(see Appendix C for additional details). 

Construction 
According to the FTA, ground vibrations from construction activities very rarely reach  
the level that  can damage structures.  A  possible exception  is the case of old,  fragile  
buildings of historical  significance where special care must be taken to avoid damage 
(FTA 2006). The construction activities that  typically generate the most severe vibrations  
are blasting and impact pile driving, which would not be utilized for the project. The  
project would utilize construction equipment such as use of  loaded trucks and 
jackhammers, which would generate ground-borne vibration during construction 
activities.  The vibration velocities at various distances for  several types of construction  
equipment  that can generate perceptible vibration  levels are identified in  Table 2-8.  
Based on the information  presented in Table  2-8, vibration velocities  could range from  
0.003  to 0.089  in/sec PPV at 25  feet from the source of  activity.   

TABLE 2-8 
VIBRATION SOURCE LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Proposed construction activities would occur throughout the project site and would not be 
concentrated at the point closest to the nearest structure. Based on the vibration levels 
presented in Table 2-8, at a distance of 10 feet from the vibration source, the maximum 
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2. Environmental Checklist 

vibration level would be  up to approximately 0.352 in/sec PPV for a drill rig, which 
would not exceed the significance  threshold of 0.5 in/sec PPV. Therefore, the use  of all  
construction equipment would not result  in a groundborne vibration velocity levels  above  
0.5 inches  per  second at the nearest off-site structure and impacts would be less than  
significant. With  respect to human  annoyance,  the nearest residential buildings are  
located approximately  50 feet from the project site  and  would be exposed to vibration 
levels  at approximately 78 VdB which is not above  the  80 VdB threshold for human 
annoyance. Therefore, impacts w ould be less t han  significant.  Based on  this assessment,  
construction vibration impacts would be less  than significant.  

Operations 
Once construction activities have been completed, there would be no substantial sources 
of vibration activities from operation of the project. The project would not include new 
stationary sources of vibration. The approximately three truck trips per week 
entering/exiting the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would not 
generate perceptible vibration levels that would cause structural damage or human 
annoyance. Therefore, vibration impacts during project operation would be less than 
significant. 

c) No Impact. The project would not locate noise-sensitive uses within an airport land use
plan area or within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport. In addition, the
project would not locate noise-sensitive uses within the vicinity of a private airstrip, or
heliport or helistop. Therefore, the project would not result in an exposure of noise-
sensitive uses to excessive noise levels from such uses. No impact would occur.
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https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual 
.pdf. Accessed June 2020.  
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2.14  Population and  Housing  
Less Than 

Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion 
a) No Impact. The project does not include housing or  commercial development that would

directly affect the number of residents or  employees in  the area and would not contribute 
to the creation of  additional housing or  jobs in the City of Los Angeles. The project 
would not directly or indirectly induce growth or  remove an obstacle to growth, since the 
proposed project  would be  implemented to create an open air storage area that would 
supplement existing storage on an adjacent LADWP facility. Up to 20 workers would be 
required during project construction and operational activities would be minimal, with
LADWP using existing staff for operations and maintenance  of  the proposed project site.
The project would not directly induce population growth as the proposed project would
not include  the  construction of new homes and businesses  and would  not indirectly 
support new population or  economic expansion. The proposed project would not  result in
any substantial change to the existing land use pattern or trigger growth in the area.
Therefore, no impact would occur. 

b) No Impact. The  proposed project  would include  the demolition of  an existing  two-story
structure and  auxiliary structures,  and future use of the project site for open  air storage.
The project  would  not involve the demolition or  construction of housing. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not displace people or housing, and no impact would occur. 
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2.15 Public Services 
Less Than 

Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

PUBLIC SERVICES — 

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

i) Fire protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
ii) Police protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
iii) Schools? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
iv) Parks? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
v) Other public facilities? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Discussion 
a.i) No Impact. The  Los Angeles Fire Department  (LAFD)  provides fire suppression and 

emergency  medical services to  the project site and  surrounding area.  The primary fire 
station that would service the project site is LAFD Station 66, located approximately 0.8 
miles north of the project  site at 1909 West Slauson Boulevard (LAFD 2020). 
Construction activities  related to the proposed project would not  result in the  need f or  
additional fire protective  services  beyond what is already pr ovided. Once constructed, the  
project  would involve  use and maintenance of an open air storage  facility, which would 
be operated approximately  three times per week similar to  the adjacent wellfield  area and  
by existing LADWP staff. Therefore, there would be no need for  new or physically  
altered fire facilities  to serve  the proposed project site. No impact would occur.  

a.ii)  No Impact.  Police protection services for  the project site  would be  provided by the Los 
Angeles Police Department.  The closest station  to  the project  site is the 77th  Street  
Community Police  Station located at  7600  South Broadway, approximately  2.9  miles  
southeast of the project  site  (LAPD 2020). Once  constructed, the project would involve  
use and maintenance of  an  open air  storage area, which would be operated  approximately  
three times per week similar to  the adjacent wellfield area and by existing LADWP staff. 
Therefore, there would be no  need  for  new or expanded law enforcement facilities in  
order  to provide adequate  police  protection services. No impact  would occur.  

a.iii) No Impact. The proposed project would include the demolition of an existing two-story
structure and auxiliary structures, and future use of the project site for open air storage. 
The proposed project would not change existing demand for school services, as the 
proposed project would not result in an increase in population. No impact would occur. 

St. Andrews Place Demolition Project 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 



 2. Environmental Checklist 

  

   

2-65    
 

November 2020 
 

 

  

  

a.iv)  No Impact. The  proposed project  would include  the demolition of  an existing  two-story
structure and auxiliary structures,  and future use of the project site for open  air storage. 
The proposed project would not  result in an increase in population, and would not prompt  
the need for new parks. No impact would occur.  

a.v)  No Impact.  The  proposed project  would include  the demolition of  an existing  two-story
structure and auxiliary structures,  and future use of the project site for open  air storage.  
The proposed project would not  include  new housing  or businesses to the area  that would 
require any additional services or public facilities, including libraries. No impact would 
occur.  

References 
Los Angeles Fire Department, 2020. Find Your Station Web Tool. Available at:  

https://www.lafd.org/fire-stations/station-results. Accessed May 19, 2020.  

Los Angeles Police Department, 2020. Community Police Station Address Directory. Available 
at: http://www.lapdonline.org/our_communities/content_basic_view/6279. Accessed May  
19, 2020.  
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2.16 Recreation 
Less Than 

Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

RECREATION — 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

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

Discussion 
a) No Impact.  The project  site does not  contain any recreational facilities. The nearest 

recreational facility  is  Harvard Park (1535 West 62nd Street, Los Angeles)  located
approximately 0.3 miles northeast of  the project site. The proposed project would not 
result  in direct or  indirect growth in population or housing and is not expected to impact 
existing neighborhood or  regional parks or any other recreational facilities due to
increases in park usage.  No  impact would occur. 

b) No Impact. The project  would include  the  demolition of  an existing  two-story structure
and auxiliary structures,  and  future use of  the project site for open air storage.  The
proposed project  would  not include  the  development of recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of  recreational facilities.  No impact would occur. 

St. Andrews Place Demolition Project 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 



 2. Environmental Checklist 

  

   

2-67    
 

November 2020 
 

  

   

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

       

    
  

 

    

  
 

    

    
  

 
 

    

       

 

   
    

2.17 Transportation 
Less Than 

Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

TRANSPORTATION — Would the project: 

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

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

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Discussion 
a) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project  would include  the demolition of an

existing  two-story structure and auxiliary structures,  and  future use of the project  site for 
open  air storage.  Regional access to the proposed project is provided by I -110
approximately 1.7  miles to the east. Local access to  the project site would occur from 
Slauson Avenue and Gage  Avenue, which intersect with St. Andrews Place. Project 
construction is anticipated  to take approximately 2.5 months. Construction would occur 
fully within the project site  and would not encroach into the public right-of-way. Export of 
demolition debris would be  required and would be hauled from the project site and
transported along existing roads/highways surrounding t he project site. Materials would be 
delivered to nearby recycling  and landfill  facilities as described in Section 1.5, Project 
Construction. Construction equipment, including a flatbed truck, a light pickup truck, a 
truck-mounted earth auger, two heavy-duty trucks, two dump trucks, a crawler loader, an
air compressor, two pavement breakers, an air hose, and a two-drum roller would be 
transported to the project site at the beginning of project construction and would be 
removed once project construction is completed. It is estimated that a maximum of 25 truck 
haul trips per day would be required to remove demolition debris from the project site 
during peak construction activity. The peak period of construction would last 
approximately 3 weeks, when the proposed project would remove walls and foundation
materials from the existing two-story structure. Daily trips to and from the project site 
would consist of workers in  pickup trucks accessing the site. Worker trips are estimated  to
peak at 20 round-trips per day. Since the proposed project is in  a highly  urbanized area
and peak trips to and from the project site would be minor relative to existing traffic 
conditions  in the City of Los Angeles, the proposed project would not conflict with any 
program plans, or any ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including 
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Impacts would be considered less than 
significant. 

Once operational, existing staff would periodically maintain and access the project site
similar to existing conditions at the adjacent LADWP property. It is estimated that
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approximately three trips per week would enter/exit the storage area once construction is 
complete. Therefore, the proposed project would not increase transit in the area 
surrounding the project site. No impact would occur. 

b) Less than Significant Impact. In accordance with Senate Bill (SB) 743, the  new  CEQA
Guidelines  Section 15064.3, subdivision (b) was adopted in December 2018 by the 
California Natural Resources Agency. These revisions to the CEQA Guidelines  criteria
for determining the significance of transportation impacts are primarily focused  on 
projects within transit priority areas and shift the focus from driver delay to reduction of 
GHG  emissions, creation of multimodal networks, and promotion of a mix of  land uses.
Vehicle miles traveled  (VMT)  is a measure of the total number of miles driven  to or from 
a development and is sometimes expressed as an average per trip  or per person. The 
newly adopted guidance provides that  a lead agency may elect to  be governed by the
provisions of this  section immediately. On July 30, 2019, the  Los Angeles City  Council 
adopted VMT as  part  of its CEQA  Transportation Thresholds  as a  criterion to determine 
transportation impacts, pursuant  to SB 743 and the  recent changes to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3.5  The  City’s required methodology for  VMT  analysis  is documented in
the LADOT’s Transportation Assessment Guidelines (TAG)  (LADOT 2019).  The TAG
indicates that a project’s VMT impact would be less than significant if the project would 
generate fewer  than 250 daily vehicle  trips. As documented above in Section 2.17 (a),
construction of the proposed project would generate  a  maximum of 25 haul truck trips per 
day, and 20 worker  trips  per day. Since  construction of  the proposed project would 
generate less than 250 daily v ehicle trips, and operation  of the proposed project would be 
similar to existing c onditions  at the  adjacent  LADWP property  (i.e., no new  operational
vehicle trips),  it  can be assumed  that the proposed project would result  in  a less than 
significant impact  with  respect to VMT. 

c) No Impact.  The  proposed project  would include  the demolition of  an existing  two-story
structure and  auxiliary  structures,  and future use of the project site for open  air storage.
The proposed project  would not  include  any new geometric design features that  could be 
considered dangerous or  increase hazard  in the project site. No impact  would occur.  

d) Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities  for  the proposed project would
take place mainly  within the 6236 S. St. Andrews Place property. Construction staging 
areas, and equipment and vehicle laydown areas would be accommodated within the 
project site’s paved parking a rea and within the adjacent LADWP property, if needed. No 
road closures  are required. Emergency access would be maintained at all times in  the area 
surrounding the project site. In addition, LADWP  would  coordinate with City  staff and
would  provide an  anticipated schedule of  activities outlining approximate daily active
construction dates and times. Impacts would be considered  less than significant. 

City of Los Angeles, City of Los Angeles Adoption of Vehicle Miles Traveled as the Transportation Impact Metric 
under the California Environmental Quality Act, August 9, 2019. 
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Transportation Thresholds. Available  at:  
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2.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 
Less Than 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Significant with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES — 

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

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

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

Discussion 
California Assembly Bill (AB) 52, through its implementing regulations, requires that lead 
agencies consult with California Native American tribes that are traditionally and culturally 
affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project and who have requested in writing to 
be informed by the lead agency of proposed projects in the tribe’s geographic area (PRC Section 
21080.3.1[b] and [d]). 

A  Sacred Lands File search conducted by the NAHC on May 8, 2020,  indicates that Native  
American cultural resources are  not  known to be  located within the  project site.  

On  May 26, 2020, LADWP sent  notification of the proposed project to California Native 
American tribal  representatives traditionally or culturally affiliated with  the geographic area.  The 
letter notified the tribes of the proposed  project, provided a description of  the  project  and location 
information, assured the  Tribe of LADWP’s  commitment to confidentiality under  PRC Section 
21082.3(c), LADWP’s  contact  information, and invited the  tribes to respond within 30 days with 
their interest in AB  52 consultation. On  June  8, 2020, Andrew Salas, Chairman of the Gabrieleño 
Band of  Mission Indians  –  Kizh Nation responded to LADWP’s formal notification and requested 
consultation. A  consultation meeting was subsequently held on August 27, 2020,  with Chairman 
Salas an d Matthew Teutimez  of the Kizh Nation.  

On September 10, 2020, Chairman Salas provided via email documentation to LADWP, 
including historic maps, excerpts about potential locations of villages, and other relevant 
ethnographic literature. The documentation indicated trade routes, trails, waterways, and the 
village of Tajauta were historically located in the region around the project site. Chairman Salas 
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stated that historic  railroad right-of-ways typically followed  traditional Gabrieleño  trade routes 
and the railroad corridors  represent geographically defined locations  of Gabrieleño  trade routes. 
Based on the maps provided by Chairman Salas, a  railroad corridor, representing a traditional  
trade route, is depicted approximately 0.25 miles northwest of the project  site.  

Chairman Salas also stated that waterways in the vicinity of the project area, as depicted by 
historic maps provided by Chairman Salas, were used by the Gabrieleño for subsistence purposes 
and provided a setting for seasonal and permanent settlements, trade depots, ceremonial and 
religious prayer sites, and burials and cremation sites. The maps provided by Chairman Salas 
indicate waterways were historically located from 2.5 to 3 miles north and west of the project site, 
respectively. 

Chairman Salas stated the historic location of the village of Tajauta overlaps the project site and 
provided relevant literature which describes the location of Tajauta. The literature provided was 
an excerpt from McCawley (1996), which described Tajauta as a Gabrieleño placename 
associated with what is presently the Watts area, approximately 5 miles southeast of the project 
site. 

As a result of the consultation, no tribal cultural resources were identified within the project site. 
However, based on the materials provided by Chairman Salas, the Kizh Nation considers the 
project site sensitive for the presence of subsurface deposits potentially containing cultural items 
and human remains. Language provided by Chairman Salas also described several traditional and 
protective procedures to be implemented in the event that Native American human remains are 
encountered. 

a.i) No Impact. No  tribal cultural  resources were identified as a result of  the consultation  
with the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians  –  Kizh Nation. Therefore, no tribal cultural 
resources that are listed  in  or eligible for  listing in the  California Register, or in a  local 
register of historical resources as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k) would be impacted 
by project implementation. No impact would occur.  

Although no tribal cultural  resources were identified as a result of the consultation,  
Chairman Salas of the Kizh Nation considers the project site to  be sensitive for  the 
presence of subsurface cultural items and human remains. As such,  Mitigation Measures 
CUL-3,  CUL-4, a nd  CUL-5, which  include archaeological and Native American  
monitoring and inadvertent  discovery protocols for archaeological resource and human 
remains, would be  implemented.  

a.ii) No Impact. As noted above under Section 2.18 (a.i), no tribal cultural resources were
identified as a result of the consultation with the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – 
Kizh Nation. Therefore, no tribal cultural resources that have been determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant 
to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1, would be impacted by 
program implementation. No impact would occur. 
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Although no  tribal cultural resources were identified as a result of the consultation,  
Chairman Salas of the Kizh Nation considers the project site to  be sensitive for  the 
presence of subsurface deposits potentially containing cultural  items and human remains.  
As such, Mitigation Measures CUL-3,  CUL-4, and  CUL-5, which include  
archaeological and Native American monitoring and inadvertent discovery protocols  for  
archaeological resources and human remains,  would be implemented.  

References 
McCawley, William. 1996. The First Angelinos: The Gabrielino Indians of Los Angeles, Malki 

Museum Press, Banning, California. 
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2.19 Utilities and Service Systems 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — 
Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management
and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Discussion 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

a) No  Impact.  The  proposed project  would include  the demolition of  an existing  two-story
structure and auxiliary structures,  and future use of the project site for open  air storage. 
Upon demolition of the existing structures, utilizes would be  capped and left in place.
Operation of  the proposed project would include storage of materials  and crane usage to
move materials around within the parcel. The proposed project would not  require or 
result  in the  relocation or construction of new or  expanded water, wastewater  treatment,
or stormwater  drainage, electrical power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. 
No impact would occur. 

b) Less than Significant Impact. Construction of  the  project would require some water  for 
dust  control, which would be provided by imported water trucks. Wastewater generated
during construction of  the  proposed project would be minimal, consisting of portable
toilet waste generated by construction workers.  Wastewater generated during 
construction would be collected within portable toilet facilities. All wastewater generated 
in portable  toilets would  be collected by a permitted portable  toilet waste  hauler  and 
appropriately disposed of  at an identified liquid-disposal  station. Therefore, construction
or expansion of water or wastewater facilities would not be  required for construction of 
the proposed project.  

Operation of the project would be minimal, requiring three worker trips per week and 3
hours of forklift usage per week at the project site, and would not require or result in the
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construction of new or expanded water facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

c) Less than Significant Impact.  As described above within Section 2.19 (b), wastewater 
generated during construction of  the proposed project  would be minimal, and would be 
collected by a permitted portable toilet waste hauler  and appropriately disposed of  at an 
identified liquid-disposal station. Upon completion of  construction activities, the 
proposed  project  would be used  as an  open air  storage area. Therefore, impacts related to 
the wastewater treatment provider having adequate capacity to serve the project’s needs
would be  considered less than  significant. 

d) Less than Significant Impact. The project  anticipates  that an excess of 1,280 CY of 
concrete, 1,670 CY of Unreinforced Masonry, and 1,300 CY of wood would be hauled
off-site  for disposal. Demolition debris and excavation material is assumed to  be sent to
one of  two recycling facilities:  25th  Street Recycling (2121 East 25th  Street, Los 
Angeles, CA) or California Waste Services (621 West  152nd S treet, Gardena, CA). Any
non-recyclable solid waste would be serviced by Scholl Canyon Landfill, which has a 
remaining capacity of 9.9 million CY and a maximum daily capacity of 3,400 tons per 
day, and is  estimated to be in operation through April 2030 (CalRecycle 2011). As  the 
majority of waste generated by the proposed project would occur  during construction,
and because the proposed project would divert debris generated during construction to
recycling facilities, the amount of waste generated at the project site is not anticipated  to 
significantly impact nearby landfill serving capacities. No impact would occur. 

e) Less than Significant Impact. As  described in Section 2.19 (d), the project would be 
served by  recycling facilities  that would be  capable of  accommodating  solid waste 
generated at the project  site. During construction,  solid waste would  be taken to  nearby
recycling facilities. Upon completion of construction, the project site would be  used as an 
open air  storage area and would not generate or  required the disposal of solid waste.  The 
proposed project  would continue to comply with federal, state, and local regulations
related to  solid waste.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

References  
CalRecycle, 2011. S olid Waste Facility Permit No. 19-AA-0012. Available at:  

file:///C:/Users/acardoza/Downloads/Scholl%20Canyon%20Permit.pdf. Accessed  May 22,  
2020.  
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2.20 Wildfire 
Less Than 

Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact 

WILDFIRE — If located in or near state responsibility areas 
or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project: 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or
ongoing impacts to the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

Discussion 
a-d)  No Impact. The project  site is  located in a highly urbanized area. The proposed project is  

not included within or near  an area designated as a State Responsibility Area and  is not  
located in an  area classified as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone according to maps 
prepared by C AL  FIRE (CAL FIRE 2007; CAL FIRE 2011). In addition, the City of Los  
Angeles Safety Element’s Selected  Wildfire Hazard Areas in the City of Los Angeles map  
indicates that the project site is not located in the  Mountain Fire District or within  a fire 
buffer zone (City of Los Angeles 1996). Therefore, since the  project site is not located in 
or near a state responsibility area or  lands classified as very high fire hazard severity  
zones, no impacts related to wildlife would occur.  

References  
California Department of  Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), 2007. Fire Hazard Severity  

Zones in State Responsibility Areas Map. Available at:  
https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/6636/fhszs_map.pdf. Accessed April 20, 2020.  

CAL FIRE, 2011. Los Angeles Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA  Map. Available at:  
https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/5830/los_angeles.pdf. Accessed  April 20, 2020.  

City of Los Angeles, 1996.  City of Los Angeles General Plan, Safety Element. Available at:  
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/31b07c9a-7eea-4694-9899-
f00265b2dc0d/Safety_Element.pdf. Accessed May 19, 2020.  
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2. Environmental Checklist 

2.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE — 

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

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

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

Discussion 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

a) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. As discussed in Section 2.4, Biological
Resources, the project site is located within a highly urbanized area and the site is
currently developed with a two-story building and a parking area. The project site does
not contain any vegetation and the project would not result in any impacts to fish or
wildlife species. No impacts to biological resources would occur and no mitigation is
required.

As described in Section 2.5, Cultural Resources, one historic-period built resource, the
Bauman Brothers industrial complex, was identified within the project site. However, an
evaluation of the industrial complex for inclusion in the National Register, California
Register, and local listing that was conducted for the proposed project determined that the
Bauman Brothers industrial complex does not qualify as a historical resource and its
demolition would not constitute a significant impact. No known archaeological deposits
that qualify as a historic resource, paleontological resources, and/or or unique geologic
features were identified within the project site. Nevertheless, proposed ground
disturbance has the potential to encounter archaeological and/or paleontological
resources, or human remains. Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through
CUL-5, GEO-1, and GEO-2 would reduce any potential impacts to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures
Implement Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-5, GEO-1, and GEO-2. 
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2. Environmental Checklist 

b) Less than Significant Impact  with Mitigation. A  cumulative impact could  occur if the
project  would result in an incrementally considerable  contribution to a significant 
cumulative impact  in consideration of  past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects for each  resource area.  No direct significant impacts were identified  for  the
proposed project that could  not be mitigated  to a less than significant level. However, 
when combined with other  projects within the vicinity, the project may result  in a 
contribution to a potentially significant cumulative  impact. 

The proposed project would have no impact on agricultural resources, biological
resources, land use and planning, mineral resources, population and housing, public
services, recreation, tribal cultural resources, and wildfire. In addition, the project would
have less than significant impacts to aesthetics, air quality, energy, GHG emissions,
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, transportation, and
utilities and service systems. As a result, impacts would not be considered cumulatively
considerable.

Cultural resources, geology and soils, and noise impacts that are generated during
construction activities would be short-term and limited by the overall short construction
period of 4.5 months. Further, impacts related to these resources would be less than less
than significant with implementation of mitigation measures. Therefore, the proposed
project impacts would not be considered cumulatively considerable.

Mitigation Measures
Implement Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-4, GEO-1, GEO-2, and 
NOI-1 through NOI-4. 

c) Less than Significant Impact  with Mitigation. As discussed in Section 2.13, Noise, the 
proposed project has  the potential  to increase noise  levels  to surrounding residents  to a 
significant  level during construction.  However, construction activities would be 
temporary impacts occurring only during the 4.5-month construction period. In addition, 
Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-4  would  be implemented to reduce these
impacts t o less than significant. Therefore,  the proposed project would not  result in 
substantial adverse effects  on human beings, either  indirectly or directly. 

 Mitigation Measures
Implement Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-4. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The purpose of this Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report is to assess and discuss the 

impacts of potential air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) emission impacts that may occur with 

the implementation of the proposed St. Andrews Demolition Project (proposed project) located in 

the City of Los Angeles (City). The project site is comprised of one parcel (Assessor’s Parcel No. 

600101) with a two-story structure along the western portion of the property (Figure 2). In addition 

to the two-story structure, the project site is developed with an accessory structure, and a paved 

area used for parking along the eastern side of the property.  Currently a concrete wall separates 

the paved parking area form the property to the north. LADWP would like expand the available 

storage area currently used along the northern side of the proposed project area.  

The analysis describes the existing air quality, GHG and environment in the vicinity of the project 

limits, estimates future air pollutant and GHG emissions as well as energy consumption resulting 

from construction and operation of the project, and identifies the potential for significant impacts 

based on applicable threshold of significance. Air pollutant, GHG and Energy calculation 

worksheets and technical data used in this analysis are provided in Appendices A through F of this 

report. The findings of the analyses are as follows: 

 The incremental increase in regional emissions from construction of the project would not 

exceed the regional significance thresholds set forth by the South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD). Thus, construction of the project would not result in a 

regional violation of applicable air quality standards or jeopardize the timely attainment of 

such standards in the South Coast Air Basin (the Air Basin). 

 The incremental increase in regional emissions from construction of the project would not 

exceed the regional significance thresholds set forth by the SCAQMD. Thus, construction 

of the project p would not result in a localized violation of applicable air quality standards 

or expose off-site receptors to substantial levels of regulated air contaminants.  

 Emissions from the increase in traffic due to operation of the project would not have a 

significant impact upon 1-hour or 8-hour local carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations due 

to mobile source emissions. Thus, the project would not result in a localized violation of 

CO air quality standards or expose off-site receptors to substantial levels of CO emissions. 

 Construction and operation of the project would not generate emissions of toxic air 

contaminants (TAC) that would exceed the SCAQMD health risk significance threshold of 

an incremental increase in cancer risk of 10 in one million. Thus, construction of the project 

would not expose off-site receptors to substantial levels of regulated air contaminants. 
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 The project would not conflict with applicable strategies in the SCAQMD Air Quality 

Management Plan and would not exceed growth projections for the area. The project would 

not result in a significant cumulative air quality impact. 

 The project would not result in the generation of GHG emissions that would have a 

significant impact and would not conflict with applicable plans, policies and strategies to 

reduce GHG emissions. The project would not result in significant GHG emission impacts. 

 The project would not result in wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary consumption of energy 

resources nor would it conflict with state or local renewable energy or energy efficiency 

plans during construction or operation. Therefore, the project would not result in significant 

energy impacts.
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SECTION 1 

Introduction 

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) proposes to implement the St. 

Andrews Building Demolition Project (proposed project). The proposed project would demolish a 

two-story structure, and some additional structures on a 1.1-acre lot owned by LADWP. Once the 

site is cleared, the proposed project site would be used by LADWP as open air storage. The property 

is located adjacent to an existing LADWP well field property which is currently used for open air 

storage.  

This Air Quality, GHG and Energy Technical Report evaluates the project’s potential air quality 

impacts and GHG emissions and energy consumption, as well as its potential cumulative impacts. 

The Air Quality analysis describes and evaluates the pollutant emission and related air quality 

impacts that could result from construction of the proposed project. The report contains: (1) a 

description of the existing land uses as they pertain to air emissions; (2) a summary of the federal, 

State, and local regulations related to air quality, including those set forth within the SCAQMD Air 

Quality Management Plan (AQMP), and applicable local plans in the City of Los Angeles (City); 

and (3) an analysis of the potential impacts related to air quality associated with the implementation 

of the proposed project, as well as identification of potentially feasible measures that could mitigate 

significant impacts. 

The GHG analysis addresses the potential impacts of GHG emissions from the proposed project. 

The section contains: (1) a summary of the relationship between GHG emissions and global climate 

change; (2) an overview of applicable plans, policies, and regulations related to GHG emissions; 

(3) an assessment of current GHG emissions at the City, State, national, and global levels; (4) a 

quantitative analysis of future GHG emissions associated with construction and operation of the 

proposed project; and (5) an analysis of the consistency of the proposed project with applicable 

regulations, plans, and policies to reduce GHGs as set forth by the State of California, SCAQMD, 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and the City of Los Angeles. 

The Energy Analysis evaluates the potential for impacts related to energy emitted by construction 

of the proposed project. This section includes: a description of the existing electricity and energy 

conditions regionally and in and around the proposed project site; a summary of applicable 

regulations related to energy; and an evaluation of the potential impacts of the proposed project 

related to energy, including cumulative impacts. 

The objectives of this technical report are to: 

1. Describe the existing air quality, GHG and energy environment and regulatory framework for 

the Project; 
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2. Evaluate the project’s construction-related air quality and GHG emissions, and energy 

consumption and the potential for significant impacts; 

3. For identified significant impacts, provide feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts. 

The analysis was developed based on project-specific construction characteristics of the proposed 

project as provided by LADWP and included in Appendix A. Calculations and modeling outputs 

are included in Appendix B through F. 

1.1 Project Location 

The project site is located south of downtown Los Angeles, at 6236 St. Andrews Place in the City 

of Los Angeles. The project site is bound by an existing LADWP well field property to the north, 

West Gage Avenue to the south, St. Andrews Place to the west, and existing industrial uses to the 

east. The site can be accessed from by a gate on St. Andrews Place. Regional access to the project 

site is provided by Interstate 110 (I-110) approximately 1.7 miles east.  

1.2 Existing Site Conditions 

The project site is composed of one parcel (Assessor’s Parcel No. 6001 016 901), owned by 

LADWP, with a two-story structure along the western portion of the property. In addition to the 

two-story structure, the project site is developed with an auxiliary structure and a paved area used 

for parking along the eastern side of the property. A concrete wall separates the paved parking area 

from the property to the north. LADWP would like to expand the available storage area currently 

used along the northern side of the project site.  

1.3 Project Description 

The proposed project would include the demolition of a 64,434-square-foot, 26-foot-tall, two story 

structure. The structure’s footprint is approximately 38,484 feet. In addition, the proposed project 

would remove a 456-square-foot auxiliary structure, a concrete wall along the northern property 

line, and 10 posts located on the paved portion of the site, which were previously used as truck 

charging stations. Once the site is demolished and cleared of debris, a new chain-link fence with 

privacy slats or other privacy cover would be constructed along the perimeter of the property. The 

fence would be 8 feet tall and similar to the existing chain-link fence that surrounds the adjacent 

LADWP well field. The fence would include posts every 10 feet and barbed wire along the top. 

Once all structures and posts have been removed, the existing paved parking along the eastern side 

of the property would remain in place and the rest of the site would be slightly graded. No additional 

improvements to the site would occur. The proposed project would result in a new open air storage 

area to supplement the adjacent storage area at the LADWP well field property. 

1.4 Project Construction 

Prior to proposed demolition activities, utilities related to the existing structure would be capped, 

and hazardous materials remediation would be implemented at the project site to limit exposure to 

potentially toxic materials, such as asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint, during 
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demolition activities. Prior to the start of demolition activities, a Hazardous Materials Survey would 

be conducted to assess the types and quantities of hazardous material that may be encountered 

during the demolition work. After the assessment, hazardous waste would be removed and disposed 

of in compliance with and all federal, state, and local laws. The demolition work would commence 

after the hazardous waste has been properly assessed and safely removed and disposed of. 

Because of the two-story structure’s proximity to the sidewalk along St. Andrews Place and West 

Gage Avenue, barricades, protection fences, and/or canopies will be provided along the sidewalk 

to protect pedestrians from construction activities. No sidewalk or road closures are anticipated. 

The proposed project would include mobilization and capping of utilities, hazardous materials 

remediation, installation of pedestrian protection and fencing, salvaging of construction materials, 

removal of wood framing, removal of walls, removal of foundation, backfilling and minor grading, 

and cleanup and removal of construction fencing.  

Construction demolition waste required to be exported off-site would include approximately 1,280 

cubic yards (CY) of concrete, 1,670 CY of unreinforced masonry, and approximately 1,300 CY of 

wood. Minor excavation would be required to remove a concrete slab and perimeter footings. The 

maximum depth of excavation for the footings would be no deeper than 60 inches.   

All demolition debris and excavation material would be sent to either 25th Street Recycling (2121 

East 25th Street, Los Angeles, CA) or California Waste Services (621 West 152nd Street, Gardena, 

CA). Approximately 75 percent of the haul trips would go to California Waste Services and 25 

percent would go to 25th Street Recycling. All hazardous materials would be disposed of at an 

appropriate facility that accepts such waste. Several S.A.F.E. Centers located throughout Los 

Angeles County accept hazardous waste, such as Gaffey Street S.A.F.E. Center (1400 N. Gaffey 

Street, San Pedro, CA 90731), Washington Boulevard S.A.F.E Center (2649 E. Washington 

Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90021), Hyperion S.A.F.E. Center (7660 West Imperial Highway, 

Gate B, Playa Del Rey, CA 90293), and Randall Street S.A.F.E. Center (11025 Randall Street, Sun 

Valley, CA 91352). 

Site access would occur via a gate located along the north side of the project site along St. Andrews 

Place. On average, approximately 10 workers per day would be at the project site, and up to 20 

workers per day during the peak construction period, which would last approximately 3 weeks. 

This would result in a total of 20 worker trips per day on average and 40 worker trips per day during 

peak construction. Approximately 25 truck haul trips per day would occur during the heaviest 

period of construction. 

The proposed project would take approximately 4.5 months to complete, which would include 

approximately 2 months of hazardous material remediation and 2.5 months of demolition work. 

Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to start in August of 2021.  

Construction for the proposed project would occur Monday through Friday, between the hours of 

6:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M. No nighttime construction would occur as part of the proposed project. 
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1.5 Project Operation 

Once construction is completed, the project site would be used for open air storage similar, to the 

existing adjacent property. It is anticipated that existing LADWP staff would operate and maintain 

the new open air storage area similar to the current adjacent well field property. It is estimated that 

approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift 

usage per week would occur at the project site.  

1.6 Air Quality Greenhouse Gas and Energy 
Fundamentals 

1.6.1 Air Quality 

Criteria Pollutants 

Elevated concentrations of certain air pollutants in the atmosphere have been recognized to cause 

notable health problems and consequential damage to the environment either directly or in reaction 

with other pollutants. In the United States, such pollutants have been identified and are regulated 

as part of the overall endeavor to prevent further deterioration and facilitate improvement in air 

quality. The following pollutants are regulated by the United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (USEPA) and are subject to emissions control requirements adopted by federal, State and 

local regulatory agencies. These pollutants are referred to as “criteria air pollutants” as a result of 

the specific standards, or criteria, which have been adopted pertaining to them. The USEPA 

established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to “provide public health 

protection, including protecting the health of ’sensitive’ populations such as asthmatics, children, 

and the elderly,” (USEPA 2016a) allowing “an adequate margin of safety (42 USC Section 7409; 

CAA Section 109).” California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) were “established to 

protect the health of the most sensitive groups in our communities” and “defines the maximum 

amount of a pollutant averaged over a specified period of time that can be present in outdoor air 

without any harmful effects on people or the environment (CARB 2020a).” NAAQS and CAAQS 

for each of the monitored pollutants and their effects on health are discussed below. 

Ozone: Ozone is a secondary pollutant formed by the chemical reaction of volatile organic 

compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOX) in the presence of sunlight under certain 

meteorological conditions, such as high temperature and stagnation episodes. Ozone concentrations 

are generally highest during the summer months when direct sunlight, light wind, and warm 

temperature conditions are favorable. 

According to the USEPA, ozone can cause the muscles in the airways to constrict potentially 

leading to wheezing and shortness of breath (USEPA 2019a). Ozone can make it more difficult to 

breathe deeply and vigorously; cause shortness of breath and pain when taking a deep breath; cause 

coughing and sore or scratchy throat; inflame and damage the airways; aggravate lung diseases 

such as asthma, emphysema and chronic bronchitis; increase the frequency of asthma attacks; make 

the lungs more susceptible to infection; continue to damage the lungs even when the symptoms 

have disappeared; and cause chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (USEPA 2019a). 
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Long-term exposure to ozone is linked to aggravation of asthma and is likely to be one of many 

causes of asthma development. Long-term exposures to higher concentrations of ozone may also 

be linked to permanent lung damage, such as abnormal lung development in children (USEPA 

2019a). According to the California Air Resources Board (CARB), inhalation of ozone causes 

inflammation and irritation of the tissues lining human airways, causing and worsening a variety 

of symptoms, and exposure to ozone can reduce the volume of air that the lungs breathe in and 

cause shortness of breath (CARB 2020b). 

The USEPA states that people most at risk from breathing air containing ozone include people with 

asthma, children, older adults, and people who are active outdoors, especially outdoor workers 

(USEPA 2019a). Children are at greatest risk from exposure to ozone because their lungs are still 

developing and they are more likely to be active outdoors when ozone levels are high, which 

increases their exposure (USEPA 2019a). According to CARB, studies show that children are no 

more or less likely to suffer harmful effects than adults; however, children and teens may be more 

susceptible to ozone and other pollutants because they spend nearly twice as much time outdoors 

and engaged in vigorous activities compared to adults (CARB 2020b). Children breathe more 

rapidly than adults and inhale more pollution per pound of their body weight than adults and are 

less likely than adults to notice their own symptoms and avoid harmful exposures (CARB 2020b). 

Further research may be able to better distinguish between health effects in children and adults 

(CARB 2020b). 

Volatile Organic Compounds: VOCs are organic chemical compounds of carbon and are not 

“criteria” air pollutants themselves; however, in combination with NOX they form ozone, and are 

regulated to prevent the formation of ozone (USEPA 2017a). According to CARB, some VOCs are 

highly reactive and play a critical role in the formation of ozone. Potential health effects of ozone 

exposure are discussed above. Other VOCs can result in adverse health effects from direct exposure 

and are classified by the State of California as toxic air contaminants or Hazardous Air Pollutants 

(HAPs) by the USEPA (CARB 2020c; USEPA 2018a). The health effects of VOCs, as 

TACs/HAPs, are discussed more thoroughly below. 

VOCs are typically formed from combustion of fuels and/or released through evaporation of 

organic liquids. Fuel combustion can occur in internal combustion sources, such as motor vehicle 

usage, landscape and other portable equipment, and stationary generators, or external combustion, 

such as for water and space heating. Evaporation sources include fueling operations, consumer 

products (e.g., cleaning solutions), and architectural coatings (USEPA 2017b). 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) and Nitrogen Oxide: NOX is a term that refers to a group of compounds 

containing nitrogen and oxygen. As mentioned above, NOX combines with VOCs to form ozone. 

The health effects associated with the formation of ozone were discussed above under Ozone. The 

primary compounds of air quality concern include NO2 and nitric oxide (NO). Ambient air quality 

standards have been promulgated for NO2, which is a reddish-brown, reactive gas (CARB 2020d)  

The principal form of NOX produced by combustion is NO, but NO reacts quickly in the atmosphere 

to form NO2, creating the mixture of NO and NO2 referred to as NOX. Major sources of NOX include 

emissions from cars, trucks and buses, power plants, and off-road equipment. The terms NOX and 
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NO2 are sometimes used interchangeably. However, the term NOX is typically used when 

discussing emissions, usually from combustion-related activities, and the term NO2 is typically 

used when discussing ambient air quality standards. Where NOX emissions are discussed in the 

context of the thresholds of significance or impact analyses, the discussions are based on the 

conservative assumption that all NOX emissions would oxidize in the atmosphere to form NO2. 

According to the USEPA, short-term exposures to NO2 can potentially aggravate respiratory 

diseases, particularly asthma, leading to respiratory symptoms (such as coughing, wheezing or 

difficulty breathing), hospital admissions and visits to emergency rooms while longer exposures to 

elevated concentrations of NO2 may contribute to the development of asthma and potentially 

increase susceptibility to respiratory infections (USEPA 2016b). According to CARB, controlled 

human exposure studies that show that NO2 exposure can intensify responses to allergens in allergic 

asthmatics (CARB 2020d). 

In addition, a number of epidemiological studies have demonstrated associations between NO2 

exposure and premature death, cardiopulmonary effects, decreased lung function growth in 

children, respiratory symptoms, emergency room visits for asthma, and intensified allergic 

responses (CARB 2020d). Infants and children are particularly at risk from exposure to NO2 

because they have disproportionately higher exposure to NO2 than adults due to their greater 

breathing rate for their body weight and their typically greater outdoor exposure duration while in 

adults, the greatest risk is to people who have chronic respiratory diseases, such as asthma and 

chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (CARB 2020d). 

CARB states that much of the information on distribution in air, human exposure and dose, and 

health effects is specifically for NO2 and there is only limited information for NO and NOX, as well 

as large uncertainty in relating health effects to NO or NOX exposure (CARB 2020d). 

Carbon Monoxide (CO): CO is primarily emitted from combustion processes and motor vehicles 

due to the incomplete combustion of fuel, such as natural gas, gasoline, or wood, with the majority 

of outdoor CO emissions from mobile sources (CARB 2020e). 

According to the USEPA, breathing air with a high concentration of CO reduces the amount of 

oxygen that can be transported in the blood stream to critical organs like the heart and brain and at 

very high levels, which are possible indoors or in other enclosed environments, CO can cause 

dizziness, confusion, unconsciousness and death (USEPA 2016c). Very high levels of CO are not 

likely to occur outdoors; however, when CO levels are elevated outdoors, they can be of particular 

concern for people with some types of heart disease since these people already have a reduced 

ability for getting oxygenated blood to their hearts and are especially vulnerable to the effects of 

CO when exercising or under increased stress (USEPA 2016c). In these situations, short-term 

exposure to elevated CO may result in reduced oxygen to the heart accompanied by chest pain also 

known as angina (USEPA 2016c). 

According to CARB, the most common effects of CO exposure are fatigue, headaches, confusion, 

and dizziness due to inadequate oxygen delivery to the brain (CARB 2020e). For people with 

cardiovascular disease, short-term CO exposure can further reduce their body’s already 

compromised ability to respond to the increased oxygen demands of exercise, exertion, or stress; 
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inadequate oxygen delivery to the heart muscle leads to chest pain and decreased exercise tolerance 

(CARB 2020e). Unborn babies, infants, elderly people, and people with anemia or with a history 

of heart or respiratory disease are most likely to experience health effects with exposure to elevated 

levels of CO (CARB 2020e). 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2): According to the USEPA, the largest source of SO2 emissions in the 

atmosphere is the burning of fossil fuels by power plants and other industrial facilities while smaller 

sources of SO2 emission include industrial processes such as extracting metal from ore; natural 

sources such as volcanoes; and locomotives, ships and other vehicle and heavy equipment that burn 

fuel with a high sulfur content (USEPA 2019b). In 2006, California phased-in the ultra-low-sulfur 

diesel regulation limiting vehicle diesel fuel to a sulfur content not exceeding 15 parts per million, 

down from the previous requirement of 500 parts per million, substantially reducing emissions of 

sulfur from diesel combustion (CARB 2004). 

According to the USEPA, short-term exposures to SO2 can harm the human respiratory system and 

make breathing difficult (USEPA 2019b). According to CARB, health effects at levels near the 

State one-hour standard are those of asthma exacerbation, including bronchoconstriction 

accompanied by symptoms of respiratory irritation such as wheezing, shortness of breath and chest 

tightness, especially during exercise or physical activity and exposure at elevated levels of SO2 

(above 1 parts per million [ppm]) results in increased incidence of pulmonary symptoms and 

disease, decreased pulmonary function, and increased risk of mortality (CARB 2020f). Children, 

the elderly, and those with asthma, cardiovascular disease, or chronic lung disease (such as 

bronchitis or emphysema) are most likely to experience the adverse effects of SO2 (CARB 2020f; 

USEPA 2019b). 

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5): Particulate matter air pollution is a mixture of solid 

particles and liquid droplets found in the air (USEPA 2018b). Some particles, such as dust, dirt, 

soot, or smoke, are large or dark enough to be seen with the naked eye while other particles are so 

small they can only be detected using an electron microscope (USEPA 2018b). Particles are defined 

by their diameter for air quality regulatory purposes: inhalable particles with diameters that are 

generally 10 micrometers and smaller (PM10); inhalable particles with diameters that are 2.5 

micrometers or less (PM2.5) (USEPA 2018b). Thus, PM2.5 comprises a portion or a subset of 

PM10. 

Sources of PM10 emissions include dust from construction sites, landfills and agriculture, wildfires 

and brush/waste burning, industrial sources, and wind-blown dust from open lands (CARB 2020g). 

Sources of PM2.5 emissions include combustion of gasoline, oil, diesel fuel, or wood (CARB 

2020g). PM10 and PM2.5 may be either directly emitted from sources (primary particles) or formed 

in the atmosphere through chemical reactions of gases (secondary particles) such as SO2, NOX, and 

certain organic compounds (CARB 2020g). 

According to CARB, both PM10 and PM2.5 can be inhaled, with some depositing throughout the 

airways; PM10 is more likely to deposit on the surfaces of the larger airways of the upper region 

of the lung, while PM2.5 is more likely to travel into and deposit on the surface of the deeper parts 

of the lung, which can induce tissue damage, and lung inflammation (CARB 2020g). Short-term 
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(up to 24 hours duration) exposure to PM10 has been associated primarily with worsening of 

respiratory diseases, including asthma and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, leading to 

hospitalization and emergency department visits (CARB 2020g). The effects of long-term (months 

or years) exposure to PM10 are less clear, although studies suggest a link between long-term PM10 

exposure and respiratory mortality. The International Agency for Research on Cancer published a 

review in 2015 that concluded that particulate matter in outdoor air pollution causes lung cancer 

(CARB 2020g). 

Short-term exposure to PM2.5 has been associated with premature mortality, increased hospital 

admissions for heart or lung causes, acute and chronic bronchitis, asthma attacks, emergency room 

visits, respiratory symptoms, and restricted activity days. Long-term exposure to PM2.5 has been 

linked to premature death, particularly in people who have chronic heart or lung diseases, and 

reduced lung function growth in children (CARB 2020g). According to CARB, populations most 

likely to experience adverse health effects with exposure to PM10 and PM2.5 include older adults 

with chronic heart or lung disease, children, and asthmatics. Children and infants are more 

susceptible to harm from inhaling pollutants such as PM10 and PM2.5 compared to healthy adults 

because they inhale more air per pound of body weight than do adults, spend more time outdoors, 

and have developing immune systems (CARB 2020g). 

Lead (Pb): Major sources of lead emissions include ore and metals processing, piston-engine 

aircraft operating on leaded aviation fuel, waste incinerators, utilities, and lead-acid battery 

manufacturers (USEPA 2017c). In the past, leaded gasoline was a major source of lead emissions; 

however, the removal of lead from gasoline has resulted in a decrease of lead in the air by 98 percent 

between 1980 and 2014 (USEPA 2017c). 

Lead can adversely affect the nervous system, kidney function, immune system, reproductive and 

developmental systems and the cardiovascular system, and affects the oxygen carrying capacity of 

blood (USEPA 2017c). The lead effects most commonly encountered in current populations are 

neurological effects in children, such as behavioral problems and reduced intelligence, anemia, and 

liver or kidney damage (CARB 2020h). Excessive lead exposure in adults can cause reproductive 

problems in men and women, high blood pressure, kidney disease, digestive problems, nerve 

disorders, memory and concentration problems, and muscle and joint pain (CARB 2020h).1 

Other Criteria Pollutants (California Only) 

The California Ambient Air Quality Standards regulate the same criteria pollutants as the NAAQS 

but in addition, regulate State-identified criteria pollutants, including sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, 

visibility-reducing particles, and vinyl chloride (CARB 202a). With respect to the State-identified 

criteria pollutants (i.e., sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, visibility reducing particles, and vinyl chloride), 

the Project would either not emit them (i.e., hydrogen sulfide and vinyl chloride), or they would be 

accounted for as part of the pollutants estimated in this analysis (i.e., sulfates and visibility reducing 

particles). For example, visibility reducing particles are associated with particulate matter 

                                                      
1 While the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook contains numerical indicators of significance for lead, project 

construction and operation would not include sources of lead emissions and would not exceed the numerical 
indicators for lead. Unleaded fuel and unleaded paints have virtually eliminated lead emissions from commercial 
land use projects such as the Project. As a result, lead emissions are not further evaluated in this Draft EIR. 
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emissions and sulfates are associated with SO2 emissions. Both particulate matter and SO2 are 

included in the emissions estimates for the project. A description of the health effects of the State-

identified criteria air pollutants is provided below.  

Sulfates (SO4
2-): Sulfates in the environment occur as a result of SO2 (sulfur dioxide) being 

converted to SO4
2- compounds in the atmosphere where sulfur is first oxidized to SO2 during the 

combustion process of sulfur containing, petroleum-derived fuels (e.g., gasoline and diesel fuel) 

(CARB 2020i). Exposure to SO4
2-, which are part of PM2.5, results in health effects similar to those 

from exposure to PM2.5 including reduced lung function, aggravated asthmatic symptoms, and 

increased risk of emergency department visits, hospitalizations, and death in people who have 

chronic heart or lung diseases (CARB 2020i). Population groups with higher risks of experiencing 

adverse health effects with exposure to SO4
2- include children, asthmatics, and older adults who 

have chronic heart or lung diseases (CARB 2020i). 

Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S): H2S is a colorless gas with a strong odor of rotten eggs. The most 

common sources of H2S emissions are oil and natural gas extraction and processing, and natural 

emissions from geothermal fields. Industrial sources of H2S include petrochemical plants and kraft 

paper mills. H2S is also formed during bacterial decomposition of human and animal wastes, and 

is present in emissions from sewage treatment facilities and landfills (CARB 2020j). Exposure to 

H2S can induce tearing of the eyes and symptoms related to overstimulation of the sense of smell, 

including headache, nausea, or vomiting; additional health effects of eye irritation have only been 

reported with exposures greater than 50 ppm, which is considerably higher than the odor threshold 

(CARB 2020j). H2S is regulated as a nuisance based on its odor detection level; if the standard were 

based on adverse health effects, it would be set at a much higher level (CARB 2020j). According 

to CARB, there are insufficient data available to determine whether or not some groups are at 

greater risk than others (CARB 2020j). 

Visibility-Reducing Particles: Visibility-reducing particles are any particles in the atmosphere 

that obstruct the range of visibility by creating haze (CARB 2020k). These particles vary in shape, 

size and chemical composition, and come from a variety of natural and manmade sources including 

windblown metals, soil, dust, salt, and soot. Other haze-causing particles are formed in the air from 

gaseous pollutant (e.g., sulfates, nitrates, organic carbon particles) which are the major constituents 

of fine PM, such as PM2.5 and PM10, and are caused from the combustion of fuel. CARB’s 

standard for visibility reducing particles is not based on health effects, but rather on welfare effects, 

such as reduced visibility and damage to materials, plants, forests, and ecosystems. The health 

impacts associated with PM2.5 and PM10 are discussed above under Particulate Matter. 

Vinyl Chloride: Vinyl chloride is a colorless gas with a mild, sweet odor. Most vinyl chloride is 

used to make polyvinyl chloride (PVC) plastic and vinyl products and are generally emitted from 

industrial processes and other major sources of vinyl chloride have been detected near landfills, 

sewage plants, and hazardous waste sites, due to microbial breakdown of chlorinated solvents 

(CARB 2020l). Short-term health of effects of exposure to high levels of vinyl chloride in the air 

include central nervous system effects, such as dizziness, drowsiness, and headaches while long-

term exposure to vinyl chloride through inhalation and oral exposure causes liver damage and has 

been shown to increase the risk of angiosarcoma, a rare form of liver cancer in humans (CARB 
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2020l). Most health data on vinyl chloride relate to carcinogenicity; thus, the people most at risk 

are those who have long-term exposure to elevated levels, which is more likely to occur in 

occupational or industrial settings; however, control methodologies applied to industrial facilities 

generally prevent emissions to the ambient air (CARB 2020l).  

Air Toxics 

Toxic Air Contaminants: TACs, or HAPs as defined by the USEPA, are defined as those 

contaminants that are known or suspected to cause serious health problems, but do not have a 

corresponding ambient air quality standard (USEPA 2017d). For consistency within this document 

they will be referred to as TACs. TACs are also defined as an air pollutant that may increase a 

person’s risk of developing cancer and/or other serious health effects. TACs are emitted by a variety 

of industrial processes such as petroleum refining, electric utility and chrome plating operations, 

commercial operations such as gasoline stations and dry cleaners, and motor vehicle exhaust. TACs 

may exist as PM10 and PM2.5 or as vapors (gases). TACs include metals, other particles, gases 

absorbed by particles, and certain vapors from fuels and other sources. The emission of a TAC does 

not automatically create a health hazard. Other factors, such as the amount of the TAC, its toxicity, 

how it is released into the air, the weather, and the terrain, all influence whether the emission could 

be hazardous to human health. Emissions of TACs into the air can be damaging to human health 

and to the environment. Human exposure to TACs at sufficient concentrations and durations can 

result in cancer, poisoning, and rapid onset of sickness, such as nausea or difficulty in breathing. 

Other less measurable effects include immunological, neurological, reproductive, developmental, 

and respiratory problems. TACs deposited onto soil or into lakes and streams affect ecological 

systems and eventually human health through consumption of contaminated food. The carcinogenic 

potential of TACs is a particular public health concern because many scientists currently believe 

that there is no “safe” level of exposure to carcinogens. Any exposure to a carcinogen poses some 

risk of contracting cancer (CARB 2020m). 

The public’s exposure to TACs is a significant public health issue in California. The Air Toxics 

“Hotspots” Information and Assessment Act is a State law requiring facilities to report emissions 

of TACs to air districts (CARB 2020n). The program is designated to quantify the amounts of 

potentially HAPs released, the location of the release, the concentrations to which the public is 

exposed, and the resulting health risks. The State Air Toxics Program (AB 2588) identified over 

200 TACs, including the 188 TACs identified in the Clean Air Act (CAA) (CARB 2020m). 

Diesel Exhaust: According to the California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality, the majority 

of the estimated health risks from TACs can be attributed to relatively few compounds, the most 

important being particulate matter from the exhaust of diesel-fueled engines, i.e., DPM (CARB 

2020o). DPM differs from other TACs in that it is not a single substance, but rather a complex 

mixture of hundreds of substances. 

Diesel exhaust is composed of two phases, gas and particle, and both phases contribute to the health 

risk. The gas phase is composed of many of the urban HAPs, such as acetaldehyde, acrolein, 

benzene, 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. The particle phase is 

also composed of many different types of particles by size or composition. Fine and ultra-fine diesel 

particulates are of the greatest health concern and may be composed of elemental carbon with 
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adsorbed compounds such as organic compounds, sulfate, nitrate, metals and other trace elements. 

Diesel exhaust is emitted from a broad range of diesel engines; the on-road diesel engines of trucks, 

buses and cars and the off-road diesel engines that include locomotives, marine vessels and heavy-

duty equipment. Although DPM is emitted by diesel-fueled internal combustion engines, the 

composition of the emissions varies depending on engine type, operating conditions, fuel 

composition, lubricating oil, and whether an emission control system is present. 

The most common exposure to DPM is breathing air that contains diesel exhaust. The fine and 

ultra-fine particles are respirable (similar to PM2.5), which means that they can avoid many of the 

human respiratory system defense mechanisms and enter deeply into the lung. Exposure to DPM 

comes from both on-road and off-road engine exhaust that is either directly emitted from the 

engines or lingering in the atmosphere. 

Diesel exhaust causes health effects from long-term chronic exposures. The type and severity of 

health effects depends upon several factors including the amount of chemical exposure and the 

duration of exposure. Individuals also react differently to different levels of exposure. There is 

limited information on exposure to only DPM, but there is enough evidence to indicate that 

inhalation exposure to diesel exhaust causes chronic health effects as well as having cancer-causing 

potential. 

Because it is part of PM2.5, DPM also contributes to the same non-cancer health effects as PM2.5 

exposure. These effects include premature death, hospitalizations and emergency department visits 

for exacerbated chronic heart and lung disease, including asthma, increased respiratory symptoms, 

and decreased lung function in children. Several studies suggest that exposure to DPM may also 

facilitate development of new allergies. Those most vulnerable to non-cancer health effects are 

children whose lungs are still developing and the elderly who often have chronic health problems 

(CARB 2020o). 

1.6.2 Greenhouse Gases 

Global climate change refers to changes in average climatic conditions on Earth as a whole, 

including changes in temperature, wind patterns, precipitation and storms. Historical records 

indicate that global climate changes have occurred in the past due to natural phenomena; however, 

current data increasingly indicate that the current global conditions differ from past climate changes 

in rate and magnitude. Global climate change attributable to anthropogenic (human) GHG 

emissions is currently one of the most important and widely debated scientific, economic and 

political issues in the United States and the world. The extent to which increased concentrations of 

GHGs have caused or will cause climate change and the appropriate actions to limit and/or respond 

to climate change are the subject of significant and rapidly evolving regulatory efforts at the federal 

and state levels of government. 

GHGs are compounds in the Earth’s atmosphere that play a critical role in determining temperature 

near the Earth’s surface. More specifically, these gases allow high-frequency shortwave solar 

radiation to enter the Earth’s atmosphere, but retain some of the low frequency infrared energy that 

otherwise is radiated back from the Earth towards space, resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. 
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Not all GHGs possess the same capacity to induce atmospheric warming; as a result, the warming 

contribution of a GHG is commonly quantified in the common unit of carbon dioxide equivalent 

(CO2e) over a 100-year period, by applying the appropriate global warming potential (GWP) 

value.2 By using the applicable GWP for each GHG, Project-related emissions can be tabulated in 

the common unit of metric tons per year CO2e. GWP ratios are provided by the Intergovernmental 

Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Historically, GHG emission inventories were calculated using 

the GWPs from the IPCC’s Second Assessment Report (SAR), published in 1996. The IPCC has 

since updated the GWP values based on the latest science in its Fourth Assessment Report ( IPCC 

AR4) and Fifth Assessment Report (IPCC AR5), published in 2007 and 2014, respectively (IPCC 

2007; IPCC 2014). California Air Resources Board (CARB) uses the AR4 GWPs in the statewide 

GHG emissions inventory, in the current Climate Change Scoping Plan, and in the current version 

of the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod®) that is used to calculate CO2e values 

for construction as well as operations for existing and proposed project build-out conditions. 

Compounds that are regulated as GHGs are discussed below (CARB 2019; CARB 2017a; 

CAPCOA 2017). 

Carbon Dioxide (CO2): CO2 is the most abundant anthropogenic GHG in the atmosphere and is 

primarily generated from fossil fuel combustion from stationary and mobile sources. CO2 is the 

reference gas (GWP of 1) for determining the GWPs of other GHGs. CO2 accounted for 

approximately 83 percent of anthropogenic GHG emissions (CO2e) in California in 2016. 

Methane (CH4): CH4 is emitted from biogenic sources (i.e., resulting from the activity of living 

organisms), incomplete combustion in forest fires, anaerobic decomposition of organic matter in 

landfills, manure management, and leaks in natural gas pipelines. The GWP of CH4 is 25 in the 

IPCC AR4. CH4 accounted for approximately 9 percent of anthropogenic GHG emissions (CO2e) 

in California in 2016. 

Nitrous Oxide (N2O): N2O produced by human-related sources including agricultural soil 

management, animal manure management, sewage treatment, mobile and stationary combustion of 

fossil fuel, adipic acid production, and nitric acid production. The GWP of N2O is 298 in the IPCC 

AR4. N2O emissions accounted for approximately 3 percent of anthropogenic GHG emissions 

(CO2e) in California in 2016. 

Hydrofluorocarbons(HFCs): HFCs are fluorinated compounds consisting of hydrogen, carbon, 

and fluorine. They are typically used as refrigerants in both stationary refrigeration and mobile air 

conditioning systems. The GWPs of HFCs range from 124 for HFC-152a to 14,800 for HFC-23 in 

the IPCC AR4. HFCs and PFCs (see below) combined accounted for approximately 5 percent of 

anthropogenic GHG emissions (CO2e) in California in 2016. 

                                                      
2 GWPs and associated CO2e values were developed by the IPCC, and published in its Second Assessment Report 

(SAR) in 1996. Historically, GHG emission inventories have been calculated using the GWPs from the IPCC’s 
SAR. The IPCC updated the GWP values based on the latest science in its AR4. The CARB reports GHG emission 
inventories for California using the GWP values from the IPCC AR4. 
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Perfluorocarbons (PFCs): PFCs are fluorinated compounds consisting of carbon and fluorine. 

They are primarily created as a byproduct of aluminum production and semiconductor 

manufacturing. The GWPs of PFCs range from 7,390 to 17,700 in the IPCC AR4. 

Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6): SF6 is a fluorinated compound consisting of sulfur and fluoride. It is 

a colorless, odorless, nontoxic, nonflammable gas. It is most commonly used as an electrical 

insulator in high voltage equipment that transmits and distributes electricity. SF6 has a GWP of 

22,800 in the IPCC AR4. SF6 emissions accounted for less than 1 percent of anthropogenic GHG 

emissions (CO2e) in California in 2016. 

Effects of Global Climate Change 

The scientific community’s understanding of the fundamental processes responsible for global 

climate change has improved over the past decade, and its predictive capabilities are advancing. 

However, there remain scientific uncertainties in, for example, predictions of local effects of 

climate change, occurrence, frequency, and magnitude of extreme weather events, effects of 

aerosols, changes in clouds, shifts in the intensity and distribution of precipitation, and changes in 

oceanic circulation. Due to the complexity of and inability to accurately model Earth’s climate 

system, the uncertainty surrounding climate change may never be completely eliminated. 

Nonetheless, the IPCC’s AR5 states that is extremely likely that the dominant cause of the observed 

warming since the mid-20th century is the anthropogenic increase in GHG concentrations (IPCC 

2014). A report from the National Academy of Sciences concluded that 97 to 98 percent of the 

climate researchers most actively publishing in the field support the tenets of the IPCC in that 

climate change is very likely caused by human (i.e., anthropogenic) activity (Anderegg 2010). 

The IPCC’s AR4, found that the potential impacts in California due to global climate change 

include: loss in snow pack; sea-level rise; more extreme heat days per year; more high ozone days; 

more extreme forest fires; more severe droughts punctuated by extreme precipitation events; 

increased erosion of California’s coastlines and sea water intrusion into the Sacramento and San 

Joaquin Deltas and associated levee systems; and increased pest infestation (OPR 2018). The 

Fourth Assessment’s findings are consistent with climate change studies published by the 

California Natural Resources Agency (CNRA) since 2009, starting with the California Climate 

Adaptation Strategy as a response to the Governor’s Executive Order S-13-2008. In 2014, the 

CNRA rebranded the first update of the 2009 adaptation strategy as the Safeguarding California 

Plan (CNRA 2009; CNRA 2014). The 2018 update to Safeguarding California Plan identifies 

hundreds of ongoing actions and next steps state agencies are taking to safeguard Californians from 

climate impacts within a framework of 81 policy principles and recommendations (CNRA 2018). 

1.6.2 Energy 

Electricity 

Electricity, a consumptive utility, is a man-made resource. The production of electricity requires 

the consumption or conversion of energy resources, including water, wind, oil, gas, coal, solar, 

geothermal, and nuclear resources, into energy. The delivery of electricity involves a number of 

system components for distribution and use. The electricity generated is distributed through a 

network of transmission and distribution lines commonly called a power grid.  
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Energy capacity, or electrical power, is generally measured in watts (W) while energy use is 

measured in watt-hours (Wh). For example, if a light bulb has a capacity rating of 100 W, the 

energy required to keep the bulb on for 1 hour would be 100 Wh. If ten 100 W bulbs were on for 1 

hour, the energy required would be 1,000 Wh or 1 kilowatt-hour (kWh). On a utility scale, a 

generator’s capacity is typically rated in megawatts (MW), which is one million watts, while energy 

usage is measured in megawatt-hours (MWh) or gigawatt-hours (GWh), which is one billion watt-

hours. 

Natural Gas 

The project site is served by the Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas), which is the 

principal distributor of natural gas in Southern California, serving residential, commercial, and 

industrial markets. SoCalGas serves approximately 21.6 million customers in more than 500 

communities encompassing approximately 24,000 square miles throughout central and southern 

California, from the City of Visalia to the US/Mexican border (SoCalGas 2020). 

Transportation Energy 

According to the California Energy Commission (CEC), transportation accounted for nearly 

40 percent of total energy consumption in California during 2018 (CEC 2019). In 2018, 13.5 billion 

gallons of gasoline and 1.6 billion gallons of diesel fuel were sold in California (CEC 2018a).  

The State is now working on developing flexible strategies to reduce petroleum use. Over the last 

decade, California has implemented several policies, rules, and regulations to improve vehicle 

efficiency, increase the development and use of alternative fuels, reduce air pollutants and 

greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) from the transportation sector, and reduce vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT). Accordingly, gasoline consumption in California has declined.  

1.7 Regulatory Framework 

This section provides a summary of pertinent federal, State, and local statutes, regulations, plans, 

and policies that have been adopted that address air quality. 

1.7.1 Federal 

Clean Air Act  

The 1963 CAA was the first federal legislation regarding air pollution control and has been 

amended numerous times in subsequent years, with the most recent amendments occurring in 1990. 

At the federal level, USEPA is responsible for implementation of certain portions of the CAA 

including mobile source requirements. 

The CAA establishes federal air quality standards and specifies future dates for achieving 

compliance. The CAA also mandates that the State submit and implement a State Implementation 

Plan (SIP) for areas not meeting these standards. SIPs must include pollution control measures that 

demonstrate how the NAAQS will be met. The 1990 amendments to the CAA identify specific 

emission reduction goals for areas not meeting the NAAQS. These amendments require both a 

demonstration of reasonable further progress toward attainment and incorporation of additional 



Section 1: Introduction 

St. Andrews Demolition Project  15 ESA 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report November 2020 

 

sanctions for failure to attain or to meet interim milestones. The sections of the CAA that are most 

applicable to the proposed project include Title I (Nonattainment Provisions). 

Title I requirements are implemented for the purpose of attaining NAAQS for the following criteria 

air pollutants: ozone; NO2; CO; SO2; PM10; and lead. The NAAQS were amended in July 1997 to 

include an 8-hour standard for ozone and to adopt a NAAQS for PM2.5. The NAAQS were also 

amended in September 2006 to include an established methodology for calculating PM2.5 as well 

as revoking the annual PM10 threshold. Table 1 shows the NAAQS currently in effect for each 

criteria air pollutant. 

TABLE 1 
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

Pollutant 
Average 

Time 

California Standards a National Standards b 

Concentrationc Methodd Primaryc,e Secondaryc,f Methodg 

ozone 
h 1 Hour 0.09 ppm  

(180 µg/m3) 
Ultraviolet 

Photometry 
— Same as 

Primary 
Standard 

Ultraviolet 
Photometry 

8 Hour 0.070 ppm  
(137 µg/m3) 

 0.070 ppm  
(137 µg/m3) 

NO2 
i 1 Hour 0.18 ppm  

(339 µg/m3) 
Gas Phase 

Chemi-
luminescence 

100 ppb (188 
µg/m3) 

None Gas Phase 
Chemi-

luminescence 
Annual 

Arithmetic 
Mean 

0.030 ppm  

(57 µg/m3) 

53 ppb  
(100 µg/m3) 

Same as 
Primary 

Standard 

CO 1 Hour 20 ppm  
(23 mg/m3) 

Non-Dispersive 
Infrared 

Photometry 
(NDIR) 

35 ppm  
(40 mg/m3) 

None Non-Dispersive 
Infrared 

Photometry 
(NDIR) 8 Hour 9.0 ppm  

(10mg/m3) 
9 ppm  

(10 mg/m3) 

8 Hour (Lake 
Tahoe) 

6 ppm  
(7 mg/m3) 

— — 

SO2 
j 1 Hour 0.25 ppm  

(655 µg/m3) 
Ultraviolet 

Fluorescence 
75 ppb  (196 

µg/m3) 
— Ultraviolet 

Fluorescence; 
Spectro-

photometry 
(Pararosaniline 

Method)9 

 

3 Hour — — 0.5 ppm  
(1300 µg/m3) 

24 Hour 0.04 ppm  
(105 µg/m3) 

0.14 ppm (for 
certain areas)j 

— 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 

—  0.030 ppm (for 
certain areas) j 

— 

PM10k 24 Hour 50 µg/m3 Gravimetric or 
Beta Attenuation 

150 µg/m3 Same as 
Primary 

Standard 

Inertial 
Separation and 

Gravimetric 
Analysis 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 

20 µg/m3 — 

PM2.5 
k 24 Hour No Separate State Standard 35 µg/m3 Same as 

Primary 
Standard 

Inertial 
Separation and 

Gravimetric 
Analysis 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 

12 µg/m3 Gravimetric or 
Beta Attenuation 

12.0 µg/m3 k 15 µg/m3 
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Pollutant 
Average 

Time 

California Standards a National Standards b 

Concentrationc Methodd Primaryc,e Secondaryc,f Methodg 

Lead l,m 30 Day 
Average 

1.5 µg/m3 Atomic Absorption — — High Volume 
Sampler and 

Atomic 
Absorption Calendar 

Quarter 
— 1.5 µg/m3 (for 

certain areas)m 
Same as 
Primary 
Standard 

Rolling 3-
Month 

Average m 

-- 0.15 µg/m3 

Visibility 
Reducing 
Particles n 

8 Hour Extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer 
— visibility of ten miles or more due to 
particles when relative humidity is less 
than 70 percent. 

No Federal Standards 

Sulfates 
(SO4) 

24 Hour 25 µg/m3 Ion Chroma-
tography 

No Federal Standards 

Hydrogen 
Sulfide 

1 Hour 0.03 ppm  
(42 µg/m3) 

Ultraviolet 
Fluorescence 

No Federal Standards 

Vinyl 
Chloride l 

24 Hour 0.01 ppm  
(26 µg/m3) 

Gas Chroma-
tography 

No Federal Standards 

a California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour), nitrogen dioxide, and particulate matter 
(PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing particles), are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient 
air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations. 

b National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The 
ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration measured at each site in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less 
than the standard. For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration 
above 150 micrograms/per cubic meter (μg/m3) is equal to or less than one. For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily 
concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard.  

c Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a reference temperature of 25°C 
and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 
760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas.  

d Any equivalent procedure which can be shown to the satisfaction of the California Air Resources Board to give equivalent results at or near the level of the 
air quality standard may be used.  

e National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health.  
f National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects of a 

pollutant.  
g Reference method as described by the U.S. EPA. An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must have a “consistent relationship to the 

reference method” and must be approved by the U.S. EPA.  
h On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour ozone primary and secondary standards were lowered from 0.075 to 0.070 ppm. 
i To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each site must not 

exceed 100 ppb. 
j On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards were revoked. To attain the 1-hour 

national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 
1971 SO2 national standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas 
designated non-attainment for the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards 
are approved. 

k On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM2.5 primary standard was lowered from 15 μg/m3 to 12.0 μg/m3. 
l CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as 'toxic air contaminants' with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects determined. These 

actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants. 
m The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008 to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 μg/m3 as a quarterly average) 

remains in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated non-attainment for the 1978 standard, 
the 1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 standard are approved. 

n In 1989, CARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile visibility standard to instrumental equivalents, 
which are "extinction of 0.23 per kilometer" and "extinction of 0.07 per kilometer" for the statewide and Lake Tahoe Air Basin standards, respectively. 

 
SOURCE: CARB 2016a; CARB 2020a-c; CARB 2020d-l 

 

In Massachusetts v. Environmental Protection Agency, 549 U.S. 497 (2007), twelve states and 

cities, including California, together with several environmental organizations, sued to require the 

USEPA to regulate GHGs as pollutants under the CAA. The United States Supreme Court ruled 
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that GHGs fit within the CAA’s definition of a pollutant and the USEPA had the authority to 

regulate GHGs. 

On December 7, 2009, the USEPA Administrator signed two distinct findings regarding GHGs 

under CAA section 202(a): 

 Endangerment Finding: The current and projected concentrations of the six key GHGs—

CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, and SF6—in the atmosphere threaten the public health and 

welfare of current and future generations. 

 Cause or Contribute Finding: The combined emissions of these GHGs from new motor 

vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to the GHG pollution that threatens public 

health and welfare. 

These findings did not, by themselves, impose any requirements on industry or other entities. 

However, these actions were a prerequisite for implementing GHG emissions standards for motor 

vehicles. 

On-Road Vehicle Rules 

Heavy-Duty Vehicles 

GHG emissions and fuel efficiency standards for medium- and heavy-duty trucks have been jointly 

developed by the USEPA and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA). For 

vocational vehicles, which consist of a variety of work vehicles including dump trucks, the Phase 

1 Heavy-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Regulation started with model year 2014 and the standard 

requires up to a 10 percent reduction in CO2 emissions by model year 2017 over the 2010 baseline. 

The Phase 2 standards start in model year 2021 and require the phase-in of a 12 to 24 percent 

reduction in CO2 emission reduction from vocational vehicles by model year 2027 over the 2017 

baseline. 

Light-Duty Vehicles 

In August 2018, the USEPA and NHTSA proposed the Safer Affordable Fuel-Efficient (SAFE) 

Vehicles Rule that would, if adopted, maintain the CAFE and CO2 standards applicable in model 

year 2020 for model years 2021 through 2026. The estimated CAFE and CO2 standards for model 

year 2020 are 43.7 mpg and 204 grams of CO2 per mile for passenger cars and 31.3 mpg and 284 

grams of CO2 per mile for light trucks, projecting an overall industry average of 37 mpg, as 

compared to 46.7 mpg under the standards issued in 2012. In September 2019, the USEPA 

published the final rule in the Federal Register (Federal Register, Vol. 84, No. 188, Friday, 

September 27, 2019, Rules and Regulations, 51310-51363). The USEPA also published the final 

rule for the One National Program on Federal Preemption of State Fuel Economy Standards that 

finalizes critical parts of the SAFE Vehicles Rule and makes clear that federal law preempts state 

and local tailpipe GHG emissions standards as well as zero emission vehicle (ZEV) mandates. In 

November 2019, California and 23 other states, environmental groups, and the cities of Los Angeles 

and New York, filed a petition with the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, 

for the EPA to reconsider the published rule. Additional lawsuits were filed by California and others 

in May 2020 against the finalized rules. The Court has not yet ruled on the lawsuits. 
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1.7.2 State 

California has promulgated a series of executive orders, laws, and regulations aimed at reducing 

both the level of air pollutants and GHGs in the atmosphere and emissions of pollutants from 

commercial and private activities within the state. The major components of California’s initiatives 

are reviewed below. 

California Clean Air Act 

The California Clean Air Act, signed into law in 1988, requires all areas of the State to achieve and 

maintain the CAAQS by the earliest practical date. The CAAQS are established to protect the health 

of the most sensitive groups and apply to the same criteria air pollutants as the federal CAA and 

also includes State-identified criteria air pollutants, which are sulfates, visibility-reducing particles, 

hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride (CARB 2020a). Table 1, provided above, shows the CAAQS 

currently in effect for each of the federally identified criteria air pollutants as well as state 

recognized pollutants, such as sulfates, visibility-reducing particles, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl 

chloride. 

California Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets 

Through executive order, California governors have established long-term GHG reduction goals 

for the state. 

Executive Order S-3-05 

On June 1, 2005, Governor Schwarzenegger announced Executive Order S-3-05, which established 

the following GHG emission reduction targets: 

 By 2010, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; 

 By 2020, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and 

 By 2050, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. 

Executive Order B-30-15 

On April 29, 2015, Governor Brown issued Executive Order B-30-15, in which, the Governor: 

 Established a new interim statewide reduction target to reduce GHG emissions to 

40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030; 

 Ordered all state agencies with jurisdiction over sources of GHG emissions to 

implement measures to achieve reductions of GHG emissions to meet the 2030 and 

2050 reduction targets; and 

 Directed CARB to update the Climate Change Scoping Plan to express the 2030 target 

in terms of million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent. 

California Health and Safety Code, Division 25.5 – California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) 

Following the issuance of Executive Order S-3-05, in 2006, the California State Legislature adopted 

the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (passed as Assembly Bill [AB] 32 and 
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codified in the California Health and Safety Code [HSC], Division 25.5), which focuses on 

reducing GHG emissions in California to 1990 levels by 2020. HSC Division 25.5 defines GHGs 

as CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, and SF6 and represents the first enforceable statewide program to 

limit emissions of these GHGs from all major industries with penalties for noncompliance. The law 

further requires that reduction measures be technologically feasible and cost effective. 

Under HSC Division 25.5, CARB has the primary responsibility for reducing GHG emissions. 

CARB is required to adopt rules and regulations directing state actions that would achieve GHG 

emissions reductions equivalent to 1990 statewide levels by 2020. 

Senate Bill 32 

In 2016, Senate Bill (SB) 32 and its companion bill AB 197, augmented AB 32 and amended HSC 

Division 25.5, establishing a new climate pollution reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels 

by 2030 and including provisions to ensure the benefits of state climate policies reach into 

disadvantaged communities. 

2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update 

In response to SB 32 and the 2030 GHG reduction target, CARB approved the 2017 Climate 

Change Scoping Plan Update (2017 Scoping Plan Update) in December 2017 (CARB 2017a). The 

2017 Scoping Plan Update outlines the proposed framework of action for achieving the 2030 GHG 

target of 40 percent reduction in GHG emissions relative to 1990 levels (CARB 2017a). The 2017 

Scoping Plan Update identifies key sectors of the state’s implementation strategy, which includes 

improvements in low-carbon energy, industry, transportation sustainability, natural and working 

lands, waste management, and water. Through a combination of data synthesis and modeling, 

CARB determined that the target statewide 2030 emissions limit is 260 MMTCO2e, and that further 

commitments will need to be made to achieve an additional reduction of 50 MMTCO2e beyond 

current policies and programs. The cornerstone of the 2017 Scoping Plan Update is an expansion 

of the Cap-and-Trade Program (discussed further below) to meet the aggressive 2030 GHG 

emissions goal and ensure achievement of the 2030 limit set forth by E.O. B-30-15. 

The 2017 Scoping Plan Update’s strategy for meeting the state’s 2030 GHG target incorporates the 

full range of legislative actions and state-developed plans that have relevance to the year 2030, 

including the following, described elsewhere in this section: 

 Extending the low-carbon fuel standard (LCFS) beyond 2020 and increasing the carbon 

intensity reduction requirement to 18 percent by 2030; 

 SB 350, which increases the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) to 50 percent by 2030 

and requires the CEC to establish annual targets for statewide energy efficiency savings 

and demand reduction that will achieve a cumulative doubling of statewide energy 

efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas final end uses of retail customers by 

2030. These targets may be achieved through energy efficiency savings and demand 

reductions from a variety of programs, including but not limited to appliance and building 

energy efficiency standards and a comprehensive program to achieve greater energy 

efficiency standards in existing buildings; 
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 The 2016 Mobile Source Strategy is estimated to reduce emissions from mobile sources 

including an 80 percent reduction in smog-forming emissions and a 45 percent reduction 

in diesel particulate matter from 2016 levels in the Air Basin, a 45 percent reduction in 

statewide GHG emissions (from both on-road and off-road mobile sources) and a 

50 percent reduction in statewide consumption of petroleum-based fuels; 

 The Sustainable Freight Action Plan to improve freight efficiency and transition to zero 

emission freight handling technologies (described in more detail below); 

 SB 1383, which requires a 50 percent reduction in anthropogenic black carbon and a 

40 percent reduction in hydrofluorocarbon and methane emissions below 2013 levels by 

2030; and 

 AB 398, which extends the state Cap-and-Trade Program through 2030. 

In the 2017 Scoping Plan Update, CARB recommends statewide targets of no more than six MT 

CO2e per capita by 2030 and no more than two metric tons CO2e per capita by 2050. CARB 

acknowledges that because the statewide per capita targets are based on the statewide GHG 

emissions inventory that includes all emissions sectors in the state (including large industrial 

sources covered under the state’s cap and trade program), they are not applicable for use at the local 

level. Rather, it is appropriate for local jurisdictions to derive evidence-based local per-capita goals 

based on local emissions sectors and growth projections. 

To demonstrate how a local jurisdiction can achieve their long-term GHG goals at the community 

plan level, CARB recommends developing a geographically specific GHG reduction plan 

(i.e., climate action plan) consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines section 15183.5(b). 

A so-called “CEQA-qualified” GHG reduction plan, once adopted, can provide local governments 

with a streamlining tool for project-level environmental review of GHG emissions, provided there 

are adequate performance metrics for determining project consistency with the plan. Absent 

conformity with such a plan, CARB recommends “that projects incorporate design features and 

GHG reduction measures, to the degree feasible, to minimize GHG emissions. Achieving no net 

additional increase in GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG impacts, is an 

appropriate overall objective for new development (CARB 2017a).”  

On-Road and Off-Road Vehicle and Equipment Rules 

Heavy-Duty Vehicles and Equipment 

In 2004, CARB adopted an Airborne Toxic Control Measure to limit heavy-duty diesel motor 

vehicle idling in order to reduce public exposure to diesel PM and other TACs. The measure applies 

to diesel-fueled commercial vehicles with gross vehicle weight ratings greater than 10,000 pounds 

that are licensed to operate on highways, regardless of where they are registered. This measure does 

not allow diesel-fueled commercial vehicles to idle for more than 5 minutes at any given time. 

In 2008 CARB approved the Truck and Bus Regulation to reduce NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 

emissions from existing diesel vehicles operating in California. The requirements were amended in 

December 2010 and apply to nearly all diesel fueled trucks and busses with a gross vehicle weight 

rating greater than 14,000 pounds. For the largest trucks in the fleet (i.e., those with a gross vehicle 
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weight rating greater than 26,000 pounds), there are two methods to comply with the requirements. 

The first method is for the fleet owner to retrofit or replace engines, starting with the oldest engine 

model year, to meet 2010 engine standards, or better. This is phased over eight years, starting in 

2015 and would be fully implemented by 2023, meaning that all trucks operating in the State subject 

to this option would need to meet or exceed the 2010 engine emission standards for NOX and PM 

by 2023. The second option, if chosen, requires fleet owners, starting in 2012, to retrofit a portion 

of their fleet with diesel particulate filters achieving at least 85 percent removal efficiency, so that 

by January 1, 2016, their entire fleet is equipped with diesel particulate filters. However, diesel 

particulate filters do not typically lower NOX emissions. Thus, fleet owners choosing the second 

method must still comply with the 2010 engine emission standards for their trucks and busses by 

2020. Beginning January 1, 2020, this requirement will be enforced by the California Department 

of Motor Vehicles (DMV). Senate Bill 1 (SB1), the Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017, 

was signed into law on April 28, 2017. SB1 authorizes the DMV to check that vehicles are 

compliant with or exempt from CARB’s Truck and Bus Regulation. If a vehicle is not compliant 

with the rule, DMV will no longer register that vehicle starting January 1, 2020. 

In addition to limiting exhaust from idling trucks, CARB promulgated emission standards for off-

road diesel construction equipment of greater than 25 horsepower such as bulldozers, loaders, 

backhoes and forklifts, as well as many other self-propelled off-road diesel vehicles. The regulation 

adopted by CARB on July 26, 2007, aims to reduce emissions by installation of diesel soot filters 

and encouraging the retirement, replacement, or repower of older, dirtier engines with newer 

emission-controlled models. Implementation is staggered based on fleet size (which is the total of 

all off-road horsepower under common ownership or control), with the largest fleets to begin 

compliance by January 1, 2014. Each fleet must demonstrate compliance through one of two 

methods. The first option is to calculate and maintain fleet average emissions targets, which 

encourages the retirement or repowering of older equipment and rewards the introduction of newer 

cleaner units into the fleet. The second option is to meet the Best Available Control Technology 

(BACT) requirements by turning over or installing Verified Diesel Emission Control Strategies 

(e.g., engine retrofits) on a certain percentage of its total fleet horsepower. The compliance schedule 

requires that BACT turn overs or retrofits be fully implemented by 2023 in all equipment in large 

and medium fleets and across 100 percent of small fleets by 2028. 

Light-Duty Vehicles 

In 2002, Governor Davis signed AB 1493 (Pavley), which required CARB to set GHG emission 

standards for passenger vehicles, light duty trucks, and other vehicles whose primary use is non-

commercial personal transportation manufactured in and after 2009. Because the Pavley standards 

(named for the bill’s author, state Senator Fran Pavley) would impose stricter standards than those 

under the CAA, California applied to the USEPA for a waiver under the CAA. In 2009, the USEPA 

granted the waiver. The waiver has been extended consistently since 2009; however, in 2018 the 

USEPA and NHTSA indicated their intent to revoke California’s waiver, and prohibit future state 

emissions standards enacted under the CAA. In response to the Federal SAFE Vehicles Rules and 

the One National Program on Federal Preemption of State Fuel Economy Standards, in November 

2019 California and 23 other states, environmental groups, and the cities of Los Angeles and New 

York, filed a petition with the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, for the 
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EPA to reconsider the published rule. Additional lawsuits were filed by California and others in 

May 2020 against the finalized rules. The Court has not yet ruled on the lawsuits.  

Low Carbon Fuel Standard 

In January 2007, Governor Schwarzenegger enacted Executive Order S-01-07, which mandates 

that the state: (1) establish a statewide goal to reduce the carbon intensity of California’s 

transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020; and (2) adopt a Low Carbon Fuel Standard 

(LCFS) for transportation fuels in California. The overall goal of the LCFS is to lower the carbon 

intensity of California transportation fuel. The 2017 Scoping Plan Update calls for the LCFS to 

reduce fuel carbon intensity by at least 18 percent by 2030. In September 2018, CARB extended 

the LCFS program to 2030, making significant changes to the design and implementation of the 

Program including a doubling of the carbon intensity reduction to 20 percent by 2030. 

Energy Sector 

Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards 

CCR Title 24 establishes California’s Building Energy Efficiency Standards; Part 11 is referred to 

as the California Green Building Standards (CALGreen) Code. The purpose of the CALGreen Code 

is to “improve public health, safety and general welfare by enhancing the design and construction 

of buildings through the use of building concepts having a positive environmental impact and 

encouraging sustainable construction practices in the following categories: (1) planning and design; 

(2) energy efficiency; (3) water efficiency and conservation; (4) material conservation and resource 

efficiency; and (5) environmental air quality (CBSC 2010).” In 2016, the CALGreen Code was 

updated to include new mandatory measures for residential and nonresidential buildings, and the new 

measures took effect on January 1, 2017. The CALGreen Code was most recently updated in 2018 

with new measures taking effect on January 1, 2020 (CBSC 2019). 

Renewables Portfolio Standard 

The State of California adopted standards to increase the percentage of electricity that retail sellers, 

including investor-owned utilities and community choice aggregators, must provide from 

renewable resources (SB 1078 (Chapter 526, Statutes of 2002); SB 107 (Chapter 464, Statutes of 

2006); Executive Order S-14-08). The standards are referred to as the Renewables Portfolio 

Standards (RPS). The legislation requires utilities to increase the percentage of electricity obtained 

from renewable sources to 33 percent by 2020 and 50 percent by 2030. 

On September 10, 2018, Governor Jerry Brown signed SB 100, which further increased the 

California RPS and requires retail sellers and local publicly owned electric utilities to procure 

eligible renewable electricity for 44 percent of retail sales by December 31, 2024; 52 percent by 

December 31, 2027; and 60 percent by December 31, 2030. SB 100 also provides that CARB 

should plan for 100 percent eligible renewable energy resources and zero-carbon resources by 

December 31, 2045. 

CPUC and the CEC jointly implement the RPS program. The responsibilities of the CPUC include: 

(1) determining annual procurement targets and enforcing compliance; (2) reviewing and approving 

renewable energy procurement plan of each investor-owned utility; (3) reviewing contracts for 
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RPS-eligible energy; and (4) establishing the standard terms and conditions used in contracts for 

eligible renewable energy (CPUC 2020). Refer to Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this 

Draft EIR for additional details regarding this program. 

1.7.3 Regional 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

SCAQMD has jurisdiction over air quality planning for all of County of Orange, Los Angeles 

County except for the Antelope Valley, the non-desert portion of western San Bernardino County, 

and the western and Coachella Valley portions of Riverside County. The Air Basin is a subregion 

within SCAQMD jurisdiction. While air quality in the Air Basin has improved, the Air Basin 

requires continued diligence to meet the air quality standards. 

SCAQMD adopted a “Policy on Global Warming and Stratospheric Ozone Depletion” on April 6, 

1990. The policy commits SCAQMD to consider global impacts in rulemaking and in drafting 

revisions to the Air Quality Management Plan. In March 1992, the SCAQMD Governing Board 

reaffirmed this policy and adopted amendments to the policy to include the following directives: 

 Phase out the use and corresponding emissions of chlorofluorocarbons, methyl chloroform 

(1,1,1-trichloroethane or TCA), carbon tetrachloride, and halons by December 1995; 

 Phase out the large quantity use and corresponding emissions of hydrochlorofluorocarbons by 

the year 2000; 

 Develop recycling regulations for hydrochlorofluorocarbons (e.g., SCAQMD Rules 1411 and 

1415); 

 Develop an emissions inventory and control strategy for methyl bromide; and 

 Support the adoption of a California GHG emission reduction goal. 

In 2008, SCAQMD released draft guidance regarding interim CEQA GHG significance thresholds 

(SCAQMD 2008a). In December 2008, the SCAQMD adopted a 10,000 MTCO2e per year 

significance threshold for industrial facilities for projects in which the SCAQMD is the lead agency.  

Air Quality Management Plan 

SCAQMD has adopted a series of AQMPs to meet the CAAQS and NAAQS, the 2012 and the 

2016 AQMPs. While the 2016 AQMP is the most recent and was adopted by SCAQMD and CARB, 

it has not received full USEPA approval for inclusion in the SIP. Therefore, until such time as the 

2016 AQMP is completely approved by the USEPA, the 2012 AQMP remains the applicable 

AQMP; however, this analysis considers both the 2012 and 2016 AQMPs as appropriate. 

The 2012 AQMP includes a comprehensive strategy aimed at controlling pollution from all sources, 

including stationary sources, and on-road and off-road mobile sources. It highlights the significant 

amount of emission reductions needed and the urgent need to identify additional strategies, 

especially in the area of mobile sources, to meet all federal criteria air pollutant standards within 

the timeframes allowed under the CAA (SCAQMD 2013). 
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The key undertaking of the 2012 AQMP is to bring the Air Basin into attainment with the NAAQS 

for the 24-hour PM2.5 standard. It also intensifies the scope and pace of continued air quality 

improvement efforts toward meeting the 2024 8-hour ozone standard deadline with new measures 

designed to reduce reliance on the CAA section 182(e)(5) long-term measures for NOx and VOC 

reductions. SCAQMD expects exposure reductions to be achieved through implementation of new 

and advanced control technologies as well as improvement of existing technologies. 

The SCAQMD Governing Board adopted the 2016 AQMP on March 3, 2017 (SCAQMD 2017). 

CARB approved the 2016 AQMP on March 23, 2017. Key elements of the 2016 AQMP include 

implementing fair-share emissions reductions strategies at the federal, state, and local levels; 

establishing partnerships, funding, and incentives to accelerate deployment of ZE and near-zero-

emissions (NZE) technologies; and taking credit from co-benefits from greenhouse gas, energy, 

transportation and other planning efforts (SCAQMD 2017). The strategies included in the 2016 

AQMP are intended to demonstrate attainment of the NAAQS for the national non-attainment 

pollutants ozone and PM2.5 (SCAQMD 2018). 

Air Quality Guidance Documents 

SCAQMD’s CEQA guidelines are voluntary initiatives recommended for consideration by local 

planning agencies. The CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Handbook) published by SCAQMD 

provides local governments with guidance for analyzing and mitigating project-specific air quality 

impacts (SCAQMD 1993). SCAQMD is currently updating some of the information and methods 

in the Handbook, such as the screening tables for determining the air quality significance of a 

project and the on-road mobile source emission factors. While this process is underway, SCAQMD 

recommends using other approved models to calculate emissions from land use projects, such as 

CalEEMod (SCAQMD 2020a). 

The SCAQMD Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local 

Planning considers impacts to air quality sensitive receptors from TAC-emitting facilities 

(SCAQMD 2005). SCAQMD’s siting distance recommendations are the same as those provided 

by CARB (e.g., a 500-foot siting distance for air quality sensitive receptors proposed in proximity 

to freeways and high-traffic roads, and the same siting criteria for distribution centers and dry 

cleaning facilities). 

The SCAQMD Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology and Final Methodology to 

Calculate Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 and PM2.5 Significance Thresholds provides guidance 

when evaluating the localized effects of emissions in the CEQA evaluation (SCAQMD 2008b; 

SCAQMD 2006). These guidance documents were promulgated by the SCAQMD Governing 

Board as a tool to assist lead agencies to analyzed localized impacts associated with project-specific 

level proposed projects. The guidance documents establish mass emission rate “look up tables” as 

significance thresholds for projects that are five acres or less. For projects that are larger than five 

acres, such as the proposed project, it is recommended that project-specific air quality dispersion 

modeling is completed to determine localized air quality. 
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Toxic Air Contaminants 

At the local level, air pollution control or management districts may adopt and enforce CARB 

control measures. Under SCAQMD Regulation XIV (Toxics and Other Non-Criteria Pollutants), 

and in particular Rule 1401 (New Source Review), all sources that possess the potential to emit 

TACs are required to obtain permits from SCAQMD. Permits may be granted to these operations 

if they are constructed and operated in accordance with applicable regulations, including new 

source review standards and air toxics control measures. SCAQMD limits emissions and public 

exposure to TACs through a number of programs. SCAQMD prioritizes TAC-emitting stationary 

sources based on the quantity and toxicity of the TAC emissions and the proximity of the facilities 

to sensitive receptors. 

Rules and Regulations 

The SCAQMD has adopted many rules and regulations to regulate sources of air pollution in the 

Air Basin and to help achieve air quality standards. The Project may be subject to the following 

SCAQMD rules and regulations: 

Regulation IV – Prohibitions:  This regulation sets forth the restrictions for visible emissions, 

odor nuisance, fugitive dust, various air emissions, fuel contaminants, start-up/shutdown 

exemptions and breakdown events. The following is a list of rules which apply to the project: 

Rule 401 – Visible Emissions:  This rule states that a person shall not discharge into the atmosphere 

from any single source of emission whatsoever any air contaminant for a period or periods 

aggregating more than three minutes in any one hour which is as dark or darker in shade as that 

designated No. 1 on the Ringelmann Chart or of such opacity as to obscure an observer's view. 

Rule 402 – Nuisance:  This rule states that a person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever 

such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or 

annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, 

repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency 

to cause, injury or damage to business or property. 

Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust:  This rule requires projects to prevent, reduce or mitigate fugitive dust 

emissions from a site. Rule 403 restricts visible fugitive dust to the project property line, restricts 

the net PM10 emissions to less than 50 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) and restricts the 

tracking out of bulk materials onto public roads. Additionally, projects must utilize one or more of 

the best available control measures (identified in the tables within the rule). Mitigation measures 

may include adding freeboard to haul vehicles, covering loose material on haul vehicles, watering, 

using chemical stabilizers and/or ceasing all activities. Finally, a contingency plan may be required 

if so determined by USEPA. As a large site, the project would also be required to comply with 

subsection (e) of Rule 403 which includes additional requirements for large operations. 

Regulation XI – Source Specific Standards:  Regulation XI sets emissions standards for specific 

sources. The following is a list of rules which may apply to the project: 
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Rule 1186 – PM10 Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Roads, and Livestock Operations:  This 

rule applies to owners and operators of paved and unpaved roads and livestock operations. The rule 

is intended to reduce PM10 emissions by requiring the cleanup of material deposited onto paved 

roads, use of certified street sweeping equipment, and treatment of high-use unpaved roads (see 

also Rule 403). 

Regulation XIV – Toxics and Other Non-Criteria Pollutants:  Regulation XIV sets 

requirements for new permit units, relocations, or modifications to existing permit units which emit 

toxic air contaminants or other non-criteria pollutants.  The following is a list of rules which may 

apply to the Project: 

Rule 1403 – Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities: This rule requires 

owners and operators of any demolition or renovation activity and the associated disturbance of 

asbestos-containing materials, any asbestos storage facility, or any active waste disposal site to 

implement work practice requirements to limit asbestos emissions from building demolition and 

renovation activities, including the removal and associated disturbance of asbestos-containing 

materials. 

Rule 1470 – Requirements for Stationary Diesel-Fueled Internal Combustion and Other 

Compression Ignition Engines:  This rule applies to stationary compression ignition engine greater 

than 50 brake horsepower and sets limits on emissions and operating hours.  In general, new 

stationary emergency standby diesel-fueled engines greater than 50 brake horsepower are not 

permitted to operate more than 50 hours per year for maintenance and testing. 

Southern California Association of Governments 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the Metropolitan Planning 

Organization for the region in which the County of Orange and City of Irvine are located. In April 

2016, SCAG adopted the 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy: 

A Plan for Mobility, Accessibility, Sustainability and a High Quality of Life (RTP/SCS), which is 

an update to the previous 2012 RTP/SCS (SCAG 2016). 

The 2016 RTP/SCS considers the role of transportation in the broader context of economic, 

environmental, and quality-of-life goals for the future, identifying regional transportation strategies 

to address mobility needs. The 2016 RTP/SCS describes how the region can attain the GHG 

emission-reduction targets set by CARB by achieving an 8 percent reduction in passenger vehicle 

GHG emissions on a per capita basis by 2020, 18 percent reduction by 2035, and 21 percent 

reduction by 2040 compared to the 2005 level. Although the focus of the 2016 RTP/SCS is on GHG 

emission-reduction, compliance with and implementation of 2016 RTP/SCS policies and strategies 

would also have co-benefits of reducing per capita criteria air pollutant and TAC emissions 

associated with reduced per capita vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Improved air quality with 

implementation of the 2016 RTP/SCS policies would decrease reactive organic gases (ROG) by 8 

percent, CO by 9 percent, NOX by 9 percent, and PM2.5 by 5 percent (SCAG 2016). 

The 2016 RTP/SCS includes goals and strategies to promote active transportation and improve 

transportation demand management. The 2016 RTP/SCS strategies support local planning and 
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projects that serve short trips, increase access to transit, expand understanding and consideration of 

public health in the development of local plans and projects, and support improvements in sidewalk 

quality, local bike networks, and neighborhood mobility areas. The 2016 RTP/SCS proposes to 

better align active transportation investments with land use and transportation strategies, increase 

competitiveness of local agencies for federal and state funding, and to expand the potential for all 

people to use active transportation. 

In June 2016, CARB accepted SCAG’s quantification of GHG emission reductions from the 2016 

RTC/SCS and the determination that the 2016 RTP/SCS would, if implemented, achieve the 2020 

and 2035 GHG emission reduction targets established by CARB (CARB 2016b). 

1.7.4 Local 

City of Los Angeles Air Quality Element 

Local jurisdictions, such as the City, have the authority and responsibility to reduce air pollution 

through their land use decision-making authority. Specifically, the City is responsible for the 

assessment and mitigation of air emissions resulting from its land use decisions. The City’s General 

Plan Air Quality Element was adopted on November 24, 1992, and sets forth the goals, objectives, 

and policies which guide the City in its implementation of its air quality improvement programs 

and strategies. A number of these goals, objectives, and policies are relevant to the Project, and 

relate to traffic mobility, minimizing particulate emissions from construction activities, 

discouraging single-occupancy vehicle trips, managing traffic congestion during peak hours, and 

increasing energy efficiency in private developments. 

The Air Quality Element establishes six goals: 

 Good air quality in an environment of continued population growth and healthy economic 

structure;  

 Less reliance on single-occupant vehicles with fewer commute and non-work trips;  

 Efficient management of transportation facilities and system infrastructure using cost-

effective system management and innovative demand-management techniques;  

 Minimal impacts of existing land use patterns and future land use development on air 

quality by addressing the relationship between land use, transportation and air quality;  

 Energy efficiency through land use and transportation planning, the use of renewable 

resources and less-polluting fuels and the implementation of conservation measures 

including passive measures such as site orientation and tree planting; and 

 Citizen awareness of the linkages between personal behavior and air pollution and 

participation in efforts to reduce air pollution 

The City is also responsible for the implementation of transportation control measures as outlined 

in the AQMP. Through capital improvement programs, local governments can fund infrastructure 

that contributes to improved air quality by requiring such improvements as bus turnouts as 

appropriate, installation of energy-efficient streetlights, and synchronization of traffic signals. In 

accordance with CEQA requirements and the CEQA review process, the City assesses the air 

quality impacts of new development projects, requires mitigation of potentially significant air 
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quality impacts by conditioning discretionary permits, and monitors and enforces implementation 

of such mitigation measures. 

Green New Deal 

In April 2019, Mayor Eric Garcetti released L.A.’s Green New Deal (Sustainable City pLAn 2019). 

Rather than an adopted plan, the Green New Deal is a mayoral initiative that consists of a program 

of actions designed to create sustainability-based performance targets through 2050 that advance 

economic, environmental, and equity objectives (City of LA 2019). L.A.’s Green New Deal 

(Sustainable City pLAn 2019) is the first four-year update to the City’s first Sustainable City pLAn 

that was released in 2015. It augments, expands, and elaborates in even more detail L.A.’s vision 

for a sustainable future and it addresses climate change with accelerated targets and new aggressive 

goals.  

While not a plan adopted solely to reduce GHG emissions, within the Green New Deal, climate 

mitigation is one of eight explicit benefits that help define its strategies and goals. These include 

reducing GHG emissions through near-term outcomes:  

 Reduce potable water use per capita by 22.5 percent by 2025; 25 percent by 2035; and maintain 

or reduce 2035 per capita water use through 2050. 

 Reduce VMT per capita by at least 13 percent by 2025; 39 percent by 2035; and 45 percent by 

2050. 

 Increase landfill diversion rate to 90 percent by 2025; 95 percent by 2035 and 100 percent by 

2050. 

 Reduce municipal solid waste generation per capita by at least 15 percent by 2030, including 

phasing out single-use plastics by 2028 (from a baseline of 17.85 lbs. of waste generated per 

capita per day in 2011). 

 Eliminate organic waste going to landfill by 2028. 

 Reduce urban/rural temperature differential by at least 1.7 degrees by 2025; and 3 degrees by 

2035. 

Community Plan Implementation Overlap District 

The City of Los Angeles introduced Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) Districts in 

2010 to offer tailored zoning regulations in neighborhoods that are in the process of updating their 

Community Plans. CPIO Districts are specialized zoning tools that implement the policy goals and 

objectives associated with a Community Plan and meant to implement the vision of a Community 

Plan (City of LA 2020). CPIO Districts offer customized protection to individual neighborhoods 

and corridors and set clear regulations for the size, scale, and bulk of new construction. The City is 

currently incorporating a CPIO District into the updated South Los Angeles Community Plan in 

which the Project is located (City of LA 2020). Appendix A of the South Los Angeles CPIO District 

includes Environmental Standards, including specific standards related to air quality that are 

applicable to this project, to implement the Mitigation & Monitoring Program included as part of 

the South Los Angeles and Southeast Los Angeles Community Plans update and reviewed in the 

City of Los Angeles South Los Angeles and Southeast Los Angeles Community Plans 

Environmental Impact Report (City of LA 2018). Applicable measures include the use of low 
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emissions generators that meet the 0.01 grams per brake horsepower-hour (g/bhp-hr) standard for 

PM, or generators that are equipped with Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for PM 

emissions reductions. 

1.8 Environmental Setting 

61.8.1 Regional Air Quality 

The Air Basin’s meteorological conditions, in combination with regional topography, are 

conducive to the formation and retention of ozone. Pollutant concentrations in the Air Basin vary 

with location, season, and time of day. Concentrations of ozone, for example, tend to be lower 

along the coast, higher in the near inland valleys, and lower in the far inland areas of the Air Basin 

and adjacent desert (SCAQMD 2017). The worst air pollution conditions throughout the Air Basin 

typically occur from June through September. 

California Health and Safety Code section 39607(e) requires CARB to establish and periodically 

review area designation criteria. As shown in Table 2, the Air Basin is designated under federal or 

State ambient air quality standards as nonattainment for ozone, PM10, and fine particulate matter 

PM2.5. It is noteworthy to mention that air quality in the Air Basin has improved substantially over 

the years, primarily due to the impacts of air quality control programs at the federal, State and local 

levels. The ozone and PM levels have fallen significantly compared to the worst years and are 

expected to continue to trend downward in the future despite increases in the economy and 

population in the Air Basin.  

With respect to the State-identified criteria air pollutants (sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, visibility 

reducing particles, and vinyl chloride) present in Table 2, the proposed project would either not use 

these pollutants in the day to day operations or during construction and therefore would not have 

emissions of those pollutants (hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and lead), or such emissions would 

be accounted for as part of the pollutants estimated in this analysis (visibility reducing particles are 

associated with particulate matter emissions, and sulfates are associated with SO2). Vinyl chloride 

is used in the process of making PVC plastic and vinyl products and is primarily emitted from 

industrial processes (CARB 2020l). Vinyl chloride would not be emitted directly during operations 

or during construction; therefore, there would be no project emissions of vinyl chloride. In addition, 

CARB determined there is not sufficient scientific evidence available to support the identification 

of a threshold exposure level for vinyl chloride, therefore, CARB does not monitor or make status 

designations for this pollutant (CARB 2020p). 

TABLE 2 
SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN ATTAINMENT STATUS (LOS ANGELES COUNTY) 

Pollutant  National Standards (NAAQS) California Standards (CAAQS) 

Ozone (1-hour standard) N/A a Non-attainment – Extreme 

Ozone (8-hour standard) Non-attainment – Extreme Non-attainment 

CO  Attainment Attainment 

NO2 
  Attainment Attainment  
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Pollutant  National Standards (NAAQS) California Standards (CAAQS) 

SO2  Attainment Attainment 

PM10 Attainment Non-attainment 

PM2.5 Non-attainment – Serious Non-attainment 

Lead (Pb) Non-attainment (Partial) b Attainment  

Visibility Reducing Particles N/A Unclassified 

Sulfates  N/A Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide N/A Unclassified 

Vinyl Chloride c N/A N/A 

N/A = not applicable 
 
a The NAAQS for 1-hour ozone was revoked on June 15, 2005, for all areas except Early Action Compact areas. 
b Partial Non-attainment designation – Los Angeles County portion of the Air Basin only for near-source monitors.  
c  In 1990, the California Air Resources Board identified vinyl chloride as a toxic air contaminant and determined that it does not have an 

identifiable threshold.  Therefore, the California Air Resources Board does not monitor or make status designations for this pollutant. 
 
SOURCE: USEPA 2020a; CARB 2020q.    

 

As detailed in the AQMP, the major sources of air pollution in the Air Basin are divided into four 

major source classifications: point and area stationary sources, and on-road and off-road mobile 

sources. Point and area sources are the two major subcategories of stationary sources (SCAQMD 

2017). Point sources are permitted facilities that contain one or more emission sources at an 

identified location (e.g., power plants, refineries, emergency generator exhaust stacks). Area 

sources consist of many small emission sources (e.g., residential water heaters, architectural 

coatings, consumer products, restaurant charbroilers and permitted sources such as large boilers), 

which are distributed across the region. Mobile sources consist of two main subcategories: On-road 

sources (such as cars and trucks) and off-road sources (such as heavy construction equipment). The 

main source associated with the proposed project is mobile source use during construction 

activities. 

1.8.2 Local Air Quality 

Existing Ambient Air Quality 

SCAQMD maintains monitoring stations within district boundaries that monitor air quality and 

compliance with associated ambient standards. The project area is located in the Coastal general 

forecasting area and specifically located within the Southwest Coastal LA County source receptor 

area number 3. Currently, the nearest monitoring station to the project area is the LAX Hastings 

station (7201 W. Westchester Pkwy. Los Angeles, CA 90045 – SCAQMD Station Number 820). 

This station monitors ambient concentrations of CO, ozone, NO2, SO2, and PM10.  The nearest 

monitoring station that monitors for PM2.5 in the Coastal forecast area is the South Coastal LA 

County station (SRA 4, Station Numbers 072 and 077). Historical data of ambient ozone, NO2, 

CO, PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations from these monitoring stations for the most recent three years 

of available data (2017–2019) are shown in Table 3. 
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TABLE 3 
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY IN THE PROJECT VICINITY 

Pollutant/Standard a 2017 2018 2019 

Ozone,  (1-hour) – Southwest Coastal LA County 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 

Days > CAAQS (0.09 ppm) 

0.086 

0 

0.074 

0 

0.082 

0 

Ozone,  (8-hour) – Southwest Coastal LA County 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 

4th High 8-hour Concentration (ppm) 

Days > CAAQS (0.070 ppm) 

Days > NAAQS (0.070 ppm) 

0.070 

0.064 

0 

0 

0.065 

0.060 

0 

0 

0.067 

0.060 

0 

0 

Nitrogen Dioxide, NO2 (1-hour) - Southwest Coastal LA 
County 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 

Days > CAAQS (0.18 ppm) 

98th Percentile Concentration (ppm) 

Days > NAAQS (0.100 ppm) 

Nitrogen Dioxide, NO2 (Annual) 

Annual Arithmetic Mean (0.030 ppm) 

0.072 

0 

0.053 

0 

 

0.009 

0.060 

0 

0.050 

0 

 

0.009 

0.057 

0 

0.049 

0 

 

0.010 

Sulfur Dioxide, SO2 (1-hour) – Southwest Coastal LA 
County 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 

Days > CAAQS (0.25 ppm) 

99th Percentile Concentration (ppm) 

Days > NAAQS (0.075 ppm) 

0.010 

0 

0.007 

0 

0.012 

0 

0.005 

0 

0.008 

0 

0.004 

0 

Carbon Monoxide, CO (1-hour) – Southwest Coastal LA 
County 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 

Days > CAAQS (20 ppm) 

Days > NAAQS (35 ppm) 

Carbon Monoxide, CO (8-hour) 

Maximum Concentration (ppm) 

Days > CAAQS (9.0 ppm) 

Days > NAAQS (9 ppm) 

2.1 

0 

0 

 

1.6 

0 

0 

1.8 

0 

0 

 

1.5 

0 

0 

1.8 

0 

0 

 

1.3 

0 

0 

Respirable Particulate Matter, PM10 (24-hour) – Southwest 
Coastal LA County 

Maximum Concentration (µg/m3)  

Samples > CAAQS (50 µg/m3) 

Samples > NAAQS (150 µg/m3) 

Respirable Particulate Matter, PM10 (Annual) 

Annual Arithmetic Mean (20 µg/m3) 

46 

0 

0 

 

19.8 

48 

0 

0 

 

20.5 

62 

2 

0 

 

19.2 

Fine Particulate Matter, PM2.5 (24-hour) – South Coastal 

Maximum Concentration (µg/m3) 

98th Percentile Concentration (µg/m3) 

Samples > NAAQS (35 µg/m3) 

Fine Particulate Matter, PM2.5 (Annual) 

Annual Arithmetic Mean (12 µg/m3) 

56.3 

32.3 

4 

 

10.9 

47.1 

29.8 

2 

 

11.15 

30.60 

23.20 

0 

 

9.03 

a ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
 
SOURCE: SCAQMD 2020b.  
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Sensitive Receptors and Locations 

Certain population groups, such as children, elderly, and acutely and chronically ill persons 

(especially those with cardio-respiratory diseases), are considered more sensitive to the potential 

effects of air pollution than others. As a result, certain land uses that are occupied by these 

population groups, such as residences, hospitals and schools, are considered to be air quality-

sensitive land uses. The nearest sensitive receptors would be single family and multi-family 

residential uses located south of the project site across West Gage Avenue. 

1.8.3 Greenhouse Gases 

Global Emissions Inventory 

Global GHG estimates are based on country inventories developed as part of programs of the 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). Worldwide man-made 

emissions of GHGs were approximately 49 billion metric tons CO2e in 2010, including ongoing 

emissions from industrial and agricultural sources and emissions from land use changes (e.g., 

deforestation). Emissions of CO2, primarily from fossil fuel use and industrial processes, account 

for 76 percent of total GHG (CO2e) emissions. Methane emissions account for 16 percent and N2O 

emissions for 6.2 percent. For comparison, worldwide emissions of GHGs in 1970 were 27 billion 

metric tons of CO2e per year (IPCC 2014). 

United States Emissions Inventory 

In 2018, the United States emitted about 6,677 million metric tons (MMT) of CO2e, with 

75.4 percent of those emissions coming from fossil fuel combustion. Of the major sectors 

nationwide, transportation accounts for the highest amount of GHG emissions (approximately 

28 percent), followed by electricity (27 percent), industry (22 percent), agriculture (10 percent), 

commercial and residential buildings (12 percent). Between 1990 and 2018, total US GHG emissions 

rose by 3.7 percent, but emissions have generally decreased since peaking in 2005. GHG emissions 

in 2018 are approximately 10 percent below 2005 levels. Since 1990, US emissions have increased 

at an average annual rate of 0.2 percent, however have been decreasing at an average annual rate of 

0.7 percent since 2005 (USEPA 2020b). 

California Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 

CARB compiles GHG inventories for the state. Based on the 2018 GHG inventory data (i.e., the 

latest year for which data are available from CARB), California emitted 425 MMTCO2e including 

emissions resulting from imported electrical power (CARB 2019).  CARB’s 2018 statewide 

inventory indicated that California’s net GHG emissions in 2018 were 6 MMTCO2e below 1990 

levels, which is the 2020 GHG reduction target codified in AB 32.  The overall trends in the 

inventory demonstrate that the carbon intensity of California’s economy is declining and has 

decreased by 43 percent from 2001 peak emissions while increasing the gross domestic product 

(GDP) by 59 percent (CARB 2020r).3 The GDP grew 4.3 percent in 2018 while emissions per GDP 

declined by 0.4 percent compared to 2017. Table 4 identifies and quantifies statewide 

                                                      
3 Carbon intensity of California’s economy is the amount of carbon pollution per million dollars of gross domestic 

product. 
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anthropogenic GHG emissions and sinks (e.g., carbon sequestration due to forest growth) in 1990 

and 2018. As shown in the table, the transportation sector is the largest contributor to statewide 

GHG emissions at approximately 40 percent (CARB 2019). 

TABLE 4 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Category 

Total 1990 Emissions 
Using IPCC SAR 

(MMTCO2e) 

Percent of 
Total 1990 
Emissions 

Total 2018 Emissions 
Using IPCC AR4 

(MMTCO2e) 

Percent of 
Total 2018 
Emissions 

Transportation 150.7 35% 169.5 40% 

Electric Power 110.6 26% 63.1 15% 

Commercial Use 14.4 3% 25.7 4% 

Residential 29.7 7% 15.6 6% 

Industrial 103.0 24% 89.2 21% 

Recycling and Wastea – – 9.1 2% 

High GWP/Non-Specifiedb 1.3 <1% 20.5 5% 

Agriculture/Forestry 23.6 6% 32.6 8% 

Forestry Sinks -6.7 -2%  -- c -- 

Net Total (IPCC SAR) 426.6 100%e -- -- 

Net Total (IPCC AR4)d 431 100%e 423.5 100% 

NOTES: 

a Included in other categories for the 1990 emissions inventory. 
b High GWP gases are not specifically called out in the 1990 emissions inventory. 
c Revised methodology under development (not reported for 2012). 
d CARB revised the state’s 1990 level GHG emissions using GWPs from the IPCC AR4. 
e Total of individual percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding 

SOURCES: CARB 2017b; CARB 2020R. 

 

 

Existing Site Emissions 

1.8.4 Energy 

Electricity 

LADWP provides electrical service throughout the City, including to the project site, serving 

approximately 4 million people within a service area of approximately 465 square miles. Electrical 

service provided by LADWP is divided into two planning districts: Valley and Metropolitan. The 

Valley Planning District includes the LADWP service area north of Mulholland Drive, and the 

Metropolitan Planning District includes the LADWP service area south of Mulholland Drive.  

LADWP generates power from a variety of energy sources, including hydropower, coal, gas, 

nuclear sources, and renewable resources, such as wind, solar, and geothermal sources. According 

to LADWP’s 2017 Power Strategic Long-Term Resource Plan, LADWP has a net dependable 

generation capacity greater than 7,531 MW (LADWP 2017). On August 31, 2017, LADWP’s 

power system experienced a record instantaneous peak demand of 6,502 MW (LADWP 2020).  

Approximately 32 percent of LADWP’s 2018 electricity purchases were from renewable sources, 
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which is similar to the 31 percent statewide percentage of electricity purchases from renewable 

sources (LADWP 2019). The annual electricity sale to customers for the 2017-2018 fiscal year was 

approximately 22,383 million kWh (LADWP 2018).  

Natural Gas 

SoCalGas receives gas supplies from several sedimentary basins in the western United States (US) 

and Canada, including supply basins located in New Mexico (San Juan Basin), west Texas (Permian 

Basin), the Rocky Mountains, and western Canada as well as local California supplies (California 

Gas and Electric Utilities 2018.). Sources of natural gas in the southwestern US will continue to 

supply most of the SoCalGas natural gas demand. The Rocky Mountain supply is available but is 

used as an alternative supplementary supply source, and Canadian sources provide only a small share 

of SoCalGas supplies due to the high cost of transport (California Gas and Electric Utilities 2018). 

Gas supply available to SoCalGas from California sources averaged 2,625 million cf per day or 

2,717 million Btu (MMBtu) in 2017, the most recent year for which data are available (California 

Gas and Electric Utilities 2018). This equates to an annual average of 892,060 million cf per year or 

992 million MMBtu per year. 

Transportation Energy 

Gasoline consumption in California has declined as discussed in Section 1.5.2 above. The CEC 

predicts that the demand for gasoline will continue to decline over the next 10 years, and there will 

be an increase in the use of alternative fuels (CEC 2018b). According to fuel sales data from the 

CEC, fuel consumption in Los Angeles County was approximately 3.64 billion gallons of gasoline 

and 0.53 billion gallons of diesel fuel in 2018 (CEC 2018a).   

1.8.5 Existing Site Emissions 

The existing buildings onsite are treated as unoccupied/inactive for the purposes of this analysis. 

Neither existing air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, nor energy consumption were modeled 

for the existing onsite building. Therefore, the proposed project’s air quality and greenhouse 

emissions would be considered net new emissions. Additionally, all of the proposed project’s 

energy consumption is considered new consumption
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SECTION 2 

Thresholds of Significance 

The significance thresholds below are derived from the Environmental Checklist questions in 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. Accordingly, a significant impact associated with air 

quality would occur based on the following thresholds described below: 

AIR-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

AIR-2: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 

the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 

quality standard;  

AIR-3: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or 

AIR-4: Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) affecting a substantial 

number of people. 

A significant impact associated with GHG emissions would occur based on the following 

thresholds described below: 

GHG-1: Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 

impact on the environment; or 

GHG-2: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

reducing the emissions of GHGs. 

A significant impact associated with Energy Consumption would occur based on the following 

thresholds described below: 

ENE-1: Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 

unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation;  

ENE-2: Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 

efficiency; or 

In addition to the Appendix G significant impacts listed above, cumulative impacts with respect to 

air quality GHGs and energy are also addressed as part of the analysis.  

 



Section 2: Thresholds of Significance 

 

St. Andrews Demolition Project  36 ESA 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report  November 2020 

 

2.1 Air Quality Thresholds 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Thresholds Guide) identifies the following factors for 

consideration on a case-by-case basis to evaluate a project’s construction air quality impacts:  

 Combustion Emissions from Construction Equipment 

- Type, number of pieces and usage for each type of construction equipment; 

- Estimated fuel usage and type of fuel (diesel, natural gas) for each type of 

equipment; and 

- Emission factors for each type of equipment. 

 Fugitive Dust: Grading, Excavation and Hauling 

- Amount of soil to be disturbed on-site or moved off-site; 

- Emission factors for disturbed soil; 

- Duration of grading, excavation and hauling activities; 

- Type and number of pieces of equipment to be used; and 

- Projected haul route. 

 Fugitive Dust: Heavy-Duty Equipment Travel on Unpaved Roads 

- Length and type of road; 

- Type, number of pieces, weight and usage of equipment; and 

- Type of soil. 

 Other Mobile Source Emissions 

o Number and average length of construction worker trips to project site, per day; 

and 

o Duration of construction activities. 

While these factors are important inputs in determining the amounts and nature of air pollution 

emissions generated by a project during construction, construction air quality emissions are 

evaluated in consideration of the criteria set forth by the SCAQMD. Pursuant to the State CEQA 

Guidelines (Section 15064.7), a lead agency may consider using, when available, significance 

thresholds established by the applicable air quality management district or air pollution control 

district when making determinations of significance. For purposes of this analysis, LADWP has 

determined to assess the potential air quality impacts of the project in accordance with the most 

recent thresholds adopted by the SCAQMD in connection with its CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 

Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook, and subsequent SCAQMD guidance, as discussed 

below, and this assessment satisfies the considerations raised in the Thresholds Guide.4 

                                                      
4  While the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook contains significance thresholds for lead, project construction 

and operation would not include sources of lead emissions and would not exceed the significance thresholds for 
lead. Unleaded fuel and unleaded paints have virtually eliminated lead emissions from commercial land use 
projects such as the Project. As a result, lead emissions are not further evaluated in this technical report. 
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2.1.1 Regional Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions Thresholds 

SCAQMD has established numerical significance thresholds for regional emissions during 

construction and operation. The numerical significance thresholds are based on the recognition that 

the Air Basin is a distinct geographic area with a critical air pollution problem for which ambient 

air quality standards have been promulgated to protect public health (SCAQMD 1993). 

Given that construction impacts are temporary, SCAQMD has established significance thresholds 

specific to construction activity. Based on the indicators in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality 

Analysis Handbook the proposed project would potentially cause or contribute to an exceedance of 

an ambient air quality standard if the following would occur (SCAQMD 2020c). 

Regional construction emissions from both direct and indirect sources would exceed any of the 

following SCAQMD prescribed daily emissions thresholds (SCAQMD 2020c): 

 75 pounds a day for VOC, 

 100 pounds per day for NOX, 

 550 pounds per day for CO, 

 150 pounds per day for SOX, 

 150 pounds per day for PM10, and 

 55 pounds per day for PM2.5. 

SCAQMD has also established numeric significance thresholds for operations. SCAQMD has 

established significance thresholds in part based on CAA section 182(e), which identifies 10 tons 

per year of VOC and NOX as a significance level for stationary source emissions in extreme non-

attainment areas for ozone. The numeric significance thresholds for other pollutants are also based 

on federal major source thresholds, which vary depending on regional attainment status. For 

example, the Air Basin is in attainment for carbon monoxide, which yields a corresponding major 

source threshold of 100 tons per year, or 550 pounds per day (USEPA 2017e). These “major source” 

significance thresholds were developed under the Federal Title V Operating Permit Program 

(SCAQMD 2020d). SCAQMD converted these significance levels to pounds per day. The 

attainment status designation is based on the healthfulness of air quality and the corresponding 

significance thresholds are intended to be health protective (CARB 2020q). 

A similar approach is applied to PM2.5, where the daily limit of 55 pounds per day is based on the 

USEPA proposed rule to implement a PM2.5 NAAQS, with a significant emission rate of 10 tons 

per year (SCAQMD 2006). 

The proposed project would potentially cause or contribute to an exceedance of an ambient air 

quality standard if regional operational emissions exceed any of the following SCAQMD 

prescribed daily emissions thresholds (SCAQMD 2019): 

 55 pounds a day for VOC, 

 55 pounds per day for NOX, 
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 550 pounds per day for CO, 

 150 pounds per day for SOX, 

 150 pounds per day for PM10, and 

 55 pounds per day for PM2.5. 

SCAQMD has set its CEQA significance threshold for NOX and VOC at 10 tons per year (expressed 

as 55 lb/day). because the federal CAA defines a major stationary source for extreme ozone 

nonattainment areas such as SCAQMD as one emitting 10 tons/year (42 U.S.C. §§ 75lla(e), 

7511a(f); CAA §§ 182(e), 182(f)). Under the federal CAA, such sources are subject to enhanced 

control requirements (42 U.S.C. §§ 7502(c)(5), 7503; CAA §§ 172(c)(5), 173), so SCAQMD 

determined that 55 lb/day was an appropriate threshold for making a CEQA significance finding 

and requiring feasible mitigation. As, SCAQMD has stated: 

“… a project source that emits 10 tons/year of NOX or VOC is small enough that 

its regional impact on ambient ozone levels may not be detected in the regional air 

quality models that are currently used to determine ozone levels. Thus, in this case 

it would not be feasible to directly correlate project emissions of VOC or NOX with 

specific health impacts from ozone.”(SCAQMD 2015) 

Therefore, lead agencies that use SCAQMD thresholds of significance may determine that projects 

have a significant air quality impact and correspondingly are required to implement all feasible 

mitigation measures, yet are not able to correlate the project impact to quantifiable health effects. 

2.1.2 Localized Significance Thresholds 

SCAQMD published its Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology in June 2003, 

(revised July 2008) and Final Methodology to Calculate Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 and PM2.5 

Significance Thresholds in October 2006, recommending that all air quality analyses include a 

localized assessment of both construction and operational impacts on the air quality of nearby air 

quality sensitive receptors (SCAQMD 2008b). LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a 

project site that are not expected to result in an exceedance of a NAAQS or CAAQS. LSTs are 

based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant within the Source Receptor Area (SRA) where 

a project is located and the distance to the nearest air quality sensitive receptor. LSTs are only 

applicable to the following criteria air pollutants: NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. The proposed 

project site is located in the northern portion of SRA 3 (Southwest Central LA County) (SCAQMD 

2020e). 

The Basin is in attainment for NO2 and CO, meaning their ambient concentrations are below their 

respective air quality standards. When evaluating localized impacts for NO2 and CO, the local ambient 

concentrations and the proposed project related concentrations are summed and then compared to 

the NAAQS and CAAQS. If the sum of the ambient concentrations and proposed project 

concentrations are greater than the air quality standard, this would result in a significant impact. 

The Basin is in nonattainment for PM10 and PM2.5, meaning their ambient concentrations are 

above their respective air quality standards. If ambient levels already exceed a NAAQS or CAAQS, 

then project impacts may be considered significant if they increase ambient concentrations in 
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excess of the allowable increase established by SCAQMD. This would apply to PM10 and PM2.5, 

both of which are nonattainment pollutants in the Basin. For these latter two pollutants, the 

significance criteria are the pollutant concentration thresholds presented in SCAQMD Rules 403 

and 1301. The Rule 403 threshold of 10.4 µg/m3 applies to construction emissions (and may apply 

to operational emissions at aggregate handling facilities). The Rule 1301 threshold of 2.5 µg/m3 

applies to non-aggregate handling operational activities. 

SCAQMD recommends that sites larger than 5 acres perform air dispersion modeling to determine 

localized air quality (SCAQMD 2019). The proposed project site is 1.1-acre, therefore screening 

level LSTs are used to determine significance for construction. Table 5 shows the threshold levels 

used for a one-acre site located within 25 meters of the nearest sensitive receptor of the proposed 

project.    

TABLE 5 
LOCALIZED SCREENING LEVELS 

Source NOX CO PM10b PM2.5b  

Construction - 1-acre site at 50 meters  91 664 5 3 

 
SOURCE:  SCAQMD 2008. 

 

As operations of the site would result in very minor transportation emissions from truck trips and 

onsite forklift use, operational air quality emission impacts are discussed qualitatively and a 

numeric comparison is not required. 

2.1.3 Health Impacts 

Currently, the health impact of a particular criteria air pollutant is analyzed by air districts on a 

regional scale based on how close the area is to attaining the NAAQS. Such an analysis has 

generally not been performed at the project level. The SCAQMD states that exceedance of 

regulatory thresholds does not necessarily cause localized human health effects as, even with 

relatively high levels of emissions. However, the Air Basin is a distinct geographic area that has 

critical air pollution problems for which AAQS have been established to protect human health and 

welfare. Therefore, analyzing a project against these thresholds conservatively assesses whether 

these emissions directly contribute to regional or local exceedances of AAQS and assesses their 

potential to be harmful to human health. Thus, in order to determine the potential for adverse health 

effects, project emissions are compared to the SCAQMD’s regulatory thresholds. 

2.2 Greenhouse Gas Thresholds 

2.2.1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Thresholds 

CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4 gives lead agencies the discretion to determine whether to assess 

the significance of GHG emissions quantitatively or qualitatively. Section 15064.4 recommends 

considering certain factors, among others, when determining the significance of a project’s GHG 

emissions, including the extent to which the proposed project may increase or reduce GHG 



Section 2: Thresholds of Significance 

 

St. Andrews Demolition Project  40 ESA 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report  November 2020 

 

emissions as compared to the existing environment; whether the proposed project exceeds an 

applicable significance threshold; and extent to which the proposed project complies with 

regulations or requirements adopted to implement a reduction or mitigation of GHGs. None of the 

amendments establishes a threshold of significance; rather, so long as any threshold selected is 

supported by substantial evidence (see section 15064.7(c)), lead agencies are granted discretion to 

establish significance thresholds for their respective jurisdictions, including by looking to 

thresholds developed by other public agencies, such as air districts, or suggested by experts, such 

as the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA). 

The California Natural Resources Agency’s Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action from 

December 2009 similarly provides that project-level quantification of emissions should be 

conducted where it would assist in determining the significance of emissions, even where no 

numeric threshold applies. In such cases, CNRA’s guidance provides that qualitative thresholds 

can be utilized to determine the ultimate significance of project-level impacts based on a project's 

consistency with plans, which can include applicable regional transportation plans. Even when 

using a qualitative threshold, quantification can inform “the qualitative factors” and indicate 

“whether emissions reductions are possible, and, if so, from which sources (CNRA 2009).” 

. In December 2008, the SCAQMD adopted a 10,000 MTCO2e per year significance threshold for 

industrial facilities for projects in which the SCAQMD is the lead agency. Although SCAQMD has 

not formally adopted a significance threshold for GHG emissions generated by a project for which 

SCAQMD is not the lead agency, or a uniform methodology for analyzing impacts related to GHG 

emissions on global climate change, in the absence of any industry-wide accepted standards 

applicable to this project, the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year for 

industrial projects is the most relevant GHG significance threshold and is used as a benchmark for 

the project. It should be noted that the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per 

year for industrial projects is intended for long-term operational GHG emissions. The SCAQMD 

has developed guidance for the determination of the significance of GHG construction emissions 

that recommends that total emissions from construction be amortized over an assumed project 

lifetime of 30 years and added to operational emissions and then compared to the threshold 

(SCAQMD 2008). 

The justification for the threshold is provided in SCAQMD’s Interim CEQA GHG Significance 

Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans (“SCAQMD Interim GHG Threshold”) 

(SCAQMD 2008). The SCAQMD Interim GHG Threshold identifies a screening threshold to 

determine whether additional analysis is required. As stated by the SCAQMD: 

“…the…screening level for stationary sources is based on an emission capture 

rate of 90 percent for all new or modified projects…the policy objective of 

[SCAQMD’s] recommended interim GHG significance threshold proposal is to 

achieve an emission capture rate of 90 percent of all new or modified stationary 

source projects. A GHG significance threshold based on a 90 percent emission 

capture rate may be more appropriate to address the long-term adverse impacts 

associated with global climate change because most projects will be required to 

implement GHG reduction measures. Further, a 90 percent emission capture rate 

sets the emission threshold low enough to capture a substantial fraction of future 
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stationary source projects that will be constructed to accommodate future 

statewide population and economic growth, while setting the emission threshold 

high enough to exclude small projects that will in aggregate contribute a relatively 

small fraction of the cumulative statewide GHG emissions. This assertion is based 

on the fact that [SCAQMD] staff estimates that these GHG emissions would 

account for slightly less than one percent of future 2050 statewide GHG emissions 

target (85 [MMTCO2e per year]). In addition, these small projects may be subject 

to future applicable GHG control regulations that would further reduce their 

overall future contribution to the statewide GHG inventory. Finally, these small 

sources are already subject to [Best Available Control Technology (BACT)] for 

criteria pollutants and are more likely to be single-permit facilities, so they are 

more likely to have few opportunities readily available to reduce GHG emissions 

from other parts of their facility.” 

Thus, based on guidance from the SCAQMD, if an industrial project would emit GHGs less than 

10,000 MTCO2e per year, the project would not be considered a substantial GHG emitter and GHG 

emission impact would be less than significant, requiring no additional analysis and no mitigation. 

2.2.2 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plans, Policies and 
Regulations 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project would conflict with applicable regulations, 

plans and policies that were adopted to reduce GHG emissions that contribute to global climate 

change. For the proposed project, as a land use development project, this analysis considers the 

proposed project’s consistency with the following applicable plans, policies and regulations to 

reduce GHG emissions: 

 The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update, CARB’s plan for achieving a 40 percent 

reduction on GHG emissions from 1990 levels by 2030, statewide, as mandated by 

SB 32;  

 The SCAG 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, the regional plan for achieving sustainable land use 

patterns that reduce passenger vehicle GHG emissions, as mandated by SB 375. 

 City of L.A.’s Green New Deal; and 

 Los Angeles Green Building Code. 

 

2.3 Energy Thresholds 

For this analysis, the Appendix G Thresholds are relied upon.  The analysis utilizes factors and 

considerations identified in Appendix G and Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, as appropriate, 

to assist in answering the Appendix G questions.  The factors to evaluate energy impacts under 

Threshold (a) include: 

 The project’s energy requirements and its energy use efficiencies by amount and fuel type for 

each stage of the Project including construction, operation, maintenance, and/or removal. If 

appropriate, the energy intensiveness of materials may be discussed; 
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 The effects of the project on local and regional energy supplies and on requirements for 

additional capacity; 

 The effects of the project on peak and base period demands for electricity and other forms of 

energy; 

 The effects of the project on energy resources; and 

 The project’s projected transportation energy use requirements and its overall use of efficient 

transportation alternatives. 

In accordance with Appendix G and Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, the degree to which the 

project complies with existing energy standards is considered, as appropriate, to evaluate impacts 

under Threshold (b).  
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SECTION 3 

Impact Analysis 

3.1 Methodology 

The evaluation of potential impacts to regional and local air quality that may result from the 

construction and long-term operations of the proposed project is discussed below.   

3.1.1 Construction Impacts 

Air Quality  

Regional Construction Emissions 

Project construction activities that would have the potential to create regional air quality impacts 

including vehicle trips generated by construction workers, vendor trucks, and haul trucks traveling 

to and from the proposed project site and from demolition activities. The proposed project’s daily 

regional criteria pollutant emissions during construction have been estimated by assuming a 

conservative scenario for construction activities (i.e., assuming all construction occurs at the 

earliest feasible date) and applying the mobile source and fugitive dust emissions factors.  

The emissions have been estimated using the CalEEMod software, an emissions inventory software 

program recommended by the SCAQMD for off-road construction equipment emissions.5 In 

addition, the construction off-road construction equipment emissions accounts for consistency with 

the Environmental Standards of the South Los Angeles CPIO District, including that on-site 

generators are required to meet 0.01 g/bhp-hr standard for PM, or be equipped with Best Available 

Control Technology (BACT) for PM emissions reductions. On-road mobile source emissions were 

estimated using the 2017 CARB on-road vehicle emissions factor model (EMFAC) and 

incorporating the adjustment factors for the Safer Affordable Fuel-Efficient (SAFE) Vehicles Rule 

Part I: One National Program (SAFE Rule Part I).  

The input values used in this analysis were adjusted to be proposed project-specific based on 

provided equipment types and the construction schedule. Emissions from proposed project 

construction activities were estimated based on the construction phase in which the activity would 

be occurring. The maximum daily emissions estimate the worst-case day and do not represent the 

emissions that would occur for every day of proposed project construction. The maximum daily 

                                                      
5 CalEEMod was developed in collaboration with the air districts of California and is recommended by SCAQMD for 

evaluating GHG emissions for projects under CEQA.  Regional 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. According to the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, the model is 
an established, accurate and comprehensive tool for quantifying air quality and GHG impacts from land use 
projects throughout California. 



Section 3: Impact Analysis 

 

St. Andrews Demolition Project  44 ESA 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report  November 2020 

 

emissions are compared to SCAQMD daily regional numeric indicators. A detailed discussion of 

the proposed project’s construction phasing and equipment list is available in Appendix A of this 

technical report. Emissions calculations and modeling output are included in Appendices B, E and 

F of this technical report. 

Localized Construction Emissions 

Proposed project construction activities that would have the potential to create local air quality 

impacts including fugitive dust from grading and demolition activities. The localized effects from 

the on-site portion of the proposed project’s construction emissions were evaluated at the nearby 

sensitive receptor locations that would be potentially impacted by proposed project construction in 

accordance with the SCAQMD’s Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (June 2003, 

revised July 2008). The localized significance thresholds only address NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 

emissions. The SCAQMD has established screening criteria that can be used to determine the 

maximum allowable daily emissions that would satisfy the localized significance thresholds and 

therefore not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the applicable ambient air quality standards 

without the need for proposed project-specific dispersion modeling. The localized analysis for the 

proposed project is based on this SCAQMD screening criteria. The maximum daily onsite 

emissions from construction of the proposed project were compared to these screening criteria. 

Emissions calculations and modeling output are included in Appendices B, E, and F of this 

technical report. 

Health Impact Assessment 

In Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (S219783) (Sierra Club) the Supreme Court held that CEQA 

requires lead agencies to either (i) make a “reasonable effort” to substantively connect the estimated 

amount of a given air pollutant a project will produce and the health effects associated with that 

pollutant, or (ii) explain why such an analysis is infeasible (6 Cal.5th at 1165-66). However, the 

Court also clarified that that CEQA “does not mandate” that EIRs include “an in-depth risk 

assessment” that provides “a detailed comprehensive analysis … to evaluate and predict the 

dispersion of hazardous substances in the environment and the potential for exposure of human 

populations and to assess and quantify both the individual and population wide health risks 

associated with those levels of exposure (Sierra Club v. County of Fresno. 6 Cal.5th 502, 517-522 

(2018).”    

USEPA and CARB have established AAQS at levels above which concentrations could be harmful 

to human health and welfare, with an adequate margin of safety. Further, California air districts, 

like SCAQMD, have established emission-based thresholds that provide project-level estimates of 

criteria air pollutant quantities that air basins can accommodate without affecting the attainment 

dates for the AAQS, and therefore, providing indicators of significance for regional and localized 

air quality impacts from both construction and operation of projects. SCAQMD thresholds take 

into account that the SCAB is a distinct geographic area that has critical air pollution problems for 

which AAQS have been established to protect human health and welfare (SCAQMD 2008a).   

The mass emissions thresholds developed by the SCAQMD and used by CEQA lead agencies 

throughout the SCAQMD to determine potential significance of project-related regional changes 

in the environment are not directly indicative of exceedances of applicable ambient air standards. 
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Meteorology, the presence of sunlight, and other complex chemical factors all combine to 

determine the ultimate concentration and location of ozone or PM. The effects on ground-level 

ambient concentrations of pollutants that may be breathed by people are also influenced by the 

spatial and temporal patterns of the emission sources. In other words, the effect on ozone and PM 

concentrations from a given mass of pollutants emitted in one location may vary from the effect if 

that same mass of pollutants was emitted in an entirely different location in the SCAB. The same 

effect may be observed when the daily and seasonal variation of emissions is taken into account. 

Regional-scale photochemical modeling, typically performed only for NAAQS attainment 

demonstration and rule promulgation, account for these changes in the spatial, temporal, and 

chemical nature of regional emissions.  

The most recent EPA-approved SCAQMD basin wide emissions inventory shows VOC emissions 

at 162.4 tons per day and NOx emissions at 293.1 tons per day for the baseline year of 2012 

(SCAQMD 2017). SCAQMD’s AQMP shows that reducing the baseline 2008 NOx and VOC 

emissions by 432 tons per day and 187 tons per day respectively, would only reduce ozone levels 

at the monitor stations with the greatest ozone concentrations by 9 parts per billion (ppb) 

(SCAQMD 2013). Additionally, SCAQMD modeling that accounts for increases in emissions due 

to new or modified sources within the SCAQMD between 2010 and 2030 show an increase of 6,620 

pounds per day of NOx and 89,947 pounds per day of VOC.  The results of this analysis show that 

this level of daily pollutant increase would only increase ozone concentrations in the SCAB by 2.6 

ppb and less than 1 ppb of NO2 (SCAQMD 2011).  

The SCAQMD state that exceedance of regulatory thresholds does not necessarily cause localized 

human health effects as, even with relatively high levels of emissions. However, the Air Basin is a 

distinct geographic area that has critical air pollution problems for which AAQS have been 

established to protect human health and welfare. Therefore, analyzing a project against these 

thresholds conservatively assesses whether these emissions directly contribute to regional or local 

exceedances of AAQS and assesses their potential to be harmful to human health. Thus, in order to 

determine the potential for adverse health effects, project emissions are compared to the 

SCAQMD’s regulatory thresholds.   

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The evaluation of potential impacts to GHG emissions that may result from the construction of the 

proposed project is consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4(a) and recent related 

guidance from OPR. This analysis considered GHG emissions resulting from construction activities 

associated with the proposed project as detailed under Regional Construction Emissions above. 

Because potential impacts resulting from GHG emissions would be long-term rather than acute, 

GHG emissions were calculated on an annual basis. In accordance with SCAQMD guidance, GHG 

emissions from construction have been amortized (i.e., averaged annually) over the lifetime of the 

project. SCAQMD defines the lifetime of a project as 30 years.  Therefore, the project’s total 

construction GHG emissions are divided by 30 to determine an annual construction emissions 

estimate comparable to operational emissions.  As operational emissions are qualitatively 

addressed, the amortized construction emissions were compared to the SCAQMD’s operational 

screening threshold. 
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GHG quantification methods rely on guidance from State and regional agencies with scientific 

expertise in quantifying GHG emissions, including CARB and SCAQMD. Along with the air 

quality emissions, GHG emissions were estimated using CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2 for off-road 

construction equipment and Safe Rule 1 adjusted EMFAC2017 emissions for on-road vehicles as 

detailed above. Emissions calculations and modeling output are included in Appendices C, E and 

F of this technical report. 

Energy Emissions 

Construction energy consumption would result from transportation fuels (e.g., diesel, gasoline, and 

compressed natural gas [CNG]) used for haul trucks, heavy-duty construction equipment, 

construction workers traveling to and from the project site, electricity consumed to power the 

construction trailers (lights, electronic equipment, and heating and cooling) and exterior uses such 

as lights, conveyance of water for dust control, and any electrically-driven construction equipment.  

Construction activities could vary substantially from day to day, depending on the specific type of 

construction activity and the number of workers and vendors that would travel to the Project Site. 

This analysis considered these factors and provides the estimated maximum construction energy 

consumption for the purposes of evaluating the associated impacts on energy resources. 

Construction fuel use was forecasted by assuming a conservative estimate of construction activities 

and applying mobile source emission factors.  

Electricity 

Electricity would be used for electrically driven construction devices such as air compressors, 

pumps and other equipment, and the operation of the construction trailer. Electricity for equipment 

operating remotely on the project site would use a portable generator to power the equipment. 

Electricity for the temporary construction office would be accessed from the existing electrical grid 

to provide temporary power and would be disconnected when construction activities ceased. 

Construction would be temporary and would not result in a substantial use of energy or the need to 

increase infrastructure or supply.   

Natural Gas 

Natural gas would not be consumed in during construction of the proposed project because 

construction offices would not be heated with natural gas, and construction equipment and vehicles 

would be primarily powered by either diesel, gasoline, or electricity.  

Transportation Fuels 

Transportation fuels would be consumed for transportation of construction workers and materials 

to and from the project Site, and operation of construction equipment on the project Site throughout 

the construction phase. 

Fuel consumption from on-site heavy-duty construction equipment was calculated based on the 

equipment mix estimated by the project applicant and usage factors provided in the CalEEMod® 

construction calculations and summaries are included in Appendix D of this report.  
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The energy usage required for construction of the proposed project was estimated based on the 

number and type of construction equipment that would be used during construction by assuming a 

conservative estimate of construction activities (i.e., maximum daily equipment usage levels). 

Energy for construction worker commuting trips was estimated based on the predicted number of 

workers for the various phases of construction and the estimated VMT based on the conservative 

values in the CalEEMod® and EMFAC2017 models.  

The estimated fuel economy for heavy-duty construction equipment was based on fuel consumption 

factors from the CARB OFFROAD emissions model, which is a state-approved model for 

estimating emissions from off-road heavy-duty equipment. The estimated fuel economy for haul 

trucks, vendor trucks, concrete trucks, and worker commute vehicles was based on fuel 

consumption factors from the CARB EMFAC2017 emissions model, which is a state-approved 

model for estimating emissions from on-road vehicles and trucks.  

3.1.2 Operational Impacts 

Air Quality Operational Emissions 

Regional Operational Emissions 

Once construction is completed, the project site would be used for open air storage similar to the 

existing adjacent property. It is anticipated that existing LADWP staff would operate and maintain 

the new open air storage area similar to the current well field property. It is estimated that 

approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift 

usage per week would occur at the project site. As operations of the site would result in minor 

transportation emissions from truck trips and onsite forklift use, operational emissions are discussed 

qualitatively for air quality.  

3.2 Air Quality Impacts 

Threshold AIR-1 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

Impact AIR-1  Implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of the applicable air quality plan. (Less than Significant). 

Construction 

Construction activities associated with the project have the potential to generate temporary criteria 

pollutant emissions through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment, such as loaders and air 

compressors, and through vehicle trips generated from worker trips, vendor trucks and haul trucks 

traveling to and from the construction areas. In addition, fugitive dust emissions would result from 

earth moving activities. Mobile source emissions, primarily NOX, would result from the use of 

construction equipment. Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending 

on the level of activity, the specific type of construction activity, and prevailing weather conditions. 

The assessment of construction air quality impacts considers each of these potential sources.  
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Under this criterion, the SCAQMD recommends that lead agencies demonstrate that a project 

would not directly obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan and that a project be 

consistent with the assumptions (typically land-use related, such as resultant employment or 

residential units) upon which the air quality plan are based. The project would result in an increase 

in short-term employment compared to existing conditions. Being relatively small in number and 

temporary in nature, construction jobs under the project would not conflict with the long-term 

employment projections upon which the AQMP is based. Control strategies in the AQMP with 

potential applicability to short-term emissions from construction activities include strategies 

denoted in the 2012 AQMP as ONRD-04 and OFFRD-01 and in the 2016 AQMP as MOB-08 and 

MOB-10 and are intended to reduce emissions from on-road and off-road heavy-duty vehicles and 

equipment by accelerating replacement of older, emissions-prone engines with newer engines 

meeting more stringent emission standards. Construction contractors would be required to comply 

with the CARB Air Toxic Control Measure that limits heavy duty diesel motor vehicle idling to no 

more than five minutes at any given location. In addition, contractors would be required to comply 

with required and applicable Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and the CARB In-Use 

Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation to use lower emitting equipment in accordance with the 

phased-in compliance schedule for equipment fleet operators. The project would not conflict with 

implementation of these strategies. The project would also comply with SCAQMD regulations for 

controlling fugitive dust pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 403.  

Compliance with these requirements is consistent with and meets or exceeds the AQMP 

requirements for control strategies intended to reduce emissions from construction equipment and 

activities. Because the project would not conflict with the control strategies intended to reduce 

emissions from construction equipment, the project would not conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of the AQMP, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation 

Both the 2012 AQMP and 2016 AQMP were prepared to accommodate growth, reduce the levels 

of pollutants within the areas under the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD, return clean air to the region, 

and minimize the impact on the economy. Projects that are considered consistent with the AQMP 

would not interfere with attainment because this growth is included in the projections used in the 

formulation of the AQMP. The project represents an infrastructure project that would have no effect 

on long-term population and employment growth. The project does not include residential or 

commercial development and its implementation is not forecasted to induce any additional growth 

within the service area. As discussed in Section 1.3, Project Description, the project would include 

the demolition of a 64,434 square-foot, two-story structure that is 26 feet tall. The structure’s 

footprint is approximately 38,484 feet. In addition, the proposed project would remove a 456 

square-foot accessory structure, a concrete wall along the northern property line, and 10 posts 

located on the paved portion of the site, which were previously used as truck charging stations. 

Once the site is demolished and cleared of debris, a new chain link fence would be constructed 

along the perimeter of the property. The project would not generate net new operational emissions 

aside from minimal use of use of trucks and equipment, as it is estimated that approximately three 

truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would 

occur at the project site. Therefore, the project would not conflict with growth projections in the 
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AQMP. As the project would not conflict with the growth projections in the AQMP, impacts would 

be less than significant. 

Mitigation:  

None Required 

Significance Determination: Less than Significant. 

 

Threshold AIR-2 Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 

which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 

ambient air quality standard. 

Impact AIR-2 Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively 

considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-

attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. (Less than 

Significant) 

The project site is located within the SCAB. State and federal air quality standards are exceeded in 

many parts of the SCAB for O3 and PM2.5, including those monitoring stations nearest to the 

project area. The project would contribute to local and regional air pollutant emissions during 

construction (short-term or temporary). However, based on the following analysis, construction, 

with incorporated mitigation measures, and operation of the project would result in less than 

significant impacts relative to the daily significance thresholds for criteria air pollutant emissions 

established by the SCAQMD for construction and operational phases.  

Daily regional construction and operational source project criteria pollutant emissions (VOC, NOX, 

carbon monoxide [CO], sulfur dioxide [SO2], respirable particulate matter [PM10], and PM2.5) 

were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2, 

which is designed to model construction emissions for land use development projects based on 

building size, land use and type, and disturbed acreage, and allows for the input of project-specific 

information. Proposed project-generated emissions of criteria air pollutants (i.e., CO, SO2, PM10, 

and PM2.5) and ozone precursors (i.e., VOC and NOX) were modeled based on project specific 

information provided in the proposed project description by the applicant, and default SCAQMD-

recommended settings and parameters attributable to the proposed land use types and site location. 

The model incorporates emission factors from the CARB OFFROAD model and the on-road 

vehicle EMFAC2017 model and is considered to be an accurate and comprehensive tool for 

quantifying air quality impacts from land use projects throughout California and is recommended 

by the SCAQMD (SCAQMD 2020a). The emissions from worker vehicle trips, haul truck trips and 

vendor truck trips were estimated outside of CalEEMod to account for the CARB 2017 on-road 

vehicle emissions factor (EMFAC2017) model because EMFAC2017 has not yet been incorporated 

in the current version of CalEEMod. 
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Construction 

Construction of the proposed project has the potential to generate temporary regional criteria 

pollutant emissions through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment, such as excavators and 

forklifts, through vehicle trips generated by workers and haul trucks traveling to and from the 

proposed project site, and through building activities such as the application of paint and other 

surface coatings. In addition, fugitive dust emissions would result from demolition and various soil-

handling activities. Mobile source emissions, primarily NOX, would result from the use of 

construction equipment such as dozers and loaders. Construction emissions can vary substantially 

from day to day, depending on the level of activity, the specific type of construction activity, and 

prevailing weather conditions. 

The maximum daily construction emissions for the proposed project were estimated for each 

construction phase. Some individual construction phases could potentially overlap; therefore, the 

estimated maximum daily emissions include these potential overlaps by combining the relevant 

construction phase emissions. The maximum daily emissions are predicted values for a 

representative worst-case day, and do not represent the actual emissions that would occur for every 

day of construction, which would likely be lower on many days. Detailed emissions calculations 

are provided in Appendix B of this report. 

The results of the criteria pollutant calculations are presented in Table 6 and include dust control 

measures required to be implemented by SCAQMD Rule 403 (Control of Fugitive Dust), including 

subsection (e) – Additional Requirements for Large Operations, and fugitive VOC control measures 

required to be implemented by architectural coating emission factors based on SCAQMD Rule 

1113 (Architectural Coatings).  As shown in Table 6, construction-related daily emissions would 

not exceed the SCAQMD numeric indicator of significance. As the proposed project’s maximum 

regional emissions from construction would not exceed the regional numeric indicator, the 

proposed project’s regional construction emissions impacts would be less than significant. 
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TABLE 6 

ESTIMATED MAXIMUM UNMITIGATED REGIONAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) a 

Source VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10b PM2.5b  

Mobilization and Capping of Utilities <1 3 5 <1 <1 <1 

Hazardous Materials Remediation 1 12 8 <1 1 <1 

Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing <1 3 3 <1 <1 <1 

Salvaging of Construction Materials 1 9 4 <1 1 <1 

Removal of Wood Framing 1 12 6 <1 2 1 

Removal of Walls 1 10 5 <1 1 <1 

Removal of Foundation 2 19 15 <1 2 1 

Backfilling and Minor Grading <1 2 3 <1 <1 <1 

Cleanup and Removal of Fencing <1 3 3 <1 <1 <1 

Demolition Finish <1 <1 1 <1 <1 <1 

Overlap of Installation of Pedestrian Protection and 
Fencing and Salvaging of Construction Materials 

1 12 7 <1 1 1 

Overlap of Removal of Wood Framing and Removal of 
Walls 

2 22 11 <1 3 1 

Maximum Daily Emissions 2 22 15 <1 3 1 

SCAQMD Numeric Indicators  75 100 550 150 150 55 

Exceeds Thresholds? No No No No No No 

a Totals may not add up exactly due to rounding in the modeling calculations. Detailed emissions calculations are provided in Appendix B of this 
report. 

b Emissions include fugitive dust control measures consistent with SCAQMD Rule 403, including subsection (e) – Additional Requirements for Large 
Operations. 

 
SOURCE:  ESA 2020. 

 

Operations 

As the project consists of demolition of a two-story structure, and some additional structures on a 

1.1-acre lot owned by LADWP where once the site is cleared, the proposed project site would be 

used by LADWP as open air storage, operation of the project would not result in a net increase in 

operational emissions. The project would not generate net new operational emissions aside from 

infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment, as it is estimated that approximately three 

truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would 

occur at the project site, therefore project operational-source emissions would not exceed applicable 

SCAQMD regional thresholds of significance. As such, operation of the project would result in a 

less than significant impact. 

Health Impact Assessment 

NOx and VOC emissions from projects are directly related to the increase in ozone in the local 

area/region. As shown in Table 6, unmitigated project-related construction emissions would not 
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exceed regional thresholds for any criteria pollutant. As a result, construction of the project would 

not have the potential to result in additional quantifiable health impacts, and impacts would be 

reduced to a less than significant level.  

As discussed under operational emissions above, unmitigated project-related operational emissions 

would not exceed regional thresholds for any criteria pollutant. Accordingly, levels of criteria air 

pollutants as a result of a project’s emissions are not anticipated to cause adverse health effects. 

Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation:  

None Required 

Significance Determination: Less than Significant. 

 

Threshold AIR-3 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Impact AIR-3 Implementation of the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors 

to substantial pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant) 

Localized Construction 

The maximum daily localized emissions for each of the construction phases and the localized 

significance thresholds are presented in Table 7. The same phasing, equipment assumptions, and 

compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 and Rule 1113 were used as for the regional emissions 

calculations discussed above. As shown in Table 7, maximum localized construction emissions for 

sensitive receptors would not exceed the localized screening indicators for NOX, therefore, with 

respect to localized construction emissions, impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than 

significant. Detailed emissions calculations are provided in Appendix B of this report.  

TABLE 7 
ESTIMATED MAXIMUM UNMITIGATED LOCALIZED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (POUNDS PER DAY) a 

Source NOX CO PM10b PM2.5b 

1 acre area – 50 meters from sensitive receptors 

Mobilization and Capping of Utilities 3 4 <1 <1 

Hazardous Materials Remediation 3 4 <1 <1 

Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing 3 2 <1 <1 

Salvaging of Construction Materials 7 2 1 <1 

Removal of Wood Framing 7 2 1 <1 

Removal of Walls 7 2 1 <1 

Removal of Foundation 15 12 1 1 

Backfilling and Minor Grading 2 2 <1 <1 
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Source NOX CO PM10b PM2.5b 

Cleanup and Removal of Fencing 3 2 <1 <1 

Demolition Finish 0 0 0 0 

Overlap of Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing and 
Salvaging of Construction Materials 

10 5 1 <1 

Overlap of Removal of Wood Framing and Removal of Walls 14 5 2 1 

Maximum Localized (On-Site) Emissions 15 12 2 1 

SCAQMD Screening Numeric Indicator   91 664 5 3 

Exceed Screening Numeric Indicator? No No No No 

a Totals may not add up exactly due to rounding in the modeling calculations. Detailed emissions calculations are provided in Appendix B 
of this report. 

b Emissions include fugitive dust control measures consistent with SCAQMD Rule 403. 
 
SOURCE:  ESA, 2020. 

 

Localized Operations 

According to SCAQMD LST methodology, LSTs would apply to the operational phase of a project, 

if the project includes stationary sources, or attracts mobile sources that may spend long periods 

queuing and idling at the site (e.g., warehouse or transfer facilities). As the project consists of 

demolition of a two-story structure, and some additional structures on a 1.1-acre lot owned by 

LADWP to allow for the proposed project site to be used by LADWP as open air storage, no new 

stationary emission sources would be required. Overall, given the infrequent truck trips and 

minimal usage of equipment, as it is estimated that approximately three truck trips per week would 

enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would occur at the project site, 

localized project operational-source emissions would not exceed applicable SCAQMD localized 

thresholds of significance and operational impacts would be less than significant. 

CO “Hot Spot” Analysis 

A CO hotspot is an area of localized CO pollution that is caused by severe vehicle congestion on 

major roadways, typically near intersections. Projects may worsen air quality if they increase the 

percentage of vehicles in cold start modes by two percent or more; significantly increase traffic 

volumes (e.g., by five percent or more) over existing volumes; or worsen traffic flow, defined for 

signalized intersections as increasing average delay at intersections operating at Level of Service 

(LOS) E or F or causing an intersection that would operate at LOS D or better without the project, 

to operate at LOS E or F. While construction-related traffic on the local roadways would occur 

during construction, the net increase of construction worker vehicle trips to the existing daily traffic 

volumes on the local roadways would be relatively small and would not result in CO hotspots. 

Additionally, the construction-related vehicle trips would only occur in the short-term, and would 

cease once construction activities. During operation, since the project consists of demolition of a 

two-story structure, and some additional structures on a 1.1-acre lot owned by LADWP to allow 

for the proposed project site to be used by LADWP as open air storage, only minimal emissions 

would be generated from infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment, as it is estimated 
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that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of 

forklift usage per week would occur at the project site. Therefore, impacts would be less than 

significant. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Construction 

Construction activities associated with the project would result in temporary and short-term 

emissions of diesel particulate matter, which the State has identified as a TAC. During construction, 

the exhaust of off-road heavy-duty diesel equipment and heavy-duty trucks would emit diesel 

particulate matter during general construction activities.  

Diesel particulate matter poses a carcinogenic health risk that is generally measured using an 

exposure period of 30 years for sensitive residential receptors, according to the California 

Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) 

Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments 

(OEHHA Guidance), which was updated in 2015 with new exposure parameters including age 

sensitivity factors (OEHHA 2015). Sensitive receptors would be located south of the project site; 

however, localized diesel particulate matter emissions (strongly correlated with PM2.5 emissions) 

would be minimal and would be below localized thresholds as presented in Table 6. Although the 

localized analysis does not directly measure health risk impacts, it does provide data that can be 

used to evaluate the potential to cause health risk impacts. Furthermore, construction activity would 

occur for a temporary and short-term duration. The low level of PM2.5 emissions coupled with the 

very short-term duration of construction activity at any one location and the relatively small-scale 

of the project would result in an overall low level of diesel particulate matter concentrations at 

sensitive receptor locations. Furthermore, compliance with the CARB anti-idling Air Toxics 

Control Measure, which limits idling to no more than five minutes at any location for diesel-fueled 

commercial vehicles, would further minimize diesel particulate matter emissions in the 

construction area. The project would also utilize a construction contractor(s) that complies with 

required and applicable BACT and the In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation. Thus, it is 

expected that sensitive receptors would be exposed to emissions below thresholds and construction 

TAC impacts would be less than significant.  

Operation 

The project would not require new stationary equipment. The project would not result in any other 

substantial sources of operational TAC emissions. Therefore, the project would not expose 

surrounding sensitive receptors to net new long-term TAC emissions and impacts would be less 

than significant. 

Mitigation:  

None Required. 

Significance Determination: Less than Significant. 
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Threshold AIR-4 Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) affecting a 

substantial number of people. 

Impact AIR-4 Implementation of the proposed project would not result in other emissions 

(such as those leading to odors adversely affecting a substantial number of people). (Less than 

Significant) 

Construction 

Potential activities that may emit odors during construction include the use of architectural coatings 

and solvents, as well as the combustion of diesel fuel in on-and off-road equipment. SCAQMD 

Rule 1113 would limit the amount of VOCs in architectural coatings and solvents. In addition, the 

proposed project would comply with the applicable provisions of the CARB Air Toxics Control 

Measure regarding idling limitations for diesel trucks. Through mandatory compliance with 

SCAQMD Rules, no construction activities or materials are expected to create objectionable odors 

affecting a substantial number of people. Furthermore, as shown in Table 6, construction emissions 

would not exceed the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds for attainment, maintenance, or 

unclassifiable criteria air pollutants (i.e., CO and SO2). Therefore, construction activities would 

result in less than significant impacts with respect to other emissions, including those leading to 

odors. 

Operations 

According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor 

complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, 

chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. The proposed 

project would not include any uses identified by the SCAQMD as being associated with substantial 

odors. As a result, the proposed project is not expected to discharge contaminants into the air in 

quantities that would cause a nuisance, injury, or annoyance to the public or property pursuant to 

SCAQMD Rule 402. Furthermore, as discussed under Impact AIR-2 above, operational emissions 

would not exceed the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds for attainment, maintenance, or 

unclassifiable criteria air pollutants (i.e., CO and SO2). Therefore, operation of the proposed project 

would result in less than significant impacts with respect to other emissions, including those leading 

to odors. 

Mitigation: None required. 

Significance Determination: Less Than Significant. 

3.3 Greenhouse Gas Impacts 

Threshold GHG-1 Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment. 
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Impact GHG-1  Implementation of the proposed project would not generate GHG 

emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 

environment. (Less than Significant) 

Construction activities associated with the project would last for approximately 4.5 months and 

would result in emissions of CO2 and to a lesser extent CH4 and N2O. Construction-period GHG 

emissions were quantified based on the same construction schedule, activities, and equipment list 

as described in Section 2.3 (b). To amortize the emissions over the life of the project, the SCAQMD 

recommends calculating the total GHG emissions attributable to construction activities, dividing it 

by the 30-year project life, and then adding that number to a project’s annual operational-phase 

GHG emissions. As such, construction emissions were amortized over a 30-year period. Project 

construction emissions are shown in Table 8. As shown, the GHG emissions would not exceed the 

threshold of significance. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.   

TABLE 8 
AMORTIZED ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION GHG EMISSIONS 

Source MTCO2e 

Off-road Project Emissions 45 

On-road Project Emissions 103 

Total Project Construction Emissions 148 

Amortized Project Construction Emissions 5 

Threshold of significance 10,000 

Exceed Threshold No 

 
SOURCE:  ESA 2020. 
 

 

Operational activities associated with the project would result in minor amounts of GHG emissions. 

Operational sources of GHG emissions would only generate minor amounts of operational 

emissions from infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment, as it is estimated that 

approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift 

usage per week would occur at the project site. Therefore, GHG emission impacts would be less 

than significant.  

The combined annual construction and operational emissions from the proposed project would be 

less than the 10,000 MTCO2e/year metric ton SCAQMD proposed screening threshold. As the 

proposed project’s annual GHG emissions would not exceed the localized numeric indicators 

emissions impacts with respect to the generation of GHGs would be less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

Significance Determination: Less Than Significant. 
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Threshold GHG-2 Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose 

of reducing the emissions of GHGs. 

Impact GHG-2  Implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with an 

applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 

GHGs. (Less than Significant) 

Construction Emissions 

As discussed in Threshold GHG-1 above, the GHG emissions generated by the project would not 

exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year. The primary source of GHG 

emissions generated by project implementation would occur during construction, which would be 

short-term and temporary in nature. The project would utilize contractors that are in compliance 

with regulations including the USEPA Heavy Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Regulation, the CARB 

anti-idling Air Toxics Control Measure that limits heavy-duty diesel motor vehicle idling, and the 

State’s low carbon fuel standard regulation. While the idling measure was adopted for the purpose 

of reducing diesel particulate matter emissions and reducing health risk impacts, the measure has 

co-benefits of minimizing GHG emissions from unnecessary truck idling. The project would not 

conflict with these GHG reducing measures and regulations. Therefore, impacts would be less than 

significant. 

Operational Emissions 

Operation of the project would generate minor amounts of GHG emissions from infrequent truck 

trips and minimal usage of equipment, as it is estimated that approximately three truck trips per 

week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would occur at the 

project site. These equipment emissions would only add trace amounts of GHG emissions annually 

and would have no impact on the implementation of the SCAG Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) to reduce GHG emissions from vehicle travel. 

The project would also have no net effect on long-term water consumption and associated GHG 

emissions from water supply, conveyance, distribution, and treatment. For these reasons, the 

implementation of the proposed project would not generate GHG emissions that would hinder the 

State’s ability to achieve the GHG reduction goals under Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 – 

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. Furthermore, the proposed project would not 

conflict with or impede the future statewide GHG emission reductions goals. CARB has outlined 

a number of potential strategies for achieving the 2030 reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 

levels. These potential strategies include renewable resources for 60 percent of the State’s 

electricity by 2030, reducing petroleum use in cars and trucks, reducing the carbon content of 

transportation fuels, continuation of the Cap-and-Trade Program, and adopting regulations for oil 

refineries. The project would not conflict with these future regulations, as promulgated by the 

USEPA, CARB, California Energy Commission (CEC), or other agency. As a result, this impact 

would be less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

Significance Determination: Less Than Significant. 



Section 3: Impact Analysis 

 

St. Andrews Demolition Project  58 ESA 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report  November 2020 

 

3.4 Energy Impacts 

Threshold ENE-1 Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project 

construction or operation. 

Impact ENE-1 Implementation of the proposed project would not result in wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or 

operation. (Less than Significant) 

Construction Emissions 

Construction energy consumption would result from transportation fuels (e.g., diesel, gasoline, and 

compressed natural gas [CNG]) used for haul trucks, heavy-duty construction equipment, 

construction workers traveling to and from the project site, electricity consumed to power the 

construction trailers (lights, electronic equipment, and heating and cooling) and exterior uses such 

as lights, conveyance of water for dust control, and any electrically-driven construction equipment.  

Electricity 

Electricity would be used for operation of the construction office as well as for the conveyance of 

water to assist in dust control. Electricity consumption for the project is anticipated to be 

approximately 9 MWh for the duration of the construction activities.  This represents less than 

0.001 percent of the anticipated sales for LADWP and electricity use would be less than significant. 

Natural Gas 

Natural gas would not be consumed in during construction of the proposed project because 

construction offices would not be heated with natural gas, and construction equipment and vehicles 

would be primarily powered by either diesel, gasoline, or electricity.  

Transportation Fuels 

Transportation fuels would be consumed for transportation of construction workers and materials 

to and from the project site, and operation of construction equipment on the project site throughout 

the construction phase. 

The estimated fuel usage for off-road equipment is based on the number and type of equipment that 

would be used during construction activities, hour usage estimates, the total duration of 

construction activities, and hourly equipment fuel consumption factors from the CARB OFFROAD 

model, which was used in the project’s air quality analysis. On-road vehicles would include trucks 

to haul material to and from the project site, vendor trucks to deliver supplies necessary for project 

construction, and fuel used for employee commute trips. Table 9 summarizes the project’s total 

and yearly fuel consumption from construction activities.  
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TABLE 9 
ESTIMATED PROJECT CONSTRUCTION FUEL CONSUMPTION 

 

Total Project Construction Fuel 
Consumption (gallons) 

Diesel Gasoline 

Total Project 11,400 1,615 

Annual Average 11,400 1,615 

County Usagea 530,000,000 3,640,000,000 

% County Usage 0.002% <0.001% 

Source: Refer to Appendix D 
 
a  CEC. 2018a  
  

 

Operation Emissions 

As stated above, operational energy consumption would be minimal as the project is an 

infrastructure project that involves demolition of a two-story structure and some additional 

structures on a 1.1-acre lot owned by LADWP where once the site is cleared, the proposed project 

site would be used by LADWP as open air storage. The project would not result in net new 

electricity or natural gas energy consumption, but would require infrequent truck trips and minimal 

usage of equipment, as it is estimated that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit 

the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week. Fuel consumption from the minimal weekly 

truck trips and few pieces of equipment during project operations to move material to and from the 

project site would result in minimal energy use. Thus, operation of the project would use energy 

necessary for the project’s operational purposes but would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, 

and unnecessary use of energy and impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Threshold ENE-2 Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 

efficiency. 

Impact ENE-1 Implementation of the proposed project would not obstruct a state or local 

plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. (Less than Significant) 

Construction and operation of the project would not result in an appreciable increase in demand for 

electricity or natural gas. As stated under Section 2.19 (a), the project’s energy consumption 

primarily would result from on- and off-road fuel use from construction related vehicles. The 

project is an infrastructure project that once constructed would contribute to minimal operational 

related energy consumption. Therefore, the project’s burden on energy demand would be minimal 

and would not result in a need for increased supply or distribution infrastructure capabilities. Thus, 

impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.5 Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 

The following cumulative impact analysis is based on the recommendations provided by SCAQMD 

in the Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution White Paper. 

SCAQMD’s guidance for assessing a project’s cumulative impacts recommends the use of two 

alternative methodologies: (1) that project-specific air quality impacts be used to determine the 

project’s potential cumulative impacts to regional air quality; or (2) that a project’s consistency 

with the AQMPs are used to determine its potential cumulative impacts.  

Under SCAQMD’s guidance, “[p]rojects that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds 

are considered by 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.”  Therefore, 

consistent with this guidance, the potential for the Proposed Project to results in cumulative impacts 

from regional emissions is assessed based on SCAQMD thresholds. 

Consistency with AQMP 

As described above under Impact AIR-1, construction of the proposed project would not be 

consistent with the AQMP as the proposed project would generate emissions of nonattainment 

pollutants or precursors (i.e., NOX) that exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Based on 

SCAQMD guidance, the exceedance of these thresholds indicates that the proposed project would 

have a considerable contribution to a significant impact. Construction-related daily emissions 

would not exceed the SCAQMD numeric indicator of significance for any criteria pollutants. As 

the proposed project’s maximum regional emissions from construction would not exceed the 

regional numeric indicator, the proposed project would be consistent with the AQMP and 

cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation of the proposed project would be consistent with the AQMP as the proposed project 

would not generate emissions of nonattainment pollutants or precursors (i.e., VOC, NOX, CO, SOX, 

PM10, and PM2.5) that exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Therefore, the proposed 

project would result in a less than significant cumulative operational impact. 

Mitigation  

None Required. 

Significance Determination: Less than Significant  

Project-Specific Impacts 

Construction 

As described above under Impact AIR-2 and Impact AIR-3, regional and localized emissions 

during construction of the proposed project would not exceed the SCAQMD significance 

thresholds. Thus, based on SCAQMD methodology, the proposed project construction emissions 

would not represent a considerable contribution to a cumulative impact, resulting in a potentially 

significant cumulative impact. As the proposed project’s maximum regional emissions from 
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construction would not exceed the regional numeric indicator, the proposed project would not 

represent a considerable contribution to a cumulative impact, resulting in a less than cumulative 

impact. 

Operation 

As discussed under Impact AIR-2 and Impact AIR-3, above, regional and localized operational 

emissions of VOC, NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 would not exceed the SCAQMD significance 

thresholds. Thus, based on SCAQMD methodology, the proposed project operational emissions 

would not represent a considerable contribution to a cumulative impact, resulting in a less than 

significant cumulative impact. 

Mitigation  

None Required. 

Significance Determination: Less than Significant  

3.5 Cumulative GHG Impacts 

The GHG emissions of the project alone would not cause a direct physical change in the 

environment. According to CAPCOA, “GHG impacts are exclusively cumulative impacts; there 

are no non-cumulative GHG emission impacts from a climate change perspective (CAPCOA 

2008).” It is global GHG emissions in their aggregate that contribute to climate change, not any 

single source of GHG emissions alone. The impact analysis of the project’s GHG emissions and 

consistency with existing plans and policies related to GHG emissions provided above for the 

project serves as a cumulative impact analysis. Therefore, as discussed above, the project would be 

consistent with applicable plans, policies or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG 

emissions and the project would not generate GHG emissions that would have a significant impact 

on the environment. As such, the project would result in a less than cumulatively considerable 

impact related to applicable GHG emissions and GHG reduction plans and policies and cumulative 

impacts would be less than significant. 

3.6 Cumulative Energy Impacts 

Electricity 

The geographic context for the cumulative analysis of electricity is the LADWP service area. 

Growth within this service area is anticipated to increase the demand for electricity and the need 

for infrastructure, such as new or expanded facilities. 

Future development, including the proposed project, would result in the increased use of electricity 

resources. However, LADWP has determined that the use of such resources would be minor 

compared to existing supply and infrastructure within the LADWP service area and would be 

consistent with growth expectations (CEC 2018c). Furthermore, other cumulative developments 

would be required to incorporate energy conservation features in order to comply with applicable 

mandatory regulations including CALGreen Code, State energy standards under Title 24, and 
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incorporate mitigation measures, as necessary. The proposed project would reduce energy 

consumption needed to transport recycled water to the service area and would provide a more static 

supply. Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative electricity impact would be 

less than significant. 

Natural Gas 

The geographic context for the cumulative analysis of natural gas is the SoCalGas service area. 

Growth within this service area is anticipated to increase the demand for natural gas and the need 

for infrastructure, such as new or expanded facilities. However, the proposed project would not 

require natural gas during construction or operational activities, therefore the proposed project’s 

contribution to cumulative natural gas impact would be less than significant. 

Transportation Energy 

The geographic context for the cumulative analysis of transportation energy is the SCAG region. 

Growth within this region is anticipated to increase the demand for transportation and the need for 

infrastructure, such as new or expanded facilities. Construction of the proposed project would result 

in a temporary increase in VMT use within the area, however this short-term increase would last 

for the approximately 4.5-month construction period. Subsequent to the completion of construction, 

there would be no new vehicle trips to the project site. Therefore, the proposed project’s 

contribution to cumulative transportation significant cumulative impact. 

Mitigation  

None Required. 

Significance Determination: Less than Significant  
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St Andrews‐Demolition

AQ‐GHG Assumptions

Existing Land Uses

 Land Use Type CalEEMod LandUse Type CalEEMod LandUse Subtype Amount Unit Building SF
1 Lot size (acres)

Warehouse Industrial  Unrefrigerated Warehouse‐No Rail 64.434 1000sqft 64,434 1.1

Construction Data
1

Start End Total Duration

3rd Qtr 2021 4th Qtr 2021 4.5 months

Total Construction Site Area (acres) 1.1

Construction Phase Task Number CalEEMod Phase Type Start Date
1 End Date1 Total Calendar Days Workdays (5 days/week)

Worker Trips/Day 

(In/Out)1

Vendor 

Trips/Day 

(In/Out)
1

Total Haul Trips 

(In/Out)

Total Haul 

Trucks/Day
1

Haul/Concrete Trips/Day 

(In/Out)

HHDT 

Truck 

Trips per 

Day 

(In/Out)

Demolition Demolition 8/1/2021 12/15/2021 137 98

Mobilize and Cap Utilities 1 8/1/2021 8/8/2021 8 5 20 2 2
Hazmat Remediation 2 8/9/2021 10/19/2021 72 52 20 4 1,560 15 30 34
Install Pedestrian Protection and Fencing 3 10/20/2021 10/26/2021 7 5 20 4 4
Salvage Materials 4 10/20/2021 10/26/2021 7 5 20 50 5 10 10
Remove wood framing 5 10/27/2021 11/9/2021 14 10 20 300 15 30 30
Remove Walls 6 10/27/2021 11/16/2021 21 15 20 300 10 20 20
Remove Foundation 7 11/17/2021 11/30/2021 14 10 20 200 10 20 20
Backfill and Minor Regarding 8 12/1/2021 12/7/2021 7 5 20 4 4
Clean up/remove predistrian protection 9 12/8/2021 12/14/2021 7 5 20 2 2
Demolition Finish 10 12/15/2021 12/15/2021 1 1 20 0

Demolition Quantities
1,2,3

Buildings Amount (CY) Tons Task CY Moved During Task Tons Moved During Task

Concrete 1,280 1,536 Salvage Materials 250 155
URM 1,670 835 Remove wood framing 1500 929
Wood 1,300 260 Remove Walls 1500 929

Remove Foundation 1000 619

Total Demolition Debris (CY) 4,250 4,250

Total Demolition Debris (Tons) 2,631 2,631

Haul Truck Capacity (CY) 12
Total Haul Trucks Required 354
Total Haul Truck Trips (In/Out) 708

Total Haul Truck Trips (In/Out) per day 8

Notes:
1 Data from Data Needs List
2 CalEEMod User's Guide, Appendix A, 
3 CalRecycle Weights and Volumes
4 Number of daily haul trips during hazmat remediation conservative assumed to be as high as daily truck trips required during highest intensity phase of daily truck trips during removal of construction debris.



St Andrews‐Demolition

AQ‐GHG Assumptions ‐ Construction Equipment.

Crew Type Task Name Task Number CalEEMod Phase Type Equipment Type # of Equipment Hours/day HP  Load Factor Note

Crew L‐1 Mobilize and Cap Utilities 1 Demolition Generator 1 8 84 0.74

Crew B‐47H Hazmat Remediation 2 Demolition Generator 1 8 84 0.74

Crew B‐80 Install Pedestrian Protection and Fencing 3 Demolition Bore/Drill Rig 1 8 221 0.50 Assumed for truck mounted auger drill
Crew B‐80 Clean up/remove predistrian protection 9

Crew B‐3 Salvage Materials 4 Demolition Crawler Tractor 1 8 212 0.43 Assumed for crawler loader
Crew B‐3 Remove wood framing 5
Crew B‐4 Remove Walls 6

Crew B‐5 Remove Foundation 7 Demolition Air Compressor 1 8 78 0.48
Demolition Generator  2 8 84 0.74 To power jackhammer/pavement breaker
Demolition Crawler Tractor 1 8 212 0.43 Assumed for crawler loader

Crew B‐10A Backfill and Minor Regarding 8 Demolition Roller 1 8 80 0.38 HP updated based on data needs

Notes:
1 Client provided equipment data.
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St Andrews Demolition

Air Quality Construction Analysis

Regional Maximums ROG NOX CO SO2 Total PM10

Total 

PM2.5

Source

3.2 Mobilize ‐ 2021 0.4 3.3 4.7 0.009 0.2 0.1
3.3 Remediation ‐ 2021 0.8 12.4 8.2 0.036 1.0 0.3
3.4 Install Fencing ‐ 2021 0.3 3.1 3.2 0.013 0.3 0.2
3.5 Salvage Materials ‐ 2021 0.7 8.7 4.2 0.014 0.8 0.4
3.6 Remove Wood Framing ‐ 2021 0.8 11.9 6.1 0.022 1.5 0.5
3.7 Remove Walls ‐ 2021 0.7 10.3 5.1 0.018 1.2 0.4
3.8 Remove Foundation ‐ 2021 1.7 18.6 14.9 0.035 1.6 0.9
3.9 Backfill ‐ 2021 0.2 2.0 3.0 0.006 0.4 0.2
3.10 Clean Up ‐ 2021 0.3 3.1 3.1 0.012 0.3 0.1
3.11 Finish ‐ 2021 0.02 0.1 0.9 0.002 0.2 0.1

ROG NOX CO SO2 Total PM10

Total 

PM2.5

2020

3.4 Install Fencing ‐ 2021 0.9 11.8 7.4 0.027 1.2 0.5
3.5 Salvage Materials ‐ 2021

3.6 Remove Wood Framing ‐ 2021 1.6 22.1 11.2 0.040 2.7 1.0
3.7 Remove Walls ‐ 2021

Project Daily Maximum Emissions 1.75 22.12 14.94 0.040 2.69 0.95

SCAQMD Regional Significance Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No

lb/day

Overlapping Phases



St Andrews Demolition

Summer

Air Quality Construction Analysis

ROG NOX CO SO2 Total PM10

Total 

PM2.5 ROG NOX CO SO2

Total 

PM10

Total 

PM2.5

Source

3.2 Mobilize ‐ 2021 0.36 3.17 3.68 0.007 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.09 1.00 0.003 0.24 0.06
3.3 Remediation ‐ 2021 0.36 3.17 3.68 0.007 0.01 0.01 0.41 9.19 4.54 0.030 0.97 0.32
3.4 Install Fencing ‐ 2021 0.26 3.02 2.07 0.009 0.09 0.08 0.03 0.11 1.10 0.003 0.25 0.07
3.5 Salvage Materials ‐ 2021 0.55 6.97 2.44 0.008 0.52 0.28 0.10 1.68 1.80 0.006 0.31 0.09
3.6 Remove Wood Framing ‐ 2021 0.55 6.97 2.44 0.008 1.04 0.36 0.27 4.89 3.62 0.014 0.48 0.15
3.7 Remove Walls ‐ 2021 0.55 6.97 2.44 0.008 0.78 0.32 0.19 3.29 2.71 0.010 0.39 0.12
3.8 Remove Foundation ‐ 2021 1.56 15.34 12.23 0.025 0.93 0.46 0.19 3.29 2.71 0.010 0.39 0.12
3.9 Backfill ‐ 2021 0.19 1.92 1.88 0.003 0.12 0.11 0.03 0.11 1.10 0.003 0.25 0.07
3.10 Clean Up ‐ 2021 0.26 3.02 2.07 0.009 0.09 0.08 0.03 0.09 1.00 0.003 0.24 0.06
3.11 Finish ‐ 2021 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.002 0.22 0.06

Regional Emissions ROG NOX CO SO2 Total PM10

Total 

PM2.5

3.2 Mobilize ‐ 2021 0.4 3.3 4.7 0.009 0.2 0.1
3.3 Remediation ‐ 2021 0.8 12.4 8.2 0.036 1.0 0.3
3.4 Install Fencing ‐ 2021 0.3 3.1 3.2 0.013 0.3 0.2
3.5 Salvage Materials ‐ 2021 0.7 8.7 4.2 0.014 0.8 0.4
3.6 Remove Wood Framing ‐ 2021 0.8 11.9 6.1 0.022 1.5 0.5
3.7 Remove Walls ‐ 2021 0.7 10.3 5.1 0.018 1.2 0.4
3.8 Remove Foundation ‐ 2021 1.7 18.6 14.9 0.035 1.3 0.6
3.9 Backfill ‐ 2021 0.2 2.0 3.0 0.006 0.4 0.2
3.10 Clean Up ‐ 2021 0.3 3.1 3.1 0.012 0.3 0.1
3.11 Finish ‐ 2021 0.02 0.1 0.9 0.002 0.2 0.1

ROG NOX CO SO2 Total PM10

Total 

PM2.5

2020

3.4 Install Fencing ‐ 2021 0.9 11.8 7.4 0.027 1.2 0.5
3.5 Salvage Materials ‐ 2021

3.6 Remove Wood Framing ‐ 2021 1.6 22.1 11.2 0.040 2.7 1.0
3.7 Remove Walls ‐ 2021

Project Daily Maximum Emissions 1.75 22.12 14.94 0.040 2.69 0.95

lb/day

Overlapping Phases

lb/day

Onsite Emissions Offsite Emissions

Summer



St Andrews Demolition

Winter

Air Quality Construction Analysis

ROG NOX CO SO2 Total PM10

Total 

PM2.5 ROG NOX CO SO2

Total 

PM10

Total 

PM2.5

Source

3.2 Mobilize ‐ 2021 0.36 3.17 3.68 0.007 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.09 1.00 0.003 0.24 0.06
3.3 Remediation ‐ 2021 0.36 3.17 3.68 0.007 0.01 0.01 0.41 9.19 4.54 0.030 0.97 0.32
3.4 Install Fencing ‐ 2021 0.26 3.02 2.07 0.009 0.09 0.08 0.03 0.11 1.10 0.003 0.25 0.07
3.5 Salvage Materials ‐ 2021 0.55 6.97 2.44 0.008 0.52 0.28 0.10 1.68 1.80 0.006 0.31 0.09
3.6 Remove Wood Framing ‐ 2021 0.55 6.97 2.44 0.008 1.04 0.36 0.27 4.89 3.62 0.014 0.48 0.15
3.7 Remove Walls ‐ 2021 0.55 6.97 2.44 0.008 0.78 0.32 0.19 3.29 2.71 0.010 0.39 0.12
3.8 Remove Foundation ‐ 2021 1.56 15.34 12.23 0.025 1.24 0.78 0.19 3.29 2.71 0.010 0.39 0.12
3.9 Backfill ‐ 2021 0.19 1.92 1.88 0.003 0.12 0.11 0.03 0.11 1.10 0.003 0.25 0.07
3.10 Clean Up ‐ 2021 0.26 3.02 2.07 0.009 0.09 0.08 0.03 0.09 1.00 0.003 0.24 0.06
3.11 Finish ‐ 2021 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.002 0.22 0.06

Regional Emissions ROG NOX CO SO2 Total PM10

Total 

PM2.5

3.2 Mobilize ‐ 2021 0.4 3.3 4.7 0.009 0.2 0.1
3.3 Remediation ‐ 2021 0.8 12.4 8.2 0.036 1.0 0.3
3.4 Install Fencing ‐ 2021 0.3 3.1 3.2 0.013 0.3 0.2
3.5 Salvage Materials ‐ 2021 0.7 8.7 4.2 0.014 0.8 0.4
3.6 Remove Wood Framing ‐ 2021 0.8 11.9 6.1 0.022 1.5 0.5
3.7 Remove Walls ‐ 2021 0.7 10.3 5.1 0.018 1.2 0.4
3.8 Remove Foundation ‐ 2021 1.7 18.6 14.9 0.035 1.6 0.9
3.9 Backfill ‐ 2021 0.2 2.0 3.0 0.006 0.4 0.2
3.10 Clean Up ‐ 2021 0.3 3.1 3.1 0.012 0.3 0.1
3.11 Finish ‐ 2021 0.02 0.1 0.9 0.002 0.2 0.1

ROG NOX CO SO2 Total PM10

Total 

PM2.5

2020

3.4 Install Fencing ‐ 2021 0.9 11.8 7.4 0.027 1.2 0.5
3.5 Salvage Materials ‐ 2021

3.6 Remove Wood Framing ‐ 2021 1.6 22.1 11.2 0.040 2.7 1.0
3.7 Remove Walls ‐ 2021

Project Daily Maximum Emissions 1.75 22.12 14.94 0.040 2.69 0.95

Overlapping Phases

Winter

Onsite Emissions Offsite Emissions

lb/day lb/day



St Andrews Demolition

Air Quality Construction Analysis

NOX CO Total PM10

Total 

PM2.5

Source

3.2 Mobilize ‐ 2021 3.17 3.68 0.17 0.17
3.3 Remediation ‐ 2021 3.17 3.68 0.17 0.17
3.4 Install Fencing ‐ 2021 3.02 2.07 0.09 0.08
3.5 Salvage Materials ‐ 2021 6.97 2.44 0.52 0.28
3.6 Remove Wood Framing ‐ 2021 6.97 2.44 1.04 0.36
3.7 Remove Walls ‐ 2021 6.97 2.44 0.78 0.32
3.8 Remove Foundation ‐ 2021 15.34 12.23 1.24 0.78
3.9 Backfill ‐ 2021 1.92 1.88 0.12 0.11
3.10 Clean Up ‐ 2021 3.02 2.07 0.09 0.08
3.11 Finish ‐ 2021 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Localized Emissions NOX CO Total PM10

Total 

PM2.5

3.2 Mobilize ‐ 2021 3.17 3.68 0.17 0.17
3.3 Remediation ‐ 2021 3.17 3.68 0.17 0.17
3.4 Install Fencing ‐ 2021 3.02 2.07 0.09 0.08
3.5 Salvage Materials ‐ 2021 6.97 2.44 0.52 0.28
3.6 Remove Wood Framing ‐ 2021 6.97 2.44 1.04 0.36
3.7 Remove Walls ‐ 2021 6.97 2.44 0.78 0.32
3.8 Remove Foundation ‐ 2021 15.34 12.23 1.24 0.78
3.9 Backfill ‐ 2021 1.92 1.88 0.12 0.11
3.10 Clean Up ‐ 2021 3.02 2.07 0.09 0.08
3.11 Finish ‐ 2021 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NOX CO Total PM10

Total 

PM2.5

2020

3.4 Install Fencing ‐ 2021 10.0 4.5 0.6 0.4
3.5 Salvage Materials ‐ 2021

3.6 Remove Wood Framing ‐ 2021 13.9 4.9 1.8 0.7
3.7 Remove Walls ‐ 2021

Project Daily Maximum Emissions 15.34 12.23 1.82 0.78

Overlapping Phases

Localized Emissions

Onsite Emissions

lb/day



Generators PM Emissions

PM Emission Factor

0.01 g/bhp‐hr
84 hp/generator

0.99 hp/bhpr https://www.convert‐measurement‐units.com/conversion‐calculator.php?type=power
82.85 bhp/generator
0.74 Load Factor

8 hrs/day
1 PM10 Fraction Table A ‐ Updated CEIDARS Table with PM2.5 Fractions, OFF‐ROAD EQUIPMENT‐DIESEL

0.92 PM2.5 Fraction Table A ‐ Updated CEIDARS Table with PM2.5 Fractions, OFF‐ROAD EQUIPMENT‐DIESEL
4.905 g of PM10/day
4.512 g of PM10/day
0.0022 g/lbs
0.011 lbs/day PM10  Per Generator
0.010 lbs/day PM2.5 Per Generator

Notes: Compliant with South Los Angeles CPIO Environmental Standards within Mitgation and Monitoring Program
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/0e95b194‐a2b7‐4da2‐8346‐720f71f59e35/CPIO.pdf
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St Andrews

Construction GHG Emissions Summary
Project Construction Off‐

Road Emissions (MTCO2e)

2020 45

Project Construction On‐

Road Emissions (MTCO2e) 

2020 103

Project Total (MTCO2e)

148
30 Year‐Amortization 5
MTCO2e=Metric Tons Carbon Dioxide equivalents



IBEC Energy ‐ Construction Calculations

Construction Energy Analysis

Temporary Construction Trailer ‐ Electricity

Land Use Square Feet Title 24 Electricity Non‐Title 24 Electricity Lighting Electricity

General Office 1,000 4.60 4.62 3.77 12,990 4.8 1.6

Assumptions and Sources:

 ‐Construction offices assumed to total 1,000 square feet

kWh/sq ft
Total kWh Total MWh

 ‐CalEEMod 2016.3.2 default emission factors used to estimate energy use for temporary construction office

MTCO2e

Con GHG Emissions 9/28/2020 4:01 PM



IBEC Energy ‐ Construction Calculations

Construction Energy Analysis

Construction Water Energy Estimates

Source Acres
Construction Water Use per 

Day (Mgal)
Days of Water Use

Total Construction Water 

Use (Mgal)

Total Electricity Demand from 

Water Demand  (MWh)

Annual Electricity Demand 

from water Demand (kWh)
MTCO2e

Project Site 1.1 0.0033 98 0.323 4.2 16 1.4

CalEEMod Water Electricity Factors
Electricity Intensity Factor To 

Supply (kWh/Mgal)
Electricity Intensity Factor To 

Treat (kWh/Mgal)
Electricity Intensity Factor To 

Distribute (kWh/Mgal)

Electricity Intensity Factor For 
Wastewater Treatment 

(kWh/Mgal)

Project Site 9727 111 1272 1911

Sources and Assumptions:

 ‐Electricity Intensity Factors ‐ California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod).

 ‐Estimated construction water use assumed to be generally equivalent to landscape irrigation, based on a factor of 20.94 gallons per year per square foot of 

landscaped area within the Los Angeles area (Mediterranean climate), which assumes high water demand landscaping materials and an irrigation system efficiency of 85%. 

Factor is therefore (20.94 GAL/SF/year) x (43,560 SF/acre) / (365 days/year) / (0.85) = 2,940 gallons/acre/day, rounded up to 3,000 gallons/acre/day. 

(U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy, Federal Energy Management Program. “Guidelines for Estimating Unmetered Landscaping Water Use."

July 2010. Page 12, Table 4 ‐ Annual Irrigation Factor – Landscaped Areas with High Water Requirements).

Con GHG Emissions 9/28/2020 4:01 PM



Utility Provider: LADWP

Year RPS Mandate Electricity Emission Factor Electricity Emission Factor lbs/metric ton
(MT CO2/MWh) (lbs CO2/MWh) 2204.623

Base Base 0.5328 1174.64949
2016 29.00% 0.378296486 834.00113 CH4 N2O

lbs/MWh lbs/MWh
Base 0% 0.5328 1174.6495 0.029 0.006

2016 29% 0.3783 834.0011 MT/MWh MT/MWh
4% 2017 30% 0.3712 818.3391 1.31542E‐05 2.72155E‐06

1.333% 2018 32% 0.3641 802.6771
11% 2019 33.00% 0.3570 787.0152

2.750% 2020 35.75% 0.3423 754.7123
2.750% 2021 38.50% 0.3277 722.4094
2.750% 2022 41.25% 0.3130 690.1066

2023 44.00% 0.2984 657.8037
2.667% 2024 46.67% 0.2842 626.4797
2.667% 2025 49.33% 0.2700 595.1557

2026 52.00% 0.2557 563.8318
2.67% 2027 54.67% 0.2415 532.5078
2.67% 2028 57.33% 0.2273 501.1838

2029 60.00% 0.2131 469.8598
2.67% 2030 62.7% 0.1989 438.5358
2.67% 2031 65.3% 0.1847 407.2118
2.67% 2032 68.0% 0.1705 375.8878
2.67% 2033 70.7% 0.1563 344.5638
2.67% 2034 73.3% 0.1421 313.2399
2.67% 2035 76.0% 0.1279 281.9159
2.67% 2036 78.7% 0.1137 250.5919
2.67% 2037 81.3% 0.0995 219.2679
2.67% 2038 84.0% 0.0852 187.9439
2.67% 2039 86.7% 0.0710 156.6199
2.67% 2040 89.3% 0.0568 125.2959
2.67% 2041 92.0% 0.0426 93.9720
2.67% 2042 94.7% 0.0284 62.6480
2.67% 2043 97.3% 0.0142 31.3240
2.67% 2044 100% 0 0
0.00% 2045 100% 0 0
0.00% 2046 100% 0 0
0.00% 2047 100% 0 0
0.00% 2048 100% 0 0
0.00% 2049 100% 0 0
0.00% 2050 100% 0 0
0.00% 2051 100% 0 0
0.00% 2052 100% 0 0

2053 100% 0 0

2 LADWP 2016 Power Content Label https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/pcl/labels/2016_labels/Los_Angeles_Department_of_Water_and_Power.pdf
 3 SB‐100 California Renewables Portfolio Standard Program: Emissions of Greenhouse Gases, https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180

SB100.

1  Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 2017 Power Strategic Long‐Term Resource Plan, December 2017. https://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/faces/ladwp/aboutus/a‐power/a‐p‐integratedresourceplanning/a‐p‐irp‐documents?_adf.ctrl‐
state=7vm6k5c6e_4&_afrLoop=401204849008238
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St Andrews

Construction Energy Analysis

Fuel Consumption Summary

Category Value

Diesel fuel for heavy‐duty construction equipment (gal) 4,402
Diesel fuel for Haul Trucks (gal) 6,998
Gasoline Fuel for Vendor Trucks (gal) 372
Gasoline fuel for workers (gal) 1,243
Electricity for heavy‐duty construction equipment (MWh) 0
Water Conveyance for Dust Control (MWh) 4.2
Construction Office (MWh) 4.8
Total Diesel Consumption 11,400
Total Gasoline Consumption 1,615
Total Electricity Consumption 9
Construction Phase Duration (years) 0.4

Annual Average Gallons Diesel 11,400

Annual Average Gallons Gasoline 1,615

Annual Average Electricity 9

Source Diesel (gal) Gas (gal) Electricity (MWh)

Off‐Road Equipment 4,402 ‐ 0
Haul 6,998 ‐ ‐

Worker/Vendor ‐ 1,615 ‐

Water Conveyance for Dust Control ‐ ‐ 4.2
Construction Office ‐ ‐ 4.8
Total Project Energy Consumption 11,400 1,615 9

Annual Average Gallons Diesel 11,400 ‐

Annual Average Gallons Gasoline ‐ 1,615

Annual Average Electricity ‐ ‐ 9

Diesel Gas Diesel Gas

530,000,000 3,640,000,000 3,337,500,000 15,471,000,000
0.002% 0.00004% 0.0003% 0.000010%

1. California Energy Commission, California Retail Fuel Outlet Annual Reporting (CEC‐A15) Results, 2018
https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/almanac/transportation_data/gasoline/2010‐2018_A15_Results.xlsx
Diesel is adjusted to account for retail (48%) and non‐retail (52%) diesel sales.

Los Angeles County Fuel Consumption State Fuel Consumption



St Andrews

Construction Energy Analysis

Off‐Road Equipment

Equipment ≤ 100 HP

Parameter Value

pounds diesel fuel/hp‐hr  (lb/hp‐hr):1 0.41
diesel fuel density (lb/gal):1 7.11
diesel gallons/hp‐hr (gal/hp‐hr): 0.06
Total hp‐hr : 42,502
Total diesel consumption (gal): 2,439

Equipment > 100 HP

Parameter Value

pounds diesel fuel/hp‐hr  (lb/hp‐hr):1 0.37
diesel fuel density (lb/gal):1 7.11
diesel gallons/hp‐hr (gal/hp‐hr): 0.05
Total hp‐hr: 38,011
Total diesel gallons: 1,962

Total diesel gallons (off‐road equipment): 4,402

1. 2017 Off‐road Diesel Emission Factors, cells B30 and B31

Subphase Equipment # of Equipment Hours/ Day HP Load Factor Days Total hp‐hr

Mobilize Generator Sets 1 8 84 0.74 5 2,486
Remediation Generator Sets 1 8 84 0.74 52 25,859
Install Fencing Bore/Drill Rigs 1 8 221 0.50 5 4,420
Salvage Materials Crawler Tractors 1 8 212 0.43 5 3,646
Remove Wood Framing Crawler Tractors 1 8 212 0.43 10 7,293
Remove Walls Crawler Tractors 1 8 212 0.43 15 10,939
Remove Foundation Air Compressors 1 8 78 0.48 10 2,995
Remove Foundation Crawler Tractors 1 8 212 0.43 10 7,293
Remove Foundation Generator Sets 2 8 84 0.74 10 9,946
Backfill Rollers 1 8 80 0.38 5 1,216
Clean Up Bore/Drill Rigs 1 8 221 0.50 5 4,420

Total ≤ 100 42,502            

Total >100 38,011            



IBEC Energy ‐ Construction Calculations

Construction Energy Analysis

Temporary Construction Trailer ‐ Electricity

Land Use Square Feet Title 24 Electricity
Non‐Title 24 Electricity Lighting Electricity

General Office 1,000 4.60 4.62 3.77 12,990 13.0 4.8

Assumptions and Sources:

 ‐Construction offices assumed to total 1,000 square feet

kWh/sq ft
Annual 

kWh

 ‐CalEEMod 2016.3.2 default emission factors used to estimate energy use for temporary construction office

 Annual 

MWh

Total 

MWh

Con Energy Calculations 9/28/2020 4:03 PM



IBEC Energy ‐ Construction Calculations

Construction Energy Analysis

Construction Water Energy Estimates

Source Acres
Construction Water Use per 

Day (Mgal)
Days of Water Use

Total Construction Water Use 

(Mgal)

Total Electricity Demand from 

Water Demand  (MWh)

Project Site 1.1 0.0033 98 0.323 4.2

CalEEMod Water Electricity Factors
Electricity Intensity Factor To 

Supply (kWh/Mgal)
Electricity Intensity Factor To 

Treat (kWh/Mgal)
Electricity Intensity Factor To 

Distribute (kWh/Mgal)

Electricity Intensity Factor For 
Wastewater Treatment 

(kWh/Mgal)

9727 111 1272 1911

Sources and Assumptions:

 ‐Electricity Intensity Factors ‐ California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod).

 ‐Estimated construction water use assumed to be generally equivalent to landscape irrigation, based on a factor of 20.94 gallons per year per square foot of 

landscaped area within the Los Angeles area (Mediterranean climate), which assumes high water demand landscaping materials and an irrigation system efficiency of 85%. 

Factor is therefore (20.94 GAL/SF/year) x (43,560 SF/acre) / (365 days/year) / (0.85) = 2,940 gallons/acre/day, rounded up to 3,000 gallons/acre/day. 

(U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy, Federal Energy Management Program. “Guidelines for Estimating Unmetered Landscaping Water Use."

July 2010. Page 12, Table 4 ‐ Annual Irrigation Factor – Landscaped Areas with High Water Requirements).

Con Energy Calculations 9/28/2020 4:03 PM



gal/mile gal/min

2021Hauling Hauling 0.15613658 1.50968E‐05
2021Vendor Vendor 0.20107873 8.33693E‐06
2021Worker Worker 0.03742093 2.06198E‐06
2022Hauling Hauling 0.15194685 1.49226E‐05
2022Vendor Vendor 0.19805586 8.21077E‐06
2022Worker Worker 0.03636982 2.00421E‐06
2023Hauling Hauling 0.14312318 1.42709E‐05
2023Vendor Vendor 0.19528848 8.09529E‐06
2023Worker Worker 0.03532451 1.94677E‐06
2024Hauling Hauling 0.14107785 1.41309E‐05
2024Vendor Vendor 0.19228977 7.5994E‐06
2024Worker Worker 0.03445725 1.96264E‐06

Daily Haul Days Work Hours One‐Way

Construction Phase One‐Way  per Phase per Day Trip Distance Idling (gallons)

Trips per Day per Day

(days) (hours/day) (miles) (minutes) gal/mile gal/min gal/day Total Gallons/yr

Mobilize and Cap Utilities 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 15 0.16 1.51E‐05 0 0
Vendor 2 5 8 6.9 15 0.20 8.34E‐06 3 14
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0 0.04 2.06E‐06 11 55

Hazmat Remediation 2021
Total Haul Trips 1560
Hauling 30 52 8 24.1 15 0.16 1.51E‐05 113 5,870
Vendor 4 52 8 6.9 15 0.20 8.34E‐06 6 289
Worker 20 52 8 14.7 0 0.04 2.06E‐06 11 572

Install Pedestrian Protection and 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 15 0.16 1.51E‐05 0 0
Vendor 4 5 8 6.9 15 0.20 8.34E‐06 6 28
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0 0.04 2.06E‐06 11 55

Salvage Materials 2021
Total Haul Trips 50
Hauling 10 5 8 8.5 15 0.16 1.51E‐05 13 66
Vendor 0 5 8 6.9 15 0.20 8.34E‐06 0 0
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0 0.04 2.06E‐06 11 55

Remove wood framing 2021
Total Haul Trips 300
Hauling 30 10 8 8.5 15 0.16 1.51E‐05 40 398
Vendor 0 10 8 6.9 15 0.20 8.34E‐06 0 0
Worker 20 10 8 14.7 0 0.04 2.06E‐06 11 110

Remove Walls 2021
Total Haul Trips 300
Hauling 20 15 8 8.5 15 0.16 1.51E‐05 27 398
Vendor 0 15 8 6.9 15 0.20 8.34E‐06 0 0
Worker 20 15 8 14.7 0 0.04 2.06E‐06 11 165

Remove Foundation 2021
Total Haul Trips 200
Hauling 20 10 8 8.5 15 0.16 1.51E‐05 27 265
Vendor 0 10 8 6.9 15 0.20 8.34E‐06 0 0
Worker 20 10 8 14.7 0 0.04 2.06E‐06 11 110

Backfill and Minor Regarding 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 15 0.16 1.51E‐05 0 0
Vendor 4 5 8 6.9 15 0.20 8.34E‐06 6 28
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0 0.04 2.06E‐06 11 55

Clean up/remove predistrian pro 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 15 0.16 1.51E‐05 0 0
Vendor 2 5 8 6.9 15 0.20 8.34E‐06 3 14
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0 0.04 2.06E‐06 11 55

Demolition Finish 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 1 8 8.5 15 0.16 1.51E‐05 0 0
Vendor 0 1 8 6.9 15 0.20 8.34E‐06 0 0
Worker 20 1 8 14.7 0 0.04 2.06E‐06 11 11

St Andrews St Andrews
Total On‐Road Fuel Consumption Total On‐Road Fuel Consumption

Regional Emissions
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Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - see construction assumptions

Construction Phase - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

1227.89 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

33

Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2021

Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 64.43 1000sqft 1.10 64,434.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2
Page 1 of 1 Date: 9/25/2020 5:03 PM

St. Andrews - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

St. Andrews
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer



tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 1.48 1.10

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 64,430.00 64,434.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 10.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 10.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 15.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 1.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 52.00

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 0 15

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Trips and VMT - construction mobile emissions calculated outside of CalEEMod

Demolition - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions



tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 61.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 92.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 92.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 6.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 15.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0061.00 0.00 52.67 61.00 0.00 20.70

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.5409 0.0000 2,390.076
6

1.2922 0.7231 1.8165 0.1957 0.7021 0.7803Maximum 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

0.0000 2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.5409 0.0000 2,390.076
6

1.2922 0.7231 1.8165 0.1957 0.7021 0.78032021 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 

PM10
Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.5409 0.0000 2,390.076
6

3.3133 0.7231 3.8376 0.5017 0.7021 0.9840Maximum 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

0.0000 2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.5409 0.0000 2,390.076
6

3.3133 0.7231 3.8376 0.5017 0.7021 0.98402021 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 10.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00



Remediation Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Remediation Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Mobilize Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Mobilize Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Mobilize Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Load Factor

Mobilize Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

5

10 Finish Demolition 12/15/2021 12/15/2021 5 1

9 Clean Up Demolition 12/8/2021 12/14/2021 5

10

8 Backfill Demolition 12/1/2021 12/7/2021 5 5

7 Remove Foundation Demolition 11/17/2021 11/30/2021 5

10

6 Remove Walls Demolition 10/27/2021 11/16/2021 5 15

5 Remove Wood Framing Demolition 10/27/2021 11/9/2021 5

5

4 Salvage Materials Demolition 10/20/2021 10/26/2021 5 5

3 Install Fencing Demolition 10/20/2021 10/26/2021 5

5

2 Remediation Demolition 8/9/2021 10/19/2021 5 52

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Mobilize Demolition 8/1/2021 8/8/2021 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date



Remove Foundation Air Compressors 1 8.00 78 0.48

Remove Walls Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Remove Walls Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Remove Walls Crawler Tractors 1 8.00 212 0.43

Remove Walls Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Remove Walls Air Compressors 0 6.00 78 0.48

Remove Wood Framing Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Remove Wood Framing Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Remove Wood Framing Rollers 0 7.00 80 0.38

Remove Wood Framing Paving Equipment 0 8.00 132 0.36

Remove Wood Framing Pavers 0 6.00 130 0.42

Remove Wood Framing Crawler Tractors 1 8.00 212 0.43

Remove Wood Framing Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Remove Wood Framing Cement and Mortar Mixers 0 6.00 9 0.56

Salvage Materials Welders 0 8.00 46 0.45

Salvage Materials Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 6.00 97 0.37

Salvage Materials Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Salvage Materials Generator Sets 0 8.00 84 0.74

Salvage Materials Forklifts 0 6.00 89 0.20

Salvage Materials Crawler Tractors 1 8.00 212 0.43

Salvage Materials Cranes 0 6.00 231 0.29

Salvage Materials Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Install Fencing Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 7.00 97 0.37

Install Fencing Rubber Tired Dozers 0 6.00 247 0.40

Install Fencing Graders 0 6.00 187 0.41

Install Fencing Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Install Fencing Bore/Drill Rigs 1 8.00 221 0.50

Remediation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Remediation Rubber Tired Dozers 0 7.00 247 0.40

Remediation Graders 0 8.00 187 0.41



14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Finish 0 0.00 0.00 0.00

Clean Up 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Backfill 1 0.00 0.00 0.00

Remove Foundation 4 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Remove Walls 1 0.00 0.00 0.00

Remove Wood 
Framing

1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Salvage Materials 1 0.00 0.00 0.00

Install Fencing 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Remediation 1 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobilize 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Finish Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Finish Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Finish Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Clean Up Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Clean Up Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Clean Up Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Clean Up Bore/Drill Rigs 1 8.00 221 0.50

Backfill Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Backfill Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Backfill Rollers 1 8.00 80 0.38

Backfill Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Remove Foundation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Remove Foundation Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Remove Foundation Generator Sets 2 8.00 84 0.74

Remove Foundation Crawler Tractors 1 8.00 212 0.43

Remove Foundation Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

623.8294

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.1677 623.0346 623.0346 0.03186.5800e-
003

0.1677 0.1677 0.1677

623.0346 623.0346 0.0318 623.8294

Total 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847

0.1677 0.1677 0.1677 0.1677

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847 6.5800e-
003

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

ROG NOx CO SO2

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Soil Stabilizer

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

3.2 Mobilize - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 623.0346 623.0346 0.0318 623.82940.1677 0.1677 0.1677 0.1677Total 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847 6.5800e-
003

0.0000 623.0346 623.0346 0.0318 623.82940.1677 0.1677 0.1677 0.1677Off-Road 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847 6.5800e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

623.0346 623.0346 0.0318 623.82940.1677 0.1677 0.1677 0.1677Total 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847 6.5800e-
003

623.0346 623.0346 0.0318 623.82940.1677 0.1677 0.1677 0.1677Off-Road 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847 6.5800e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.3 Remediation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 623.0346 623.0346 0.0318 623.82940.1677 0.1677 0.1677 0.1677Total 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847 6.5800e-
003

0.0000 623.0346 623.0346 0.0318 623.82940.1677 0.1677 0.1677 0.1677Off-Road 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847 6.5800e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Total 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Off-Road 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.4 Install Fencing - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Total 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

0.0000 912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Off-Road 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.6634 0.2622 0.9255 0.1004 0.2412 0.3416Total 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.2622 0.2622 0.2412 0.2412Off-Road 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.6634 0.0000 0.6634 0.1004 0.0000 0.1004Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.5 Salvage Materials - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.2587 0.2622 0.5209 0.0392 0.2412 0.2804Total 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.2622 0.2622 0.2412 0.2412Off-Road 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.2587 0.0000 0.2587 0.0392 0.0000 0.0392Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51001.9880 0.2622 2.2501 0.3010 0.2412 0.5422Total 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.2622 0.2622 0.2412 0.2412Off-Road 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 0.00001.9880 0.0000 1.9880 0.3010 0.0000 0.3010Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.6 Remove Wood Framing - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.7753 0.2622 1.0375 0.1174 0.2412 0.3586Total 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.2622 0.2622 0.2412 0.2412Off-Road 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.7753 0.0000 0.7753 0.1174 0.0000 0.1174Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51001.3253 0.2622 1.5875 0.2007 0.2412 0.4419Total 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.2622 0.2622 0.2412 0.2412Off-Road 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 0.00001.3253 0.0000 1.3253 0.2007 0.0000 0.2007Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.7 Remove Walls - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.5169 0.2622 0.7790 0.0783 0.2412 0.3195Total 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.2622 0.2622 0.2412 0.2412Off-Road 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.5169 0.0000 0.5169 0.0783 0.0000 0.0783Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.3353 2,390.076
6

1.3246 0.7231 2.0477 0.2006 0.7021 0.9027Total 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.3353 2,390.076
6

0.7231 0.7231 0.7021 0.7021Off-Road 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

0.0000 0.00001.3246 0.0000 1.3246 0.2006 0.0000 0.2006Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.8 Remove Foundation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.3353 2,390.076
6

0.5166 0.7231 1.2397 0.0782 0.7021 0.7803Total 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

0.0000 2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.3353 2,390.076
6

0.7231 0.7231 0.7021 0.7021Off-Road 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

0.0000 0.00000.5166 0.0000 0.5166 0.0782 0.0000 0.0782Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

254.0889 254.0889 0.0822 256.14330.1176 0.1176 0.1082 0.1082Total 0.1895 1.9242 1.8804 2.6200e-
003

254.0889 254.0889 0.0822 256.14330.1176 0.1176 0.1082 0.1082Off-Road 0.1895 1.9242 1.8804 2.6200e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.9 Backfill - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 254.0889 254.0889 0.0822 256.14330.1176 0.1176 0.1082 0.1082Total 0.1895 1.9242 1.8804 2.6200e-
003

0.0000 254.0889 254.0889 0.0822 256.14330.1176 0.1176 0.1082 0.1082Off-Road 0.1895 1.9242 1.8804 2.6200e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



Mitigated Construction On-Site

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Total 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Off-Road 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.10 Clean Up - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Total 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

0.0000 912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Off-Road 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.11 Finish - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - see construction assumptions

Construction Phase - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

1227.89 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

33

Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2021

Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 64.43 1000sqft 1.10 64,434.00 0

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2
Page 1 of 1 Date: 9/25/2020 5:04 PM

St. Andrews - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

St. Andrews
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter



tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 1.48 1.10

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 64,430.00 64,434.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 10.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 10.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 15.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 1.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 52.00

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 0 15

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Trips and VMT - construction mobile emissions calculated outside of CalEEMod

Demolition - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions



tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 61.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 92.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 92.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 6.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 15.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0061.00 0.00 52.67 61.00 0.00 20.70

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.5409 0.0000 2,390.076
6

1.2922 0.7231 1.8165 0.1957 0.7021 0.7803Maximum 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

0.0000 2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.5409 0.0000 2,390.076
6

1.2922 0.7231 1.8165 0.1957 0.7021 0.78032021 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.5409 0.0000 2,390.076
6

3.3133 0.7231 3.8376 0.5017 0.7021 0.9840Maximum 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

0.0000 2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.5409 0.0000 2,390.076
6

3.3133 0.7231 3.8376 0.5017 0.7021 0.98402021 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 10.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00



Remediation Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Remediation Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Mobilize Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Mobilize Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Mobilize Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Load Factor

Mobilize Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

5

10 Finish Demolition 12/15/2021 12/15/2021 5 1

9 Clean Up Demolition 12/8/2021 12/14/2021 5

10

8 Backfill Demolition 12/1/2021 12/7/2021 5 5

7 Remove Foundation Demolition 11/17/2021 11/30/2021 5

10

6 Remove Walls Demolition 10/27/2021 11/16/2021 5 15

5 Remove Wood Framing Demolition 10/27/2021 11/9/2021 5

5

4 Salvage Materials Demolition 10/20/2021 10/26/2021 5 5

3 Install Fencing Demolition 10/20/2021 10/26/2021 5

5

2 Remediation Demolition 8/9/2021 10/19/2021 5 52

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Mobilize Demolition 8/1/2021 8/8/2021 5

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date



Remove Foundation Air Compressors 1 8.00 78 0.48

Remove Walls Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Remove Walls Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Remove Walls Crawler Tractors 1 8.00 212 0.43

Remove Walls Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Remove Walls Air Compressors 0 6.00 78 0.48

Remove Wood Framing Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Remove Wood Framing Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Remove Wood Framing Rollers 0 7.00 80 0.38

Remove Wood Framing Paving Equipment 0 8.00 132 0.36

Remove Wood Framing Pavers 0 6.00 130 0.42

Remove Wood Framing Crawler Tractors 1 8.00 212 0.43

Remove Wood Framing Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Remove Wood Framing Cement and Mortar Mixers 0 6.00 9 0.56

Salvage Materials Welders 0 8.00 46 0.45

Salvage Materials Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 6.00 97 0.37

Salvage Materials Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Salvage Materials Generator Sets 0 8.00 84 0.74

Salvage Materials Forklifts 0 6.00 89 0.20

Salvage Materials Crawler Tractors 1 8.00 212 0.43

Salvage Materials Cranes 0 6.00 231 0.29

Salvage Materials Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Install Fencing Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 7.00 97 0.37

Install Fencing Rubber Tired Dozers 0 6.00 247 0.40

Install Fencing Graders 0 6.00 187 0.41

Install Fencing Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Install Fencing Bore/Drill Rigs 1 8.00 221 0.50

Remediation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Remediation Rubber Tired Dozers 0 7.00 247 0.40

Remediation Graders 0 8.00 187 0.41



14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Finish 0 0.00 0.00 0.00

Clean Up 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Backfill 1 0.00 0.00 0.00

Remove Foundation 4 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Remove Walls 1 0.00 0.00 0.00

Remove Wood 
Framing

1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Salvage Materials 1 0.00 0.00 0.00

Install Fencing 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Remediation 1 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobilize 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Finish Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Finish Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Finish Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Clean Up Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Clean Up Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Clean Up Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Clean Up Bore/Drill Rigs 1 8.00 221 0.50

Backfill Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Backfill Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Backfill Rollers 1 8.00 80 0.38

Backfill Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Remove Foundation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Remove Foundation Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Remove Foundation Generator Sets 2 8.00 84 0.74

Remove Foundation Crawler Tractors 1 8.00 212 0.43

Remove Foundation Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

623.8294

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.1677 623.0346 623.0346 0.03186.5800e-
003

0.1677 0.1677 0.1677

623.0346 623.0346 0.0318 623.8294

Total 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847

0.1677 0.1677 0.1677 0.1677

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847 6.5800e-
003

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

ROG NOx CO SO2

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Soil Stabilizer

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

3.2 Mobilize - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 623.0346 623.0346 0.0318 623.82940.1677 0.1677 0.1677 0.1677Total 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847 6.5800e-
003

0.0000 623.0346 623.0346 0.0318 623.82940.1677 0.1677 0.1677 0.1677Off-Road 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847 6.5800e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

623.0346 623.0346 0.0318 623.82940.1677 0.1677 0.1677 0.1677Total 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847 6.5800e-
003

623.0346 623.0346 0.0318 623.82940.1677 0.1677 0.1677 0.1677Off-Road 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847 6.5800e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.3 Remediation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 623.0346 623.0346 0.0318 623.82940.1677 0.1677 0.1677 0.1677Total 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847 6.5800e-
003

0.0000 623.0346 623.0346 0.0318 623.82940.1677 0.1677 0.1677 0.1677Off-Road 0.3574 3.1662 3.6847 6.5800e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Total 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Off-Road 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.4 Install Fencing - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Total 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

0.0000 912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Off-Road 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.6634 0.2622 0.9255 0.1004 0.2412 0.3416Total 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.2622 0.2622 0.2412 0.2412Off-Road 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.6634 0.0000 0.6634 0.1004 0.0000 0.1004Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.5 Salvage Materials - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.2587 0.2622 0.5209 0.0392 0.2412 0.2804Total 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.2622 0.2622 0.2412 0.2412Off-Road 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.2587 0.0000 0.2587 0.0392 0.0000 0.0392Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51001.9880 0.2622 2.2501 0.3010 0.2412 0.5422Total 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.2622 0.2622 0.2412 0.2412Off-Road 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 0.00001.9880 0.0000 1.9880 0.3010 0.0000 0.3010Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.6 Remove Wood Framing - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.7753 0.2622 1.0375 0.1174 0.2412 0.3586Total 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.2622 0.2622 0.2412 0.2412Off-Road 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.7753 0.0000 0.7753 0.1174 0.0000 0.1174Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51001.3253 0.2622 1.5875 0.2007 0.2412 0.4419Total 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.2622 0.2622 0.2412 0.2412Off-Road 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 0.00001.3253 0.0000 1.3253 0.2007 0.0000 0.2007Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.7 Remove Walls - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.5169 0.2622 0.7790 0.0783 0.2412 0.3195Total 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 760.3620 760.3620 0.2459 766.51000.2622 0.2622 0.2412 0.2412Off-Road 0.5509 6.9681 2.4351 7.8500e-
003

0.0000 0.00000.5169 0.0000 0.5169 0.0783 0.0000 0.0783Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.3353 2,390.076
6

1.3246 0.7231 2.0477 0.2006 0.7021 0.9027Total 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.3353 2,390.076
6

0.7231 0.7231 0.7021 0.7021Off-Road 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

0.0000 0.00001.3246 0.0000 1.3246 0.2006 0.0000 0.2006Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.8 Remove Foundation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.3353 2,390.076
6

0.5166 0.7231 1.2397 0.0782 0.7021 0.7803Total 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

0.0000 2,381.695
2

2,381.6952 0.3353 2,390.076
6

0.7231 0.7231 0.7021 0.7021Off-Road 1.5576 15.3362 12.2279 0.0250

0.0000 0.00000.5166 0.0000 0.5166 0.0782 0.0000 0.0782Fugitive Dust

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

254.0889 254.0889 0.0822 256.14330.1176 0.1176 0.1082 0.1082Total 0.1895 1.9242 1.8804 2.6200e-
003

254.0889 254.0889 0.0822 256.14330.1176 0.1176 0.1082 0.1082Off-Road 0.1895 1.9242 1.8804 2.6200e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.9 Backfill - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 254.0889 254.0889 0.0822 256.14330.1176 0.1176 0.1082 0.1082Total 0.1895 1.9242 1.8804 2.6200e-
003

0.0000 254.0889 254.0889 0.0822 256.14330.1176 0.1176 0.1082 0.1082Off-Road 0.1895 1.9242 1.8804 2.6200e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Total 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Off-Road 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.10 Clean Up - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Total 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

0.0000 912.0624 912.0624 0.2950 919.43690.0916 0.0916 0.0843 0.0843Off-Road 0.2582 3.0228 2.0740 9.4300e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.11 Finish - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10
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St. Andrews - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

St. Andrews
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 64.43 1000sqft 1.10 64,434.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2021

Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

1227.89 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - see construction assumptions

Construction Phase - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions



Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Off-road Equipment - see construction assumptions

Trips and VMT - construction mobile emissions calculated outside of CalEEMod

Demolition - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 0 15

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 1.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 52.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 10.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 15.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 10.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 64,430.00 64,434.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 1.48 1.10

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00



tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 3.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 6.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 7.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 6.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 15.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 92.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 92.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 61.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00



tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 10.00 0.00

3.00 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 3.00 0.00

NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2021 0.0280 0.2914 0.2178 4.8000e-
004

0.0282 0.0131 0.0412 4.2600e-
003

0.0126 0.0169 0.0000 41.9717 41.9717 7.2100e-
003

0.0000 42.1521

Maximum 0.0280 0.2914 0.2178 4.8000e-
004

7.2100e-
003

0.0000 42.15210.0282 0.0131 0.0412 4.2600e-
003

0.0126 0.0169

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 41.9717 41.9717

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

2021 0.0280 0.2914 0.2178 4.8000e-
004

0.0110 0.0131 0.0241 1.6600e-
003

0.0126 0.0143 0.0000 41.9717 41.9717 7.2100e-
003

0.0000 42.1520

Maximum 0.0280 0.2914 0.2178 4.8000e-
004

0.0110 0.0131 0.0241 1.6600e-
003

0.0126 0.0143 0.0000 41.9717 41.9717 7.2100e-
003

0.0000 42.1520



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0061.01 0.00 41.66 61.03 0.00 15.42

0.0768 0.0768

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.0768

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 8-1-2021 9-30-2021

Highest 0.0768

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Mobilize Demolition 8/1/2021 8/8/2021 5 5

2 Remediation Demolition 8/9/2021 10/19/2021 5 52

3 Install Fencing Demolition 10/20/2021 10/26/2021 5 5

4 Salvage Materials Demolition 10/20/2021 10/26/2021 5 5

5 Remove Wood Framing Demolition 10/27/2021 11/9/2021 5 10

6 Remove Walls Demolition 10/27/2021 11/16/2021 5 15

7 Remove Foundation Demolition 11/17/2021 11/30/2021 5 10

8 Backfill Demolition 12/1/2021 12/7/2021 5 5

9 Clean Up Demolition 12/8/2021 12/14/2021 5 5

10 Finish Demolition 12/15/2021 12/15/2021 5 1

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 



OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Mobilize Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Mobilize Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Mobilize Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Mobilize Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Remediation Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Remediation Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Remediation Graders 0 8.00 187 0.41

Remediation Rubber Tired Dozers 0 7.00 247 0.40

Remediation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Install Fencing Bore/Drill Rigs 1 8.00 221 0.50

Install Fencing Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Install Fencing Graders 0 6.00 187 0.41

Install Fencing Rubber Tired Dozers 0 6.00 247 0.40

Install Fencing Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 7.00 97 0.37

Salvage Materials Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Salvage Materials Cranes 0 6.00 231 0.29

Salvage Materials Crawler Tractors 1 8.00 212 0.43

Salvage Materials Forklifts 0 6.00 89 0.20

Salvage Materials Generator Sets 0 8.00 84 0.74

Salvage Materials Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Salvage Materials Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 6.00 97 0.37

Salvage Materials Welders 0 8.00 46 0.45

Remove Wood Framing Cement and Mortar Mixers 0 6.00 9 0.56

Remove Wood Framing Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Remove Wood Framing Crawler Tractors 1 8.00 212 0.43

Remove Wood Framing Pavers 0 6.00 130 0.42

Remove Wood Framing Paving Equipment 0 8.00 132 0.36

Remove Wood Framing Rollers 0 7.00 80 0.38



Remove Wood Framing Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Remove Wood Framing Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Remove Walls Air Compressors 0 6.00 78 0.48

Remove Walls Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Remove Walls Crawler Tractors 1 8.00 212 0.43

Remove Walls Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Remove Walls Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Remove Foundation Air Compressors 1 8.00 78 0.48

Remove Foundation Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Remove Foundation Crawler Tractors 1 8.00 212 0.43

Remove Foundation Generator Sets 2 8.00 84 0.74

Remove Foundation Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Remove Foundation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Backfill Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Backfill Rollers 1 8.00 80 0.38

Backfill Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Backfill Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Clean Up Bore/Drill Rigs 1 8.00 221 0.50

Clean Up Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Clean Up Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Clean Up Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37

Finish Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8.00 81 0.73

Finish Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8.00 247 0.40

Finish Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8.00 97 0.37



Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Mobilize 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Remediation 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Install Fencing 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Salvage Materials 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Remove Wood 
Framing

1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Remove Walls 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Remove Foundation 4 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Backfill 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Clean Up 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Finish 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Soil Stabilizer

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

3.2 Mobilize - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 8.9000e-
004

7.9200e-
003

9.2100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.4130 1.4130 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4148

Total 8.9000e-
004

7.9200e-
003

9.2100e-
003

1.4130 1.4130 7.0000e-
005

0.00002.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.4148



NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 8.9000e-
004

7.9200e-
003

9.2100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.4130 1.4130 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4148

Total 8.9000e-
004

7.9200e-
003

9.2100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.41484.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.4130 1.4130

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.3 Remediation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 9.2900e-
003

0.0823 0.0958 1.7000e-
004

4.3600e-
003

4.3600e-
003

4.3600e-
003

4.3600e-
003

0.0000 14.6954 14.6954 7.5000e-
004

0.0000 14.7141

Total 9.2900e-
003

0.0823 0.0958 1.7000e-
004

7.5000e-
004

0.0000 14.71414.3600e-
003

4.3600e-
003

4.3600e-
003

4.3600e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 14.6954 14.6954

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 9.2900e-
003

0.0823 0.0958 1.7000e-
004

4.3600e-
003

4.3600e-
003

4.3600e-
003

4.3600e-
003

0.0000 14.6954 14.6954 7.5000e-
004

0.0000 14.7141

Total 9.2900e-
003

0.0823 0.0958 1.7000e-
004

7.5000e-
004

0.0000 14.71414.3600e-
003

4.3600e-
003

4.3600e-
003

4.3600e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 14.6954 14.6954

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.4 Install Fencing - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 6.5000e-
004

7.5600e-
003

5.1800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 2.0685 2.0685 6.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.0853

Total 6.5000e-
004

7.5600e-
003

5.1800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

6.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.08532.3000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.0685 2.0685

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 6.5000e-
004

7.5600e-
003

5.1800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 2.0685 2.0685 6.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.0853

Total 6.5000e-
004

7.5600e-
003

5.1800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

6.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.08532.3000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.0685 2.0685

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.5 Salvage Materials - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 1.6600e-
003

0.0000 1.6600e-
003

2.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.3800e-
003

0.0174 6.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.7245 1.7245 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7384

Total 1.3800e-
003

0.0174 6.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.73841.6600e-
003

6.6000e-
004

2.3200e-
003

2.5000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

8.5000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.7245 1.7245

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 6.5000e-
004

0.0000 6.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.3800e-
003

0.0174 6.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

6.6000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.7245 1.7245 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7384

Total 1.3800e-
003

0.0174 6.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

5.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.73846.5000e-
004

6.6000e-
004

1.3100e-
003

1.0000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

7.0000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.7245 1.7245

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.6 Remove Wood Framing - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 9.9400e-
003

0.0000 9.9400e-
003

1.5000e-
003

0.0000 1.5000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.7500e-
003

0.0348 0.0122 4.0000e-
005

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

1.2100e-
003

1.2100e-
003

0.0000 3.4489 3.4489 1.1200e-
003

0.0000 3.4768

Total 2.7500e-
003

0.0348 0.0122 4.0000e-
005

1.1200e-
003

0.0000 3.47689.9400e-
003

1.3100e-
003

0.0113 1.5000e-
003

1.2100e-
003

2.7100e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 3.4489 3.4489

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 3.8800e-
003

0.0000 3.8800e-
003

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.7500e-
003

0.0348 0.0122 4.0000e-
005

1.3100e-
003

1.3100e-
003

1.2100e-
003

1.2100e-
003

0.0000 3.4489 3.4489 1.1200e-
003

0.0000 3.4768

Total 2.7500e-
003

0.0348 0.0122 4.0000e-
005

1.1200e-
003

0.0000 3.47683.8800e-
003

1.3100e-
003

5.1900e-
003

5.9000e-
004

1.2100e-
003

1.8000e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 3.4489 3.4489

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.7 Remove Walls - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 9.9400e-
003

0.0000 9.9400e-
003

1.5000e-
003

0.0000 1.5000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1300e-
003

0.0523 0.0183 6.0000e-
005

1.9700e-
003

1.9700e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 5.1734 5.1734 1.6700e-
003

0.0000 5.2153

Total 4.1300e-
003

0.0523 0.0183 6.0000e-
005

1.6700e-
003

0.0000 5.21539.9400e-
003

1.9700e-
003

0.0119 1.5000e-
003

1.8100e-
003

3.3100e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 5.1734 5.1734

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 3.8800e-
003

0.0000 3.8800e-
003

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 5.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1300e-
003

0.0523 0.0183 6.0000e-
005

1.9700e-
003

1.9700e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 5.1734 5.1734 1.6700e-
003

0.0000 5.2152

Total 4.1300e-
003

0.0523 0.0183 6.0000e-
005

1.6700e-
003

0.0000 5.21523.8800e-
003

1.9700e-
003

5.8500e-
003

5.9000e-
004

1.8100e-
003

2.4000e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 5.1734 5.1734

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.8 Remove Foundation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 6.6200e-
003

0.0000 6.6200e-
003

1.0000e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 7.7900e-
003

0.0767 0.0611 1.2000e-
004

3.6200e-
003

3.6200e-
003

3.5100e-
003

3.5100e-
003

0.0000 10.8032 10.8032 1.5200e-
003

0.0000 10.8412

Total 7.7900e-
003

0.0767 0.0611 1.2000e-
004

1.5200e-
003

0.0000 10.84126.6200e-
003

3.6200e-
003

0.0102 1.0000e-
003

3.5100e-
003

4.5100e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 10.8032 10.8032

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 2.5800e-
003

0.0000 2.5800e-
003

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 7.7900e-
003

0.0767 0.0611 1.2000e-
004

3.6200e-
003

3.6200e-
003

3.5100e-
003

3.5100e-
003

0.0000 10.8032 10.8032 1.5200e-
003

0.0000 10.8412

Total 7.7900e-
003

0.0767 0.0611 1.2000e-
004

1.5200e-
003

0.0000 10.84122.5800e-
003

3.6200e-
003

6.2000e-
003

3.9000e-
004

3.5100e-
003

3.9000e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 10.8032 10.8032

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.9 Backfill - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 4.7000e-
004

4.8100e-
003

4.7000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.9000e-
004

2.9000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.5763 0.5763 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.5809

Total 4.7000e-
004

4.8100e-
003

4.7000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.58092.9000e-
004

2.9000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.5763 0.5763

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 4.7000e-
004

4.8100e-
003

4.7000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.9000e-
004

2.9000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.5763 0.5763 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.5809

Total 4.7000e-
004

4.8100e-
003

4.7000e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.58092.9000e-
004

2.9000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.5763 0.5763

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.10 Clean Up - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 6.5000e-
004

7.5600e-
003

5.1800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 2.0685 2.0685 6.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.0853

Total 6.5000e-
004

7.5600e-
003

5.1800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

6.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.08532.3000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.0685 2.0685

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction On-Site



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 6.5000e-
004

7.5600e-
003

5.1800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 2.0685 2.0685 6.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.0853

Total 6.5000e-
004

7.5600e-
003

5.1800e-
003

2.0000e-
005

6.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.08532.3000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.0685 2.0685

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

3.11 Finish - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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260 Max construction days per year
Daily Haul Days Work Hours One‐Way

Construction Phase One‐Way  per Phase per Day Trip Distance Idling (pounds/day) (MT/yr)

Trips per Day per Day PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total Total

(days) (hours/day) (miles) (minutes) ROG NOX CO SO2 Dust Exh PM10 Dust Exh PM2.5 CO2e

Mobilize and Cap Utilities 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 2 5 8 6.9 15 0.01 0.02 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.51

Total 0.03 0.09 1.00 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.24 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.63
Hazmat Remediation 2021
Total Haul Trips 1560
Hauling 30 52 8 24.1 15 0.38 9.07 3.45 0.03 0.63 0.08 0.71 0.17 0.08 0.25 71.05
Vendor 4 52 8 6.9 15 0.01 0.03 0.20 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.01 2.53
Worker 20 52 8 14.7 0 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.06 0.00 0.06 5.26

Total 0.41 9.19 4.54 0.03 0.88 0.08 0.97 0.24 0.08 0.32 78.84
Install Pedestrian Protection and F 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 4 5 8 6.9 15 0.01 0.03 0.20 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.24
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.51

Total 0.03 0.11 1.10 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.75
Salvage Materials 2021
Total Haul Trips 50
Hauling 10 5 8 8.5 15 0.08 1.60 0.91 0.00 0.07 0.01 0.08 0.02 0.01 0.03 1.04
Vendor 0 5 8 6.9 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.51

Total 0.10 1.68 1.80 0.01 0.30 0.01 0.31 0.08 0.01 0.09 1.54
Remove wood framing 2021
Total Haul Trips 300
Hauling 30 10 8 8.5 15 0.25 4.81 2.72 0.01 0.22 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.09 6.21
Vendor 0 10 8 6.9 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 10 8 14.7 0 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.06 0.00 0.06 1.01

Total 0.27 4.89 3.62 0.01 0.45 0.03 0.22 0.12 0.03 0.15 7.23
Remove Walls 2021
Total Haul Trips 300
Hauling 20 15 8 8.5 15 0.17 3.21 1.81 0.01 0.15 0.02 0.17 0.04 0.02 0.06 6.21
Vendor 0 15 8 6.9 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 15 8 14.7 0 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.06 0.00 0.06 1.52

Total 0.19 3.29 2.71 0.01 0.37 0.02 0.39 0.10 0.02 0.12 7.73
Remove Foundation 2021
Total Haul Trips 200
Hauling 20 10 8 8.5 15 0.17 3.21 1.81 0.01 0.15 0.02 0.17 0.04 0.02 0.06 4.14
Vendor 0 10 8 6.9 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 10 8 14.7 0 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.06 0.00 0.06 1.01

Total 0.19 3.29 2.71 0.01 0.37 0.02 0.39 0.10 0.02 0.12 5.15
Backfill and Minor Regarding 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 4 5 8 6.9 15 0.01 0.03 0.20 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.24
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.51

Total 0.03 0.11 1.10 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.75
Clean up/remove predistrian prot 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 2 5 8 6.9 15 0.01 0.02 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.51

Total 0.03 0.09 1.00 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.24 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.63
Demolition Finish 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 1 8 8.5 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0 1 8 6.9 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 1 8 14.7 0 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.10

Total 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.22 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.10

Regional Emissions

St Andrews
Total On‐Road Emissions

St Andrews
Total On‐Road Emissions



ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N2O

2021Hauling Hauling 0.12467436 4.127586075 0.70244559 0.01389473 0.04956172 0.04741766 1520.07529 0.08121693 0.2410944
2021Vendor Vendor 0.08093428 0.554981942 2.06170637 0.01686134 0.00112003 0.00102983 1703.88651 0.01651996 0.0269033
2021Worker Worker 0.03190184 0.119368372 1.3814767 0.00337499 0.00249649 0.00229779 341.581987 0.00729093 0.00901084
2022Hauling Hauling 0.08103572 3.571515626 0.57499969 0.01347655 0.0279869 0.02677616 1477.43548 0.08019506 0.23446951
2022Vendor Vendor 0.06611835 0.463489161 1.67432789 0.01660778 0.00111015 0.00102074 1678.26335 0.01363343 0.02329818
2022Worker Worker 0.02769348 0.103685603 1.24375276 0.00326522 0.00231671 0.00213224 331.817663 0.00638989 0.00809466
2023Hauling Hauling 0.02463044 2.696920068 0.45130496 0.01267644 0.01843607 0.0176385 1394.21089 0.07850131 0.22145577
2023Vendor Vendor 0.05424952 0.388597755 1.3650529 0.01637551 0.00110885 0.00101955 1654.79177 0.0113181 0.02034106
2023Worker Worker 0.02404095 0.090379039 1.12541139 0.00315756 0.0021645 0.00199205 322.790993 0.00560629 0.00731122
2024Hauling Hauling 0.02438513 2.70726027 0.46544535 0.01247986 0.01859168 0.01778737 1374.48104 0.07922973 0.21840565
2024Vendor Vendor 0.04525695 0.328014917 1.12544884 0.01612376 0.00112408 0.00103355 1629.35219 0.00956132 0.01795748
2024Worker Worker 0.02126314 0.079650681 1.03425787 0.00306759 0.00206247 0.001898 316.086213 0.00500398 0.00667363

GWP N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 25 290

Daily Haul Days Work Hours One‐Way Regional Emissions

Construction Phase One‐Way  per Phase per Day Trip Distance

Trips per Day

(days) (hours/day) (miles) ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Mobilize and Cap Utilities 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 2 5 8 6.9 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.12
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.51

Hazmat Remediation 2021
Total Haul Trips 1560
Hauling 30 52 8 24.1 0.20 6.58 1.12 0.02 0.08 0.08 57.15 0.08 2.63 59.85
Vendor 4 52 8 6.9 0.00 0.03 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.45 0.00 0.01 2.46
Worker 20 52 8 14.7 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.22 0.00 0.04 5.26

Install Pedestrian Protectio 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 4 5 8 6.9 0.00 0.03 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.24
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.51

Salvage Materials 2021
Total Haul Trips 50
Hauling 10 5 8 8.5 0.02 0.77 0.13 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.65 0.00 0.03 0.68
Vendor 0 5 8 6.9 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.51

Remove wood framing 2021
Total Haul Trips 300
Hauling 30 10 8 8.5 0.07 2.32 0.39 0.01 0.03 0.03 3.88 0.01 0.18 4.06
Vendor 0 10 8 6.9 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 10 8 14.7 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.01 1.01

Remove Walls 2021
Total Haul Trips 300
Hauling 20 15 8 8.5 0.05 1.55 0.26 0.01 0.02 0.02 3.88 0.01 0.18 4.06
Vendor 0 15 8 6.9 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 15 8 14.7 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.51 0.00 0.01 1.52

Remove Foundation 2021
Total Haul Trips 200
Hauling 20 10 8 8.5 0.05 1.55 0.26 0.01 0.02 0.02 2.58 0.00 0.12 2.71
Vendor 0 10 8 6.9 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 10 8 14.7 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.01 1.01

Backfill and Minor Regardin 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 4 5 8 6.9 0.00 0.03 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.24
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.51

Clean up/remove predistria 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 2 5 8 6.9 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.12
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0.02 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.51

Regional Emissions

(MT/year)(pounds/day)

Running Emissions Factor

(grams/mile)

Running Emissions Factor

(grams/mile)

St Andrews
Running Emissions



ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5

2021Hauling Hauling 0.18203757 2.514257339 2.34424676 0.00425698 0.00364827 0.00349045
2021Vendor Vendor 0.04001578 0.003563932 0.57324156 0.00021773 0 0
2021Worker Worker 0 0 0 0 0 0
2022Hauling Hauling 0.17992826 2.494221613 2.47137063 0.00431707 0.00153707 0.00147058
2022Vendor Vendor 0.04011725 0.00357084 0.57436992 0.00021553 0 0
2022Worker Worker 0 0 0 0 0 0
2023Hauling Hauling 0.1794334 2.268893827 2.65540888 0.00413434 0.00124387 0.00119006
2023Vendor Vendor 0.04020386 0.003576745 0.57533361 0.00021338 0 0
2023Worker Worker 0 0 0 0 0 0
2024Hauling Hauling 0.17974307 2.262044342 2.6647617 0.00409118 0.00119718 0.00114539
2024Vendor Vendor 0.04027687 0.00358173 0.57614631 0.00021062 0 0
2024Worker Worker 0 0 0 0 0 0

GWP N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Daily Haul Days Work Hours Idling Regional Emissions

Construction Phase One‐Way  per Phase per Day minutes

Trips per Day

(days) (hours/day) (miles) ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5

Mobilize and Cap Utilities 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 2 5 8 15 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 5 8 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hazmat Remediation 2021
Total Haul Trips 1560
Hauling 30 52 8 15 0.18 2.49 2.33 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 4 52 8 15 0.01 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 52 8 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Install Pedestrian Protectio 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 4 5 8 15 0.01 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 5 8 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Salvage Materials 2021
Total Haul Trips 50
Hauling 10 5 8 15 0.06 0.83 0.78 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0 5 8 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 5 8 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Remove wood framing 2021
Total Haul Trips 300
Hauling 30 10 8 15 0.18 2.49 2.33 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0 10 8 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 10 8 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Remove Walls 2021
Total Haul Trips 300
Hauling 20 15 8 15 0.12 1.66 1.55 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0 15 8 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 15 8 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Remove Foundation 2021
Total Haul Trips 200
Hauling 20 10 8 15 0.12 1.66 1.55 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0 10 8 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 10 8 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Backfill and Minor Regardin 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 4 5 8 15 0.01 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 5 8 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Clean up/remove predistria 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 2 5 8 15 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 5 8 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

(pounds/day)

St Andrews
Idling Emissions

Idling Emissions Factor

(grams/minute)



RD BW TW RD BW TW

2021Hauling Hauling 3.00E‐01 0.061048007 0.03558331 7.36E‐02 0.02616343 0.00889583
2021Vendor Vendor 3.00E‐01 0.130340037 0.012 7.36E‐02 0.05586002 0.003
2021Worker Worker 3.00E‐01 0.036750011 0.008 7.36E‐02 0.01575 0.002
2022Hauling Hauling 3.00E‐01 0.061055751 0.0355879 7.36E‐02 0.02616675 0.00889698
2022Vendor Vendor 3.00E‐01 0.130340037 0.012 7.36E‐02 0.05586002 0.003
2022Worker Worker 3.00E‐01 0.036750011 0.008 7.36E‐02 0.01575 0.002
2023Hauling Hauling 3.00E‐01 0.061063462 0.03559233 7.36E‐02 0.02617005 0.00889808
2023Vendor Vendor 3.00E‐01 0.130340037 0.012 7.36E‐02 0.05586002 0.003
2023Worker Worker 3.00E‐01 0.036750011 0.008 7.36E‐02 0.01575 0.002
2024Hauling Hauling 3.00E‐01 0.06107028 0.03559616 7.36E‐02 0.02617298 0.00889904
2024Vendor Vendor 3.00E‐01 0.130340037 0.012 7.36E‐02 0.05586002 0.003
2024Worker Worker 3.00E‐01 0.036750011 0.008 7.36E‐02 0.01575 0.002

Daily Haul Days Work Hours One‐Way Regional Emissions

Construction Phase One‐Way  per Phase per Day Trip Distance

Trips per Day

(days) (hours/day) (miles) RD BW TW RD BW TW

Mobilize and Cap Utilities 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 2 5 8 6.9 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0.19 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.00

Hazmat Remediation 2021
Total Haul Trips 1560
Hauling 30 52 8 24.1 0.48 0.10 0.06 0.12 0.04 0.01
Vendor 4 52 8 6.9 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 52 8 14.7 0.19 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.00

Install Pedestrian Protection and Fencing 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 4 5 8 6.9 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0.19 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.00

Salvage Materials 2021
Total Haul Trips 50
Hauling 10 5 8 8.5 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0 5 8 6.9 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0.19 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.00

Remove wood framing 2021
Total Haul Trips 300
Hauling 30 10 8 8.5 0.17 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.01
Vendor 0 10 8 6.9 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 10 8 14.7 0.19 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.00

Remove Walls 2021
Total Haul Trips 300
Hauling 20 15 8 8.5 0.11 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.00
Vendor 0 15 8 6.9 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 15 8 14.7 0.19 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.00

Remove Foundation 2021
Total Haul Trips 200
Hauling 20 10 8 8.5 0.11 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.00
Vendor 0 10 8 6.9 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 10 8 14.7 0.19 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.00

Backfill and Minor Regarding 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 4 5 8 6.9 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0.19 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.00

Clean up/remove predistrian protection 2021
Total Haul Trips 0
Hauling 0 5 8 8.5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 2 5 8 6.9 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 20 5 8 14.7 0.19 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.00

St Andrews
Road Dust, Break Wear, and Tire wear Emissions

Emission Factors

PM10 PM2.5

(grams/mile)

(pounds/day)

PM2.5PM10
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

St Andrews Place Demolition Project - Archaeological 

Resources Assessment Report 

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) has retained Environmental Science 

Associates (ESA) to conduct an archaeological resources assessment for the St Andrews Place 

Demolition Project (Project) in support of an Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration 

(ISMND) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Project proposes 

the demolition of an existing two-story structure located at 6236 S. St. Andrews Place in South 

Los Angeles. The structure is adjacent to an existing LADWP well field and its demolition will 

provide useable space for an open air storage area allowing LADWP to supplement the well 

field’s available storage capacity. LADWP is the lead agency pursuant to the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

A records search for the Project was conducted on June 22, 2020 by staff at the California 

Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) South Central Coastal Information Center 

(SCCIC) housed at California State University, Fullerton. The records search results indicate 21 

cultural resources studies have been conducted within a 1-mile radius of the Project, covering 

approximately 40 percent of the 1-mile records search radius. Of these 21 previous studies, none 

overlap the Project. The records search results also indicate no archaeological resources have 

been previously identified within the Project area or its immediate vicinity (within 50 feet).  

A Sacred Lands File (SLF) conducted by the California Native American Heritage Commission 

(NAHC) on May 8, 2020 indicated that Native American cultural resources are not known to be 

located within the Project area. Consultation required by Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) is ongoing 

between LADWP and Native American tribes, and will be summarized in the ISMND. 

Historic maps and aerial photographs were examined in order to provide historical information 

about the Project area and to contribute to an assessment of the Project area’s archaeological 

sensitivity. In sum, the historic map and aerial review indicates the Project area was used for 

agricultural purposes until the late 1920s when urban development associated with the expansion 

of Los Angeles swept the area. By the late 1930s the Project area was completely developed with 

industrial buildings associated with the Bauman Brother Furniture Manufacturing Company. 

These industrial buildings remain within the Project area and would be demolished as part of 

Project implementation.  

A desktop review was undertaken to assess the potential for buried archaeological deposits within 

the Project area. Available materials reviewed include geological maps, the Natural Resources 

Conservation Service (NRCS), and the California Geological Survey (CGS) Borehole Database. 
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Based on geologic mapping and previous regional geotechnical information, the Project is 

assumed to be underlain by alluvial sedimentary deposits dating to the late Pleistocene and 

Holocene (11,700 years ago to present) – the period for which there is widely accepted evidence 

for human habitation of Southern California. Based on age and environment of deposition, these 

sediments have a moderate potential to contain buried, intact prehistoric cultural resources. 

However, the construction of the existing buildings during the 1920s and 1940s area likely to 

have disturbed shallower sediments within the Project area.  

Given the developed nature of the Project area and the lack of visible ground surface, an 

archaeological resources survey for the Project was not conducted. 

No archaeological resources have been identified within the Project area. The subsurface 

archaeological sensitivity assessment indicates the Project area is underlain by alluvial deposits of 

appropriate age to contain subsurface archaeological deposits. However, due to past disturbances 

associated with construction of the existing buildings, the proposed removal of the building 

footings is unlikely to encounter intact archaeological deposits during Project implementation. 

Nonetheless, there is the potential for pockets of undisturbed soil containing archaeological 

resources that qualify as historical resources or unique archaeological resources under CEQA to 

be encountered. As such, mitigations measures for the retention of a qualified archaeologist, 

construction worker sensitivity training, and inadvertent discovery protocols are recommended in 

the Conclusions and Recommendation section at the close of this report to reduce potential 

impacts to unknown archaeological resources and human remains to a less than significant level.
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St Andrews Place Demolition Project 

Archaeological Resources Assessment Report 

Introduction 

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) has retained Environmental Science 

Associates (ESA) to conduct an archaeological resources assessment for the St Andrews Place 

Demolition Project (Project) in support of an Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration 

(ISMND) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Project proposes 

the demolition of an existing two-story structure located at 6236 S. St. Andrews Place in South 

Los Angeles. The structure is adjacent to an existing LADWP well field and its demolition will 

provide useable space for an open air storage area allowing LADWP to supplement the well 

field’s available storage capacity. LADWP is the lead agency pursuant to the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

ESA personnel involved in the preparation of this report are as follows: Monica Strauss, M.A., 

RPA., Project Director and Principal Investigator; Michael Vader, B.A., report author; and Jason 

Nielson, GIS specialist. Resumes of key personnel are included in Appendix A.  

Project Location and Description 

The 1.1-acre Project area is located in South Los Angeles, approximately 5.25 miles southwest of 

Downtown Los Angeles (Figure 1). The Project includes Assessor Parcel Number (APN) 600101 

and is located on the northeast corner of the intersection of South St Andrews Place and West 

Gage Street (Figure 2). Specifically, the Project is located in Section 23 of Township 2 South, 

Range 14 West on the Inglewood, CA U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic 

quadrangle (Figure 3).  

The Project proposes the demolition of 64,434 square-feet of existing buildings located on a 1.1-

acre lot owned by LADWP. Once the site is cleared, the Project area would be used by LADWP 

as open air storage. The structure that will be demolished was originally constructed in 1928 with 

several later additions in the 1940s and consists of various materials with an exterior that is 

mostly Unreinforced Masonry and floors that are made of wood framing. The property is 

located adjacent to an existing LADWP well field property which is currently used for 

open air storage. Once the structure is demolished and the Project area cleared of debris, the 

existing paved parking along the eastern side of the property would remain in place and the rest 

of the Project area would be slightly graded. No additional improvements to the site would occur. 

The Project would result in a new open air storage to supplement the adjacent storage at the 

LADWP well field property. The maximum depth of excavation would be 24 inches to remove 

the building’s existing footings. 
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Figure 1 Regional Location  
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Figure 2 Project Detail  
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Figure 3 Project Location 
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Setting 

Natural Setting 

The Project area is located within the City of Los Angeles southwest of downtown Los Angeles. 

Adjacent areas include Baldwin Hills, West Adams, and Leimer Park located on the west and 

Southeast Los Angeles located to the east. More specifically, the Project area is located in an 

urban and developed portion of the City and is currently comprised of vacant industrial buildings. 

Prehistoric Setting 

The chronology of Southern California is typically divided into three general time periods: the 

Early Holocene (9,600 cal B.C. to 5,600 cal B.C.), the Middle Holocene (5,600 cal B.C. to 1,650 

cal B.C.), and the Late Holocene (1,650 cal B.C. to cal A.D. 1769). This chronology is 

manifested in the archaeological record by particular artifacts and burial practices that indicate 

specific technologies, economic systems, trade networks, and other aspects of culture. 

While it is not certain when humans first came to California, their presence in Southern California 

by about 9,600 cal B.C. has been well documented. At Daisy Cave, on San Miguel Island, 

cultural remains have been radiocarbon dated to between 9,150 and 9,000 cal B.C. (Byrd and 

Raab, 2007). During the Early Holocene (9,600 cal B.C. to 5,600 cal B.C.), the climate of 

Southern California became warmer and more arid and the human populations, who were 

represented by small hunter gathers until this point and resided mainly in coastal or inland desert 

areas, began exploiting a wider range of plant and animal resources (Byrd and Raab, 2007). 

During the Late Holocene (1,650 cal B.C. to cal A.D. 1769), many aspects of Millingstone 

culture persisted, but a number of socioeconomic changes occurred (Erlandson, 1994; Wallace 

1955; Warren, 1968). The native populations of Southern California were becoming less mobile 

and populations began to gather in small sedentary villages with satellite resource-gathering 

camps. Increasing population size necessitated the intensified use of existing terrestrial and 

marine resources (Erlandson, 1994). Evidence indicates that the overexploitation of larger, high-

ranked food resources may have led to a shift in subsistence, towards a focus on acquiring greater 

amounts of smaller resources, such as shellfish and small-seeded plants (Byrd and Raab, 2007). 

Between about A.D. 800 and A.D. 1350, there was an episode of sustained drought, known as the 

Medieval Climatic Anomaly (MCA) (Jones et al., 1999). While this climatic event did not appear 

to reduce the human population, it did lead to a change in subsistence strategies in order to deal 

with the substantial stress on resources. 

Given the increasing sedentism and growing populations during the Late Holocene, territorial 

conscription and competition became acute. Primary settlements or village sites were typically 

established in areas with available freshwater, and where two or more ecological zones 

intersected (McCawley, 1996). This strategic placement of living space provided a degree of 

security in that when subsistence resources associated with one ecological zone failed, the 

resources of another could be exploited (McCawley, 1996). Villages typically claimed and 

carefully defended fixed territories that may have averaged 30-square miles in size encompassing 

a variety of ecological zones that could be exploited for subsistence resources (McCawley, 1996).  
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The Late Holocene marks a period in which specialization in labor emerged, trading networks 

became an increasingly important means by which both utilitarian and non-utilitarian materials 

were acquired, and travel routes were extended. Trade during this period reached its zenith as 

asphaltum (tar), seashells, and steatite were traded from Catalina Island (Pimu or Pimugna) and 

coastal Southern California to the Great Basin. Major technological changes appeared as well, 

particularly with the advent of the bow and arrow sometime after cal A.D. 500, which largely 

replaced the use of the dart and atlatl (Byrd and Raab, 2007).  

Ethnographic Setting 

The Project area is located in a region traditionally occupied by the Gabrielino. The term 

“Gabrielino” is a general term that refers to those Native Americans who were administered by 

the Spanish at the Mission San Gabriel Arcángel. Prior to European colonization, the Gabrielino 

occupied a diverse area that included: the watersheds of the Los Angeles, San Gabriel, and Santa 

Ana rivers; the Los Angeles basin; and the islands of San Clemente, San Nicolas, and Santa 

Catalina (Kroeber, 1925). Their neighbors included the Chumash and Tataviam to the north, the 

Juañeno to the south, and the Serrano and Cahuilla to the east. The Gabrielino are reported to 

have been second only to the Chumash in terms of population size and regional influence (Bean 

and Smith, 1978). The Gabrielino language was part of the Takic branch of the Uto-Aztecan 

language family.  

The Gabrielino Indians were hunter-gatherers and lived in permanent communities located near 

the presence of a stable food supply. Subsistence consisted of hunting, fishing, and gathering. 

Small terrestrial game was hunted with deadfalls, rabbit drives, and by burning undergrowth, 

while larger game such as deer were hunted using bows and arrows. Fish were taken by hook and 

line, nets, traps, spears, and poison (Bean and Smith, 1978). The primary plant resources were the 

acorn, gathered in the fall and processed in mortars and pestles, and various seeds that were 

harvested in late spring and summer and ground with manos and metates. The seeds included chia 

and other sages, various grasses, and islay or holly-leafed cherry. Community populations 

generally ranged from 50 to 100 inhabitants, although larger settlements may have existed. The 

Gabrielino are estimated to have had a population numbering around 5,000 in the pre-contact 

period (Kroeber, 1925).  

The Late Prehistoric period, spanning from approximately 1,500 years B.P. to the mission era, is 

the period associated with the florescence of the Gabrielino (Wallace, 1955). Coming ashore near 

Malibu Lagoon or Mugu Lagoon in October of 1542, Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo was the first 

European to make contact with the Gabrielino Indians. The Gabrielino are reported to have been 

second only to their Chumash neighbors in terms of population size, regional influence, and 

degree of sedentism (Bean and Smith, 1978). 

Maps produced by early explorers indicate that at least 26 Gabrielino villages were within 

proximity to known Los Angeles River courses, while an additional 18 villages were reasonably 

close to the river (Gumprecht, 2001). The closest villages to the Project include Saa’anga and 

Waachnga located along Ballona Creek approximately 4.25 and 6.5 miles west of the Project, 

respectively (McCawley, 1996). The Kirkman-Harriman Pictorial and Historical Map of Los 
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Angeles County (Los Angeles Public Library, 1938) depicts a village approximately 2.25 miles 

west of the Project, south of the Baldwin Hills. 

Historic Setting 

Spanish Period (1769–1821) 

Although Spanish explorers made brief visits to the region in 1542 and 1602, sustained European 

exploration of southern California began in 1769, when Gaspar de Portolá and a small Spanish 

contingent began their exploratory journey along the California coast from San Diego to 

Monterey. This was followed in 1776 by the expedition of Father Francisco Garcés (Johnson and 

Earle, 1990). In the late 18th century, the Spanish began establishing missions in California and 

forcibly relocating and converting native peoples. In 1771, Father Junipero Serra founded the 

Mission San Gabriel Arcángel, located approximately 14 miles northeast of the Project 

(California Missions Resource Center, 2003). Disease and hard labor took a toll on the native 

population in California; by 1900, the Native Californian population had declined by as much as 

90 percent (Cook, 1978). In addition, native economies were disrupted, trade routes were 

interrupted, and native ways of life were significantly altered.  

In an effort to promote Spanish settlement of Alta California, Spain granted several large land 

concessions from 1784 to 1821. At this time, unless certain requirements were met, Spain 

retained title to the land (State Lands Commission, 1982). 

Mexican Period (1821–1846) 

The Mexican Period began when Mexico won its independence from Spain in 1821. Mexico 

continued to promote settlement of California with the issuance of land grants. In 1833, Mexico 

began the process of secularizing the missions, reclaiming the majority of mission lands and 

redistributing them as land grants. According to the terms of the Secularization Law of 1833 and 

Regulations of 1834, at least a portion of the lands would be returned to the Native populations, 

but this did not always occur (Milliken et al., 2009). 

Many ranchos continued to be used for cattle grazing by settlers during the Mexican Period. 

Hides and tallow from cattle became a major export for Californios, many of whom became 

wealthy and prominent members of society. The Californios led generally easy lives, leaving the 

hard work to vaqueros and Indian laborers (Pitt, 1994; Starr, 2007). 

American Period (1846–present) 

In 1846, the Mexican-American War broke out. Mexican forces were eventually defeated in 1847 

and Mexico ceded California to the United States as part of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hildalgo in 

1848. California officially became one of the United States in 1850. While the treaty recognized 

right of Mexican citizens to retain ownership of land granted to them by Spanish or Mexican 

authorities, the claimant was required to prove their right to the land before a patent was given. 

The process was lengthy, and generally resulted in the claimant losing at least a portion of their 

land to attorney’s fees and other costs associated with proving ownership (Starr, 2007).  
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When the discovery of gold in northern California was announced in 1848, a huge influx of 

people from other parts of North America flooded into California. The increased population 

provided an additional outlet for the Californios’ cattle. As demand increased, the price of beef 

skyrocketed and Californios reaped the benefits. However, a devastating flood in 1861, followed 

by droughts in 1862 and 1864, led to a rapid decline of the cattle industry; over 70 percent of 

cattle perished during these droughts (McWilliams, 1946; Dinkelspiel, 2008). This event, coupled 

with the burden of proving ownership of their lands, caused many Californios to lose their lands 

during this period (McWilliams, 1946). Former ranchos were subsequently subdivided and sold 

for agriculture and residential settlement. 

The first transcontinental railroad was completed in 1869, connecting San Francisco with the 

eastern United States. Newcomers poured into northern California. Southern California 

experienced a trickle-down effect, as many of these newcomers made their way south. The 

Southern Pacific Railroad extended this line from San Francisco to Los Angeles in 1876. The 

second transcontinental line, the Santa Fe, was completed in 1886 and caused a fare war, driving 

fares to an unprecedented low. Settlers flooded into the region and the demand for real estate 

skyrocketed. As real estate prices soared, land that had been farmed for decades outlived its 

agricultural value and was sold to become residential communities. The subdivision of the large 

ranchos took place during this time (Meyer, 1981; McWilliams, 1946).  

History of the Project Area 

The Project area is located in South Los Angeles in an area not included as part of a Spanish- or 

Mexican-era land grant. The development of South Los Angeles didn’t occur until the mid- to 

late-19th century when it was largely used as pastureland, and eventually became agricultural 

lands by the early 20th century (Los Department of City Planning, 2017). At this time, the 

northern portions South Los Angeles became suburbs of Downtown Los Angeles and by 1923, 

the Project area was subdivided as part of Tract Numbers 5999 and 7106 and roads were laid out 

and constructed. In 1927 residential neighborhoods were established south of the Project area and 

in 1928, the Project area was developed as the Bauman Brother Furniture Company Warehouse, a 

Mediterranean Revival style building. The building was expanded several times during the 1940s. 

Bauman Brothers Furniture Company continued in business until 1968, at which point the Project 

area’s buildings were used for similar industrial purposes. 

Regulatory Framework 

Numerous laws and regulations require federal, state, and local agencies to consider the effects a 

project may have on cultural resources. These laws and regulations stipulate a process for 

compliance, define the responsibilities of the various agencies proposing the action, and prescribe 

the relationship among other involved agencies. 
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Federal 

National Historic Preservation Act 

The principal federal law addressing historic properties is the National Historic Preservation Act 

(NHPA), as amended (54 United States Code of Laws [USC] 300101 et seq.), and its 

implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800). Section 106 requires a federal agency with 

jurisdiction over a proposed federal action (referred to as an “undertaking” under the NHPA) to 

take into account the effects of the undertaking on historic properties, and to provide the Advisory 

Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) an opportunity to comment on the undertaking.  

The term “historic properties” refers to “any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, 

structure, or object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register” (36 CFR Part 

800.16(l)(1)). The implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800) describe the process for 

identifying and evaluating historic properties, for assessing the potential adverse effects of federal 

undertakings on historic properties, and seeking to develop measures to avoid, minimize, or 

mitigate adverse effects. The Section 106 process does not require the preservation of historic 

properties; instead, it is a procedural requirement mandating that federal agencies take into 

account effects to historic properties from an undertaking prior to approval. 

The steps of the Section 106 process are accomplished through consultation with the State 

Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), federally-recognized Indian tribes, local governments, and 

other interested parties. The goal of consultation is to identify potentially affected historic 

properties, assess effects to such properties, and seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any 

adverse effects on such properties. The agency also must provide an opportunity for public 

involvement (36 CFR 800.1(a)). Consultation with Indian tribes regarding issues related to 

Section 106 and other authorities (such as NEPA and Executive Order No. 13007) must recognize 

the government-to-government relationship between the Federal government and Indian tribes, as 

set forth in Executive Order 13175, 65 FR 87249 (Nov. 9, 2000), and Presidential Memorandum 

of Nov. 5, 2009. 

National Register of Historic Places 

The National Register of Historic Places (National Register) was established by the NHPA of 

1966, as “an authoritative guide to be used by federal, State, and local governments, private 

groups and citizens to identify the Nation’s historic resources and to indicate what properties 

should be considered for protection from destruction or impairment” (36 CFR 60.2) (U.S. 

Department of the Interior, 2002). The National Register recognizes a broad range of cultural 

resources that are significant at the national, state, and local levels and can include districts, 

buildings, structures, objects, prehistoric archaeological sites, historic-period archaeological sites, 

traditional cultural properties, and cultural landscapes. As noted above, a resource that is listed in 

or eligible for listing in the National Register is considered “historic property” under Section 106 

of the NHPA. 

To be eligible for listing in the National Register, a property must be significant in American 

history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture. Properties of potential significance 

must meet one or more of the following four established criteria: 
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A. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of our history; 

B. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; 

C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or that 

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 

significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

D. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

In addition to meeting one or more of the criteria of significance, a property must have integrity. 

Integrity is defined as “the ability of a property to convey its significance” (U.S. Department of 

the Interior, 2002). The National Register recognizes seven qualities that, in various 

combinations, define integrity. The seven factors that define integrity are location, design, setting, 

materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. To retain historic integrity a property must 

possess several, and usually most, of these seven aspects. Thus, the retention of the specific 

aspects of integrity is paramount for a property to convey its significance.  

Ordinarily religious properties, moved properties, birthplaces or graves, cemeteries, reconstructed 

properties, commemorative properties, and properties that have achieved significance within the 

past 50 years are not considered eligible for the National Register unless they meet one of the 

Criteria Considerations (A-G), in addition to meeting at least one of the four significance criteria 

and possessing integrity (U.S. Department of the Interior, 2002). 

State 

California Environmental Quality Act 

CEQA is the principal statute governing environmental review of projects occurring in the state 

and is codified at Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21000 et seq. CEQA requires lead 

agencies to determine if a proposed project would have a significant effect on the environment, 

including significant effects on historical or unique archaeological resources. Under CEQA 

(Section 21084.1), a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 

historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. 

The CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15064.5) 

recognize that historical resources include: (1) a resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by 

the State Historical Resources Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical 

Resources (California Register); (2) a resource included in a local register of historical resources, 

as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k) or identified as significant in a historical resource survey 

meeting the requirements of PRC Section 5024.1(g); and (3) any object, building, structure, site, 

area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency determines to be historically significant or 

significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, 

political, military, or cultural annals of California by the lead agency, provided the lead agency’s 

determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. The fact that a 

resource does not meet the three criteria outlined above does not preclude the lead agency from 
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determining that the resource may be an historical resource as defined in PRC Sections 5020.1(j) 

or 5024.1.  

If a lead agency determines that an archaeological site is a historical resource, the provisions of 

Section 21084.1 of CEQA and Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines apply. If an 

archaeological site does not meet the criteria for a historical resource contained in the CEQA 

Guidelines, then the site may be treated in accordance with the provisions of Section 21083, 

which is as a unique archaeological resource. As defined in Section 21083.2 of CEQA a “unique” 

archaeological resource is an archaeological artifact, object, or site, about which it can be clearly 

demonstrated that without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high 

probability that it meets any of the following criteria: 

 Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and there is a 

demonstrable public interest in that information; 

 Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 

example of its type; or, 

 Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event 

or person. 

If an archaeological site meets the criteria for a unique archaeological resource as defined in 

Section 21083.2, then the site is to be treated in accordance with the provisions of Section 

21083.2, which state that if the lead agency determines that a project would have a significant 

effect on unique archaeological resources, the lead agency may require reasonable efforts be 

made to permit any or all of these resources to be preserved in place (Section 21083.1(a)). If 

preservation in place is not feasible, mitigation measures shall be required. The CEQA Guidelines 

note that if an archaeological resource is neither a unique archaeological nor a historical resource, 

the effects of the project on those resources shall not be considered a significant effect on the 

environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(4)). 

A significant effect under CEQA would occur if a project results in a substantial adverse change 

in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a). 

Substantial adverse change is defined as “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or 

alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historical 

resource would be materially impaired” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(1)). According to 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(2), the significance of a historical resource is materially 

impaired when a project demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 

characteristics that: 

A. Convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, 

inclusion in the California Register; or 

B. Account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to section 

5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its identification in a historical resources 

survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, 

unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a 

preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; or 
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C. Convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the 

California Register as determined by a Lead Agency for purposes of CEQA. 

In general, a project that complies with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 

Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and 

Reconstructing Historic Buildings (Standards) (Grimmer, 2017) is considered to have mitigated 

its impacts to historical resources to a less-than-significant level (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.5(b)(3)). 

California Register of Historical Resources 

The California Register is “an authoritative listing and guide to be used by State and local 

agencies, private groups, and citizens in identifying the existing historical resources of the State 

and to indicate which resources deserve to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from 

substantial adverse change” (PRC Section 5024.1[a]). The criteria for eligibility for the California 

Register are based upon National Register criteria (PRC Section 5024.1[b]). Certain resources are 

determined by the statute to be automatically included in the California Register, including 

California properties formally determined eligible for, or listed in, the National Register. 

To be eligible for the California Register, a prehistoric or historic-period property must be 

significant at the local, state, and/or federal level under one or more of the following four criteria: 

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

California’s history and cultural heritage; 

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, 

or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

A resource eligible for the California Register must meet one of the criteria of significance 

described above, and retain enough of its historic character or appearance (integrity) to be 

recognizable as a historical resource and to convey the reason for its significance. It is possible 

that a historic resource may not retain sufficient integrity to meet the criteria for listing in the 

National Register, but it may still be eligible for listing in the California Register. 

Additionally, the California Register consists of resources that are listed automatically and those 

that must be nominated through an application and public hearing process. The California 

Register automatically includes the following: 

 California properties listed on the National Register and those formally determined eligible 

for the National Register; 

 California Registered Historical Landmarks from No. 770 onward; and, 

 Those California Points of Historical Interest that have been evaluated by the OHP and have 

been recommended to the State Historical Commission for inclusion on the California 

Register. 
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Other resources that may be nominated to the California Register include: 

 Historical resources with a significance rating of Category 3 through 5 (those properties 

identified as eligible for listing in the National Register, the California Register, and/or a 

local jurisdiction register); 

 Individual historical resources; 

 Historical resources contributing to historic districts; and, 

 Historical resources designated or listed as local landmarks, or designated under any local 

ordinance, such as an historic preservation overlay zone. 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that in the event human remains are 

discovered, the County Coroner be contacted to determine the nature of the remains. In the event 

the remains are determined to be Native American in origin, the Coroner is required to contact the 

California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours to relinquish 

jurisdiction.  

California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 

California PRC Section 5097.98, as amended, provides procedures in the event human remains of 

Native American origin are discovered during project implementation. PRC Section 5097.98 

requires that no further disturbances occur in the immediate vicinity of the discovery, that the 

discovery is adequately protected according to generally accepted cultural and archaeological 

standards, and that further activities take into account the possibility of multiple burials. PRC 

Section 5097.98 further requires the NAHC, upon notification by a County Coroner, designate 

and notify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) regarding the discovery of Native American human 

remains. The MLD has 48 hours from the time of being granted access to the site by the 

landowner to inspect the discovery and provide recommendations to the landowner for the 

treatment of the human remains and any associated grave goods. 

In the event that no descendant is identified, or the descendant fails to make a recommendation 

for disposition, or if the land owner rejects the recommendation of the descendant, the landowner 

may, with appropriate dignity, reinter the remains and burial items on the property in a location 

that will not be subject to further disturbance. 

California Government Code Sections 6254(r) and 6254.10 

These sections of the California Public Records Act were enacted to protect archaeological sites 

from unauthorized excavation, looting, or vandalism. Section 6254(r) explicitly authorizes public 

agencies to withhold information from the public relating to “Native American graves, 

cemeteries, and sacred places maintained by the Native American Heritage Commission.” Section 

6254.10 specifically exempts from disclosure requests for “records that relate to archaeological 

site information and reports, maintained by, or in the possession of the Department of Parks and 

Recreation, the State Historical Resources Commission, the State Lands Commission, the Native 

American Heritage Commission, another state agency, or a local agency, including the records 
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that the agency obtains through a consultation process between a Native American tribe and a 

state or local agency.” 

Assembly Bill 52 and Related Public Resources Code Sections 

Assembly Bill (AB) 52 was approved by California State Governor Edmund Gerry “Jerry” 

Brown, Jr. on September 25, 2014. The act amended California PRC Section 5097.94, and added 

PRC Sections 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3, 21083.09, 21084.2, and 21084.3. 

AB 52 applies specifically to projects for which a Notice of Preparation (NOP) or a Notice of 

Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) will be filed on 

or after July 1, 2015. The primary intent of AB 52 was to include California Native American 

Tribes early in the environmental review process and to establish a new category of resources 

related to Native Americans that require consideration under CEQA, known as tribal cultural 

resources. PRC Section 21074(a)(1) and (2) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, 

places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native 

American Tribe” that are either included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the 

California Register or included in a local register of historical resources, or a resource that is 

determined to be a tribal cultural resource by a lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 

substantial evidence. On July 30, 2016, the California Natural Resources Agency adopted the 

final text for tribal cultural resources update to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, which was 

approved by the Office of Administrative Law on September 27, 2016. 

PRC Section 21080.3.1 requires that within 14 days of a lead agency determining that an 

application for a project is complete, or a decision by a public agency to undertake a project, the 

lead agency provide formal notification to the designated contact, or a tribal representative, of 

California Native American Tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the 

geographic area of the project (as defined in PRC Section 21073) and who have requested in 

writing to be informed by the lead agency (PRC Section 21080.3.1(b)). Tribes interested in 

consultation must respond in writing within 30 days from receipt of the lead agency’s formal 

notification and the lead agency must begin consultation within 30 days of receiving the tribe’s 

request for consultation (PRC Sections 21080.3.1(d) and 21080.3.1(e)).  

PRC Section 21080.3.2(a) identifies the following as potential consultation discussion topics: the 

type of environmental review necessary; the significance of tribal cultural resources; the 

significance of the project’s impacts on the tribal cultural resources; project alternatives or 

appropriate measures for preservation; and mitigation measures. Consultation is considered 

concluded when either: (1) the parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, 

if a significant effect exists, on a tribal cultural resource; or (2) a party, acting in good faith and 

after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be reached (PRC Section 

21080.3.2(b)). 

If a California Native American tribe has requested consultation pursuant to Section 21080.3.1 

and has failed to provide comments to the lead agency, or otherwise failed to engage in the 

consultation process, or if the lead agency has complied with Section 21080.3.1(d) and the 

California Native American tribe has failed to request consultation within 30 days, the lead 

agency may certify an EIR or adopt an MND (PRC Section 21082.3(d)(2) and (3)). 
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PRC Section 21082.3(c)(1) states that any information, including, but not limited to, the location, 

description, and use of the tribal cultural resources, that is submitted by a California Native 

American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be included in the 

environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency to 

the public without the prior consent of the tribe that provided the information. If the lead agency 

publishes any information submitted by a California Native American tribe during the 

consultation or environmental review process, that information shall be published in a 

confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the 

information consents, in writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. 

Local 

City of Los Angeles General Plan 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan (adopted 2001) states as its objective, to “protect the City’s 

archaeological and paleontological resources for historical, cultural, research, and/or educational 

purposes” by continuing “to identify and protect significant archaeological and paleontological 

resources known to exist or that are identified during land development, demolition, or property 

modification activities.”  

In addition, the City will: 

continue to protect historic and cultural sites and/or resources potentially 

affected by proposed land development, demolition, or property modification 

activities…The City's environmental guidelines require the applicant to secure 

services of a bona fide archaeologist to monitor excavations or other subsurface 

activities associated with a development project in which all or a portion is 

deemed to be of archaeological significance. Discovery of archaeological 

materials may temporarily halt the project until the site has been assessed, 

potential impacts evaluated and, if deemed appropriate, the resources protected, 

documented and/or removed (City of Los Angeles, 2001). 

In addition to the National Register and the California Register, three additional types of historic 

designations may apply at a local level: 

1. Historic-Cultural Monument  

2. Designation by the Community Redevelopment Agency as being of cultural or historical 

significance within a designated redevelopment area 

3. Classification by the City Council as an Historic Preservation Overlay Zone 

In addition, the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 91.106.4.5 states that the Building 

Department “shall not issue a permit to demolish, alter or remove a building or structure of 

historical, archaeological or architectural consequence if such building or structure has been 

officially designated” by a federal, state, or local authority. 
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City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Ordinance 

The City enacted a Cultural Heritage Ordinance in April 1962, which defines Historic-Cultural 

Monuments as sites, buildings, or structures of particular historic or cultural significance to the 

City in which the broad cultural, political, or social history of the nation, state, or City is reflected 

or exemplified, including sites and buildings associated with important personages or which 

embody certain distinguishing architectural characteristics and are associated with a notable 

architect. These Historic-Cultural Monuments are regulated by the City’s Cultural Heritage 

Commission and the City Council. 

Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Ordinance Eligibility Criteria 

The Los Angeles City Council adopted the Cultural Heritage Ordinance in 1967 and amended it 

in 2007 (Los Angeles Administrative Code, Chapter 9, Division 22, Article 1, Section 22.171.7). 

The Cultural Heritage Ordinance establishes criteria for designating a local historical resource as 

an Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM). An HCM is any site (including significant trees or other 

plant life located on the site), building or structure of particular historic or cultural significance to 

the City, including historic structures or sites: 

1. In which the broad cultural, economic or social history of the nation, State or community is 

reflected or exemplified; or 

2. Which is identified with historic personages or with important events in the main currents of 

national, State or local history; or 

3. Which embodies the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type specimen, 

inherently valuable for a study of a period, style or method of construction; or 

4. Which is a notable work of a master builder, designer, or architect whose individual genius 

influenced his or her age. 

Archival Research 

SCCIC Records Search 

A records search for the Project was conducted on June 22, 2020 at the California Historical 

Resources Information System (CHRIS) South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) 

housed at California State University, Fullerton. The records search included a review of all 

recorded archaeological resources and previous studies within the Project and a 1-mile radius. In 

addition, the California Points of Historical Interest, the California Historical Landmarks, the 

CRHR, the NRHP, the Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility, the California State Historic 

Resources Inventory (HRI), and the HCM were reviewed. 

Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 

The SCCIC records search results indicate that 21 cultural resources studies have been conducted 

within a 1-mile radius of the Project (Table 1). Approximately 40 percent of the 1-mile records 

search radius has been included in previous cultural resources assessments. Of the 21 previous 

studies identified by the SCCIC, none overlap the Project.  
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TABLE 1 PREVIOUS CULTURAL RESOURCE INVESTIGATIONS 

Authors 
SCCIC # 
(LA-) Title Date 

Anonymous 04097 
Council District Nine Revitalization/recovery Program Final Environmental 
Impact Report 1995 

Anonymous 04836 
Phase I Archaeological Survey Along Onshore Portions of the Global West 
Fiber Optic Cable Project 2000 

Arrington, 
Cindy and 
Nancy Sikes 08255 

Cultural Resources Final Report of Monitoring and Findings for the Qwest 
Network Construction Project State of California: Volumes I and Ii 2006 

Bonner, 
Wayne H. 07404 

Cultural Resource Records Search and Site Visit Results for Cingular 
Telecommunications Facility Candidate La-145-01 (el-012-01) Mozaffari 
Property, 5921 South Western Avenue, Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 
California 2005 

Bonner, 
Wayne H. 08776 

Cultural Resources Records Search and Site Visit Results for Royal Street 
Communications, LLC Candidate La0250a (t-mo Mozaffari), 5921 South 
Western Avenue, Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, California 2006 

Bonner, 
Wayne H. 09220 

Cultural Resources Records Search and Site Visit Results for T-Mobile 
Candidate LA23649D (Concha), 6101South Van Ness Avenue, Los Angeles, 
Los Angeles County, California 2007 

Bonner, 
Wayne H. and 
Kathleen A. 
Crawford 13010 

Cultural Resources Records Search and Site Visit Results for T Mobile West, 
LLC Candidate LA93075A (Normandle & 58th Rooftop), 1340 West 58th Street, 
Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, California 2014 

Bonner, 
Wayne H. and 
Kathleen 
Crawford 10341 

Cultural Resources Records Search, Site Visit Results, and Direct APE Historic 
Architectural Assessment for Clearwire Candidate CA-LOS6482/CA7885, 2001 
West 60th St., Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, CA. 2009 

Duke, Curt 04645 
Cultural Resource Assessment for the AT&T Wireless Services Facility Number 
21, County of Los Angeles, California 1999 

Duke, Curt 06228 
Cultural Resource Assessment Cingular Wireless Facility No. Sm 240-02 City 
and County of Los Angeles, California 2003 

Duke, Curt 
and Marvin, 
Judith 06230 

Cultural Resource Assessment at & T Wireless Services Facility No. D381c Los 
Angeles County, California 2002 

Foster, John 
M. 06817 

Archaeological Investigation for Central Area Sewer Rehabilitation Unit 5 Work 
Order Sac111150 City of Los Angeles, California 2003 

Fulton, Phil, 
Tibbet, Casey, 
and Bechtel, 
Elisa 12546 

Cultural Resource Assessment Class III Inventory Verizon Wireless Services 
Cimarron Facility City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, California 2014 

Glenn, Brian 
K. 07944 

Archaeological Monitoring Report: 54th Street and 2nd Ave., Los Angeles, 
California 2005 

King, Phil V. 08955 
Final Report for Year Three Historical and Cultural Resources Survey of Los 
Angeles: Sylmar, Watts, Crenshaw, and Vermont/Slauson 1983 

Larocque, 
Mark 11256 Form 621, Crown Castle tower project: "Florence #878095" 2010 

Marvin, Judith 
and Curt Duke 06818 

Cultural Resource Assessment Cingular Wireless Facility No. La 145-11 City 
and County of Los Angeles, California 2003 

McLean, 
Deborah K. 03949 

Archaeological Assessment for Pacific Bell Mobile Services 
Telecommunications Facility La 145-01, West 60th Street, City and County of 
Los Angeles, California 1998 

Morell, Karl 11974 
Abandonment Exemption, BNSF Railway Company, Milepost 7.95 to Milepost 
13.25, Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, CA 2012 

Supernowicz, 
Dana 11016 

Cultural Resources Study of the Normandie & 58th Rooftop Project, Royal 
Street Communications, LLC Site No. LA0249C 1340 W. 58th Street, Los 
Angeles, Los Angeles County, California 90037 2007 

Unknown 11973 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Final Environmental Impact Statement 2011 
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Previously Recorded Cultural Resources 

The SCCIC records search results indicate that one archaeological resource (P-19-003651) has 

been previously recorded within a 1-mile radius of the Project. This resource is a historic-period 

archaeological feature consisting of the remnants of trolley tracks discovered during utility 

trenching approximately 0.85 miles northwest of the Project area. No archaeological resources 

have been previously identified within the Project area or its immediate vicinity (within 50 feet).  

Sacred Lands File Search 

The NAHC maintains a confidential Sacred Lands File (SLF) which contains sites of traditional, 

cultural, or religious value to the Native American community. The NAHC was contacted on 

May 6, 2020 to request a search of the SLF. The NAHC responded to the request in a letter dated 

May 8, 2020. The results of the SLF search conducted by the NAHC indicate that Native 

American cultural resources are not known to be located within the Project area (Appendix B). 

LADWP is conducting consultation with appropriate tribes per requirements AB 52, and the 

results of this consultation will be summarized in the ISMND. 

Historic Maps and Aerial Photographs 

Historic maps and aerial photographs were examined to provide historical information about the 

Project area and to contribute to an assessment of the Project area’s archaeological sensitivity. 

Available maps include the 1896 Redondo USGS 15-minute topographic quadrangle, and the 

1924, 1930, 1948, 1950, 1952, 1964, 1972, and 1981 Inglewood USGS 7.5-minute topographic 

quadrangles (EDR, 2020). Sanborn maps of the APE were available for the years 1927, 1950, and 

1951 (EDR, 2020). Historic aerial photographs were available for the years 1923, 1928, 1938, 

1947, 1954, 1963, 1972, 1989, 1994, and 2016 (EDR, 2020).  

The 1896 topographic map shows the Project area located on a largely undeveloped flat plain 

with a north-south oriented road bisecting the Project. The Atchison Topeka and Santa Fe (ATSF) 

Railroad line is located approximately 0.30 miles north of the Project. Similarly, the 1924 

topographic map shows the Project area is undeveloped, but does depict increasing urban 

development extending southwest towards the Project area from Downtown Los Angeles. The 

1930 map shows that urban development has overtaken the Project area, and a spur of the ATSF 

Railroad extends to just north of the Project area. The 1948, 1950, 1952, 1964, 1972, and 1981 

topographic maps largely depict the Project area and its surroundings are largely urban and very 

little change can be discerned within the Project spanning this time period. 

The 1927 Sanborn map shows the Project area as undeveloped, but industrial manufacturing 

buildings (e.g. plaster works, door and sash manufacture, and warehouses) are depicted 

immediately east of the Project and suburban neighborhoods are depicted immediately south of 

the Project. The 1950 and 1969 Sanborn maps show the Project area is completely developed 

with industrial buildings for furniture and mattress manufacture depicted immediately east of the 

Project.  

The 1923 aerial photograph shows the Project area within a flat, undeveloped agricultural field. 

The 1928 and 1938 photographs show buildings have been constructed in the Project area’s 
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northern portion. The 1947 aerial photograph shows four buildings within the Project area, which 

has been completely developed by this time. The aerial photographs for the years 1954, 1963, 

1972, 1989, 1994, and 2016 show very little change in the Project area.  

In sum, the historic map and aerial review indicates the Project area was used for agricultural 

purposes until the late 1920s when urban development associated with the expansion of Los 

Angeles swept the area. By the late 1930s the Project area was completely developed with 

industrial buildings associated with the Bauman Brother Furniture Manufacturing Company. 

These industrial buildings remain within the Project area and would be demolished as part of 

Project implementation. 

Subsurface Archaeological Sensitivity 

A desktop review was undertaken to assess the potential for buried archaeological deposits within 

the Project area. Available materials reviewed include geological maps, the Natural Resources 

Conservation Service (NRCS), and the California Geological Survey (CGS) Borehole Database.  

Older geological maps indicate shallow sediments underlying the Project are Holocene-age 

(11,700 years ago to present) alluvium (Dibblee and Minch, 2007; DWR, 1961; Jennings, 1962). 

However, more recent geologic mapping (Saucedo et al., 2016) identify the geologic unit 

underlying the Project as a late Pleistocene (129,000 to 11,700 years ago) to Holocene alluvial 

fan unit consisting of poorly to moderately consolidated and poorly sorted clay, silty clay and 

sand, deposited by the Los Angeles River and its tributaries. 

The CGS Borehole Database indicates no geotechnical borings have been completed within the 

Project; however, boring logs are available for localities within a 2-mile radius of the Project. A 

review of these logs suggest that the late Pleistocene to Holocene alluvial fan deposits extend 

beyond the relatively shallow depths associated with the existing buildings in the Project area 

(California Department of Conservation, 2018). The construction of these existing buildings, 

which date to the late 1920s and 1940s, likely consisted of some form of ground disturbance. 

Typically, construction dating to this period included minimal site preparation and depths of 

previous disturbance are likely to have been relatively shallow. 

Soils mapped within the Project include the Urban land-Biscailuz-Pico complex (NRCS, 2018). A 

soil complex is present when two or more different soil types are mixed geographically such that 

the scale of the map makes it undesirable, or impractical, to show each one separately. The Urban 

land designation reflects a high degree of disturbance associated with urbanization and 

development, which tends to obscure natural soil. Urban land is recognized by human 

disturbances to natural soil characteristics resulting from development such as grading and filling. 

The Biscailuz series consists of very deep, somewhat poorly drained loam soils formed in alluvial 

parent material from mixed rock sources on floodplains and lowlands (NRCS, 2017). The typical 

Biscailuz pedon consists of a thick plowed A-horizon underlain by carbonate-rich B-horizons. 

The Pico soil series consists of deep, well-drained sandy loam soils that formed in alluvial parent 

material from mostly sedimentary rocks on floodplains and alluvial fans (NRCS, 2003). The 

typical Pico pedon consists of A-horizon directly overlying C-horizon parent material. The 

absence of a discernible B-horizon would be consistent with a relatively young soil. 
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Based on geologic mapping and previous regional geotechnical information, the Project is 

assumed to be underlain by alluvial sedimentary deposits dating to the late Pleistocene and 

Holocene (11,700 years ago to present) – the period for which there is widely accepted evidence 

for human habitation of Southern California. Based on age and environment of deposition, these 

sediments have a moderate potential to contain buried, intact prehistoric cultural resources. 

However, the construction of the existing buildings during the 1920s and 1940s are likely to have 

disturbed shallower sediments within the Project area.   

Archaeological Resources Survey 

Given the developed nature of the Project area and the lack of visible ground surface, an 

archaeological resources survey for the Project was not conducted. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

No archaeological resources have been identified within the Project area as a result of the archival 

research. The subsurface archaeological sensitivity assessment indicates the Project area is 

underlain by late Pleistocene to Holocene-age alluvial sediments, which encompass the entirety 

the region’s human occupation, and, therefore would have the potential to contain subsurface 

archaeological deposits. However, due to past disturbances associated with construction of the 

existing buildings within the Project area, the proposed removal of existing building footings is 

unlikely to encounter intact archaeological deposits during Project implementation. Nonetheless, 

there is the potential for pockets of undisturbed soil containing archaeological resources that 

qualify as historical resources or unique archaeological resources under CEQA to be encountered 

during Project implementation. As such, the following four mitigation measures are 

recommended to reduce potential impacts to unknown archaeological resources and human 

remains to a less than significant level. 

1. Retention of a Qualified Archaeologist: Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities, 

LADWP shall retain a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology (U.S. Department of the Interior 

2008) to carry out the following measures. 

2. Construction Worker Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training: Prior to the start of 

ground-disturbing activities, construction personnel shall be trained in the identification 

of cultural resources. Prior to earth moving activities, the qualified archaeologist shall 

conduct cultural resources sensitivity training for all construction personnel. Construction 

personnel shall be informed of the types of archaeological resources that may be 

encountered, and of the proper procedures be to enacted in the event of an inadvertent 

discovery of archaeological resources or human remains. LADWP shall ensure that 

construction personnel are made available for and attend the training and retain 

documentation demonstrating attendance. 

3. Inadvertent Discoveries of Archaeological Resources: In the event of the unanticipated 

discovery of archaeological materials, the contractor shall immediately cease all work 
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activities in the area (within approximately 100 feet) of the discovery until it can be 

evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. Prehistoric archaeological materials might include 

obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile points, knives, scrapers) or tool-

making debris; culturally darkened soil (“midden”) containing heat-affected rocks, 

artifacts, or shellfish remains; and stone milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles, 

handstones, or milling slabs); and battered stone tools, such as hammerstones and pitted 

stones. Historic-period materials might include stone or concrete footings and walls; 

filled wells or privies; and deposits of metal, glass, and/or ceramic refuse. Construction 

shall not resume until the qualified archaeologist has conferred with LADWP on the 

significance of the resource. 

If it is determined that the discovered archaeological resource constitutes a historical 

resource under CEQA, avoidance and preservation in place is the preferred manner of 

mitigation. Preservation in place maintains the important relationship between artifacts 

and their archaeological context and also serves to avoid conflict with traditional and 

religious values of groups who may ascribe meaning to the resource. Preservation in 

place may be accomplished by, but is not limited to, avoidance, incorporating the 

resource into open space, capping, or deeding the site into a permanent conservation 

easement. In the event that preservation in place is demonstrated to be infeasible and data 

recovery through excavation is the only feasible mitigation available, a Cultural 

Resources Treatment Plan shall be prepared and implemented by a qualified 

archaeologist in consultation with LADWP that provides for the adequate recovery of the 

scientifically consequential information contained in the archaeological resource. 

LADWP shall consult with appropriate Native American representatives in determining 

treatment for prehistoric or Native American resources to ensure cultural values ascribed 

to the resource, beyond that which is scientifically important, are considered. 

4. Inadvertent Discoveries of Human Remains: If human remains are encountered, the 

contractor shall halt work in the vicinity (within 100 feet) of the find and contact the Los 

Angeles County Coroner in accordance with PRC Section 5097.98 and Health and Safety 

Code Section 7050.5. If the County Coroner determines that the remains are Native 

American, the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) will be 

notified in accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, subdivision (c), and 

PRC Section 5097.98 (as amended by Assembly Bill 2641). The NAHC will designate a 

Most Likely Descendent (MLD) for the remains per PRC Section 5097.98. Until the 

landowner has conferred with the MLD, the contractor shall ensure that the immediate 

vicinity where the discovery occurred is not disturbed by further activity, is adequately 

protected according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological standards or 

practices, and that further activities take into account the possibility of multiple burials. 
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Personnel 

 





 

 

Monica Strauss, RPA 
Director, Southern California  
Cultural Resources Group 
 

Monica provides senior oversight to a multi-disciplinary team of cultural 
resources specialists throughout Southern California, including archaeologists, 
architectural historians, historians, and paleontologists. During her 23 years of 
practice, Monica has successfully directed hundreds of cultural resources projects 
meeting local, state, and/or federal regulatory requirements. Monica’s strength 
lies in assisting clients in navigating complex cultural resources issues in the 
contexts of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA). Monica’s experience ranges from large infrastructure 
projects that are controversial and multi-jurisdictional to smaller development 
projects that are important to local agencies and stakeholders. She has excellent 
experience working with agencies to develop creative mitigation to address 
challenging cultural resources impacts. She directs a staff who conduct Phase 1 
archaeological/ paleontological and historic architectural surveys, construction 
monitoring, Native American outreach, archaeological testing and treatment, 
historic resource significance evaluations, and large-scale data recovery 
programs. Monica is expert in the area of Assembly Bill 52 and routinely provides 
training to her clients as well as being a workshop content author and session 
presenter for the Association of Environmental Professionals on the topic. 

Relevant Experience 
County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Arroyo Seco Bike Path 
Phase I Cultural Resources Evaluation, Los Angeles, CA. Project Director. 
Working for the County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works in connection 
with a project to make improvements to the Arroyo Seco Channel, Monica 
managed all aspects of Section 106 review in accordance with Caltrans Cultural 
Resources Environmental guidelines. Monica and her team evaluated the Arroyo 
Seco Channel, identified character-defining features, informed the design of 
channel improvements to retain such features, and addressed the channels’ 
potential for eligibility as part of a larger Los Angeles Country water management 
district. She developed the research strategy, directed the field teams, and 
prepared cultural resources assessment documentation for approval by Caltrans 
and FHWA, as well as the cultural resources section for a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration. 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power La Kretz Innovation Campus, 
Los Angeles County, CA. Project Director. The project involved the rehabilitation 
of the 61,000-square-foot building located at 518-524 Colyton Street, demolition 
of the building located at 537-551 Hewitt Street, and construction of an open 
space public plaza and surface parking lot, and involved compliance with Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and consultation with the California 

EDUCATION 

MA, Archaeology, 
California State 
University, Northridge 

BA, Anthropology, 
California State 
University, Northridge 

AA, Humanities, Los 
Angeles Pierce College 

23 YEARS OF EXPERIENCE 

SPECIALIZED 
EXPERIENCE 

Treatment of Historic 
and Prehistoric Human 
Remains 

Archaeological 
Monitoring 

Complex Shell Midden 
Sites 

Groundstone Analysis 

PROFESSIONAL 
AFFILIATIONS 

Register of Professional 
Archaeologists (RPA), 
#12805 

Society for California 
Archaeology (SCA) 

Society for American 
Archaeology (SAA) 

QUALIFICATIONS 

Exceeds Secretary of 
Interior Standards 

CA State BLM Permitted 
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State Historic Preservation Officer. ESA is providing archaeological monitoring 
and data recovery services and is assisting LADWP with meeting their 
requirements for  Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Monica is 
providing oversight to archaeological monitors and crew conducting resource 
data recovery and laboratory analysis, and is providing guidance to LADWP on 
meeting Section 106 requirements. 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Scattergood Olympic 
Transmission Line Monitoring, Los Angeles County, CA. Cultural Resources 
Principal Investigator. The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) 
is proposing to construct and operate approximately 11.4 miles of new 230 
kilovolt (kv) underground transmission line that would connect the Scattergood 
Generation Station and Olympic Receiving Station. The project includes 
monitoring of potential vault location testing. Monica currently coordinates and 
provides daily oversight to archaeological, Native American, and paleontological 
monitors. An Archaeological Resources Monitoring Report and a Paleontological 
Resources Monitoring Report documenting the monitoring findings will be 
submitted, together with daily monitoring logs, at the close of the project. 

Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks, Sheldon Skate Plaza 
Project, Los Angeles, CA. Cultural Resources Project Director. Monica directed a 
cultural resources constraints study for the Los Angeles Department of Recreation 
and Parks (LADRP) Sheldon Skate Plaza Project. The LADRP plans to develop a 
2.2-acre skate plaza on vacant land. The facility would consist of 20,000 square 
feet of skateable area, with elements to include features such as hubbas, stairs 
and rails, ledges and curbs, pads, and tranny ramps. Additionally, a new parking 
lot, a pre-fabricated restroom building, landscaping and irrigation, drinking 
fountain, security lighting, and Americans with Disabilities (ADA) pathways will be 
included. 



 

 

Michael Vader 
Senior Associate  

 
Michael is cultural resources specialist with experience working on survey, data 
recovery, and monitoring projects. Michael has experience with project 
management, has led crews on multiple surveys and excavations, and is familiar 
with environmental compliance documents. He has worked on a variety of energy 
and water infrastructure projects throughout California, including projects in 
Riverside, San Diego, Imperial, San Bernardino, Los Angeles, Orange, Santa 
Barbara, San Luis Obispo, Kern, Fresno, Madera, and Inyo Counties, as well as in 
Clark County Nevada. Michael regularly works as part of a team, coordinating 
with field staff and agency leads. 

Relevant Experience 
San Gabriel Coastal Spreading Grounds Levee Retrofit Project, Pico Rivera, 
CA. Archaeologist. The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works retained 
ESA to prepare a cultural resources assessment for the San Gabriel Coastal 
Spreading Grounds (SGCSG) Levee Retrofit Project at the request of the Army 
Corps of Engineers in support of a 404 permit. The project will improve the 
stability and imperviousness of the SGCSG main levee, which is older than 50 
years. ESA evaluated the levee for inclusion in the National Register and prepared 
an effects determination as part of the cultural resources assessment.  Michael 
managed cultural resources staff and co-authored the cultural resources 
assessment. 
 
Laguna Regulating Basin Slope Repair and Access Improvement Project, 
Alhambra, CA. Archaeologist. Los Angeles County Department of Public Works’ 
retained ESA to prepare a Section 106-compliant cultural resources assessment 
for the Laguna Regulating Basin (LRB) Slope Repair and Access Improvement 
Project The Project proposes reconstruction of access road surface and subgrade, 
re-grading and recompacting erosion damage, improving drainage, and 
implementing other essential maintenance repairs at the LRB. ESA conducted a 
Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment for the project. Michael managed the 
cultural resources staff and co-authored the cultural resources assessment for the 
project. 
 
Times Mirror Square Project – Archaeological Resources Assessment, Los 
Angeles, CA. Archaeologist. Omni Group retained Environmental Science 
Associates to conduct an Archaeological Resources Assessment for the Times 
Mirror Square Project in support of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The 
project proposes to construct two new mixed-use towers along with 
rehabilitation of three existing buildings within the Times Mirror Square site in the 
city of Los Angeles. Michael co-authored the archaeological resources assessment 
report and prepared the Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 
sections of the Environmental Impact Report. 
 

EDUCATION 

BA, Physical 
Anthropology, University 
of California, 
Santa Barbara  

M.A., Applied 
Archaeology (In 
Progress), California 
State University San 
Bernardino 

13 YEARS OF 
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Society for California 
Archaeology (SCA) 

Society for American 
Archaeology (SAA)  

Pacific Coast 
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Archaeological 
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626 Wilshire Boulevard 

Suite 1100 

Los Angeles, CA  90017 

213.599.4300 phone 

213.599.4301 fax 

www.esassoc.com 

 

May 6, 2020 
 
Native American Heritage Commission 
1550 Harbor Boulevard, Suite 100 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 
FAX- 916-373-5471 
 
Subject: Sacred Lands File search request for the LADWP St Andrews Place Demolition Project 

(D201600626.40) 
 
To whom it may concern:  
 
Environmental Science Associates (ESA) has been retained by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
(LADWP) to conduct an archaeological resources assessment for the St Andrews Place Demolition Project 
(Project) in support of an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (ISMND) pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Project proposes the demolition of a two-story structure located at 6236 
S. St. Andrews Place in South Los Angeles. Demolition of the structure will result in the area being used as open 
air storage to supplement the existing storage area available on and adjacent well field. As depicted in the 
attached map, the Project area is located within the City of Los Angeles in the Inglewood neighborhood, within 
Section 23 of Township 2 South, Range 14 West on the Inglewood, CA 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle. 

In an effort to provide an adequate appraisal of all potential effects to cultural resources that may result from the 
proposed Project, ESA is requesting that a records search be conducted for sacred lands or traditional cultural 
properties that may exist within the Project area.  

Thank you for your time and cooperation regarding this matter. To expedite the delivery of search results, please 
fax them to 619.719.4201, or email them to mvader@esassoc.com. Please contact me at 619.241.9238 or at 
mvader@esassoc.com if you have any questions. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Michael Vader 
Cultural Resources  
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May 8, 2020 
 
Eduardo Cuevas 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
 
Via Email to: Eduardo.cuevas@ladwp.com 
 
Re: Native American Tribal Consultation, Pursuant to the Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), Amendments 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014), Public 
Resources Code Sections 5097.94 (m), 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3, 21083.09, 
21084.2 and 21084.3, St. Andrews Place Demolition Project, Los Angeles County 
 
Dear Mr. Cuevas: 
  
Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1 (c), attached is a consultation list of tribes 
that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the above-listed 
project.   Please note that the intent of the AB 52 amendments to CEQA is to avoid and/or 
mitigate impacts to tribal cultural resources, (Pub. Resources Code §21084.3 (a)) (“Public 
agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural resource.”)   
  
Public Resources Code sections 21080.3.1 and 21084.3(c) require CEQA lead agencies to 
consult with California Native American tribes that have requested notice from such agencies 
of proposed projects in the geographic area that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with 
the tribes on projects for which a Notice of Preparation or Notice of Negative Declaration or 
Mitigated Negative Declaration has been filed on or after July 1, 2015.  Specifically, Public 
Resources Code section 21080.3.1 (d) provides:  
 
Within 14 days of determining that an application for a project is complete or a decision by a 
public agency to undertake a project, the lead agency shall provide formal notification to the 
designated contact of, or a tribal representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated 
California Native American tribes that have requested notice, which shall be accomplished by 
means of at least one written notification that includes a brief description of the proposed 
project and its location, the lead agency contact information, and a notification that the 
California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation pursuant to this section.  
 
The AB 52 amendments to CEQA law does not preclude initiating consultation with the tribes 
that are culturally and traditionally affiliated within your jurisdiction prior to receiving requests for 
notification of projects in the tribe’s areas of traditional and cultural affiliation.  The Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) recommends, but does not require, early consultation 
as a best practice to ensure that lead agencies receive sufficient information about cultural 
resources in a project area to avoid damaging effects to tribal cultural resources.   
 
The NAHC also recommends, but does not require that agencies should also include with their 
notification letters, information regarding any cultural resources assessment that has been 
completed on the area of potential effect (APE), such as:  
 
1. The results of any record search that may have been conducted at an Information Center of 
the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), including, but not limited to: 
 

• A listing of any and all known cultural resources that have already been recorded 
on or adjacent to the APE, such as known archaeological sites; 
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• Copies of any and all cultural resource records and study reports that may have been provided by the 
Information Center as part of the records search response; 

• Whether the records search indicates a low, moderate, or high probability that unrecorded cultural 
resources are located in the APE; and 

• If a survey is recommended by the Information Center to determine whether previously unrecorded 
cultural resources are present. 

 
2. The results of any archaeological inventory survey that was conducted, including: 
 

• Any report that may contain site forms, site significance, and suggested mitigation measures. 
 
All information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and associated funerary 
objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made available for public disclosure 
in accordance with Government Code section 6254.10. 

 
3. The result of any Sacred Lands File (SLF) check conducted through the Native American Heritage Commission 
was negative.   
 
4. Any ethnographic studies conducted for any area including all or part of the APE; and 
 
5. Any geotechnical reports regarding all or part of the APE. 
 

Lead agencies should be aware that records maintained by the NAHC and CHRIS are not exhaustive and a negative 
response to these searches does not preclude the existence of a tribal cultural resource. A tribe may be the only 
source of information regarding the existence of a tribal cultural resource.  
 
This information will aid tribes in determining whether to request formal consultation.  In the event that they do, having 
the information beforehand will help to facilitate the consultation process.  
 
If you receive notification of change of addresses and phone numbers from tribes, please notify the NAHC.  With your 
assistance, we can assure that our consultation list remains current.   
  
If you have any questions, please contact me at my email address: steven.quinn@nahc.ca.gov. 
 
 Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Steven Quinn 
Cultural Resources Analyst 
 
Attachment 
 
 
 
  



 
 

Appendix B.2 
Historic Resources Assessment 

  





 

 





 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 | 

 



 

6236 S. St. Andrews Place i ESA 

Historic Resources Assessment June 2020 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Historic Resource Assessment  
Page 

1.0 Introduction..................................................................................................................... 1 
1.1 Executive Summary ................................................................................................ 1 
1.2 Project Location ...................................................................................................... 3 
1.3 Research and Field Methodology ........................................................................... 6 

2.0 Regulatory Framework .................................................................................................. 7 
2.1 Federal Eligibility Criteria and Integrity Aspects ..................................................... 7 
2.2 State Register and Eligibility Criteria ...................................................................... 9 
2.3 Local Cultural Heritage Ordinance and Eligibility Criteria..................................... 11 

3.0 Identification of Potential Historical Resources within the Subject 
Property and Surrounding Area ................................................................................. 13 
3.1 Previous Evaluations of the Subject Property ...................................................... 13 
3.2 Archival Research ................................................................................................. 13 
3.3 Nearby Resources ................................................................................................ 14 

4.0 Environmental Setting ................................................................................................. 15 
4.1 Neighborhood Development ................................................................................. 15 
4.2  Architectural Description ....................................................................................... 21 
4.3 History of the Subject Property ............................................................................. 36 
4.4 Historic Context ..................................................................................................... 44 

5.0 Evaluation ..................................................................................................................... 49 
5.1 SurveyLA Registration Requirements and Eligibility Standards ........................... 49 
5.2 Significance Evaluation ......................................................................................... 52 
5.3 Conclusion ............................................................................................................ 55 

6.0 Bibliography ................................................................................................................. 57 

 

Appendices 

A Professional Qualifications 
B Tract Map  
C Sanborn Maps  
D Building Permits 
E DPR Forms 
 
  



Table of Contents 

 

Page 

6236 S. St. Andrews Place ii ESA 

Historic Resources Assessment June 2020 

List of Figures 

Figure 1 Regional and Project Vicinity Map ..................................................................... 4 
Figure 2 Aerial Photograph of Subject property ............................................................... 5 
Figure 3  Excerpt of Tract 5999 with the northern portion of the subject property, 

Lot 44, outlined in red (Lot 45 is the southern portion of the subject 
property that was subdivided and became part of Tract 7106) ....................... 16 

Figure 4  Excerpt of Tract 7106 with the remaining southern portion of the 
subject property, Lots 8 and 9 (formerly part of Lot 45 of Tract 5999), 
outlined in red ................................................................................................... 16 

Figure 5  Excerpt of an aerial photograph from 1923, subject property outlined in 
red. Tracts No. 5999 and 7106 are located above Gage Avenue 
indicated by the blue line. ................................................................................. 17 

Figure 6  Excerpt of Sanborn map from 1927, subject property outlined in red ............. 18 
Figure 7  Excerpt of an aerial photograph from 1938, subject property outlined in 

red ..................................................................................................................... 19 
Figure 8  Excerpt of Sanborn map from 1950, subject property outlined in red. 

The lumber shed depicted with a dotted line to the north was also 
associated with the Bauman Brothers factory in 1950, although it has 
since been demolished. The adjacent building east of the subject 
property facing Gage Avenue also appears to have been associated 
with the Bauman Brothers as additional spray painting, warehouse, 
and manufacturing space, although it is not currently part of the 
subject property. ............................................................................................... 20 

Figure 9  Excerpt of an aerial photograph from 2016, subject property outlined in 
red, Tracts 5999 and 7106 outlined in blue ..................................................... 21 

Figure 10  Current aerial photo depicting buildings on subject property ........................... 22 
Figure 11  Current Building A, primary façade, view to east. The yellow rectangle 

shows the addition to the north of the building, and the red rectangle 
shows where the original entrance was enclosed ........................................... 23 

Figure 12  North (side) elevation of Building A (addition), view facing south ................... 24 
Figure 13  East (rear) elevation of Building A (outlined in red) and Building B 

(outlined in blue), view facing southwest. The yellow arrow indicates 
where an additional warehouse was once connected to the rear 
elevation of Building A. The north addition to Building A is outlined in 
orange. There is a non-original ice machine addition attached to 
Building B, discussed below. ............................................................................ 25 

Figure 14  The interior of Building A, view facing south .................................................... 26 
Figure 15  North-south corridor dividing the office space (east/right) from the 

factory floor (west/left) in Building, view facing south looking into 
Building B beyond ............................................................................................ 27 

Figure 16  First floor of Building A and B ........................................................................... 27 
Figure 17  Second floor of Building A ................................................................................ 28 
Figure 18  The west (primary) elevation of Building B, view facing east .......................... 29 
Figure 19  East (rear) elevation of Buildings A and B (Building B outlined in red), 

view facing southwest ...................................................................................... 29 
Figure 20  Workroom on second floor of Building B .......................................................... 30 
Figure 21  Corridor on second floor of Building B that divides the office area from 

the open workroom ........................................................................................... 31 
Figure 22  The primary (west) façade of Building C, view facing southeast, 

entrance shown in red is altered ...................................................................... 32 



Table of Contents 

 

Page 

6236 S. St. Andrews Place iii ESA 

Historic Resources Assessment June 2020 

Figure 23  The south (side) elevation of Building C, view facing north, siding 
shown in red is an alteration ............................................................................ 32 

Figure 24  The first floor of Building C, view facing north ................................................. 33 
Figure 25  The second story of Building C, view facing south .......................................... 33 
Figure 26  The primary (south) façade of Building D ........................................................ 34 
Figure 27  The first floor of Building D, view facing southeast .......................................... 35 
Figure 28  The second floor of Building D, view facing east ............................................. 35 
Figure 29  Sketch Map, 1946 ............................................................................................ 37 
Figure 30  Rendering of Bauman Brothers (Building A) by John C. Cooper Co. as 

found in the Los Angeles Times from 1928 ..................................................... 41 
Figure 31  Current Building A, primary façade, view to east ............................................. 41 
Figure 32  A rendering of the Roberts-Cohen furniture manufacturing plant, 1921.......... 45 
Figure 33  Renderings of the planned Furniture Mart Building, 1941. .............................. 47 
Figure 34  Rendering of the Sierra Furniture plant in 1955. .............................................. 48 
 

List of Tables 

Table 1  Nearby Historic Resources .............................................................................. 14 
Table 2  6236 S. St. Andrews Place, Los Angeles Los Angeles Department of 

Building and Safety Building Permits ............................................................... 38 
Table 3  Occupancy History of 6236 S. St. Andrews Place ........................................... 43 
Table 4  Union Activity in the Los Angeles Furniture Industry Los Angeles 

Times ................................................................................................................ 45 
Table 5  Context Summary Table for Industrial Development, 1850-1980 ................... 49 
Table 6  Context Summary Table for Architecture and Engineering, 1850-1980; 

Mediterranean & Indigenous Revival Architecture, 1893-1948 ....................... 50 
Table 7  Context Summary Table for Architecture and Engineering, 1850-1980; 

Late Moderne, 1937-1960 ................................................................................ 51 
 





 

6236 S. St. Andrews Place 1 ESA 

Historic Resources Assessment June 2020 

6236 S. ST. ANDREWS PLACE 

Historic Resources Assessment 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Executive Summary 

Environmental Science Associates (ESA) was retained by the Los Angeles Department of Water 

and Power (LADWP) to prepare this Historic Resources Assessment Report (Report). The 

purpose of this Report is to identify and evaluate potential historical resources located at 6236 S. 

St. Andrews Place (subject property) in Tract No. 5999 in the South Los Angeles Community 

Plan Area located in Los Angeles (City), California, on assessor parcel number (APN) 6001-016-

901. The subject property, which consists of a small industrial complex of four attached one- and 

two-story buildings, is evaluated in this Report for its potential eligibility as a historical resource 

for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register), the California Register 

of Historical Resources (California Register), and for local designation as a City of Los Angeles 

Historical Cultural Monument (LAHCM). The Report includes a discussion of the survey 

methods used, regulatory framework, summary of previously recorded resources, a brief 

overview of the history of the property and surrounding area, architectural description of the 

subject property, applicable contexts and periods of significance, SurveyLA eligibility 

requirements, and an eligibility evaluation of the subject property.  

The subject property is located in the South Los Angeles Community Plan Area (South Los 

Angeles CPA). The first building in the industrial complex to be constructed was completed in 

1928 as a Mediterranean Revival-style furniture factory with Italianate decorative elements 

designed by architect John M. Cooper Company for Bauman Brothers Furniture Manufacturing 

Company (Bauman Brothers), fronting S. St. Andrews Place. An additional brick vernacular 

industrial building designed by John M. Cooper Company was also constructed fronting Gage 

Avenue in 1928. Over the years several additions and alterations were made to the factory to 

support the expansion of the Bauman Brother’s industrial enterprise, most notably construction of 

one additional building in 1941 in a utilitarian Late Moderne style south of the original building 

designed by Engineer H. Sage Webster, and another similar building further south in1946 also in 

a utilitarian Late Moderne style designed by Engineer A. Karl Leatherwood, constructed fronting 

S. St. Andrews Place. Bauman Brothers continued to own the property and manufacture furniture 

at this location until 1968.  



Historic Resources Assessment 

 

6236 S. St. Andrews Place 2 ESA 

Historic Resources Assessment June 2020 

The subject property is currently identified as a potentially eligible resource in the City of Los 

Angeles citywide historical resources survey (SurveyLA) of Industrial Zone Properties in South 

Los Angeles, completed in 2016.1 The style of the property is identified in the survey as Late 

Moderne and the property is described as:  

An excellent and rare example of 1920s industrial development in the area; few examples 

remain from this period. Also a rare remaining example of an industrial building 

associated with furniture manufacturing in South Los Angeles. The building was 

originally occupied by Bauman Bros., who operated from this location until 

approximately 1970.2  

It was assigned several California Historical Resource Status Codes3 in the SurveyLA findings 

identifying the property’s potential eligibility at the federal, state, and local levels, including: 

“3S” (Appears eligible for NR as an individual property through survey evaluation); “3CS” 

(Appears eligible for CR as an individual property through survey evaluation); and “5S3” 

(Appears to be individually eligible for local listing or designation through survey evaluation). 

ESA’s Cultural Resources Director Monica Strauss, M.A., R.P.A., and ESA’s qualified 

architectural historians—Margarita Jerabek, Ph.D., and Hanna Winzenried, M.Sc.—conducted 

an intensive-level pedestrian site survey of the exterior and interior of the subject property on 

May 26, 2020. As part of the survey, the subject property was documented with digital 

photography and recorded on California Department of Parks and Recreation forms 523A 

Primary Record and 523B Building, Structure, Object. ESA also conducted research on the 

subject property’s construction and occupancy to document the building chronology and 

alterations to the subject property. In addition, its history within the context of the development of 

the South Los Angeles neighborhood—and, specifically, Tract No. 5999—was analyzed.  

ESA did not find the subject property eligible under any of the applicable criteria at either the 

national, state, or local levels. Under Criterion A/1/1, ESA found that although the subject 

property was originally associated with 1920s industrial development patterns in South Los 

Angeles, it has undergone many modifications and large additions that detract from its integrity 

and association with 1920s industrial development. While the economic importance of the 

furniture industry in Los Angeles during the 1920s appears to be historically significant in the 

context of industrial development as a whole, the original occupant of the subject property, 

Bauman Brothers, was a small unimportant furniture manufacturing enterprise that is not 

mentioned in any published reviews of the furniture industry from this period and does not appear 

to have made any significant contribution to the development of the industry during the 1920s or 

1930s. With regard to the later additions during the 1940s, there is no evidence at all that Bauman 

Brothers held any significance in the furniture industry during the 1940s through the1970s either. 

In addition, based upon ESA’s examination of the surrounding built environment, it does not 

appear that the subject property is a rare example of early twentieth century industrial 

development in the area. The surrounding setting is strongly characterized by early 20th Century 

                                                      
1  SurveyLA, “Industrial Zone Properties- Individual Resources,” South Los Angeles, January 2016. 
2  Ibid., 8 
3  Office of Historic Preservation, 2003. 
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industrial development, much of which is still extant. There are 13 examples of other potentially 

eligible 1920s industrial improvements extant in South Los Angeles that have been identified by 

SurveyLA; the survey area included approximately 1,152 industrial-zoned parcels of which 

approximately 994 were surveyed by SurveyLA ranging in age from the 1920s through the 

1940s.4 Furthermore, there were no significant events associated with the subject property. The 

furniture industry as a whole was strongly associated with the 1920s and 1930s unionism and 

thousands of employees at numerous larger more influential furniture factories participated in 

these activities. Although there was one minor incident associated with the Bauman Brothers 

factory, it was not a significant incident and did not contribute to any change in labor practices or 

rises in wages.  

Under Criterion B/2/2, there are no important persons associated with the subject property.  

Under Criterion C/3/3, the subject property does not appear to be architecturally significant. The 

later additions to the property during the 1940s substantially changed the appearance of the 

property from its original 1920s construction in the Mediterranean Revival style to a utilitarian 

Late Moderne-style factory, altering John M. Cooper’s original design intent. At this time the 

primary entrance of the original factory building was closed (blocked) and a new primary 

entrance was constructed that reconfigured the design and layout of the factory complex and the 

appearance of the factory along its street-facing elevations. These changes substantially detract 

from the eligibility of the subject property under Criterion C/3/3. With regard to the Late 

Moderne style, the subject property was not originally constructed in the Late Moderne style and 

there are many better and more significant examples of Late Moderne-style furniture factories 

and other factory buildings from the 1940s.  

Under Criterion D/4 the property does not reveal important information about prehistory or 

history.  

As a result of this finding, ESA recommends that the subject property should be assigned the California 

Historical Resource Status Code of “6Z,” meaning that it appears to be ineligible as an individual 

resource or as a contributor to a potential locally eligible district through a survey evaluation. 

1.2 Project Location 

The subject property is located at 6236 S. St. Andrews Place in the South Los Angeles 

neighborhood in the City of Los Angeles, as shown on Figure 1, Regional and Project Vicinity 

Map. As previously mentioned above, the subject property is improved with a small industrial 

complex of four attached one- and two-story buildings; the location of the structure on the subject 

property is shown in Figure 2, Aerial Photograph of Subject property. The subject property is 

oriented facing west toward S. St. Andrews Place and south facing West Gage Avenue. South of 

West Gage Avenue is a residential neighborhood and north of West Gage Avenue is a large 

industrial area.   

                                                      
4  SurveyLA, Industrial Zone Properties in the South Los Angeles Community Plan Area – Supplemental Historic 

Resources Survey Report, December 2015, Page 1. 
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Figure 1 Regional and Project Vicinity Map 
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Figure 2 Aerial Photograph of Subject property 
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1.3 Research and Field Methodology 

This Report was prepared by a team of ESA’s architectural historians—including Margarita 

Jerabek, Ph.D., Director of Historical Resources; and Hanna Winzenried, M.Sc., Associate—all 

of whom meet and exceed the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards in 

history and architectural history. Professional qualifications are provided in Appendix A. 

Preparation of this Report involved a review of the National Register and its annual updates, the 

California Register, the Statewide Historical Resources Inventory (HRI) database maintained by 

the State Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), SurveyLA findings, and the City of Los 

Angeles’s inventory of historic properties in order to identify any previously recorded properties 

within or near the subject property. An intensive-level pedestrian survey was also undertaken to 

document the existing conditions of the subject property and its vicinity. Additional tasks 

performed for the study are as follows: 

 Conducted field inspections of the subject property and used the survey methodology of the 

State OHP. 

 Photographed the subject property and associated landscape features, and examined other 

properties in the vicinity that exhibited potential architectural and/or historical associations. 

 Conducted site‐specific research on the property utilizing building permits, Sanborn Fire 

Insurance Maps (Sanborn Maps), City directories, historical photographs, Online Archive of 

California, Calisphere, Los Angeles Public Library digital collections and resources, 

University of Southern California (USC) Digital Collections, the historical Los Angeles 

Times, and other published sources.  

 Conducted archival records search through the California Historical Resources Information 

System at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) located at California State 

University, Fullerton. 

 Conducted research at the City’s Building and Safety and Planning departments. 

 Reviewed and analyzed ordinances, statutes, regulations, bulletins, and technical materials 

relating to federal, state, and local historic preservation, designation assessment processes, 

and related programs. 

 Evaluated potential historical resources based upon criteria used by the National Register, 

California Register, and City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Ordinance. 
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2.0 Regulatory Framework  

Historical resources fall within the jurisdiction of the federal, state, and local designation 

programs. Federal laws provide the framework for the identification, and in certain instances, 

protection of historical resources. Additionally, state and local jurisdictions play active roles in 

the identification, documentation, and protection of such resources within their communities. The 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended and the California Public 

Resources Code (PRC), Section 5024.1, are the primary federal and state laws and regulations 

governing the evaluation and significance of historical resources of national, state, regional, and 

local importance. Descriptions of these relevant laws and regulations are presented below. 

2.1 Federal Eligibility Criteria and Integrity Aspects 

National Register of Historic Places 

The National Register was established by the NHPA as “an authoritative guide to be used by 

federal, state, and local governments, private groups and citizens to identify the Nation’s cultural 

resources and to indicate what properties should be considered for protection from destruction or 

impairment.”5 The National Register recognizes properties that are significant at the national, 

state, and/or local levels. 

To be eligible for listing in the National Register, a resource must be significant in American 

history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture. Four criteria for evaluation have been 

established to determine the significance of a resource: 

A. Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 

history; 

B. Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; 

C. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or that 

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 

significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; 

D. Yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.6 

Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are 50 years in age must meet one or more 

of the above criteria and retain integrity (that is, convey their significance) to be eligible for 

listing.  

Under the National Register, a property can be significant not only for the way it was originally 

constructed, but also for the way it was adapted at a later period, or for the way it illustrates 

changing tastes, attitudes, and uses over a period of time.7 

                                                      
5  36 CFR Section 60.2. 
6  “Guidelines for Completing National Register Forms,” in National Register Bulletin 16, U.S. Department of 

Interior, National Park Service, September 30, 1986. This bulletin contains technical information on 
comprehensive planning, survey of cultural resources and registration in the NRHP. 

7  National Register Bulletin 15, p. 19. 
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Within the concept of integrity, the National Register recognizes seven aspects or qualities that, in 

various combinations, define integrity: Location, Design, Setting, Materials, Workmanship, 

Feeling, and Association: 

Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic 

event occurred. The relationship between the property and its location is often important to 

understanding why the property was created or why something happened. The actual location of a 

historic property, complemented by its setting, is particularly important in recapturing the sense 

of historic events and persons. Except in rare cases, the relationship between a property and its 

historic associations is destroyed if the property is moved. 

Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a 

property. It results from conscious decisions made during the original conception and planning of 

a property (or its significant alteration) and applies to activities as diverse as community 

planning, engineering, architecture, and landscape architecture. Design includes such elements as 

organization of space, proportion, scale, technology, ornamentation, and materials. A property’s 

design reflects historic functions and technologies as well as aesthetics. It includes such 

considerations as the structural system; massing; arrangement of spaces; pattern of fenestration; 

textures and colors of surface materials; type, amount and style of ornamental detailing; and 

arrangement and type of plantings in a designed landscape. 

Setting is the physical environment of a historic property. Whereas location refers to the specific 

place where a property was built or an event occurred, setting refers to the character of the place 

in which the property played its historic role. It involves how, not just where, the property is 

situated and its relationship to surrounding features and open space. 

Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during any 

given period in history or prehistory. It is the evidence of artisans’ labor and skill in constructing 

or altering a building, structure, object, or site. Workmanship can apply to the property as a whole 

or to its individual components. 

Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of 

time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property.  

The choice and combination of materials reveal the preferences of those who created the property 

and indicate the availability of particular types of materials and technologies. A property must 

retain key exterior materials dating from the period of its historic significance.  

Feeling is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time. 

It results from the presence of physical features that, taken together, convey the property’s 

historic character. 



Historic Resources Assessment 

6236 S. St. Andrews Place 9 ESA 

Historic Resources Assessment June 2020 

Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic 

property. A property retains association if it is the place where the event or activity occurred and 

is sufficiently intact to convey that relationship to an observer.8 

To retain historic integrity, a property will always possess most of the aspects and depending upon 

its significance, retention of specific aspects of integrity may be paramount for a property to convey 

its significance.9 Determining which of these aspects are most important to a particular property 

requires knowing why, where and when a property is significant.10 For properties that are 

considered significant under National Register Criteria A and B, National Register Bulletin 15: 

How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (National Register Bulletin 15) 

explains, “a property that is significant for its historic association is eligible if it retains the essential 

physical features that made up its character or appearance during the period of its association with 

the important event, historical pattern, or person(s).”11 In assessing the integrity of properties that 

are considered significant under National Register Criterion C, National Register Bulletin 15 states, 

“a property important for illustrating a particular architectural style or construction technique must 

retain most of the physical features that constitute that style or technique.”12 

2.2 State Register and Eligibility Criteria 

California Register of Historical Resources 

The OHP, as an office of the California Department of Parks and Recreation, implements the 

policies of the NHPA on a statewide level.  

The OHP also carries out the duties as set forth in the PRC and maintains the HRI and the 

California Register. The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is an appointed official who 

implements historic preservation programs within the state’s jurisdictions.  

Also implemented at the state level, California Environmental Quality Act requires projects to 

identify any substantial adverse impacts that may affect the significance of identified historical 

resources. 

                                                      
8 National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, 44-45, 

http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/pdfs/nrb15.pdf, accessed July 7, 2013. 
9  The National Register defines a property as an “area of land containing a single historic resource or a group of 

resources, and constituting a single entry in the National Register of Historic Places.” A “Historic Property” is 
defined as “any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object at the time it attained historic 
significance.” Glossary of National Register Terms, http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb16a/
nrb16a_appendix_IV.htm, accessed June 1, 2013. 

10  National Register Bulletin 15, p. 44. 
11  “A property retains association if it is the place where the event or activity occurred and is sufficiently intact to 

convey that relationship to an observer. Like feeling, association requires the presence of physical features that 
convey a property’s historic character. Because feeling and association depend on individual perceptions, their 
retention alone is never sufficient to support eligibility of a property for the National Register.” Ibid, p. 46. 

12  “A property that has lost some historic materials or details can be eligible if it retains the majority of the features 
that illustrate its style in terms of the massing, spatial relationships, proportion, pattern of windows and doors, 
texture of materials, and ornamentation. The property is not eligible, however, if it retains some basic features 
conveying massing but has lost the majority of the features that once characterized its style.” Ibid. 
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The California Register was created by Assembly Bill 2881 which was signed into law on 

September 27, 1992. The California Register is “an authoritative listing and guide to be used by 

state and local agencies, private groups, and citizens in identifying the existing historical 

resources of the state and to indicate which resources deserve to be protected, to the extent 

prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change.”13 The criteria for eligibility for the 

California Register are based upon National Register criteria.14  

The California Register consists of resources that are listed automatically and those that must be 

nominated through an application and public hearing process. The California Register 

automatically includes the following: 

 California properties listed on the National Register and those formally Determined Eligible 

for the National Register. 15 

 California Registered Historical Landmarks from No. 770 onward. 

 Those California Points of Historical Interest (PHI) that have been evaluated by the OHP and 

have been recommended to the State Historical Commission for inclusion on the California 

Register.16 

Other resources which may be nominated to the California Register include: 

 Individual historical resources. 

 Historical resources contributing to historic districts. 

 Historical resources identified as significant in historical resources surveys with significance 

ratings of Category 1 through 5. 

 Historical resources designated or listed as local LAHCMs, or designated under any local 

ordinance, such a Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ).17 

To be eligible for the California Register, a historical resource must be significant at the local, 

state, or national level, under one or more of the following four criteria: 

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

California's history and cultural heritage. 

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past. 

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, 

or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values. 

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Additionally, a historical resource eligible for listing in the California Register must meet one or 

more of the criteria of significance described above and retain enough of its historic character or 

                                                      
13  PRC Section 5024.1(a). 
14  PRC Section 5024.1(b). 
15  PRC Section 5024.1(d). 
16 PRC Section 5024.1(d). 
17  PRC Section 5024.1(e) 
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appearance to be recognizable as a historical resource and to convey the reasons for its 

significance. Historical resources that have been rehabilitated or restored may be evaluated for 

listing. Integrity is evaluated with regard to the retention of seven aspects of integrity similar to 

the National Register (location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association). 

Also like the National Register, it must also be judged with reference to the particular criteria 

under which a resource is proposed for eligibility. Alterations over time to a resource or historic 

changes in its use may themselves have historical, cultural, or architectural significance. It is 

possible that historical resources may not retain sufficient integrity to meet the criteria for listing 

in the National Register, but they may still be eligible for listing in the California Register. A 

resource that has lost its historic character or appearance may still have sufficient integrity for the 

California Register if it maintains the potential to yield significant scientific or historical 

information or specific data.18 

2.3 Local Cultural Heritage Ordinance and Eligibility Criteria 

City of Los Angeles 

The City enacted a Cultural Heritage Ordinance in April 1962 that defines Historic-Cultural 

Monuments. According to the Cultural Heritage Ordinance, Historic-Cultural Monuments are sites, 

buildings, or structures of particular historic or cultural significance to the City in which the broad 

cultural, political, or social history of the nation, state, or City is reflected or exemplified, including 

sites and buildings associated with important personages or which embody certain distinguishing 

architectural characteristics and are associated with a notable architect. These Historic-Cultural 

Monuments are regulated by the City’s Cultural Heritage Commission and the City Council. 

Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Ordinance Eligibility Criteria 

The Los Angeles City Council adopted the Cultural Heritage Ordinance in 1967 and amended it 

in 2018 (Los Angeles Administrative Code, Chapter 9, Division 22, Article 1, Section 22.171.7). 

The Cultural Heritage Ordinance establishes criteria for designating a local historical resource as 

an LAHCM. An LAHCM is any site (including significant trees or other plant life located on the 

site), building, or structure of particular historic or cultural significance to the City that meets at 

least one of the following criteria: 

1. Is identified with important events of national, state, or local history, or exemplifies 

significant contributions to the broad cultural, economic, or social history of the nation, state, 

city, or community. 

2. Is associated with the lives of historic personages important to national, state, city or local 

history.  

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of construction; or 

represents a notable work of a master designer, builder, or architect whose individual genius 

influenced his or her age. 

                                                      
18  Codified in California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 11.5, Section 4852(c) which can be accessed on the 

internet at http://ohp.parks.ca.gov 
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Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone Ordinance Eligibility Criteria 

City of Los Angeles Ordinance Number 175891, found in Section 12.20.3 of the Los Angeles 

Municipal Code, describes the procedures for creation of new HPOZs, the powers and duties of 

HPOZ Boards, and the review processes for projects within HPOZs. The Ordinance was created 

in 1979 and most recently amended and re-adopted by the Los Angeles City Council in 2017.19 

An HPOZ is an area of the City which is designated as containing structures, landscaping, natural 

features or sites having historic, architectural, cultural or aesthetic significance. Before an HPOZ 

may move into the formal adoption process, an historic resources survey of the proposed district 

must be completed. The survey studies the historic and architectural significance of the 

neighborhood and identifies structures and features as either “contributing” or “non-contributing” 

to the district. A contributing structure is a building that was constructed during the predominant 

period of development in the neighborhood and that has retained most of its historic features. A 

non-contributing structure is one that was either constructed after the major period of the 

neighborhood’s development, or has been so significantly altered that it no longer conveys its 

historic character.20  

According to Section 12.20.3 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, features designated as 

contributing shall meet one or more of the following criteria: 

 Adds to the Historic architectural qualities or Historic associations for which a property is 

significant because it was present during the period of significance, and possesses Historic 

integrity reflecting its character at that time. 

 Owing to its unique location or singular physical characteristics, represents an established 

feature of the neighborhood, community or city. 

 Retaining the building, structure, Landscaping, or Natural Feature, would contribute to the 

preservation and protection of the resource and its environment.21  

 

                                                      
19  “Citywide HPOZ Ordinance,” City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources, http://www.preservation

.lacity.org/hpoz/citywide-hpoz-ordinance, accessed July 24, 2013. 
20  “How to Establish an HPOZ,” City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources, http://www.preservation

.lacity.org/hpoz/how-establish-hpoz, accessed July 24, 2013. 
21  “Citywide HPOZ Ordinance,” City of Los Angeles Historic Resources, http://www.preservation.lacity.org/hpoz/

citywide-hpoz-ordinance, accessed July 24, 2013, pgs. 11-12. 

http://www.preservation.lacity.org/hpoz/how-establish-hpoz
http://www.preservation.lacity.org/hpoz/how-establish-hpoz
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3.0 Identification of Potential Historical Resources 
within the Subject Property and Surrounding Area 

3.1 Previous Evaluations of the Subject Property 

The property is currently identified in SurveyLA’s survey of Industrial Zone Properties in South 

Los Angeles, completed in 2016. The building is identified as a Late Moderne building and as an:  

…excellent and rare example of 1920s industrial development in the area; few examples 

remain from this period. Also a rare remaining example of an industrial building 

associated with furniture manufacturing in South Los Angeles. The building was 

originally occupied by Bauman Bros., who operated from this location until 

approximately 1970.22  

It was assigned California Historical Resource Status Codes (Office of Historic Preservation, 

2003) of 3S (Appears eligible for NR as an individual property through survey evaluation); 3CS 

(Appears eligible for CR as an individual property through survey evaluation); and 5S3 (Appears 

to be individually eligible for local listing or designation through survey evaluation). 

3.2 Archival Research 

A records search for the project was conducted on June 22, 2020 at the SCCIC housed at 

California State University, Fullerton. The records search included a review of all historic 

architectural resources within and immediately adjacent to the subject property and previous 

studies within a 1-mile radius of the subject property. The SCCIC records search results indicate 

that 21 cultural resources studies have been conducted within a 1-mile radius of the subject 

property. Of the 21 previous studies identified by the SCCIC, none overlap the subject property.  

Although not yet on file at the SCCIC, ESA prepared a cultural resources assessment for the 

Manhattan Wellfield Project, located immediately north of the subject property, in 2018 (Clark et 

al., 2018). As part of the assessment three historic architectural resources identified by SurveyLA 

were formally documented including the Langendorf United Bakeries building (P-19-192511), 

the Allied Plastics building (P-19-192509) and the Bauman Bros. Furniture Manufacturing Co. 

building (P-19-192510). One additional resource, the Manhattan Pumping Plant Forebay (P-19-

192512) was newly recorded and evaluated as a result of the assessment and was recommended 

ineligible for listing in the National Register and California Register. Of these four resources, one 

(Bauman Bros. Furniture Manufacturing Co. building) comprises the subject property and is 

evaluated as part of the current report. The remaining three resources are located 114 feet (Allied 

Plastics Building), 176 feet (Langendorf United Bakeries building), and 190 feet (Manhattan 

Pumping Plant Forebay) from the subject property. The Langendorf United Bakeries building and 

Allied Plastics building are included as part of the discussion in the following section. 

                                                      
22  SurveyLA, “Industrial Zone Properties- Individual Resources,” South Los Angeles, January 2016, 8. 
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3.3 Nearby Resources  

Listed below in Table 1 are 11 historic resources found on HistoricPlacesLA—the City of Los 

Angeles’s online information and management system specifically created to inventory and map 

significant historic resources—within 0.25 miles of the subject property. Of the 11 historic 

resources within 0.25 miles, only two have direct views of the subject property, including Allied 

Plastics, east of the subject property, and Langendorf United Bakeries, north of the subject 

property.  

TABLE 1 
NEARBY HISTORIC RESOURCES 

Address/Name Date *Resource Description 
*CHR Status 

Code 

Approx. Distance 
from Subject 

Property View 

Allied Plastics 

6231 S. Manhattan Pl. 

 

1946 1940s industrial building for 
plastic manufacturing designed 
by John Rex 

3CS; 5S3; 3S 114 ft E Direct view 

Offenhouser Engineering Co 

2001 W. Gage Avenue 

1940 Industrial machine shop used for 
manufacturing automobile parts  

5S3; 3CS 627 ft W Indirect view 

2023 W. Gage Avenue 1929 1920s daylight factory 5S3; 3CS 834 ft W No view 

J&J Cash, Inc. 

6211 S. Gramercy Pl. 

1927 Rare example of early 20th 
century industrial development in 
the area 

5S3; 3CS 765 ft NW No view 

Langendorf United Bakeries, Inc. 

1870 W. 62nd St. 

1930-1972 1930s industrial development 5S3; 3CS; 3S 176 ft N Direct view 

Sampson Motors, Inc. 

1936 W. 62nd St. 

1942-1975 Industrial machine shop used for 
manufacturing automobile parts 

5S3; 3CS; 3S 429 ft NW No view 

Hostess Bakery Complex District 

6007 S. St. Andrews Place 

1924-1912 Early 20th century industrial 
complex for Hostess Bakery 

3S; 3CS; 5S3 582 ft N Indirect view 

Los Angeles Art Glass Co. 

6000 S. Gramercy Pl. 

1926-1940 Early 20th Century industrial 
development 

3CS; 5S3 874 ft NW No view 

Los Angeles Biscuit Company 

2014 W 62nd St. 

1926 Early 20th century industrial 
development 

5S3; 3CS 881 ft NW No view 

Pacific Construction Finance Co. 

6020 S. Western Ave 

1938 South LA commercial office of 
the Pacific Construction Finance 
Company designed by Laurence 
B. Clapp 

5S3; 3CS 1,086 ft NE No view 

6525 S. Western Ave 1927 Relatively intact streetcar 
commercial building 

3CS; 5S3 610 ft SE No view 
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4.0 Environmental Setting 

4.1 Neighborhood Development 

South Los Angeles 

The subject property is located within the South Los Angeles CPA. A history of the South Los 

Angeles CPA can be found in the Historic Resources Survey Report for the South Los Angeles 

Community Plan Area.23 The history of the industrially-zoned areas in the north and central 

portions of the South Los Angeles CPA is included in the supplemental historic resources survey 

report.24 Early industrial development in Los Angeles was established along rail lines or clustered 

near the port in San Pedro. In 1906, Los Angeles’s first industrial district was formed east of 

downtown, and additional districts soon followed. Creation of these industrially-zoned districts 

led to the concentration of a range of industrial property types in such areas as east of downtown 

along the railroad lines on either side of the Los Angeles river, near the port of San Pedro, and in 

South Los Angeles. Industrial development in the South Los Angeles CPA followed roughly the 

same pattern as its residential and commercial development starting in the northern portion in the 

early 20th century and extending southward over time following the establishment of 

transportation arteries. By the mid-1920s, a large and discrete industrial area had developed 

within the central portion of the South Los Angeles CPA, oriented toward the Atchison, Topeka, 

and Santa Fe Railway line. Bounded roughly by Slauson Avenue, South Western Avenue, West 

Gage Avenue, and South Wilton Place, this area contained a diverse range of manufacturing and 

warehousing operations, including bakery complexes, furniture factories, and facilities for 

producing glass and other building materials. Starting in the late 1930s through the early 1940s, 

the area came to include other industries like specialized automobile parts manufacturers and a 

plastics factory. Existing operations like the Hostess Bakery continued their original uses well 

into the post-World War II period, with Hostess completing a major 1950s upgrade to its 1924 

plant that would continue its function until the company declared bankruptcy in 2012. While few 

of the area’s properties contain their original occupants now, and many of the individual 

properties have experienced extensive alterations, its industrial character remains intact.25 

Tract History 

Tract No. 5999 and 7106 

6236 S. St. Andrews Place is on lot 44 of Tract No. 5999 and lots 8 and 9 of Tract No. 7106 

(Figures 3 and 4 and Appendix B). Tract No. 5999 was subdivided in 1923. Tract No. 7106 was 

a subdivision of the lots 28, 45, 46, 63, and 64 along 63rd Place (now known as West Gage 

Avenue) done later the same year in 1923. Both tracts were owned by Hellman Commercial Trust 

& Savings Bank which consolidated with Merchants National Bank in 1926.26 The lots in Tract 

No. 5999 are all roughly uniform in size and rectangular in shape. In Tract No. 7106, the lots 

                                                      
23  SurveyLA, “South Los Angeles Community Plan Area,” prepared for the City of Los Angeles Department of 

Planning, March 2012, 4-11. 
24  SurveyLA, Industrial Zone Properties in the South Los Angeles Community Plan Area, Supplemental Historic 

Resources Survey Report, prepared for City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, December 2015. 
25  Ibid., 3-4. 
26  “In Step with Progress,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), October 27, 1926, 13. 
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along 63rd Place are smaller and are also uniform in shape and size and are oriented toward 

63rd Place. Tracts 5999 and 7106 are bounded to the north by the rail road tracks, to the east by 

Western Avenue, to the south by Gage Avenue, and by the buildings west of Gramercy Place as 

shown in Figure 9. 

 

 
 

 6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: Los Angeles County 

department of Public 
Works  

Figure 3 
Excerpt of Tract 5999 with the northern portion of the subject 

property, Lot 44, outlined in red (Lot 45 is the southern portion 
of the subject property that was subdivided and became part of 

Tract 7106) 

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: Los Angeles County 

department of Public 
Works  

Figure 4 
Excerpt of Tract 7106 with the remaining southern portion of 
the subject property, Lots 8 and 9 (formerly part of Lot 45 of 

Tract 5999), outlined in red 

In the early 1920s, the land surrounding the subject property was undeveloped, although outlines 

of roads started to appear. (Figure 5). By 1927, the land south of the subject property was 

developed with a residential neighborhood. Tracts No. 5999 and 7106 were mostly empty 
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although to the east of the subject property was some industrial development including a plant for 

sash and doors, the Manhattan Pumping Plant of the Municipal Bureau of Water & Power, the 

Langendorf Baking Co., an auto painting building, lumber storage, and paper box manufacturing. 

There is a spur track located east of the subject property associated with the pumping plant 

(Figure 6). By 1938, more than half of the 96 industrially zoned properties in Tracts 5999 and 

7106 were developed, including the first building on the subject property that was built in 1928. 

There is also a building on the subject property facing south toward Gage Avenue that was 

constructed before 1946 (Figure 7). Tracts 5999 and 7106 were fully developed by 1950 with a 

plastics manufacturing building, Babyline Furniture Co., Langendorf United Bakeries, etc. The 

factory complex on the subject property was also fully developed by this time. The original 

building was used for upholstering and sewing, a building east of the original building (now 

demolished) was used for woodworking, a building located south of the building  was used for 

loading and spray painting, a building located on the southwest corner of the subject property was 

used as a warehouse, and a building located east of the warehouse was used for mattress 

manufacturing, and as a storefront (Figure 8). Today, out of Tracts 5999 and 7106 in the central 

portion of the South Los Angeles CPA, only 11 of the original buildings remain intact. All of the 

other properties have been heavily altered or redeveloped since 1950 (Figure 9).  

 

 
  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 

SOURCE: EDR  
Figure 5 

Excerpt of an aerial photograph from 1923, subject property 
outlined in red. Tracts No. 5999 and 7106 are located above 

Gage Avenue indicated by the blue line. 
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  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 

SOURCE: EDR  Figure 6 
Excerpt of Sanborn map from 1927, subject property outlined in 

red 
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  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: EDR  

Figure 7 
Excerpt of an aerial photograph from 1938, subject property 

outlined in red 
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  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: EDR  

Figure 8 
Excerpt of Sanborn map from 1950, subject property outlined in 

red. The lumber shed depicted with a dotted line to the north 
was also associated with the Bauman Brothers factory in 1950, 

although it has since been demolished. The adjacent building 
east of the subject property facing Gage Avenue also appears 

to have been associated with the Bauman Brothers as 
additional spray painting, warehouse, and manufacturing 

space, although it is not currently part of the subject property. 
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  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: EDR  

Figure 9 
Excerpt of an aerial photograph from 2016, subject property 

outlined in red, Tracts 5999 and 7106 outlined in blue 

 

4.2  Architectural Description 

The existing factory is presently comprised of four attached buildings A, B, C, and D shown on 

Figure 10. The original buildings (Building A and D) located at 6236 S. St. Andrews Place were 

constructed in 1928 by Bauman Brothers for use as a furniture factory. Plans were prepared by 

John M. Cooper Company, a prominent industrial and theater architect in early 20th-century Los 

Angeles and Building A was designed in the Mediterranean Revival style with Italianate 

decorative elements and Building D was designed in a vernacular industrial style. More utilitarian 

Late Moderne-style additions were constructed by 1941 (Buildings B) and 1943 (Building C). Of 

the four structures on the subject property, three buildings (Buildings A, B, and C) are oriented 

west toward S. St. Andrews Place and one building is oriented south toward West Gage Avenue 

(Building D).  



Historic Resources Assessment 

6236 S. St. Andrews Place 22 ESA 

Historic Resources Assessment June 2020 

Building A is the original 1928 Bauman Brothers factory building constructed in the 

Mediterranean Revival style with Italianate detailing. Buildings B, C, and D are constructed in a 

utilitarian late Streamline Moderne style. Buildings A, B, and C are two stories high, while 

Building D is a single story with a second story on the south (front) portion of the building. All of 

the structures have stucco exteriors, flat or arched truss roofs, and industrial metal windows. The 

interiors of all four of the buildings are mostly characterized by large open industrial spaces with 

some smaller office rooms. There is a large empty lot on the northeastern portion of the subject 

property. 

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: Google Maps, 2020 

Figure 10 
Current aerial photo depicting buildings on subject property  

 

A 

B 

C D 



Historic Resources Assessment 

6236 S. St. Andrews Place 23 ESA 

Historic Resources Assessment June 2020 

Building A 

Exterior 

Building A was constructed in 1928 in the Mediterranean Revival style with Italianate details and 

is oriented west toward S. St. Andrews Place. Originally constructed of brick, the building was 

later stuccoed when the factory was expanded and updated in the 1940s and the front entrance to 

the factory was relocated to Building C. The west (primary) façade of Building A is symmetrical 

featuring a projecting center entrance pavilion (later blocked in and a planter added in front), 

large industrial windows (intact), and original architectural detailing (existing) including a 

wainscot, molded belt course, and decorative corbeling above the windows and on the center arch 

on the second-floor level. The original design also included a hipped barrel-tile roof crowning the 

central pavilion and barrel-tile coping on the symmetrical parapets to each side (later removed). 

There is a narrow addition on the north side of the building running the length of the north (side) 

elevation that was added in 1941 (Figure 11).  

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA, 2020 

Figure 11 
Current Building A, primary façade, view to east. The yellow 

rectangle shows the addition to the north of the building, 
and the red rectangle shows where the original entrance 

was enclosed  

The north (side) elevation has a stucco exterior and consists of the long narrow addition 

mentioned above. Fenestration consists of large industrial metal windows on the second floor 

(Figure 12). None of the original north elevation of Building A is visible due to these alterations.  
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  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 12 
North (side) elevation of Building A (addition), view facing 

south 

The east (rear) elevation has a brick exterior. There is a loading dock on the ground floor near the 

center of the elevation (Figure 13). Sanborn maps and aerial photographs show that there were 

warehouses east of Building A that were later demolished. There are marks on the rear elevation 

that show where the warehouses were previously connected. The south (side) elevation of 

Building A immediately abuts Building B and is covered up by Building B and therefore is not 

visible (alteration). 
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  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 13 
East (rear) elevation of Building A (outlined in red) and 

Building B (outlined in blue), view facing southwest. The 
yellow arrow indicates where an additional warehouse was 

once connected to the rear elevation of Building A. The 
north addition to Building A is outlined in orange. There is a 

non-original ice machine addition attached to Building B, 
discussed below. 

Interior 

The ground-floor office space in the west (front) portion of the first floor of the interior of 

Building A has been entirely altered from its original appearance sometime in 2006 when it was 

renovated and updated for a new office use. It has non-original tile floors, non-original restrooms, 

non-original partitions, and a non-original desk space (alteration). The original front door has 

been enclosed (alteration) (Figure 14). To the rear (east) of the non-original entryway, there is a 

corridor (Figure 15) and to the east of that, there is large empty industrial warehouse space for 

Building A that is connected with the industrial warehouse space on the first floor of Building B 

(Figure 16) creating one large open warehouse space with a concrete slab floor, wood supporting 

posts and beams, and wood-frame exposed ceiling. The second story of Building A is also 

divided into two distinct areas including three office spaces on the west end overlooking S. St. 

Andrews Place and a large open industrial workroom encompassing the rest of Building A with a 

wood floor, exposed concrete support columns, and exposed wood frame roof (Figure 17).  

The long and narrow addition on the north side of Building A encompasses the original exterior 

brick wall of Building A which has been opened up with large rectangular openings supported by 

steel reinforcing beams. The original north elevation of Building A has been entirely altered and 

any original fenestration removed. The area is now lighted by the new windows on the north 

elevation of the addition. However, original windows on the south elevation of Building A are 
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visible at the narrow gap between Building A and Building B where they are covered up by the 

new north wall of Building B; there is an access space on the north wall of the second-floor office 

space in Building B where the original windows of Building A are still visible.  

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 14 
The interior of Building A, view facing south 
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  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 15 
North-south corridor dividing the office space (east/right) 

from the factory floor (west/left) in Building, view facing 
south looking into Building B beyond 

 

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 16 
First floor of Building A and B 
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  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 17 
Second floor of Building A 

 

Building B 

Exterior 

Building B is the Late Moderne-style building constructed directly south of Building A with a 

wood frame and stucco exterior constructed in 1941 and designed by Engineer A. Karl 

Leatherwood to be used for shipping furniture and crating on the first floor and light 

manufacturing on the second floor. The new addition was built of reinforced concrete, brick, and 

structural steel, with wood trusses, a composition roof, freight elevator, and fire sprinklers. On the 

first floor, there appears to have been three loading doors underneath an overhanging concrete 

awning. On the second story, there are three structural bays filled with large metal multi-lite 

industrial windows that are recessed in the bays (Figure 18). Streamline Moderne-style 

horizontal lines decorate the spandrels underneath the second-floor windows. The south and north 

(side) elevations directly abut Building A to the north and Buildings C and D to the south and are 

therefore not visible. The east (rear) elevation has one industrial window on the top story and an 

addition of an ice machine constructed of concrete block (Figure 19).  
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  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 18 
The west (primary) elevation of Building B, view facing east 

 

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 19 
East (rear) elevation of Buildings A and B (Building B 

outlined in red), view facing southwest 

 

  



Historic Resources Assessment 

6236 S. St. Andrews Place 30 ESA 

Historic Resources Assessment June 2020 

Interior 

On the interior, Building B shares a first story with Building A as seen in Figure 16 above and 

describe above on page 27. The second floor of Building B is also divided into two distinct areas 

by a horizontal corridor, separating the offices on the west side of the building overlooking S. St. 

Andrews Place, from the large open workroom to the east that consists of a wood floor, concrete 

walls, and an and an arched ceiling supported by an exposed wood truss roof structure (Figure 

20). On the east side of the second story, there is a north-south corridor leading to a number of 

smaller rooms (alteration) (Figure 21).  

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 20 
Workroom on second floor of Building B 
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  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 21 
Corridor on second floor of Building B that divides the office 

area from the open workroom  

Building C 

Exterior 

Building C is another Late Moderne-style building that faces S. St. Andrews Place. It was built in 

1946 in a utilitarian Late Moderne style and was designed by Engineer A. Karl Leatherwood and 

was used as a warehouse. There is a central projecting entrance pavilion with a large set of 

windows and a recessed entrance on the first floor that has been altered. The north façade has two 

rows of slightly recessed ribbon windows on the first and second stories. The ribbon windows 

consist of multiple metal industrial multi-lite windows set in the horizontal window openings 

(Figure 22). There is a high concrete wainscot below the first-floor windows. Streamline 

Moderne-style horizontal lines decorate the spandrel between the first and second floors. There is 

a simple horizontal parapet that crowns the building above. The south façade fronts West Gage 

Avenue and is similar to the west façade; however, the industrial windows at the first story have 

been covered by security bars (alteration). In between the first- and second-story windows, there 

is corrugated metal siding (alteration) (Figure 23). It appears that the wainscot under the first-

floor windows has been repaired and/or repainted recently. The north and east elevations of 

Building B are not visible because they abut other buildings (Building B to the north, and 

Building D to the east. It appears that planters were constructed along the front of Buildings A 

and C at some point and palm trees were planted, which were later cut down leaving the trunks of 

the trees behind.  
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  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 22 
The primary (west) façade of Building C, view facing 

southeast, entrance shown in red is altered 

 

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 23 
The south (side) elevation of Building C, view facing north, 

siding shown in red is an alteration 
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Interior 

Building C is accessed from the street through a recessed entrance with double doors that open 

into an entrance lobby. Stairs from the entrance lobby provide access to the second floor. The 

entrance lobby and staircase have been altered and updated with new tile floors and architectural 

detailing similar to the altered ground-floor office space in Building A which must have been 

updated around the same time. The large first-floor workroom has altered flooring, wood posts, 

concrete walls, and an exposed wood-frame ceiling. The second floor has a wood floor and an 

exposed arched truss ceiling. The south end of the second floor overlooking West Gage Avenue 

has also been altered with the construction of a warren of partition walls that form a series of 

small offices (Figures 24 and 25). 

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 24 
The first floor of Building C, view facing north 

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 25 
The second story of Building C, view facing south 
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Building D 

Exterior 

Building D is the only building that is oriented south toward West Gage Avenue. It was 

constructed in 1928 and was used as a store front and mattress manufacturing. It was designed in 

a simple brick vernacular style. The front portion of the building is two stories and has a flat roof 

and the rear portion of the building is a single story. The roof of the single-story portion has a 

sawtooth roof. The building has a painted brick façade and is constructed in a much simpler 

utilitarian industrial style than the other buildings. There is an exterior entrance door on the west 

side of the first floor flanked by small rectangular window openings with metal industrial 

windows. There are two large bays of multi-lite metal industrial windows on the first floor in the 

center and eastern bays of the façade. The second floor is also divided into three bays; the east 

and west bays are filled with similar metal industrial windows, while the center bay appears to be 

blocked(altered) and has a painted wall sign (alteration) (Figure 26). Evidence of previous 

seismic strengthening/retrofit is visible on the façade. The building has a corbeled brick cornice 

on the south elevation and a stepped brick parapet on the east end. The east end is a solid brick 

wall. None of the other facades were visible.  

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 26 
The primary (south) façade of Building D 

Interior 

The first floor is a large open workroom with a concrete slab floor, wood posts, and exposed 

wood-frame roofing system with a saw-tooth roof over the one-story portion. The brick walls 

have brick interior pilasters that support the wide wood joists. There are later steel I-beam 

moment frames added (alteration) (Figure 27). The second floor is smaller, two structural bays in 

width and runs the length of the Gage Avenue facade. It appears to have non-original flooring and 

a non-original drop-down ceiling (alteration) (Figure 28). 
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  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 27 
The first floor of Building D, view facing southeast 

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA 2020 

Figure 28 
The second floor of Building D, view facing east 
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4.3 History of the Subject Property 

Construction and Occupancy History of 6236 S. St. Andrews Place  

Construction History 

Records from the Los Angeles County Assessor and building permits on file with the Los 

Angeles Department of Building and Safety were used to create a construction history for the 

subject property (building permits are included in Appendix D) as well as Sanborn maps 

(Appendix C) and historic aerials.  

The first permit on file was issued on January 9, 1928, for the construction of a brick building 

with a concrete foundation proposed to be 60 feet by 164 feet, 6 inches in size and three stories in 

height (Building A), valued at $43,000. The material of the interior construction was wood posts, 

girders and trusses, wood and asbestos floors, and a composition on wood roof. The building was 

both designed and built by John M. Cooper Co., who is listed on the permit as both architect and 

contractor. On March 2, 1928, a permit was issued for a lumber storage shed (demolished in 2007 

as per permit 07019-10000-00116). A second permit, issued January 10, 1928, stated that the 

building was “under erection”, and that alterations to the original plans were being made, to 

“erect 1 story & part of 2nd story” of what was originally intended to be a three-story “C” brick 

building with “all walls brick except rear 2nd floor wall.” However, it does not appear that the 

third story was ever completed. On March 20, 1928, a permit was issued for a 48-foot by 113-foot 

one-story addition to the existing 60-foot by 112-foot brick building, also designed and built by 

John M. Cooper Co., Inc. The following month on June 20, another permit was issued to John M. 

Cooper Co. for construction of a shed addition valued at $75.00; the owner wished to omit a 

section of the building and use it for a garage and finishing room. According to the June 20 

permit, there were two buildings on the lot at the time, a Lumber Shed and a Furniture 

Manufacturing Plant. A permit for a concrete incinerator was issued on April 20, 1928. Two 

consecutive permits for installation of an automatic fire sprinkler system in 1929 stated that 

existing structures on the lot at the time were a one-story 47-foot 3-inch by 112-foot, 6-inch 

structure, and a one-story plus mezzanine deck furniture factory building that was 60 feet by 

123 feet, 6.75 inches.  

According to a building permit issued on October 30, 1941, there were three buildings on the lot 

at that time, all used for furniture manufacturing, including a 60-foot by 164-foot two-story brick 

building (Building A) which had been enlarged in length by 50 feet since 1929. According to the 

permit, a new 12-feet wide two-story 164-foot-long addition was proposed (to the north side of 

Building A). There was also a permit for a one-story, 75-foot-long, 12-foot-wide addition to the 

rear of Building A. Built of wood frame, the additions were proposed to be used for shipping 

furniture and crating on the first floor and for light manufacturing, such as fabrication of seats and 

cushions padding, etc., on the second floor. On April 5, 1946, a one-story wood-frame 50-foot by 

147-foot addition with a truss roof was erected on the adjacent lot (likely the lumber shed shown 

north of Building A on The 1950 Sanborn map). At that time the use of the existing buildings was 

stated as a Mill (Woodworking and Furniture Manufacturing) by Bauman Brothers. On July 30, 

1946, a permit was issued for the erection of a two-story factory addition (Buildings B and C), 

joining the existing brick buildings and 2 frame mill buildings designed by Engineer A. Karl 
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Leatherwood. The new addition was to be built of reinforced concrete, brick, and structural steel, 

with wood trusses, a composition roof, freight elevator, and fire sprinklers. A sketch map was 

attached to the permit that showed the plot plan and layout of the building on the site at the time 

and the location of the proposed construction (Figure 29). The sketch map shows that Building 

D, a brick building, was already existing at that time. Judging from the sketch map it appears that 

the one-story structure shown as existing north of Building A (no longer extant), and the one-

story warehouse structure shown existing rear (east) of Buildings A and B (no longer extant), 

have both been demolished since then. Later alterations including a 1948 addition, various tenant 

improvements over the years, demolition of a shed, removal of a 104-foot by 102-foot warehouse 

structure from the rear of Buildings A and B in 2007, earthquake repairs and seismic 

improvements in 1972, 1988 and 1989, and construction of new storage building in 2008 are 

among the many changes that have since been completed. The permit history for the building is 

summarized below in Table 2. 

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: LADBS Building Permit 25855, July 30, 1946 

Figure 29 
Sketch Map, 1946 
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TABLE 2 
6236 S. ST. ANDREWS PLACE, LOS ANGELES 

LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY BUILDING PERMITS27 

Issued 
Permit/Assessor 
Record Owner 

Contractor (C) 
or Architect (A) Valuation ($) Description 

1/9/1928 718 Bauman 
Bros. 

John M. Cooper 
Co (C and A) 

43,000 Construction of a furniture factory measuring 
60 feet by 164.5 feet with a concrete 
foundation, brick exterior wall, wood and 
asbestos flooring, and composition on wood 
roof.  

1/10/1928 805 Bauman 
Bros. 

John M. Cooper 
Co. (C and A) 

500 Erect one story and part of second story of a 
three-story “C” brick. Present construction to 
be class D. All walls brick except rear and 
second-floor wall.  

3/2/1928 6135 Bauman 
Bros.  

John M. Cooper 
Co. (C and A) 

1,000 Construction of a 24- foot by 124-foot lumber 
storage shed with corrugated iron exterior 
walls.  

4/20/1928 11532 Bauman 
Bros 
Furniture 
Co. 

Archer Blower 
Properties (C) 

500 Construction of a 7-foot-diameter incinerator.  

6/20/1928 17491 Bauman 
Bros 
Furniture 
Mfg. Co. 

John M. Cooper 
(A) Owner (C) 

75 Portion of shed permitted in permit 6135 to 
be omitted and to use building for garage 
and finishing room. 

3/20/1929 7361 Bauman 
Bros 
Furniture 
Mfg. Co. 

John M. Cooper 
Inc. Co. (C and 
A) 

4,000 Class “D” addition measuring 60 feet by 112 
feet and one story high.  

5/3/1929 12059 Bauman 
Furniture 

J.M. Cooper (A), 
Curtin Automatic 
Sprinkler Co (C) 

1,400 Installing automatic fire sprinkler system. 

6/3/1929 15078 Bauman 
Bros. 

Curtin Automatic 
Sprinkler Co. (C) 

836 Installing automatic fire sprinkler system. 

1/7/1935 333 Bauman 
Bros 
Furniture 
Co. 

- 200 Construct roof over present yard and close 
the ends.  

5/29/1939 18145 Bauman 
Bros Fur. 
Co. 

Grinhell Co. (C) 400 Instillation of an automatic fire system. 

10/30/1941 24689 Bauman 
Bros Mfg. 
Co 

H. Sage 
Webster (E), 
Paul Wagner (C) 

30,000 A new wood frame building two stories high 
and 164 feet long (addition), and a second 
building one story high, 75 feet long each 12 
feet wide (addition) to be used for shipping 
furniture and crating on first floor. Second 
floor to be used for light manufacturing such 
as fabrication of seats and cushions padding, 
etc.  

2/28/1946 22174 Bauman 
Bros 

Owner (C) 500 General construction of office factories and 
conveyor system. All interior work.  

5/8/1946 6439 Bauman 
Brothers 
Furniture 
Mfg. Co. 

A. Karl 
Leatherwood 
(E), Owner (C) 

360 Construct 8-foot by 15-foot room for paint 
storage, partially inside and partially outside 
of existing frame building 

                                                      
27 Documentation exists for all permits and certificates of occupancy listed in this table. 
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Issued 
Permit/Assessor 
Record Owner 

Contractor (C) 
or Architect (A) Valuation ($) Description 

9/12/1946 25855 Bauman 
Bros. 
Furniture 
Mfg. Co. 

A. Karl 
Leatherwood 
(E), Owner (C) 

100,000 Permit to construct a two-story addition 
joining existing brick buildings and frame 
mill-building associated with lots 44 and 9. 

5/10/1947 13833 Bauman 
bros. 
Furniture 
Mfg. Co. 

A. Karl 
Leatherwood 
(E), Owner (C) 

1,000 Addition of one story, 22 feet by 32 feet, to 
existing furniture factory.  

10/3/1947 31291 Bauman 
Bros. 

Grinnell Co. (C) 3,000 Install sprinkler equipment. 

 

1/29/1948 Certificate of 
Occupancy 

Bauman 
Bros.  

- - One-story, 50-foot by 147-foot addition to 
existing woodworking mill. 

 

10/11/1948 Certificate of 
Occupancy  

Bauman 
Bros. Furn. 
Co. 

- - Two-story addition to an existing furniture 
factory. 

6/22/1951 10525 Bauman 
Bros 
Furniture 
Mfg. Co. 

Niles Werner (E) 1,125 12-foot by 12-foot saw dust bin. 

4/15/1952 32191 Bauman 
Furniture 
Co. 

G.R. Pollack (C) 1,200 Repair fire damage, less than 1%, small roof 
damage. 

12/1/1955 30915 Bauman 
Bros. 
Furniture  

Owner (C) 1,000 Alteration to comply to requirements to m-10 
file. Install fire doors and temporary 
partitions.  

10/8/1957 84166 Bauman 
Bros. 

Sheldon Pollack 
(E) 

6,400 New 11-foot by 10-foot class I incinerator. 

6/29/1961 92000 Leo 
Bauman 

The Dennis 
Company (C) 

700 Parapet adjacent to S. St. Andrews Place. 

6/29/1961 91999 Leo 
Bauman 

The Dennis 
Company (C) 

600 Parapet correction adjacent to Gage Avenue. 

3/28/1972 17249 Nat 
Malterstien 

Philip R. Weary 
(E) 

1,000 Anchoring roof to wall and replacement of 
bricks at cracks of south wall due to 
earthquake damage.  

6/5/1972 32032 Babyline 
Company 

Miller-Slade 
Construction Co. 
(C) 

6,368 Build two walls interior-stucco plaster exterior 
and 5/8-inch drywall interior walls (new BM) 

1/13/1989 21501 

21502 

Evenflo 
Juvenile 
Furniture 
Co. 

CE Group (C) 219,000 

73,000 

Full compliance with div. #88 (I-beams 
added to lot 8 building). 

12/1/2006 06016-10000-
23822 

Hector S. 
Garcia 

Juan Sanchez 
Castillo 

50,000 Tenant improvements, including restroom 
upgrades, office upgrades. 

1/22/2007 06016-10001-
23822 

Hector S. 
Garcia 

Juan Sanchez 
Castillo (C) 

36,000 Remove rear one-story portion of existing 
two story wood warehouse (104 feet by 102 
feet) that is directly east of the existing 
structures. 

1/18/2007 07019-10000-
00116 

- Juan Sanchez 
Castillo (C) 

- Permit to demolish existing building in rear. 
Permit not issued.  

4/6/2007 06016-10000-
24327 

Rodolfo 
and Teresa 
Casasola 

Owner (C) 5,000 Change of use from furniture factory to pre-
package wholesale. No change in parking 
due to enterprise zone location. 
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Issued 
Permit/Assessor 
Record Owner 

Contractor (C) 
or Architect (A) Valuation ($) Description 

9/4/2007 07020-70000-
02927 

Casasola, 
Rodolfo 
and Teresa 
Et Al. 

Michael W. Volk 
(A), Owner (C) 

10,000 New 6-foot-high by 318-foot-long masonry 
wall fence along portion of side and rear 
property lines. 

..9/4/2007 07010-70000-
03185 

Casasola, 
Rodolfo 
and Teresa 
Et Al. 

Michael W. Volk 
(A), Richard 
Adam Plump 
(E), Owner (C) 

10,000 10-foot, 8-inch by 17-foot, 4-inch trash 
enclosure  

9/17/2007 07010-70000-
03182 

Casasola, 
Rodolfo 
and Teresa 
Et Al. 

Michael W. Volk 
(A), Richard 
Adam Plump 
(E), Owner (C) 

20,976 12-foot by 38-foot and 18-foot-tall building for 
ice machine built directly behind the original 
building  

10/2/2007 07010-70000-
03184 

Casasola, 
Rodolfo 
and Teresa 
Et Al. 

Michael W. Volk 
(A), Owner (C) 

10,000 Use of land for catering truck storage.  

3/6/2008 07010-10002-
03182 

Casasola, 
Rodolfo 
and Teresa 
Et Al. 

Museum Royal 
Ltd. (C), Ronald 
Ray Green (E) 

301 8-foot by 24-foot and 18-foot-tall building for 
ice making  

6/5/2008 08044-90000-
05665 

Casasola, 
Rodolfo 
and Teresa 
Et Al. 

Ritemp 
Refrigeration 
Inc. (C) 

- Installation of refrigeration equipment for 
walk-in cooler and freezer 

3/6/2008 07010-10002-
03185 

Casasola, 
Rodolfo 
and Teresa 
Et Al. 

Museum Royal 
Ltd. (C), Ronald 
Ray Green (E) 

- Relocate within the same site the 10-foot, 
8-inch by 17-foot, 4-inch trash enclosure 

3/6/2008 08016-10000-
02957 

Casasola, 
Rodolfo 
and Teresa 
Et Al. 

Museum Royal 
Ltd. (C), Ronald 
Ray Green (E) 

5,000 Tenant improvements to create two 
restrooms in northeast corner of the building. 

4/19/2012 12016-10000-
07017 

Casasola, 
Rodolfo 
and Teresa 
Et Al. 

Eduardo Chavez 
(E) 

10,000 Remove and reconstruct existing stair inside 
the rear portion of the two-story industrial 
building. Add 4-foot wall to close off portion 
of the stair to the first floor. U.R.M. building 
no impact tools shall be used. No cross walls 
to be removed. 

7/2/2014 14016-10000-
13026 

Casasola, 
Rodolfo 
and Teresa 
Et Al. 

- 501 Complete work done under previously 
expired permit (work is 90% complete per 
permit 06016-10000-24327). 

10/26/2015 15016-90000-
23387 

Casasola, 
Rodolfo 
and Teresa 
Et Al. 

Arana Roofing 
(C) 

16,000 Reroof with 80-square built-up roofing. 
Existing solid sheathing. Reroof with Class A 
or B weighing less than 6 pounds per square 
foot.  

11/16/2015 15016-70001-
23387 

Casasola, 
Rodolfo 
and Teresa 
Et Al. 

Arana Roofing - Supplement permit to 15016-70001-23387 
for extra trip. 

9/22/2016 06016-10001-
24327 

Casasola, 
Rodolfo 
and Teresa 
Et Al. 

Marta Perlas (A) 501 Supplemental to 05016-10000-24327 to 
replace missing plans. 
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Building A has a number of observable alterations. The two-story brick building was later 

stuccoed. The projecting center entrance pavilion was later blocked in. The original design also 

included a hipped barrel-tile roof crowning the central pavilion and barrel-tile coping on the 

symmetrical parapets to each side but was later removed (Figures 30 and 31). Most of these 

changes appear to have happened per a permit issued in 1972. 

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: Los Angeles Times, 1928 

Figure 30 
Rendering of Bauman Brothers (Building A) by John C. 

Cooper Co. as found in the Los Angeles Times from 1928 

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: ESA, 2020 

Figure 31 
Current Building A, primary façade, view to east  
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Furthermore, there are a number of additions to the structure which impact the original design 

intent of the building. Significant alterations to later buildings (Buildings B, C, and D) include 

changes to the entranceway to Building C facing toward S. St. Andrews Place. Other visible 

changes include evidence of seismic structural retrofit. Otherwise, no other major exterior 

changes to later buildings were evident on the exterior.  

Interior alterations include enclosure/blockage of several interior staircases in 1972 and 2012, 

construction of interior partitions/reconfiguration of spaces in 1972, and 2006, and construction 

of additional bathrooms in 2008. Within the west part of Building A, new tile flooring, new 

lighting, partitions, and a reception area had been added. Where additions were constructed, 

original openings and windows were enclosed. However, much of the interior materials and 

structural characteristics remain extant.  

John M. Cooper Co. 

The architect of the subject property, John Montgomery Cooper (1883- 1950) was born in 

Dayton, Ohio and graduated from Yale University. Following his studies, Cooper worked on the 

Panama Canal as an engineer prior to his arrival in Los Angeles in 1910. Cooper received his 

architectural license on July 17, 1913 and opened a practice in Long Beach, California, partnering 

with architect Frank H. Webster. In 1919, the Cooper/Webster partnership was dissolved and 

Cooper established his own practice – The John M. Cooper Company – which was a combination 

architectural firm and general contracting business. The company operated for a time out of the 

Marsh-Strong Building in Downtown Los Angeles. In the 1920s, display advertisements for 

Cooper’s firm stressed “Undivided Responsibility” as the key benefit of commissioning an 

architect/contractor. Similar to many hard-working architects of the decades between the World 

Wars, practicing in the Los Angeles region, John M. Cooper was proficient in numerous building 

types and architectural styles. During his career, Cooper designed (and often built) retail stores, 

industrial warehouses and factories, office buildings, theaters, hotels, religious buildings, civic 

buildings, educational institutions, and occasionally single-family residences. As relates to 

architectural styles, Cooper produced buildings that were reflective of the Mediterranean Revival 

(Hotel Knickerbocker addition, Bakersfield’s Padre Hotel), Art Deco (Roxie and Wilshire 

Theatres), commercial vernacular (San Diego Wholesale Terminal Market, Angelus Furniture 

Company), utilitarian (Angelus Furniture Company annex), and Moderne (Pepperdine College). 

In evaluating the significance of Cooper’s body of work it appears that the breadth and quality of 

his designs over many decades suggests that he would be considered a notable architect and 

builder. Key examples of Cooper’s designs (where he also served as contractor, in most cases) 

validating this conclusion include the Angelus Furniture Company Building (3650 E. Olympic 

Blvd. prior to its exterior alterations) for its monumentality as a large vernacular commercial 

factory building; Bakersfield’s magnificent Mediterranean Revival-style Padre Hotel with its 

elements of the Churrigueresque; the soaring 12-story Mediterranean Revival addition to 

Hollywood’s Knickerbocker Hotel; the Roxie Theatre and Wilshire Theatre, which are excellent 

examples of the Art Deco style; and the highly representative Moderne-style buildings associated 

with the original George Pepperdine College in central Los Angeles. Given these examples, 

Cooper should be recognized as a master architect and builder. John M. Cooper died in 1950 at 

the age of 66 at his 523 North Bedford Drive home in Beverly Hills. Based upon review of 
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Cooper’s body of work, it appears that the subject property has not been included among his 

significant projects and is not a distinguished example of his design. 

Occupancy and Ownership History 

Los Angeles-area directories and phone books, City of Los Angeles building permits on file with 

the City’s Building Division, as well as U. S. Census data and other records were reviewed to 

determine if the subject property has any significant associations with the productive lives of 

historic personages. Table 3 summarizes the occupancy and ownership history of 6236 S. St. 

Andrews Place.  

The building was occupied by Bauman Brothers from 1928 to 1968.28 Before occupying the 

current site, Bauman Brothers was located at 6527 McKinley Avenue. In 1927, they purchased 

the current site within the Western-Avenue Industrial Tract.29 The company was started by 

brothers Max, Harry, Stanley, Morris, and Leo Bauman. It appears that in the 1930s and 1940s, 

the company had tensions between members of the United Furniture Workers Union and the 

American Federation of Labor (AFL) Union which resulted in a case involving the Bauman 

Brothers and the United Furniture Workers of America in 1939 and physical assaults between 

members of the two unions within the company in 1949.30 The company sold its equipment and 

land in 1968 when it was dissolved.31 Based upon current research, Bauman Brothers appears to 

have been a long-lived and successful family business.  

TABLE 3 
OCCUPANCY HISTORY OF 6236 S. ST. ANDREWS PLACE 

Year Source Owner/Occupant 

1929-1968 Building Permits and Los 
Angeles Times 

Bauman Brothers 

1972 Building Permits.  Nat Malterstien 

1972 Building Permits Babyline Company 

1989 Building Permits Evenflo Juvenile Furniture Company 

2000 Haines & Company J.M.T. Trade Co. 

Juns Knitting Mills 

2006 Building Permits Hector S. Garcia 

2006 Haines & Company Wood Bedrooms & More 

2007-2016 Building Permits Casasola, Rodolfo and Teresa Et Al. 

 

                                                      
28  Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), August 25, 1965, 108. 
29  Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), November 13, 2017, 95. 
30  “Max Bauman, Harry Bauman, Stanley Bauman, Morris Bauman, And Leo Bauman, Doing Business As Bauman 

Brothers Furniture Manufacturing Company 1 And United Furniture Workers Of America, Local No. 576, C. I. 
O., 773 (1939),” Labor Relations Board, accessed March 21, 2020, https://labor-relations-
board.vlex.com/vid/bauman-39956456; “Violent Acts Bring Three Court Cases,” Los Angeles Times (Los 
Angeles, CA), October 11, 1949, 6. 

31  Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), August 25, 1968, 108. 

https://labor-relations-board.vlex.com/vid/bauman-39956456
https://labor-relations-board.vlex.com/vid/bauman-39956456
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4.4 Historic Context 

Historic context provides the background necessary to evaluate the historic and architectural 

significance of the subject property, including the history of its construction and alterations. The 

period of significance associated with the subject property is 1928-1968, the years that the 

Bauman Brothers occupied the subject property. The subject property was evaluated by 

SurveyLA the Context of Industrial Development (1850-1980), Sub-Context: Manufacturing for 

the Masses (1883-1989), Theme: Factories (1887-1980).32 ESA also evaluated the subject 

property under the historical and architectural theme that follows: Context: Architecture and 

Engineering, 1850-1980, Theme: Mediterranean & Indigenous Revival Architecture (1893-1948), 

Sub-Theme: Mediterranean Revival (1918-1942) and Sub-Context: L.A. Modernism (1919-

1980), Theme: Related Responses to Modernism (1924-1970), Sub-Theme: Late Moderne (1937-

1960).33 These contexts can be reviewed on Preservation.LACity.org. ESA also developed a Sub-

Theme under Industrial Development: Furniture Manufacturing in Los Angeles.  

Furniture Manufacturing in Los Angeles 

Furniture manufacturing plants began opening in Los Angeles as early as the 1880s including 

companies such as Dotter & Bradley, Hambrook & Ward, Barker & Allen, and Moore & Tilley. 

These earliest manufacturing plants were located in downtown Los Angeles on Main Street, by 

the Pico House, and Alameda.34 One of the more notable companies, Angelus Furniture 

Company, began business in 1902.35 The City saw a big boom of plant construction in the 1920s. 

Angelus Furniture Company built their plant at 944 E. Pico Boulevard near the garment district in 

downtown Los Angeles, and was identified as potentially significant by SurveyLA.36 Other 

companies to construct plants in the 1920s include The Right People, Incorporated (West 35th 

Street), Robinson Furniture Manufacturing Company (industrial district at Slauson Avenue and 

South Wilton Place), C. B. Smith Furniture Company (Aliso Street and Mission Road), Roberts-

Cohen Furniture Company (Alameda, Irvington, and Regent Streets) (Figure 32), Klin Company 

(West Adams and Brighton Streets), Dwain A Esper & Co., Inc. (First and Pecan Streets), etc.37 

Most of these plants were located in Downtown Los Angeles, however it does not seem that there 

was ever a furniture manufacturing district, rather they were just located wherever there were 

general industrial tracts. However, a Furniture Mart was located at East 7th Street run by the 

                                                      
32  SurveyLA, “Industrial Development, 1850-1980,” Los Angeles Citywide Historic Context Statement, prepared for 

the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, February 2019, 118-216. 
33  SurveyLA, “Mediterranean & Indigenous Revival Architecture, 1893-1948,” Los Angeles Citywide Historic 

Context Statement, prepared for the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, November 2019, 44-49; 
SurveyLA, “L.A. Modernism, 1919-1980,” Los Angeles Citywide Historic Context Statement, prepared for the 
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, November 2019, 91-101. 

34  “Toilers of the Town,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), September 16, 1883, A4. 
35  “Furniture Factory,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), February 5, 1922, V5. 
36  SurveyLA, “Industrial Development, 1850-1980,” Los Angeles Citywide Historic Context Statement, prepared for 

the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, February 2019, 205. 
37  “Furniture Factory,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), February 5, 1922, V5; “Great Furniture Plant to Cost 

Millions,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), June 12, 1921, V1; “Buys Site for Big Plant,” Los Angeles 
Times (Los Angeles, CA), February 12, 1920, II 11; “Furniture Made Here is Popular,” Los Angeles Times (Los 
Angeles, CA), June 5, 1921, V4; “Big Furniture Plant Expands,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), October 
2, 1921, V4. 
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Furniture Manufacturers Association of Los Angeles that was used to display furniture made by 

manufacturers in the Los Angeles region. It held semiannual selling exhibitions of products from 

local factories since 1934 that were very well attended by national and international buyers, 

spurring the success of the burgeoning furniture industry.38 

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: “Expand Furniture Plant,” Los Angeles, Times 

(Los Angeles, CA), July 24, 1921, V1. 
 

Figure 32 
A rendering of the Roberts-Cohen furniture manufacturing 

plant, 1921  

Furniture manufacturing plants began opening in the southern Los Angeles region in the late 

1920s as industrial development began moving south. The subject property, for example, was 

developed in Tract No. 5999 in South Los Angeles in 1929. The tract was not a furniture 

manufacturing district, however, as many of the other factories on the tract included a plastics 

tract, car part manufacturing plants, art glass plants, and large-scale bakeries.  

Along with most industries in Los Angeles, there was a lot of union activity during the 1920s 

through the 1950s, as is summarized in Table 4 below.  

TABLE 4 
UNION ACTIVITY IN THE LOS ANGELES FURNITURE INDUSTRY 

LOS ANGELES TIMES 

Title of Article  Date 
Furniture Factories 
Involved Reference Source 

“Union’s Finger in 
Business Pie” 

9/21/1929 Robert Brothers 
Manufacturers 

“Union’s Finger in Business Pie,” Los Angeles 
Times (Los Angeles, CA), September 21, 1929, 
A3. 

“Furniture Men Fight 
Union” 

10/4/1929 Brown and Saltzman and 
United States Distributors’ 
Corporation agreed to union 
terms 

“Furniture Men Fight Union,” Los Angeles 
Times (Los Angeles, CA), October 2, 1929, A1. 

“Strike Gain 
Predicted” 

5/2/1935 Morris Furniture Company “Strike Gain Predicted,” Los Angeles Times 
(Los Angeles, CA), May 2, 1935, A10. 

“Five Hurt in Strike 
Riot” 

9/20/1935 Morris Furniture Company, 
4433 South Alameda St. 

“Five Hurt in Strike Riot,” Los Angeles Times 
(Los Angeles, CA), September 20, 1935, A1. 

“Strike Costs Heavy” 7/22/1936 - “Strike Costs Heavy,” Los Angeles Times (Los 
Angeles, CA), July 22, 1936, A4. 

“Inglewood Plant 
Faces Closing: 
Unions Picket 

9/22/1936 Kroehler Manufacturing 
Company 

“Inglewood Plant Faces Closing,” Los Angeles 
Times (Los Angeles, CA), September 22, 1936, 
A2. 

                                                      
38  “Furniture Mart Ends Successful Week,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), August 1, 1937, 67. 
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Title of Article  Date 
Furniture Factories 
Involved Reference Source 

Furniture Factory 
After Making 
Threats to Workers” 

“Two Beaten and 
Tires Pierced in 
Furniture Strike 
Violence” 

11/13/1936 Kroehler Manufacturing, 
William J. Jaeger Furniture 
Company 

Two Beaten and Tires Pierced in Furniture 
Strike Violence,” Los Angeles Times (Los 
Angeles, CA), November 13, 1936, 9. 

“Acid Hurled by 
Terror Band” 

8/11/1937 Universal Furniture 
Manufacturing Company at 
1617 McGarry St. 

“Acid Hurled by Terror Band,” Los Angeles 
Times (Los Angeles, CA), August 11, 1937, 7. 

“Strike Ballot Set for 
Today” 

8/18/1937 -. “Strike Ballot Set for Today,” Los Angeles 
Times (Los Angeles, CA), August 18, 1938, 7. 

“Furniture Case 
Ruling Deals Blow to 
C.I.O.” 

8/19/1938 United Furniture Union 
(Union) 

“Furniture Case Ruling Deals Blow to C.I.O.,” 
Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), August 
19, 1938, 5. 

“Fists fly as rival 
unions seek control 
over plant” 

9/5/1941 Los Angeles Period Furniture 
Co. 

“Fist Fly as Rival Unions Seek Control Over 
Plant,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), 
September 5, 1941, 2. 

“Food, Furniture 
Trade Losses Laid 
to Strikes” 

12/20/1950 - “Food, Furniture Trade Losses Laid to Strikes,” 
Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), 
December 20, 1950, B18. 

“Teamsters Push 
Drive on Furniture 
Factories” 

9/4/1958 California Wood 
Manufacturing Co. Inc. 

“Teamsters Push Drive on Furniture Factories,” 
Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), 
September 4, 1958, 20. 

 

Along with many other industries in Los Angeles, the furniture industry grew rapidly. In 1923, 

Los Angeles was already the leading furniture manufacturing city west of Chicago.39 By 1923, 

the output of furniture goods was $25, 000,000.40 In 1939, it was $30,000,000; in 1948, it was 

$167,000,000; $300,000,000 by 1956, and $500,000,000 in 1961.41 The reason for this large 

growth in the furniture industry was the rapid population growth of Los Angeles that spurred 

residential development and a growing number of homes that needed to be furnished, first in the 

1920s, and again during the population boom of industrial workers during World War II.42 In 

1939, retail store buyers purchased furniture from Los Angeles furniture factories from nearly 

every state, and most of the furniture produced in Los Angeles was shipped throughout the 

nation. A.V. McDonald, the managing director of the Los Angeles Furniture Mart at that time, 

said “Just as CA clothing fashions first rose to fame through our informal sport models, so 

California-made furniture first became famous for its informal and outdoor furniture designs.”43 

                                                      
39  “Exhibit of Furniture Made Here,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), June 20, 1923, 118. 
40  Ibid. 
41  “Furniture Makes Los Angeles Important,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), June 4, 1939; “Furniture Men 

Honor Pioneer,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), June 4, 1948, 17; “2,000 Retailers Attend L.A. Furniture 
Market,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), July 10, 1956, B28; “Southland Furniture Industry Growth 
Cited,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), January 19, 1961, B28. 

42  “Furniture Now Making Gaines,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), June 25, 1922, V4; “Workers May Get 
Furniture,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), January 30, 1943, A10. 

43  “City Leads in Making Furniture,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), April 3, 1940, B11. 
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Furthermore, furniture manufacturing wages in Los Angeles were the highest in the nation in the 

late 1930s due to the easy access to materials and energy, the erection of thousands of homes, and 

the fact that furniture shops in the city were all open shops.44 Open shop means that the 

manufacturers did not require its employees to join or financially support a union.  

Due to rapid expansion, a second, larger furniture mart, to be the largest building west of 

Chicago, was built on Washington Boulevard to serve all of the furniture plants was planned as 

early as 1941 (Figure 33).45 The mart was constructed in 1949 to strengthen Los Angeles’s lead 

as a world capital for furnishings. Los Angeles was envisioned as an international furniture style 

leader. Furniture was influenced by the new architecture that sprung up in Los Angeles during 

this time period.46 In 1948, Los Angeles became the Nation’s third-ranking furniture center 

behind New York City, and Chicago. 47 In 1956, there were 500 furniture factories in Los 

Angeles, with 18,000 workers employed.48 An example of a modern-style plant was the factory 

built by Sierra Furniture at 300 west Avenue 26 (Figure 34).49 Los Angeles maintained its third 

ranking in the nation until 1962, when the volume of furniture manufacturing in Los Angeles was 

only topped by furniture manufacturing in North Carolina.50 

 
 

  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: “COFC Hears Plans of Furniture Mart,” Los 

Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), January 
28, 1941, 4. 

 

Figure 33 
Renderings of the planned Furniture Mart Building, 1941.  

 

                                                      
44  “Survey Tells of Wage Lead: California Furniture Industry’s Hourly Pay Rate Compared,” Los Angeles Times 

(Los Angeles, CA), November 20, 1938, E2; “Furniture Now Making Gaines,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, 
CA), June 25, 1922, V4. 

45  “COFC Hears Plans of Furniture Mart,” The Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), January 28, 1941, 4.  
46  “Furniture Men Honor Pioneer,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA),” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), 

June 4, 1948, 17. 
47  Mary Ann Callan, “City Becomes Nation’s Third Furniture Center,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), 

December 4, 1949, F1. 
48  “2,000 Retailers Attend L.A. Furniture Market,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), July 10, 1956, B28. 
49  “New $600,000 Furniture Plant is Being Readied,” The Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), July 10, 1955, E24. 
50  “Southland Furniture Industry Growth Cited,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), January 19, 1961, B28. 
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  6236 S. St. Andrews Place / D20160626.40 
SOURCE: “New $600,000 Furniture Plant is Being 

Readied,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, 
CA), July 10, 1955, E24. 

Figure 34 
Rendering of the Sierra Furniture plant in 1955.  

However, by 1954, furniture manufacturing was beginning to be outsourced to Japan, the 

Philippines, and the U.S.-Mexico border, and even in prisons, which took some manufacturing 

jobs away from Angelinos.51 More competition also began coming to the United States from 

European companies.52 In the 1970s, the Los Angeles furniture industry began to see a downturn 

due to a series of unfortunate events. A deadly fire in a Glendale manufacturing plant led to new 

government safety regulations which raised the prices of furniture. Furthermore, there was a 

shortage of lumber, plastic, and fabrics. Import restrictions and general inflation also effected 

production. Due to the economic depression, most families also stopped buying furniture in favor 

of buying items that were more immediately needed.53 As a result, the furniture industry in Los 

Angeles was no longer as strong as it once was.  

 

                                                      
51  “Furniture: We Discover the Orient,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), July 18, 1954, K16; “Mexican 

Furniture,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), January 24, 1954, J8; Work Stoppages Cut Prison Goods 
Flow,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), February 9, 1974, 22; “Dollars Flow to Mexico’s Border Plants,” 
Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), September 19, 1979, B1. 

52  “Home: Danish Furniture and Accessories Danish Design,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), May 6, 1956, 
N1; “Dutch Enter Furniture Mart in U.S.,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), October 11, 1960, A2. 

53  Margaret A. Kilgore, “Furniture Firm Knock on Wood,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), November 24, 
1974, H1. 
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5.0 Evaluation 

5.1 SurveyLA Registration Requirements and Eligibility 
Standards 

Based upon the historical and architectural themes developed in the Environmental Setting 

section and in the Los Angeles Historic Context Statement, there is one significant SurveyLA 

theme associated with the subject property: Context: Industrial Development (1850-1980), Sub-

Context: Manufacturing for the Masses (1883-1989), Theme: Factories (1887-1980); Context: 

Architecture and Engineering, 1850-1980, Theme: Mediterranean & Indigenous Revival 

Architecture (1893-1948), Sub-Theme: Mediterranean Revival (1918-1942) and Sub-Context: 

L.A. Modernism (1919-1980), Theme: Related Responses to Modernism (1924-1970), Sub-

Theme: Late Moderne (1937-1960). The following are Context Summary Tables (Table 5, 6 and 

Table 7), as developed by the OHR, that defines the eligibility standards, character-defining 

features, and integrity aspects a historical resource needs to have in order to be considered 

eligible in association with these themes. These standards were used in the evaluation of the 

subject property that follows below.  

TABLE 5 
CONTEXT SUMMARY TABLE FOR INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT, 1850-1980 

Context Industrial Development, 1850-1980 

Sub Context Manufacturing for the Masses, 1887-1965 

Theme Factories, 1887-1980 

Sub Theme No sub—theme 

Property Type No property type 

Property Sub Type No property sub type 

Geographic Location  Citywide, with concentrations in Downtown, Southeast Los Angeles, Boyle Heights, Lincoln 
Heights, Atwater Village, Venice, Westchester, North Hollywood, Van Nuys, Canoga Park, 
Sun Valley, Pacoima, and Sylmar. Generally have industrial zoning and located along 
historic rail alignments. 

Area of Significance  Industry; Architecture 

Criteria A/1/1; C/3/3 

Period of Significance  1887-1980 

Eligibility Standards  Constructed between 1887 and 1980 as a manufacturing plant 

 May be a representative example of industrial design as defined in the Industrial Design 
and Engineering Theme 

 Was a key factory for a company whose branding and/or products had a significant 
impact on 20th century social history (e.g., new technology, household name) 

 Was closely associated with the early manufacture of new technologies in the late 19th 
and early 20th centuries (e.g., neon signs, plastic) 

 May be significant for ethnic/cultural associations 

 Is not a factory associated with the other themes relating to this sub-context 

Character Defining/
Associative Features 

 Retains most of the essential physical features from the period of significance • One or 
more related utilitarian buildings 

 May possess branding or company logos on the building exterior 

 May retain distinctive equipment or building elements that reflect a particular kind of 
manufacturing process 
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TABLE 5 
CONTEXT SUMMARY TABLE FOR INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT, 1850-1980 

 May have programmatic elements on the façade that denote what was manufactured at 
the plant 

 Often designed in prevalent architectural styles of the period 

o May also be a significant example of an architectural style from the 
period of significance and/or the work of noted architects 

 For the National Register, a property must possess exceptional importance if less than 
50 years of age 

Integrity Considerations  Should retain integrity of Location, Design, Materials, Feeling, and Association 

 Setting may have changed 

 Original use may have changed 

 

TABLE 6 
CONTEXT SUMMARY TABLE FOR ARCHITECTURE AND ENGINEERING, 1850-1980; MEDITERRANEAN & 

INDIGENOUS REVIVAL ARCHITECTURE, 1893-1948 

Context Architecture and Engineering 

Sub Context No sub-context 

Theme Mediterranean & Indigenous Revival Architecture, 1893-1948 

Sub Theme Mediterranean Revival, 1918-1943 

Property Type No property type 

Property Sub Type No property sub type 

Geographic Location  Citywide, in areas developed during the 1920s and 1930s 

Area of Significance  Architecture 

Criteria C/3/3 

Period of Significance  1918-1943 

Eligibility Standards  Was constructed during the period of significance 

 Exemplifies the character-defining features of the Mediterranean Revival style 

 Is an excellent example of its style, and/or the work of a significant architect and/or 
builder 

Character Defining/
Associative Features 

 Retains most of the essential character-defining features of the style 

 Stucco exterior walls (rarely, brick or cast stone) 

 Low-pitched clay tile roof typically hipped 

 Relatively simple massing, with stress on the horizontal 

 Relatively formal composition, approaching symmetry in parts or in whole 

 Arched openings, including arched focal windows 

 Clay tile roof or roof trim 

 Limited use of applied decoration 

 Landscaping of formal gardens extending away from building 
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TABLE 6 
CONTEXT SUMMARY TABLE FOR ARCHITECTURE AND ENGINEERING, 1850-1980; MEDITERRANEAN & 

INDIGENOUS REVIVAL ARCHITECTURE, 1893-1948 

Integrity Considerations  Should retain integrity of Design, Materials, Workmanship, and Feeling 

 Stucco repair or replacement must duplicate the original in texture and appearance 

 Roof replacement should duplicate original in materials, color, texture, dimension, 
and installation pattern 

 New additions should be appropriately scaled and located so as to not overwhelm 
the original design and massing 

 Limited window replacement may be acceptable 

 Security bars may have been added 

 Evolution of plant materials is expected, but significant designed landscapes should 
be retained 

 Setting may have changed (surrounding buildings and land uses) 

 Original use may have changed 

 

TABLE 7 
CONTEXT SUMMARY TABLE FOR ARCHITECTURE AND ENGINEERING, 1850-1980; LATE MODERNE, 1937-

1960 

Context Architecture and Engineering, 1850-1980 

Sub Context L.A. Modernism, 1919-1980 

Theme Related Responses to Modernism, 1924-1970 

Sub Theme Late Moderne, 1937-1960 

Property Type Industrial (rare) 

Property Sub Type No property sub type 

Geographic Location  Sparsely citywide, with most examples in Downtown, the Wilshire Boulevard corridor, the 
San Fernando Valley, Westchester, the Baldwin Hills and Crenshaw districts, and other 
areas that witnessed development in the years immediately before and after World War II. 

Area of Significance  Architecture 

Criteria C/3/3 

Period of Significance  1937-1960 

Eligibility Standards  Was constructed during the period of significance 

 Exhibits quality of design through distinctive features 

 Is an excellent example of the style 

Character Defining/
Associative Features 

 Retains most of the essential character-defining features from the period of 
significance 

 Horizontal orientation 

 Concrete construction 

 Flat or nearly flat roof 

 Smooth stucco cladding 

 Horizontal bands of bezeled windows with projecting frames 

 Metal, often steel-sash, windows 

 Unadorned wall surfaces, with minimal ornament 
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TABLE 7 
CONTEXT SUMMARY TABLE FOR ARCHITECTURE AND ENGINEERING, 1850-1980; LATE MODERNE, 1937-

1960 

Integrity Considerations  Should retain integrity of Location, Design, Materials, Workmanship, and Feeling from 
the period of significance 

 Retains sufficient integrity to convey significance 

 Setting may have changed (surrounding buildings and land uses) 

 Original use may have changed 

 Replacement of some windows and doors may be acceptable if the openings have not 
been resized and original fenestration patterns have not been disrupted 

 

5.2 Significance Evaluation  

6236 S. St. Andrews Place was evaluated under the historical and architectural themes as 

described above in accordance with SurveyLA evaluation methods.  ESA conducted research and 

developed a Sub-Theme on Furniture Manufacturing in Los Angeles. ESA also conducted 

research on the subject property’s construction and occupancy history. ESA evaluated the subject 

property under the criteria for listing in the National Register, California Register, and as a Los 

Angeles Historic Cultural Monument (LAHCM).  

Broad Patterns of History 

With regard to broad patterns of history, the following are the relevant criteria: 

 National Register Criterion A: Is associated with events that have made a significant 

contribution to the broad patterns of our history. 

 California Register Criterion 1: Is associated with events that have made a significant 

contribution to the broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage. 

 Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Criterion 1: Is identified with important events 

of national, state, or local history, or exemplifies significant contributions to the broad 

cultural, economic, or social history of the nation, state, city, or community. 

While SurveyLA found the subject property eligible under A/1/1 as an excellent and rare example 

of a 1920s industrial development as well as for being associated with the Bauman Brothers, ESA 

does not concur with this finding for a variety of reasons. 

The furniture industry was an important industry in Los Angeles. The industry began in 1880s, 

and expanded dramatically in the 1920s with the construction of numerous manufacturing plants 

in Downtown Los Angeles. By 1923, annual furniture output was $25,000,000,000, and Los 

Angeles was the leading furniture manufacturing city west of Chicago. By 1956, there were 500 

furniture manufacturing companies located in Los Angeles.54 Research shows that the Bauman 

Brothers was not a particularly important furniture company in Los Angeles; it was a relatively 

small enterprise and was not mentioned in any of the published economic or industrial reviews of 

                                                      
54  “2,000 Retailers Attend L.A. Furniture Market,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), July 10, 1956, B28. 
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the furniture manufacturing industry. In fact, it is scarcely mentioned in the local newspapers of 

the time, only in 1928 when the original factory was constructed at the subject property, once in 

1949 due to union activity, and in 1968 when the factory was closed and sold.55 Furthermore, it 

was not among the earliest furniture factories in Los Angeles having opened the plant at the 

subject property in 1929, at the end of the 1920s industrial boom.  

There were no significant events associated with the subject property. The furniture industry as a 

whole was strongly associated with the 1920s and 1930s unionism and thousands of employees at 

the far larger more important furniture factories participated in these activities. Although there 

was one minor incident associated with the Bauman Brothers factory, it was not a significant 

incident and did not contribute to any change in labor practices or rises in wages. 

Although the subject property’s original building is an example of an industrial building from the 

1920s, it is substantially altered and none of the elevations of the building remain intact. The 

primary façade of Building A is substantially changed from its original appearance; the original 

entrance has been blocked, the original brick façade has been stuccoed, and the barrel tile roof 

detailing has been removed. There are multiple large additions, including a long and narrow two-

story addition to the north side of the building that entirely altered encompasses the original north 

elevation that was entirely obscured and is no longer visible. Likewise, the construction of 

Building B entirely obscures the south elevation of Building A. During the historic period there 

were also rear additions to Building A that have since been removed. All of these changes 

severely detract from the integrity of Building A and substantially change the integrity of the 

1920s industrial building, thereby diminishing its ability to convey its association with 1920s 

industrial development in the area such that it does not meet the threshold of eligibility under 

Criterion A/1/1 at either the national, state, or local levels.  

The subject property is not a rare example of a 1920s industrial building in the area as there are 

other examples of industrial buildings in the vicinity that were also constructed in the 1920s, 

including 2023 West Gage Avenue, J&J Cash, Inc., Hostess Bakery, Los Angeles Biscuit 

Company, 6525 S. Western Avenue, and Los Angeles Art Glass Company, all identified by 

SurveyLA in Tract 5999 as shown in Table 1, Nearby Historic Resources on page 14.  

Bauman Brothers Manufacturing Company was not an important furniture manufacturing 

company in the history of the Furniture industry of Los Angeles, nor is it a rare example in 

the area. Furthermore, 6326 S. St. Andrews Place does not retain integrity from its original 

construction to convey its association with the 1920s industrial development of Los Angeles. 

Therefore, 6326 S. St. Andrews Place does not meet the eligibility requirements under 

National Register Criterion A, California Register Criterion 1 or the LAHCM Criterion 1. 

                                                      
55  “New Buildings Help Industry,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), April 1, 1928, 91; “Violent Acts Bring 

Three Court Cases,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), October 11, 1949, 6; Los Angeles Times (Los 
Angeles, CA), September 22, 1968, 321. 
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Significant Persons 

With regard to associations with important persons, the following are the relevant criteria: 

 National Register Criterion B: Is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

 California Register Criterion 2: Is associated with the lives of persons important in our 

past. 

 Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Criterion 2: Is associated with the lives of 

historic personages important to national, state, city or local history. 

The occupancy and ownership history for the subject property was researched by reviewing City 

directories, building permits, and the U.S. Census. This research effort revealed no persons 

important to local, state, or national history were associated with the subject property. 

Therefore, 6326 S. St. Andrews Place does not meet the eligibility requirements under 

National Register Criterion B, California Register Criterion 2 or the LAHCM Criterion 2.  

Architecture 

With regard to architecture, design, or construction, the following are the relevant criteria: 

 National Register Criterion C: Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or 

method of construction or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic 

values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 

individual distinction. 

 California Register Criterion 3: Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, 

region, or method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, 

or possesses high artistic values. 

 Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Criterion 3: Embodies the distinctive 

characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of construction; or represents a notable work 

of a master designer, builder, or architect whose individual genius influenced his or her age 

The subject property was originally designed by notable architect, John M. Cooper in the 

Mediterranean Revival style with Italianate decorative features. However, due to the integrity 

issues discovered during the survey, it is clear that the original design by Cooper has been 

substantially altered and no longer conveys its original appearance as Cooper designed it. The 

primary façade of Building A is substantially changed from its original appearance; the original 

entrance has been blocked, the original brick façade has been stuccoed, and the barrel tile roof 

detailing has been removed. There are multiple large additions including a long and narrow two-

story addition to the north side of the building that entirely altered encompasses the original north 

elevation that was entirely obscured and is no longer visible. Likewise, the construction of 

Building B entirely obscures the south elevation of Building A. During the historic period there 

were also rear additions to Building A that have since been removed. All of these changes 

severely detract from the integrity of Building A. Furthermore, Cooper has many other better 

architectural examples, including the Roxie Theatre, an LAHCM. 819 S. Santee Street (Maxfield 

Building) was also nominated as an HCM, but it does not appear that it was registered. Therefore, 
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because of the lack of integrity and the fact that better examples by Cooper exist, this building is 

not eligible under C/3/3.  

Additionally, the subject property is not a significant example of a Late Moderne-style factory. 

Buildings B and C are the only buildings in the complex that are designed in the Late Moderne 

style, but they are not distinctive examples as they were 1940s additions to an earlier 1920s 

furniture factory. Furthermore, there were numerous much more important and much larger 

furniture factories built in Los Angeles during the 1940s, many of which are depicted in the Los 

Angeles Times in articles announcing their construction.  

Therefore, 6236 S. St. Andrews Place does not meet the integrity or eligibility requirements 

for significance under National Register Criterion C, California Register Criterion 3 or 

LAHCM Criterion 3. 

Data 

 National Register Criterion D: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in 

prehistory or history. 

 California Register Criterion 4: Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information 

important in prehistory or history. 

While most often applied to archaeological districts and sites, Criterion D/4 can also apply to 

buildings, structures, and objects that contain important information. For these types of properties 

to be eligible under Criterion D/4, they themselves must be, or must have been, the principal 

source of the important information. None of the buildings on the subject property appear to yield 

significant information that would expand our current knowledge or theories of design, methods 

of construction, operation, or other information that is not already known about the period in 

which they were constructed, their method of construction, or their design. The building reflects 

common building practices and materials of the early twentieth century, which have already been 

well documented. Therefore, 6236 S. St. Andrews Place does not meet the eligibility 

requirements under National Register Criterion D and California Register Criterion 4. 

5.3 Conclusion 

ESA did not find the subject property eligible under any of the applicable criteria at either the 

national, state, or local levels. Under Criterion A/1/1, ESA found that although the subject 

property was originally associated with 1920s industrial development patterns in South Los 

Angeles, it has undergone many modifications and large additions that detract from its integrity 

and association with 1920s industrial development. While the economic importance of the 

furniture industry in Los Angeles during the 1920s appears to be historically significant in the 

context of industrial development as a whole, the original occupants of the subject property, the 

Bauman Brothers, was a small unimportant furniture manufacturing enterprise that is not 

mentioned in any published reviews of the furniture industry from this period and does not appear 

to have made any significant contribution to the development of the industry during the 1920s or 

1930s. With regard to the later additions during the 1940s, there is no evidence at all that Bauman 

Brothers held any significance in the furniture industry during the 1940s-1970s either. In 
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addition, based upon ESA’s examination of the surrounding built environment, it does not appear 

that the subject property is a rare example of early twentieth century industrial development in the 

area. The surrounding setting is strongly characterized by early 20th Century industrial 

development, much of which is still extant. There are 13 examples of other potentially eligible 

1920s industrial improvements extant in South Los Angeles that have been identified by 

SurveyLA; the survey area included approximately 1,152 industrially-zoned parcels of which 

approximately 994 were surveyed by SurveyLA ranging in age from the 1920s through the 

1940s.56 Furthermore, there were no significant events associated with the subject property. The 

furniture industry as a whole was strongly associated with the 1920s and 1930s unionism and 

thousands of employees at numerous larger more influential furniture factories participated in 

these activities. Although there was one minor incident associated with the Bauman Brothers 

factory, it was not a significant incident and did not contribute to any change in labor practices or 

rises in wages.  

Under Criterion B/2/2, there are no important persons associated with the subject property.  

Under Criterion C/3/3, the subject property does not appear to be architecturally significant. The 

later additions to the subject property during the 1940s substantially changed the appearance of 

the subject property from its original 1920s construction in the Mediterranean Revival style to a 

utilitarian Late Moderne-style factory, altering John M. Cooper’s original design intent. At this 

time the primary entrance of the original factory building was closed (blocked) and a new 

primary entrance was constructed that reconfigured the design and layout of the factory complex 

and the appearance of the factory along its street-facing elevations. These changes substantially 

detract from the eligibility of the subject property under Criterion C/3/3. With regard to the Late 

Moderne style, the subject property was not originally constructed in the Late Moderne style and 

there are many better and more significant examples of Late Moderne-style furniture factories 

and other factory buildings from the 1940s.  

Under Criterion D/4, the subject property is unlikely to reveal important information about 

prehistory or history.  

As a result of this finding, ESA recommends that the subject property should be assigned the 

California Historical Resource Status Codes of “6Z” meaning that it appears to be ineligible as an 

individual resource or as a contributor to the potential locally eligible district through a survey 

evaluation. 

                                                      
56  SurveyLA, Industrial Zone Properties in the South Los Angeles Community Plan Area – Supplemental Historic 

Resources Survey Report, December 2015, Page 1. 
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Margarita Jerabek, PhD 
Historic Resources Director 

 
Margarita Jerabek has 30 years of professional practice in the United States with an 
extensive background in historic preservation, architectural history, art history and 
decorative arts, and historical archaeology.  She specializes in Visual Art and 
Culture, 19th‐20th Century American Architecture, Modern and Contemporary 
Architecture, Architectural Theory and Criticism, Urbanism, and Cultural 
Landscape, and is a regional expert on Southern California architecture.  Her 
qualifications and experience meet and exceed the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards in History, Archaeology, and Architectural 
History. Margarita has managed and conducted a wide range of technical studies in 
support of environmental compliance projects, developed preservation and 
conservation plans, and implemented preservation treatment projects for public 
and private clients in California and throughout the United States.  

Relevant Experience 
Margarita has prepared a broad range of environmental documentation and conducted 
preservation projects throughout the Los Angeles metropolitan area and Southern 
California.  She provides expert assistance to public agencies and private clients in 
environmental review, from due diligence through planning/design review and 
permitting and when necessary, implements mitigation and preservation treatment 
measures on behalf of her clients. As primary investigator and author of hundreds of 
technical reports, plan review documents, preservation and conservation plans, 
HABS/HAER/HALS reports, construction monitoring reports, salvage reports and 
relocation plans, she is a highly experienced practitioner and expert in addressing 
historical resources issues while supporting and balancing project goals. 

She is an expert in the evaluation, management and treatment of historic 
properties for compliance with Sections 106 and 110 of the NHPA, NEPA, Section 
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, CEQA, and local ordinances and 
planning requirements.  Margarita regularly performs assessments to ensure 
conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties, and assists clients with adaptive reuse/rehabilitation projects 
by providing preservation design and treatment consultation, agency coordination, 
legally defensible documentation, construction monitoring and conservation 
treatment. 

Margarita is a regional expert on Southern California architecture.  She has 
prepared a broad range of environmental documentation and conducted 
preservation projects throughout the Los Angeles metropolitan area as well as in 
Ventura, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and San Diego counties.  Beyond her 
technical skill, she is a highly experienced project manager with broad national 
experience throughout the United States.  She currently manages ESA’s on‐call 
historic preservation services with the City of Santa Monica, and Los Angeles 
Unified School District. 

EDUCATION 

Ph.D., Art History, 
University of California, 
Los Angeles 
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History, School of 
Architecture, University 
of Virginia 

Certificate of Historic 
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of Virginia 

B.A., Art History, 
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2014 Westside Prize, 
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2014Design Award: 
Tongva Park & Ken 
Genser Square, 
Westside Urban Forum 

Preservation Design 
Awards, RMS Queen 
Mary Conservation Plan 
2012; and Restoration 
and Exhibit Design for 
Home Savings, 
Montebello,2016, 
California Preservation 
Foundation 

PROFESSIONAL 
AFFILIATIONS 

California Preservation 
Foundation 

Santa Monica 
Conservancy 

Society of Architectural 
Historians, Life Member 

American Institute of 
Architects (AIA), 
National Allied Member 
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Appendix E 
DPR Forms 





 

DPR 523A (9/2013) *Required information 

Page  1    of   13    *Resource Name or #: (Assigned by recorder)   6236 S. St. Andrews Place                  
P1. Other Identifier:                                                                        ____ 
*P2. Location:  ☐  Not for Publication     ☒  Unrestricted   

 *a.  County   Los Angeles                      and (P2c, P2e, and P2b or P2d.  Attach a Location Map as necessary.) 
 *b. USGS 7.5' Quad  Date  T   ; R    ;  W  ☐ of    ☐ of Sec   ;   B.M. 

c.  Address   6236 S. St. Andrews Place            City   Los Angeles       Zip    90062          
d.  UTM:  (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources)  Zone   ,        mE/           mN 

 e. Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, decimal degrees, etc., as appropriate)   
  APN: 6001-016-901 
*P3a. Description: (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries) 
The existing factory is presently comprised of four attached buildings A, B, C, and D. The original buildings (Building A and D) located at 
6236 S. St. Andrews Place were constructed in 1928 by Bauman Brothers for use as a furniture factory. Plans were prepared by John M. 
Cooper Company, a prominent industrial and theater architect in early 20th-century Los Angeles and Building A was designed in the 
Mediterranean Revival style with Italianate decorative elements and Building D was designed in a vernacular industrial style. More 
utilitarian Late Moderne-style additions were constructed by 1941 (Buildings B) and 1943 (Building C). Of the four structures on the 
subject property, three buildings (Buildings A, B, and C) are oriented west toward S. St. Andrews Place and one building is oriented 
south toward West Gage Avenue (Building D).  
Building A is the original 1928 Bauman Brothers factory building constructed in the Mediterranean Revival style with Italianate detailing. 
Buildings B, C, and D are constructed in a utilitarian late Streamline Moderne style. Buildings A, B, and C are two stories high, while 
Building D is a single story with a second story on the south (front) portion of the building. All of the structures have stucco exteriors, flat 
or arched truss roofs, and industrial metal windows. The interiors of all four of the buildings are mostly characterized by large open 
industrial spaces with some smaller office rooms. There is a large empty lot on the northeastern portion of the subject property. [See 
Continuation Sheets] 

*P3b. Resource Attributes:  (List 
attributes and codes) HP8 (Industrial 
Building)                                  
*P4. Resources Present: 
 ☒ Building ☐ Structure ☐ Object 
☐ Site ☐ District ☐ Element of District 
☐ Other (Isolates, etc.)  
P5b. Description of Photo: (view, date, 
accession #) View of the primary (west) 
façade (view facing southeast) 
*P6. Date Constructed/Age and 
Source: ☒ Historic  ☐ Prehistoric   
  ☐ Both 
1928/Los Angeles County Assessor 
*P7. Owner and Address: 
Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power 
*P8. Recorded by: (Name, affiliation, and 
address) Hanna Winzenried            
ESA                                     
626 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1100 
Los Angeles, CA 90017         
*P9. Date Recorded: June 2020 
*P10. Survey Type: (Describe)  
 Intensive Pedestrian            
*P11.  Report Citation: (Cite survey 
report and other sources, or enter "none.")  
ESA, 6236 S. St. Andrews Place, 

Los Angeles, California Historic Resources Assessment, June, 2020. 
*Attachments: ☐NONE  ☐Location Map ☒Continuation Sheet  ☒Building, Structure, and Object Record 
☐Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record   
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record   ☐Other (List):                                                   

State of California  The Resources Agency   Primary #      
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #     
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial         
       NRHP Status Code 6Z  
    Other 
     Listings                                                       
    Review Code           Reviewer                  Date                  

P5a.  Photograph or Drawing  (Photograph required for buildings, structures, and objects.) 

 



 

DPR 523B (9/2013) *Required information 

*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder)    815 Superba Avenue         *NRHP Status Code   6Z          
Page  2   of   13   
 
B1. Historic Name:                                                                           
B2. Common Name:                                                                          
B3. Original Use:   Industrial Building             B4.  Present Use:  Vacant                
*B5. Architectural Style:  Mediterranean Revival                                        
*B6. Construction History:  (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations) 
Records from the Los Angeles County Assessor and building permits on file with the Los Angeles Department of Building 
and Safety were used to create a construction history for the subject property as well as Sanborn maps and historic aerials. 
[See Continuation Sheets] 
 
 
*B7. Moved?   ☒No   ☐Yes   ☐Unknown   Date:                     Original Location:                  

*B8. Related Features: 
 
 
 
B9a. Architect:      John M. Cooper Co.                     b. Builder:        John M. Cooper Co.                        
*B10. Significance:  Theme    Context: Industrial Development (1850-1980), Sub-Context: Manufacturing for the 

Masses (1883-1989), Theme: Factories (1887-1980); Context: Architecture and Engineering, 1850-1980, Theme: 
Mediterranean & Indigenous Revival Architecture (1893-1948), Sub-Theme: Mediterranean Revival (1918-1942) 
and Sub-Context: L.A. Modernism (1919-1980), Theme: Related Responses to Modernism (1924-1970), 
Sub-Theme: Late Moderne (1937-1960), Furniture Industry in Los Angeles         Area   South Los Angeles  

 Period of Significance 1928-1968    Property Type   Industrial Building      Applicable Criteria           
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope.  Also address integrity.) 

6236 S. St. Andrews Place was evaluated under the historical and architectural themes as described above in accordance 
with SurveyLA evaluation methods.  ESA conducted research and developed a Sub-Theme on Furniture Manufacturing 
in Los Angeles. ESA also conducted research on the subject property’s construction and occupancy history. ESA 
evaluated the subject property under the criteria for listing in the National Register, California Register, and as a Los 
Angeles Historic Cultural Monument (LAHCM).  
[See Continuation Sheets] 
 
B11. Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)                                               
*B12. References: 
[See Continuation Sheets] 
 
B13. Remarks: 
 
*B14. Evaluator:   Hanna Winzenried                   

*Date of Evaluation:   June, 2020               

State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #                              
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#                                            
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD  

(Sketch Map with north arrow required.) 

  

(This space reserved for official comments.) 
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*P3a. Description (continued): 

Building A 

Exterior 

Building A was constructed in 1928 in the Mediterranean Revival style with Italianate details and is 

oriented west toward S. St. Andrews Place. Originally constructed of brick, the building was later 

stuccoed when the factory was expanded and updated in the 1940s and the front entrance to the 

factory was relocated to Building C. The west (primary) façade of Building A is symmetrical featuring a 

projecting center entrance pavilion (later blocked in and a planter added in front), large industrial 

windows (intact), and original architectural detailing (existing) including a wainscot, molded belt course, 

and decorative corbeling above the windows and on the center arch on the second-floor level. The 

original design also included a hipped barrel-tile roof crowning the central pavilion and barrel-tile coping 

on the symmetrical parapets to each side (later removed). There is a narrow addition on the north side 

of the building running the length of the north (side) elevation that was added in 1941. 

The north (side) elevation has a stucco exterior and consists of the long narrow addition mentioned 

above. Fenestration consists of large industrial metal windows on the second floor. None of the original 

north elevation of Building A is visible due to these alterations.  

The east (rear) elevation has a brick exterior. There is a loading dock on the ground floor near the center 

of the elevation (Figure 13). Sanborn maps and aerial photographs show that there were warehouses 

east of Building A that were later demolished. There are marks on the rear elevation that show where 

the warehouses were previously connected. The south (side) elevation of Building A immediately abuts 

Building B and is covered up by Building B and therefore is not visible (alteration). 

Interior 

The ground-floor office space in the west (front) portion of the first floor of the interior of Building A has 

been entirely altered from its original appearance sometime in 2006 when it was renovated and 

updated for a new office use. It has non-original tile floors, non-original restrooms, non-original 

partitions, and a non-original desk space (alteration). The original front door has been enclosed 

(alteration). To the rear (east) of the non-original entryway, there is a corridor and to the east of that, 

there is large empty industrial warehouse space for Building A that is connected with the industrial 

warehouse space on the first floor of Building B creating one large open warehouse space with a 

concrete slab floor, wood supporting posts and beams, and wood-frame exposed ceiling. The second 

story of Building A is also divided into two distinct areas including three office spaces on the west end 

overlooking S. St. Andrews Place and a large open industrial workroom encompassing the rest of 

Building A with a wood floor, exposed concrete support columns, and exposed wood frame roof.  

State of California  Natural Resources Agency  Primary#                         
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #                  
       Trinomial                    
CONTINUATION SHEET     
Property Name:                                             
Page    3     of      13       
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The long and narrow addition on the north side of Building A encompasses the original exterior brick 

wall of Building A which has been opened up with large rectangular openings supported by steel 

reinforcing beams. The original north elevation of Building A has been entirely altered and any original 

fenestration removed. The area is now lighted by the new windows on the north elevation of the 

addition. However, original windows on the south elevation of Building A are visible at the narrow gap 

between Building A and Building B where they are covered up by the new north wall of Building B; there 

is an access space on the north wall of the second-floor office space in Building B where the original 

windows of Building A are still visible. 

Building B 

Exterior 

Building B is the Late Moderne-style building constructed directly south of Building A with a wood frame 

and stucco exterior constructed in 1941 and designed by Engineer A. Karl Leatherwood to be used for 

shipping furniture and crating on the first floor and light manufacturing on the second floor. The new 

addition was built of reinforced concrete, brick, and structural steel, with wood trusses, a composition 

roof, freight elevator, and fire sprinklers. On the first floor, there appears to have been three loading 

doors underneath an overhanging concrete awning. On the second story, there are three structural bays 

filled with large metal multi-lite industrial windows that are recessed in the bays. Streamline Moderne-

style horizontal lines decorate the spandrels underneath the second-floor windows. The south and north 

(side) elevations directly abut Building A to the north and Buildings C and D to the south and are 

therefore not visible. The east (rear) elevation has one industrial window on the top story and an 

addition of an ice machine constructed of concrete block.   

Interior 

On the interior, Building B shares a first story with Building A. The second floor of Building B is also 

divided into two distinct areas by a horizontal corridor, separating the offices on the west side of the 

building overlooking S. St. Andrews Place, from the large open workroom to the east that consists of a 

wood floor, concrete walls, and an and an arched ceiling supported by an exposed wood truss roof 

structure. On the east side of the second story, there is a north-south corridor leading to a number of 

smaller rooms (alteration). 

Building C 

Exterior 

Building C is another Late Moderne-style building that faces S. St. Andrews Place. It was built in 1946 in a 

utilitarian Late Moderne style and was designed by Engineer A. Karl Leatherwood and was used as a 

warehouse. There is a central projecting entrance pavilion with a large set of windows and a recessed 

entrance on the first floor that has been altered. The north façade has two rows of slightly recessed 

ribbon windows on the first and second stories. The ribbon windows consist of multiple metal industrial 

multi-lite windows set in the horizontal window openings. There is a high concrete wainscot below the 
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first-floor windows. Streamline Moderne-style horizontal lines decorate the spandrel between the first 

and second floors. There is a simple horizontal parapet that crowns the building above. The south façade 

fronts West Gage Avenue and is similar to the west façade; however, the industrial windows at the first 

story have been covered by security bars (alteration). In between the first- and second-story windows, 

there is corrugated metal siding (alteration). It appears that the wainscot under the first-floor windows 

has been repaired and/or repainted recently. The north and east elevations of Building B are not visible 

because they abut other buildings (Building B to the north, and Building D to the east. It appears that 

planters were constructed along the front of Buildings A and C at some point and palm trees were 

planted, which were later cut down leaving the trunks of the trees behind.  

Interior 

Building C is accessed from the street through a recessed entrance with double doors that open into an 

entrance lobby. Stairs from the entrance lobby provide access to the second floor. The entrance lobby 

and staircase have been altered and updated with new tile floors and architectural detailing similar to 

the altered ground-floor office space in Building A which must have been updated around the same 

time. The large first-floor workroom has altered flooring, wood posts, concrete walls, and an exposed 

wood-frame ceiling. The second floor has a wood floor and an exposed arched truss ceiling. The south 

end of the second floor overlooking West Gage Avenue has also been altered with the construction of a 

warren of partition walls that form a series of small offices. 

Building D 

Exterior 

Building D is the only building that is oriented south toward West Gage Avenue. It was constructed in 

1928 and was used as a store front and mattress manufacturing. It was designed in a simple brick 

vernacular style. The front portion of the building is two stories and has a flat roof and the rear portion 

of the building is a single story. The roof of the single-story portion has a sawtooth roof. The building has 

a painted brick façade and is constructed in a much simpler utilitarian industrial style than the other 

buildings. There is an exterior entrance door on the west side of the first floor flanked by small 

rectangular window openings with metal industrial windows. There are two large bays of multi-lite 

metal industrial windows on the first floor in the center and eastern bays of the façade. The second floor 

is also divided into three bays; the east and west bays are filled with similar metal industrial windows, 

while the center bay appears to be blocked(altered) and has a painted wall sign (alteration). Evidence of 

previous seismic strengthening/retrofit is visible on the façade. The building has a corbeled brick cornice 

on the south elevation and a stepped brick parapet on the east end. The east end is a solid brick wall. 

None of the other facades were visible. 

Interior 

The first floor is a large open workroom with a concrete slab floor, wood posts, and exposed wood-

frame roofing system with a saw-tooth roof over the one-story portion. The brick walls have brick 

interior pilasters that support the wide wood joists. There are later steel I-beam moment frames added 
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(alteration). The second floor is smaller, two structural bays in width and runs the length of the Gage 

Avenue facade. It appears to have non-original flooring and a non-original drop-down ceiling 

(alteration). 

*B6. Construction History (continued): 

The first permit on file was issued on January 9, 1928, for the construction of a brick building with a 

concrete foundation proposed to be 60 feet by 164 feet, 6 inches in size and three stories in height 

(Building A), valued at $43,000. The material of the interior construction was wood posts, girders and 

trusses, wood and asbestos floors, and a composition on wood roof. The building was both designed and 

built by John M. Cooper Co., who is listed on the permit as both architect and contractor. On March 2, 

1928, a permit was issued for a lumber storage shed (demolished in 2007 as per permit 07019-10000-

00116). A second permit, issued January 10, 1928, stated that the building was “under erection”, and 

that alterations to the original plans were being made, to “erect 1 story & part of 2nd story” of what was 

originally intended to be a three-story “C” brick building with “all walls brick except rear 2nd floor wall.” 

However, it does not appear that the third story was ever completed. On March 20, 1928, a permit was 

issued for a 48-foot by 113-foot one-story addition to the existing 60-foot by 112-foot brick building, 

also designed and built by John M. Cooper Co., Inc. The following month on June 20, another permit was 

issued to John M. Cooper Co. for construction of a shed addition valued at $75.00; the owner wished to 

omit a section of the building and use it for a garage and finishing room. According to the June 20 

permit, there were two buildings on the lot at the time, a Lumber Shed and a Furniture Manufacturing 

Plant. A permit for a concrete incinerator was issued on April 20, 1928. Two consecutive permits for 

installation of an automatic fire sprinkler system in 1929 stated that existing structures on the lot at the 

time were a one-story 47-foot 3-inch by 112-foot, 6-inch structure, and a one-story plus mezzanine deck 

furniture factory building that was 60 feet by 123 feet, 6.75 inches.  

According to a building permit issued on October 30, 1941, there were three buildings on the lot at that 

time, all used for furniture manufacturing, including a 60-foot by 164-foot two-story brick building 

(Building A) which had been enlarged in length by 50 feet since 1929. According to the permit, a new 12-

feet wide two-story 164-foot-long addition was proposed (to the north side of Building A). There was 

also a permit for a one-story, 75-foot-long, 12-foot-wide addition to the rear of Building A. Built of wood 

frame, the additions were proposed to be used for shipping furniture and crating on the first floor and 

for light manufacturing, such as fabrication of seats and cushions padding, etc., on the second floor. On 

April 5, 1946, a one-story wood-frame 50-foot by 147-foot addition with a truss roof was erected on the 

adjacent lot (likely the lumber shed shown north of Building A on The 1950 Sanborn map). At that time 

the use of the existing buildings was stated as a Mill (Woodworking and Furniture Manufacturing) by 

Bauman Brothers. On July 30, 1946, a permit was issued for the erection of a two-story factory addition 

(Buildings B and C), joining the existing brick buildings and 2 frame mill buildings designed by Engineer A. 

Karl Leatherwood. The new addition was to be built of reinforced concrete, brick, and structural steel, 

with wood trusses, a composition roof, freight elevator, and fire sprinklers. A sketch map was attached 

to the permit that showed the plot plan and layout of the building on the site at the time and the 

location of the proposed construction. The sketch map shows that Building D, a brick building, was 

already existing at that time. Judging from the sketch map it appears that the one-story structure shown 
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as existing north of Building A (no longer extant), and the one-story warehouse structure shown existing 

rear (east) of Buildings A and B (no longer extant), have both been demolished since then. Later 

alterations including a 1948 addition, various tenant improvements over the years, demolition of a shed, 

removal of a 104-foot by 102-foot warehouse structure from the rear of Buildings A and B in 2007, 

earthquake repairs and seismic improvements in 1972, 1988 and 1989, and construction of new storage 

building in 2008 are among the many changes that have since been completed.  

Building A has a number of observable alterations. The two-story brick building was later stuccoed. The 

projecting center entrance pavilion was later blocked in. The original design also included a hipped 

barrel-tile roof crowning the central pavilion and barrel-tile coping on the symmetrical parapets to each 

side but was later removed. Most of these changes appear to have happened per a permit issued in 

1972. 

Furthermore, there are a number of additions to the structure which impact the original design intent of 

the building. Significant alterations to later buildings (Buildings B, C, and D) include changes to the 

entranceway to Building C facing toward S. St. Andrews Place. Other visible changes include evidence of 

seismic structural retrofit. Otherwise, no other major exterior changes to later buildings were evident on 

the exterior.  

Interior alterations include enclosure/blockage of several interior staircases in 1972 and 2012, 

construction of interior partitions/reconfiguration of spaces in 1972, and 2006, and construction of 

additional bathrooms in 2008. Within the west part of Building A, new tile flooring, new lighting, 

partitions, and a reception area had been added. Where additions were constructed, original openings 

and windows were enclosed. However, much of the interior materials and structural characteristics 

remain extant. 

*B10. Significance (continued): 

National Register and California Register 

a. Broad Patterns of History 

With regard to broad patterns of history, the following are the relevant criteria: 

National Register Criterion A: Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of our history. 

California Register Criterion 1: Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage. 

Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Criterion 1: Is identified with important events of national, 

state, or local history, or exemplifies significant contributions to the broad cultural, economic, or social 

history of the nation, state, city, or community. 
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While SurveyLA found the subject property eligible under A/1/1 as an excellent and rare example of a 

1920s industrial development as well as for being associated with the Bauman Brothers, ESA does not 

concur with this finding for a variety of reasons. 

The furniture industry was an important industry in Los Angeles. The industry began in 1880s, and 

expanded dramatically in the 1920s with the construction of numerous manufacturing plants in 

Downtown Los Angeles. By 1923, annual furniture output was $25,000,000,000, and Los Angeles was 

the leading furniture manufacturing city west of Chicago. By 1956, there were 500 furniture 

manufacturing companies located in Los Angeles.1 Research shows that the Bauman Brothers was not a 

particularly important furniture company in Los Angeles; it was a relatively small enterprise and was not 

mentioned in any of the published economic or industrial reviews of the furniture manufacturing 

industry. In fact, it is scarcely mentioned in the local newspapers of the time, only in 1928 when the 

original factory was constructed at the subject property, once in 1949 due to union activity, and in 1968 

when the factory was closed and sold.2 Furthermore, it was not among the earliest furniture factories in 

Los Angeles having opened the plant at the subject property in 1929, at the end of the 1920s industrial 

boom.  

There were no significant events associated with the subject property. The furniture industry as a whole 

was strongly associated with the 1920s and 1930s unionism and thousands of employees at the far 

larger more important furniture factories participated in these activities. Although there was one minor 

incident associated with the Bauman Brothers factory, it was not a significant incident and did not 

contribute to any change in labor practices or rises in wages. 

Although the subject property’s original building is an example of an industrial building from the 1920s, 

it is substantially altered and none of the elevations of the building remain intact. The primary façade of 

Building A is substantially changed from its original appearance; the original entrance has been blocked, 

the original brick façade has been stuccoed, and the barrel tile roof detailing has been removed. There 

are multiple large additions, including a long and narrow two-story addition to the north side of the 

building that entirely altered encompasses the original north elevation that was entirely obscured and is 

no longer visible. Likewise, the construction of Building B entirely obscures the south elevation of 

Building A. During the historic period there were also rear additions to Building A that have since been 

removed. All of these changes severely detract from the integrity of Building A and substantially change 

the integrity of the 1920s industrial building, thereby diminishing its ability to convey its association with 

1920s industrial development in the area such that it does not meet the threshold of eligibility under 

Criterion A/1/1 at either the national, state, or local levels.  

The subject property is not a rare example of a 1920s industrial building in the area as there are other 

examples of industrial buildings in the vicinity that were also constructed in the 1920s, including 2023 

West Gage Avenue, J&J Cash, Inc., Hostess Bakery, Los Angeles Biscuit Company, 6525 S. Western 

Avenue, and Los Angeles Art Glass Company, all identified by SurveyLA in Tract 5999 as shown in Table 

1, Nearby Historic Resources on page 14.  

                                                             
1 “2,000 Retailers Attend L.A. Furniture Market,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), July 10, 1956, B28. 
2 “New Buildings Help Industry,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), April 1, 1928, 91; “Violent Acts Bring Three Court 

Cases,” Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), October 11, 1949, 6; Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA), September 22, 
1968, 321. 
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Bauman Brothers Manufacturing Company was not an important furniture manufacturing company in 

the history of the Furniture industry of Los Angeles, nor is it a rare example in the area. Furthermore, 

6326 S. St. Andrews Place does not retain integrity from its original construction to convey its 

association with the 1920s industrial development of Los Angeles. Therefore, 6326 S. St. Andrews 

Place does not meet the eligibility requirements under National Register Criterion A, California 

Register Criterion 1 or the LAHCM Criterion 1. 

b. Significant Persons 

With regard to associations with important persons, the following are the relevant criteria: 

National Register Criterion B: Is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

California Register Criterion 2: Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past. 

Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Criterion 2: Is associated with the lives of historic personages 

important to national, state, city or local history. 

The occupancy and ownership history for the subject property was researched by reviewing City 

directories, building permits, and the U.S. Census. This research effort revealed no persons important to 

local, state, or national history were associated with the subject property. 

Therefore, 6326 S. St. Andrews Place does not meet the eligibility requirements under National 

Register Criterion B, California Register Criterion 2 or the LAHCM Criterion 2.  

c. Architecture 

With regard to architecture, design, or construction, the following are the relevant criteria: 

National Register Criterion C: Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

construction or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that 

represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction. 

California Register Criterion 3: Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or 

method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high 

artistic values. 

Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument Criterion 3: Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a style, 

type, period, or method of construction; or represents a notable work of a master designer, builder, or 

architect whose individual genius influenced his or her age 

The subject property was originally designed by notable architect, John M. Cooper in the Mediterranean 

Revival style with Italianate decorative features. However, due to the integrity issues discovered during 

the survey, it is clear that the original design by Cooper has been substantially altered and no longer 

conveys its original appearance as Cooper designed it. The primary façade of Building A is substantially 

changed from its original appearance; the original entrance has been blocked, the original brick façade 

has been stuccoed, and the barrel tile roof detailing has been removed. There are multiple large 
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additions including a long and narrow two-story addition to the north side of the building that entirely 

altered encompasses the original north elevation that was entirely obscured and is no longer visible. 

Likewise, the construction of Building B entirely obscures the south elevation of Building A. During the 

historic period there were also rear additions to Building A that have since been removed. All of these 

changes severely detract from the integrity of Building A. Furthermore, Cooper has many other better 

architectural examples, including the Roxie Theatre, an LAHCM. 819 S. Santee Street (Maxfield Building) 

was also nominated as an HCM, but it does not appear that it was registered. Therefore, because of the 

lack of integrity and the fact that better examples by Cooper exist, this building is not eligible under 

C/3/3.  

Additionally, the subject property is not a significant example of a Late Moderne-style factory. Buildings 

B and C are the only buildings in the complex that are designed in the Late Moderne style, but they are 

not distinctive examples as they were 1940s additions to an earlier 1920s furniture factory. 

Furthermore, there were numerous much more important and much larger furniture factories built in 

Los Angeles during the 1940s, many of which are depicted in the Los Angeles Times in articles 

announcing their construction.  

Therefore, 6236 S. St. Andrews Place does not meet the integrity or eligibility requirements for 

significance under National Register Criterion C, California Register Criterion 3 or LAHCM Criterion 3. 

d. Data 

National Register Criterion D. It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 

history. 

California Register Criterion 4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory 

or history. 

While most often applied to archaeological districts and sites, Criterion D/4 can also apply to buildings, 

structures, and objects that contain important information. For these types of properties to be eligible 

under Criterion D/4, they themselves must be, or must have been, the principal source of the important 

information. None of the buildings on the subject property appear to yield significant information that 

would expand our current knowledge or theories of design, methods of construction, operation, or 

other information that is not already known about the period in which they were constructed, their 

method of construction, or their design. The building reflects common building practices and materials 

of the early twentieth century, which have already been well documented. Therefore, 6236 S. St. 

Andrews Place does not meet the eligibility requirements under National Register Criterion D and 

California Register Criterion 4. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The purpose of this Noise Technical Report is to assess and discuss the impacts of potential noise 

and vibration impacts that may occur with the implementation of the proposed St. Andrews 

Demolition Project (proposed project) located in the City of Los Angeles (City). The project site is 

comprised of one parcel (Assessor’s Parcel No. 600101) with a two-story structure along the 

western portion of the property. In addition to the two-story structure, the project site is developed 

with an accessory structure, and a paved area used for parking along the eastern side of the property.  

Currently a concrete wall separates the paved parking area form the property to the north. LADWP 

would like expand the available storage area currently used along the northern side of the proposed 

project area.   

The analysis describes the existing noise environment in the vicinity of the project limits, 

estimates future noise and vibration levels at surrounding land uses resulting from construction 

and operation of the project, and identifies the potential for significant noise impacts based on 

applicable noise and vibration threshold of significance. Noise worksheets and technical data 

used in this analysis are provided in Appendices A through C of this report. The findings of the 

analyses are as follows: 

 Construction activities would be required to comply with the City’s allowable construction 

hours of between the hours of 7:00 A.M. to 9:00 P.M. Mondays through Fridays, and 9:00 

A.M. to 6:00 P.M. on Saturdays.  With implementation of mitigation measures NOI-1 

through NOI-4, noise levels from the construction site would be reduced to below the City of 

Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 112.05 requirement of 75 dBA at 50 feet when within 

500 feet of a residential area. Therefore, construction noise impacts generated by the 

proposed project would be less than significant with mitigation.   

 Off-site haul truck trips and vendor deliveries would occur only during daytime hours within 

the allowable hours specified in the City’s Municipal Code. Therefore, noise impacts from 

off-site construction traffic would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 

required. 

 Project operational traffic would not increase perceptibly from existing conditions; therefore, 

noise levels at off-site noise-sensitive uses in the project area would not noticeably increase 

with the operation of the project. Operational traffic-related noise impacts would be less than 

significant. 

 Temporary construction-related vibration would not exceed the established threshold for 

building damage and human annoyance to the adjacent residential uses adjacent to the project 

area.  Vibration generated by on-site construction activities would have a less than significant 

impact. 

 The project area is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  The project is also not 

located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public airport or public use 
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airport. Therefore, the project would have no impact related to public or private 

airport/airstrip noise levels.
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SECTION 1 

Introduction 

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) proposes to implement the St. 

Andrews Building Demolition Project (proposed project). The proposed project would demolish a 

two-story structure, and some additional structures on a 1.1-acre lot owned by LADWP. Once the 

site is cleared, the proposed project site would be used by LADWP as open air storage. The property 

is located adjacent to an existing LADWP well field property which is currently used for open air 

storage.  

An acoustical study has been conducted with respect to potential noise and vibration impacts 

from construction activities that are noise and vibration intensive and that have the potential to 

impact existing off-site noise sensitive land uses and existing on- and off-site vibration-sensitive 

land uses. The objectives of this noise study are to: 

1. Evaluate construction-related noise and vibration impacts to noise sensitive receptors; 

2. Provide noise mitigation measures, as required, to meet applicable noise regulations and 

standards including interior sound level standards as specified by the City. 

1.1 Project Location 

The project site is located south of downtown Los Angeles, at 6236 St. Andrews Place in the City 

of Los Angeles. The project site is bound by an existing LADWP well field property to the north, 

West Gage Avenue to the south, St. Andrews Place to the west, and existing industrial uses to the 

east. The site can be accessed from by a gate on St. Andrews Place. Regional access to the project 

site is provided by Interstate 110 (I-110) approximately 1.7 miles east.  

1.2 Existing Site Conditions 

The project site is composed of one parcel (Assessor’s Parcel No. 6001 016 901), owned by 

LADWP, with a two-story structure along the western portion of the property. In addition to the 

two-story structure, the project site is developed with an auxiliary structure and a paved area used 

for parking along the eastern side of the property. A concrete wall separates the paved parking 

area from the property to the north. LADWP would like to expand the available storage area 

currently used along the northern side of the project site. The two-story structure that will be 

demolished as part of the proposed project was constructed in 1928 and originally served as 

Bauman Bros. Furniture Manufacturing Co. facilities. The existing structure consists of various 
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materials with an exterior that is mostly unreinforced masonry and includes floors that are made 

of wood framing.  

1.3 Project Description 

The proposed project would include the demolition of a 64,434-square-foot, 26-foot-tall, 

two-story structure. The structure’s footprint is approximately 38,484 feet. In addition, the 

proposed project would remove a 456-square-foot auxiliary structure, a concrete wall along the 

northern property line, and 10 posts located on the paved portion of the site, which were 

previously used as truck charging stations. Once the site is demolished and cleared of debris, a 

new chain-link fence with privacy slats or other privacy cover would be constructed along the 

perimeter of the property. The fence would be 8 feet tall and similar to the existing chain-link 

fence that surrounds the adjacent LADWP well field. The fence would include posts every 10 feet 

and barbed wire along the top. Once all structures and posts have been removed, the existing 

paved parking along the eastern side of the property would remain in place and the rest of the site 

would be slightly graded. No additional improvements to the site would occur. The proposed 

project would result in a new open air storage area to supplement the adjacent storage area at the 

LADWP well field property. 

1.4 Project Construction 

Prior to proposed demolition activities, utilities related to the existing structure would be capped, 

and hazardous materials remediation would be implemented at the project site to limit exposure to 

potentially toxic materials, such as asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint, during 

demolition activities. Prior to the start of demolition activities, a Hazardous Materials Survey would 

be conducted to assess the types and quantities of hazardous material that may be encountered 

during the demolition work. After the assessment, hazardous waste would be removed and disposed 

of in compliance with and all federal, state, and local laws. The demolition work would commence 

after the hazardous waste has been properly assessed and safely removed and disposed of. 

Because of the two-story structure’s proximity to the sidewalk along St. Andrews Place and West 

Gage Avenue, barricades, protection fences, and/or canopies will be provided along the sidewalk to 

protect pedestrians from construction activities. No sidewalk or road closures are anticipated. 

The proposed project would include mobilization and capping of utilities, hazardous materials 

remediation, installation of pedestrian protection and fencing, salvaging of construction materials, 

removal of wood framing, removal of walls, removal of foundation, backfilling and minor grading, 

and cleanup and removal of construction fencing.  

Construction demolition waste required to be exported off-site would include approximately 

1,280 cubic yards (CY) of concrete, 1,670 CY of unreinforced masonry, and approximately 

1,300 CY of wood. Minor excavation would be required to remove a concrete slab and perimeter 

footings. The maximum depth of excavation for the footings would be no deeper than 60 inches.   
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All demolition debris and excavation material would be sent to either 25th Street Recycling 

(2121 East 25th Street, Los Angeles, CA) or California Waste Services (621 West 152nd Street, 

Gardena, CA). Approximately 75 percent of the haul trips would go to California Waste Services 

and 25 percent would go to 25th Street Recycling. All hazardous materials would be disposed of at 

an appropriate facility that accepts such waste. Several S.A.F.E. Centers located throughout Los 

Angeles County accept hazardous waste, such as Gaffey Street S.A.F.E. Center (1400 N. Gaffey 

Street, San Pedro, CA 90731), Washington Boulevard S.A.F.E Center (2649 E. Washington 

Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90021), Hyperion S.A.F.E. Center (7660 West Imperial Highway, 

Gate B, Playa Del Rey, CA 90293), and Randall Street S.A.F.E. Center (11025 Randall Street, 

Sun Valley, CA 91352). 

Site access would occur via a gate located along the north side of the project site along St. Andrews 

Place. On average, approximately 10 workers per day would be at the project site, and up to 

20 workers per day during the peak construction period, which would last approximately 3 weeks. 

This would result in a total of 20 worker trips per day on average and 40 worker trips per day 

during peak construction. Approximately 25 truck haul trips per day would occur during the 

heaviest period of construction.  

The proposed project would take approximately 4.5 months to complete, which would include 

approximately 2 months of hazardous material remediation and 2.5 months of demolition work. 

Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to start in August 2021.  

Construction for the proposed project would occur Monday through Friday, between the hours of 

6:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M. No nighttime construction would occur as part of the proposed project.  

1.5 Project Operation 

Once construction is completed, the project site would be used for open air storage similar, to the 

existing adjacent property. It is anticipated that existing LADWP staff would operate and 

maintain the new open air storage area similar to the current adjacent well field property. It is 

estimated that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 

hours of forklift usage per week would occur at the project site. 

1.6 Noise and Vibration Fundamentals 

1.6.1 Noise 

Sound can be described as the mechanical energy of a vibrating object transmitted by pressure 

waves through a liquid or gaseous medium (e.g., air). Noise is generally defined as unwanted 

sound (i.e., loud, unexpected, or annoying sound). Acoustics is defined as the physics of sound. In 

acoustics, the fundamental scientific model consists of a sound (or noise) source, a receiver, and 

the propagation path between the two. The loudness of the noise source and obstructions or 

atmospheric factors affecting the propagation path to the receiver determines the sound level and 

characteristics of the noise perceived by the receiver. Acoustics primarily addresses the 

propagation and control of sound. 
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Sound, traveling in the form of waves from a source, exerts a sound pressure level (referred to as 

sound level) that is measured in decibels (dB), which is the standard unit of sound amplitude 

measurement. The dB scale is a logarithmic scale that describes the physical intensity of the 

pressure vibrations that make up any sound, with 0 dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of 

human hearing and 120 to 140 dB corresponding to the threshold of feeling and pain, 

respectively. Pressure waves traveling through air exert a force registered by the human ear as 

sound. 

Sound pressure fluctuations can be measured in units of hertz (Hz), which correspond to the 

frequency of a particular sound. Typically, sound does not consist of a single frequency, but 

rather a broad band of frequencies varying in levels of magnitude, with audible frequencies of the 

sound spectrum ranging from 20 to 20,000 Hz. The typical human ear is not equally sensitive to 

this frequency range. As a consequence, when assessing potential noise impacts, sound is 

measured using an electronic filter that deemphasizes the frequencies below 1,000 Hz and above 

5,000 Hz in a manner corresponding to the human ear’s decreased sensitivity to these extremely 

low and extremely high frequencies. This method of frequency filtering or weighting is referred 

to as A-weighting, expressed in units of A-weighted decibels (dBA), which is typically applied to 

community noise measurements.  

Noise Exposure and Community Noise 

An individual’s noise exposure is a measure of noise over a period of time; a noise level is a 

measure of noise at a given instant in time. However, noise levels rarely persist at that level over 

a long period of time. Rather, community noise varies continuously over a period of time with 

respect to the sound sources contributing to the community noise environment. Community noise 

is primarily the product of many distant noise sources, which constitute a relatively stable 

background noise exposure, with many of the individual contributors unidentifiable. The 

background noise level changes throughout a typical day, but does so gradually, corresponding 

with the addition and subtraction of distant noise sources, such as changes in traffic volume. 

What makes community noise variable throughout a day, besides the slowly changing 

background noise, is the addition of short-duration, single-event noise sources (e.g., aircraft 

flyovers, motor vehicles, sirens), which are readily identifiable to the individual.  

These successive additions of sound to the community noise environment change the community 

noise level from instant to instant, requiring the noise exposure to be measured over periods of 

time to legitimately characterize a community noise environment and evaluate cumulative noise 

impacts. The following noise descriptors are used to characterize environmental noise levels over 

time, which are applicable to the Project.  

Leq: The equivalent sound level over a specified period of time, typically, 1 hour (Leq(1)). The 

Leq may also be referred to as the average sound level. 

Lmax: The maximum, instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time. 

Lmin: The minimum, instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time. 
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CNEL: The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is the average A-weighted noise level 

during a 24-hour day that includes an addition of 5 dB to measured noise levels between 

the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and an addition of 10 dB to noise levels between the 

hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account for noise sensitivity in the evening and 

nighttime, respectively. 

Effects of Noise on People 

Noise is generally loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or undesired sound that is typically associated 

with human activity that is a nuisance or disruptive. The effects of noise on people can be placed 

into four general categories: 

 Subjective effects (e.g., dissatisfaction, annoyance) 

 Interference effects (e.g., communication, sleep, and learning interference) 

 Physiological effects (e.g., startle response) 

 Physical effects (e.g., hearing loss) 

Although exposure to high noise levels has been demonstrated to cause physical, psychological, 

and physiological effects, the principal human responses to typical environmental noise exposure 

are related to subjective effects and interference with activities. Interference effects interrupt daily 

activities and include interference with human communication activities, such as normal 

conversations, watching television, telephone conversations, and interference with sleep. Sleep 

interference effects can include both awakening and arousal to a lesser state of sleep.  

With regard to the subjective effects, the responses of individuals to similar noise events are 

diverse and influenced by many factors, including the type of noise, the perceived importance of 

the noise, the appropriateness of the noise to the setting, the duration of the noise, the time of day 

and the type of activity during which the noise occurs, and individual noise sensitivity. Overall, 

there is no completely satisfactory way to measure the subjective effects of noise, or the 

corresponding reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction on people. A wide variation in 

individual thresholds of annoyance exists, and different tolerances to noise tend to develop based 

on an individual’s past experiences with noise. Thus, an important way of predicting a human 

reaction to a new noise environment is the way it compares to the existing environment to which 

one has adapted (i.e., comparison to the ambient noise environment). In general, the more a new 

noise level exceeds the previously existing ambient noise level, the less acceptable the new noise 

level will be judged by those hearing it. With regard to increases in A-weighted noise level, the 

following relationships generally occur (Caltrans 2013): 

 Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1 dBA in ambient noise 

levels cannot be perceived. 

 Outside of the laboratory, a 3 dBA change in ambient noise levels is considered to be a barely 

perceivable difference. 

 A change in ambient noise levels of 5 dBA is considered to be a readily perceivable 

difference. 
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 A change in ambient noise levels of 10 dBA is subjectively heard as doubling of the 

perceived loudness.  

These relationships occur in part because of the logarithmic nature of sound and the decibel scale. 

The human ear perceives sound in a non-linear fashion; therefore, the dBA scale was developed. 

Because the dBA scale is based on logarithms, two noise sources do not combine in a simple 

additive fashion, but rather logarithmically. Under the dBA scale, a doubling of sound energy 

corresponds to a 3 dBA increase. In other words, when two sources are each producing sound of 

the same loudness, the resulting sound level at a given distance would be approximately 3 dBA 

higher than one of the sources under the same conditions. For example, if two identical noise 

sources produce noise levels of 50 dBA, the combined sound level would be 53 dBA, not 

100 dBA. Under the dBA scale, three sources of equal loudness together produce a sound level of 

approximately 5 dBA louder than one source, and ten sources of equal loudness together produce 

a sound level of approximately 10 dBA louder than the single source (Caltrans 2013). 

Noise Attenuation 

When noise propagates over a distance, the noise level reduces with distance depending on the 

type of noise source and the propagation path. Noise from a localized source (i.e., point source) 

propagates uniformly outward in a spherical pattern, referred to as “spherical spreading.” 

Stationary point sources of noise, including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles, 

attenuate (i.e., reduce) at a rate of between 6 dBA for acoustically “hard” sites and 7.5 dBA for 

“soft” sites for each doubling of distance from the reference measurement, as their energy is 

continuously spread out over a spherical surface (e.g., for hard surfaces, 80 dBA at 50 feet 

attenuates to 74 at 100 feet, 68 dBA at 200 feet, etc.). Hard sites are those with a reflective 

surface between the source and the receiver, such as asphalt or concrete surfaces or smooth 

bodies of water. No excess ground attenuation is assumed for hard sites and the reduction in noise 

levels with distance (i.e., distance loss) is simply the geometric spreading of the noise from the 

source. Soft sites have an absorptive ground surface, such as soft dirt, grass, or scattered bushes 

and trees, which in addition to geometric spreading, provides an excess ground attenuation value 

of 1.5 dBA (per doubling distance) (Caltrans 2013). Most sites are a combination of both hard 

and soft surfaces; therefore, using the hard site criteria of 6 dBA is the more conservative 

approach.  

Roadways and highways consist of several localized noise sources on a defined path, and hence 

are treated as “line” sources, which approximate the effect of several point sources. Noise from a 

line source propagates over a cylindrical surface, often referred to as “cylindrical spreading.” 

Line sources (e.g., traffic noise from vehicles) attenuate at a rate between 3 dBA for hard sites 

and 4.5 dBA for soft sites for each doubling of distance from the reference measurement 

(Caltrans 2013). Therefore, noise due to a line source attenuates less with distance than that of a 

point source with increased distance. 

Additionally, receptors located downwind from a noise source can be exposed to increased noise 

levels relative to calm conditions, whereas locations upwind can have lowered noise levels. 

Atmospheric temperature inversion (i.e., increasing temperature with elevation) can increase 
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sound levels at long distances (e.g., more than 500 feet). Other factors such as air temperature, 

humidity, and turbulence can also have significant effects on noise levels (Caltrans 2013). 

1.6.2 Vibration 

Vibration can be interpreted as energy transmitted in waves through the ground or man-made 

structures, which generally dissipate with distance from the vibration source. Because energy is 

lost during the transfer of energy from one particle to another, vibration becomes less perceptible 

with increasing distance from the source. 

As described in the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 

Assessment, groundborne vibration can be a serious concern for nearby neighbors of a transit 

system route or maintenance facility, causing buildings to shake and rumbling sounds to be heard 

(FTA 2018). In contrast to airborne noise, groundborne vibration is not a common environmental 

problem, as it is unusual for vibration from sources such as buses and trucks to be perceptible, 

even in locations close to major roads. Some common sources of groundborne vibration are 

trains, heavy trucks traveling on rough roads, and construction activities, such as blasting, pile-

driving, and operation of heavy earth-moving equipment.  

There are several different methods that are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity 

(PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal in inches per second 

(in/sec), and is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings.  

Groundborne noise is a result of groundborne vibration and specifically refers to the rumbling 

noise emanating from the motion of building room surfaces due to the vibration of floors and 

walls; it is perceptible only inside buildings (FTA 2018). The relationship between groundborne 

vibration and groundborne noise depends on the frequency content of the vibration and the 

acoustical absorption characteristics of the receiving room. For typical buildings, groundborne 

vibration that causes low frequency noise (i.e., the vibration spectrum peak is less than 30 Hz) 

results in a groundborne noise level that is approximately 50 decibels lower than the velocity 

level. For groundborne vibration that causes mid-frequency noise (i.e., the vibration spectrum 

peak is 30 to 60 Hz), the groundborne noise level will be approximately 35 to 37 decibels lower 

than the velocity level (FTA 2018). Therefore, for typical buildings, the groundborne noise 

decibel level is lower than the groundborne vibration velocity level. 

1.7 Regulatory Framework 

Many government agencies have established noise standards and guidelines to protect citizens 

from potential hearing damage and various other adverse physiological and social effects 

associated with noise and ground-borne vibration. Federal and local policies and/or standards 

such as those of FTA, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and regulations in the 

City General Plan Noise Element, and Municipal Code would be applicable to the project, as 

summarized below. 
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1.7.1 Federal 

Federal Noise Standards 

Under the authority of the Noise Control Act of 1972, the United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (USEPA) established noise emission criteria and testing methods published in Parts 201 

through 205 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) that apply to some 

transportation equipment (e.g., interstate rail carriers, medium trucks, and heavy trucks) and 

construction equipment. In 1974, the USEPA issued guidance levels for the protection of public 

health and welfare in residential land use areas of an outdoor Ldn of 55 dBA and an indoor Ldn of 

45 dBA (USEPA 1974). These guidance levels are not considered as standards or regulations and 

were developed without consideration of technical or economic feasibility (USEPA 1974). There 

are no federal noise standards that directly regulate environmental noise related to the 

construction or operation of the project.  

Federal Groundborne Vibration and Noise Standards 

There are no federal vibration standards or regulations adopted by an agency that are applicable 

to evaluating potential groundborne vibration and groundborne noise impacts from land use 

development projects such as the project. However, the FTA has adopted criteria for use in 

evaluating groundborne vibration impacts from construction activities (FTA 2018). The 

groundborne vibration damage criteria adopted by the FTA are shown in Table 1, Construction 

Groundborne Vibration Damage Criteria. 

TABLE 1 
CONSTRUCTION GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION DAMAGE CRITERIA 

Building Category PPV (in/sec) 
Approximate Vibration 
Level (VdB)a 

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

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98 

III. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 94 

IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 90 

a RMS velocity in decibels, VdB re 1 micro-in/sec 
 
SOURCE: FTA 2018. 
 

 

The FTA has also adopted criteria for assessing potential human annoyance impacts caused by 

groundborne vibration for the following three land-use category receptors: Vibration Category 1 – 

High Sensitivity, Vibration Category 2 – Residential, and Vibration Category 3 – Institutional 

(FTA 2018).  The FTA defines Category 1 as buildings where vibration would interfere with 

operations within the building, including vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing 

facilities, hospitals with vibration-sensitive equipment, and university research operations (FTA 

2018). Vibration-sensitive equipment includes, but is not limited to, electron microscopes, high-

resolution lithographic equipment, and optical microscopes (FTA 2018). Category 2 refers to all 

residential land uses and any buildings where people sleep, such as hotels and hospitals (FTA 

2018). Category 3 refers to institutions and offices that have vibration-sensitive equipment and 
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have the potential for activity interference such as schools, churches, doctors’ offices. 

Commercial or industrial locations including office buildings are not included in this category 

unless there is vibration-sensitive activity or equipment within the building (FTA 2018). The 

groundborne vibration thresholds associated with human annoyance for these three land-use 

categories are shown in Table 2, Groundborne Vibration Impact Criteria for General 

Assessment. As discussed previously, groundborne noise is a result of groundborne vibration.  

The FTA criteria for groundborne noise is based on the equivalent groundborne vibration level; 

therefore, an assessment of the FTA groundborne vibration criteria is also an equivalent 

assessment of the FTA groundborne noise criteria.   

TABLE 2 
GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION IMPACT CRITERIA FOR GENERAL ASSESSMENT 

Land Use Category 
Frequent 
Eventsa 

Occasional 
Eventsb 

Infrequent 
Eventsc 

Category 1: Buildings where vibration would interfere with 
interior operations.  

65 VdBd 65 VdBd 65 VdBd 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people normally 
sleep. 

72 VdB 75 VdB 80 VdB 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily daytime use. 75 VdB 78 VdB 83 VdB 

a “Frequent Events” is defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
b “Occasional Events” is defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
c “Infrequent Events” is defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same kind per day. 
d This criterion is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment such as optical microscopes.  
 
SOURCE: FTA 2018. 
 

 

1.7.2 State 

California Noise Standards 

The State of California has established noise insulation standards for new multi-family residential 

units, hotels, and motels that would be subject to relatively high levels of transportation-related 

noise. These requirements are collectively known as the California Noise Insulation Standards 

(Title 24, California Code of Regulations, Part 2). The noise insulation standards set an interior 

standard of 45 dBA CNEL in any habitable room. Title 24 standards are typically enforced by 

local jurisdictions through the building permit application process. These standards do not apply 

to the project as the project does not include building construction. 

California Groundborne Vibration and Noise Standards 

The State of California has not adopted statewide standards or regulations for evaluating 

grounborne vibration or groundborne noise impacts from land use development projects such as 

the project. 
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1.7.3 Local 

City of Los Angeles Municipal Code 

The City of Los Angeles Noise Regulations are provided in Chapter XI of the Los Angeles 

Municipal Code (LAMC). Section 111.02 of the LAMC provides procedures and criteria for the 

measurement of the sound level of “offending” noise sources. In accordance with the LAMC, a 

noise source that causes a noise level increase of 5 dBA over the existing average ambient noise 

level as measured at an adjacent property line is considered to create a noise violation. To account 

for people’s greater tolerance for short-duration noise events, the Noise Regulations provide a 5 

dBA allowance for a noise source that causes noise lasting more than five minutes but less than 

15 minutes in any one-hour period, and an additional 5 dBA allowance (total of 10 dBA) for a 

noise source that causes noise lasting five minutes or less in any one-hour period (Los Angeles 

2020)  

The LAMC provides that in cases where the actual ambient conditions are not known, the City’s 

presumed daytime (7:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M.) and nighttime (10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M.) minimum 

ambient noise levels as defined in Section 111.03 of the LAMC should be used. The presumed 

ambient noise levels for such areas as set forth in the LAMC Sections 111.03 are provided in 

Table 3. For example, for residential-zoned areas, the presumed ambient noise level is 50 dBA 

during the daytime and 40 dBA during the nighttime. 

TABLE 3 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES PRESUMED AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS  

Zone 

Daytime Hours 

(7 A.M. to 10 P.M.) 
dBA (Leq) 

Nighttime Hours 

(10 P.M. to 7 A.M.) 
dBA (Leq) 

Residential 50 40 

Commercial 60 55 

Manufacturing (M1, MR1 and MR2) 60 55 

Heavy Manufacturing (M2 and M3) 65 65 

 
Source: LAMC, Section 111.03. 
 

 

Section 112.02 limits increases in noise levels from air conditioning, refrigeration, heating, 

pumping and filtering equipment. Such equipment may not be operated in such manner as to 

create any noise which would cause the noise level on the premises of any other occupied 

property, or, if a condominium, apartment house, duplex, or attached business, within any 

adjoining unit, to exceed the ambient noise level by more than five (5) decibels. 

Section 112.05 of the LAMC sets a maximum noise level for construction equipment of 75 dBA 

at a distance of 50 feet when operated within 500 feet of a residential zone. Compliance with this 
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standard is required only where “technically feasible.”1 Section 41.40 of the LAMC prohibits 

construction between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Monday through Friday, 6:00 P.M. and 

8:00 A.M. on Saturday, and at any time on Sunday (i.e., construction is allowed Monday through 

Friday between 7:00 A.M. to 9:00 P.M.; and Saturdays and National Holidays between 8:00 A.M. 

to 6:00 P.M.). In general, the City’s Department of Building and Safety enforces noise ordinance 

provisions relative to equipment and the Los Angeles Police Department enforces provisions 

relative to noise generated by people.  

Section 113.01 of the LAMC prohibits collecting or disposing of rubbish or garbage, operating 

any refuse disposal truck, or collecting, loading, picking up, transferring, unloading, dumping, 

discarding, or disposing of any rubbish or garbage, as such terms are defined in Section 66.00 of 

LAMC, within 200 feet of any residential building between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 6:00 A.M. 

of the following day, unless a permit therefore has been duly obtained beforehand from the Board 

of Police Commissioners. 

Section 91.1207.14.2 prohibits interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources from 

exceeding 45 dBA in any habitable room. The noise metric shall be either the day-night average 

sound level (Ldn) or the community noise equivalent (CNEL), consistent with the noise element 

of the local general plan.  

City of Los Angeles Noise Element 

The overall purpose of the Noise Element of the General Plan is to guide policymakers in making 

land use determinations and in preparing noise ordinances that would limit exposure of people to 

excessive noise levels. The following policies and objectives from the Noise Element of the 

General Plan are applicable to the project (City of Los Angeles 1999): 

Objective 2 (Non-airport): Reduce or eliminate non-airport related intrusive noise, 

especially relative to noise-sensitive uses. 

Policy 2.1: Enforce and/or implement applicable City, State, and federal regulations 

intended to mitigate proposed noise producing activities, reduce intrusive noise and 

alleviate noise that is deemed a public nuisance. 

Objective 3 (Land Use Development): Reduce or eliminate noise impacts associated with 

proposed development of land and changes in land use. 

Policy 3.1: Develop land use policies and programs that will reduce or eliminate potential 

and existing noise impacts. 

The City’s noise compatibility guidelines are provided in Table 4. 

                                                      
1  In accordance with the City’s Noise Ordinances, “technically feasible” means that the established noise limitations 

can be complied with at a project site, with the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction 
devices or techniques employed during the operation of equipment.  
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TABLE 4 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE 

Land Use 

Community Noise Exposure CNEL (dBA) 

Normally 
Acceptable a 

Conditionally 
Acceptable b 

Normally 
Unacceptable c 

Clearly 
Unacceptable d 

Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 50 to 60 55 to 70 70 to 75 Above 70 

Multi-Family Homes 50 to 65 60 to 70 70 to 75 Above 70 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, 
Nursing Homes 

50 to 70 60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 

Transient Lodging—Motels, Hotels 50 to 65 60 to 70 70 to 80 Above 80 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
Amphitheaters 

— 50 to 70 — Above 65 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports — 50 to 75 — Above 70 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50 to 70 — 67 to 75 Above 72 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 
Recreation, Cemeteries 

50 to 75 — 70 to 80 Above 80 

Office Buildings, Business and 
Professional Commercial 

50 to 70 67 to 77 Above 75 — 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
Agriculture 

50 to 75 70 to 80 Above 75 — 

 
a Normally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal conventional 

construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 
b Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements 

is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply 
systems or air conditioning will normally suffice. 

c Normally Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or development does proceed, a 
detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

d Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 
 
Source: City of L.A. 2006. 
 

 

Guidelines for Noise Compatibility Land Use 

The City has adopted local guidelines based, in part, on the community noise compatibility 

guidelines established by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research for use in assessing the 

compatibility of various land use types within a range of noise levels. These guidelines are set 

forth in the 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Thresholds Guide) in terms of CNEL levels. As 

explained above, these CNEL guidelines for specific land uses are classified into four categories: 

(1) “normally acceptable,” (2) “conditionally acceptable,” (3) “normally unacceptable,” and 

(4) “clearly unacceptable.” As shown in Table 4, the categories overlap to some degree. For 

example, a CNEL value of 60 dBA is the lower limit of what is considered a “conditionally 

acceptable” noise environment for multi-family residential uses, although the upper limit of what 

is considered “normally acceptable” for multi-family residential uses is set at 65 dBA CNEL 

(City of Los Angeles 2006). New development should generally be discouraged within the 

“normally unacceptable” or “clearly unacceptable” categories. However, if new development 
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does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed 

noise insulation features included in the design. 

Ground-Borne Vibration  

The City of Los Angeles has not adopted standards or regulations addressing groundborne 

vibration or groundborne noise impacts from land use development projects such as the project. 

As such, available guidelines from the FTA are utilized to assess impacts due to groundborne 

vibration and noise. As discussed above, in most circumstances common groundborne vibrations 

related to roadway traffic and construction activities pose no threat to buildings or structures. 

1.8 Environmental Setting 

1.8.1 Noise-Sensitive Receptor Locations 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others due to the amount of noise 

exposure and the types of activities typically involved at the receptor location. Residences, 

schools, motels and hotels, libraries, religious institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, and parks are 

generally more sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses. The nearest sensitive 

receptors would be single family and multi-family residential uses located south of the project site 

across West Gage Avenue. 

1.8.2 Ambient Noise Levels 

The existing noise environment within the project area is comprised primarily of vehicle traffic 

including trucks, buses, etc. St. Andrews and the adjacent streets. Secondary noise sources 

include nearby residential activities and activities associated with nearby schools. The Noise 

Element of the City of Los Angele’s General Plan provides estimated vehicular traffic noise 

levels for areas throughout the City.  The General Plan does not have estimated traffic noise 

levels for the local roadways directly adjacent to the project site.  The closest roadway segment 

with estimated traffic noise levels is Normandie Avenue between Manchester Avenue and 92nd 

Street.  Similar to the project vicinity, this area consists primarily of residential land uses, where 

the noise environmental is comprised primarily from vehicular traffic. The estimates traffic noise 

levels for this area is 61.7 dBA CNEL, 100 feet from the centerline of the roadway.   

1.8.3 Vibration-Sensitive Receptor Locations 

Activities associated with implementation of the proposed project have the potential to generate 

low levels of groundborne vibration due to the operation of equipment (i.e., rubber-tired dozer, 

drill rigs, and haul trucks). Groundborne vibrations propagate though the ground and rapidly 

diminish in intensity with increasing distance from the source. No high-impact activities, such as 

pile driving or blasting, would be used during demolition activities. The nearest off-site buildings 

to the project site that could be exposed to vibration levels generated from project activities 

include residential uses located on the south of the site across West Gage Avenue.
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SECTION 2 

Thresholds of Significance 

The significance thresholds below are derived from the Environmental Checklist questions in 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. Accordingly, a significant impact associated with 

noise would occur based on the following thresholds described below: 

NOI-1: Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 

the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or 

noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

NOI-2: Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

NOI-3: For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, 

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 

airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to 

excessive noise levels?  

In assessing the project’s potential impacts related to noise and groundborne vibration and noise 

in this section, the City has determined to use Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines as its 

thresholds of significance. The factors below from the City’s Noise Ordinance and the FTA’s 

groundborne vibration and noise criteria for assessing potential impacts relating to building 

damage and human annoyance will be used where applicable and relevant to assist in analyzing 

the Appendix G questions.   

The project Site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or 

within two miles of a public airport or public land use airport.  The airports nearest to the project 

Site are the Los Angeles International Airport and Santa Monica Airport at more than 12 miles to 

the southwest.  The project would not expose people residing or working in the project Site area 

to excessive noise levels for a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use 

plan or within two miles of a public airport or public land use airport, and no impact would occur 

with respect to Threshold NOI-3. No further analysis is required for Threshold NOI-3.  

2.1 Noise Levels  

2.1.1 Construction Noise 

The City of Los Angeles has established requirements for preparing a noise analysis for a Class 

32 Categorical Exemption under CEQA (City of Los Angeles 2016). The requirements state that 

LAMC Chapter XI, Article 2, Section 112.05 on construction noise may be used to demonstrate 
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that the project will not result in a significant impact. Under this standard, the applicant must at 

minimum demonstrate compliance with LAMC Section 112.05. As discussed above, Section 

112.05 of the LAMC sets a maximum noise level for construction equipment of 75 dBA at a 

distance of 50 feet when operated within 500 feet of a residential zone.  

In accordance with City requirements for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption, the criteria used in 

the construction noise analysis presented in this technical report is a noise level exceeding 

75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet when operated within 500 feet of a residential zone. 

2.1.2 Operation Noise 

The following criteria are applied to the project, as set forth in the Thresholds Guide and the 

City’s Noise Regulations, with the more restrictive provisions applied, to evaluate operational 

noise. The Project would have a significant impact from operations if: 

 The project causes the ambient noise levels measured at the property line of affected uses 

to increase by 3 dBA CNEL to or within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly 

unacceptable” categories; or 

 The project causes the ambient noise levels measured at the property line of affected uses 

to increase by 5 dBA CNEL or more increase in noise level; or 

 Project-related operational on-site (i.e., non-roadway) noise sources such as outdoor 

building mechanical/electrical equipment, outdoor activities, or parking facilities increase 

the ambient noise level (Leq) at noise sensitive uses by 5 dBA Leq. 

In summary, for operational noise, the criteria for off-site operational noise is an increase in the 

ambient noise level of 3 dBA or 5 dBA CNEL, depending on the existing noise conditions at the 

affected noise-sensitive land use category. On-site operational noise is an increase in the ambient 

noise level of 5 dBA Leq at an adjacent property line, in accordance with the LAMC.2 

2.1.3 Groundborne Vibration and Groundborne Noise 

The City has not adopted criteria to assess vibration impacts during construction. Thus, for this 

project, the City has determined to use the FTA’s criteria for structural damage and human 

annoyance, as described in Table 1 and Table 2, respectively, above, to evaluate potential 

impacts related to project construction and operation. 

 Potential Building Damage – project construction activities that cause groundborne 

vibration levels to exceed the potential structural damage threshold of 0.5-in/sec PPV at 

the nearest off-site buildings or structures of Building Category I, Reinforced-concrete, 

steel, or timber (no plaster). 

                                                      
2  Since the noise levels are measured at exterior locations at property lines, the noise levels inside buildings would be 

less than the values used for determining impacts.  With windows closed, the minimum exterior-to-interior noise 
attenuation for typical structures in California is approximately 25 to 30 dBA or potentially more with improved 
noise abatement materials or techniques.  See: Gordon 1971.  
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 Potential Building Damage – project construction activities that cause groundborne 

vibration levels to exceed the potential structural damage threshold of 0.3-in/sec PPV at 

the nearest off-site buildings of Building Category II, Engineered concrete and masonry 

(no plaster). 

 Potential Building Damage – project construction activities that cause groundborne 

vibration levels to exceed the potential structural damage threshold of 0.2-in/sec PPV at 

the nearest off-site buildings of Building Category III, Non-engineered timber and masonry 

buildings. 

 Potential Building Damage – project construction activities that cause groundborne 

vibration levels to exceed the potential structural damage threshold of 0.12-in/sec PPV at 

the nearest off-site buildings of Building Category IV, Buildings extremely susceptible to 

building damage. 

Based on FTA guidelines, construction and operational vibration impacts associated with human 

annoyance would be significant if the following were to occur:  

 Project construction and operational activities cause ground-borne vibration levels to 

exceed the following at off-site residential uses:  

o 72 VdB for frequent events (more than 70 events per day); 

o 75 VdB for occasional events (30 to 70 events per day); or 

o 80 VdB for infrequent events (fewer than 30 events per day). 

 Project construction and operational activities cause ground-borne vibration levels to 

exceed the following at off-site institutional uses with primarily daytime use: 

o 75 VdB for frequent events (more than 70 events per day); 

o 78 VdB for occasional events (30 to 70 events per day); or 

o 83 VdB for infrequent events (fewer than 30 events per day). 
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SECTION 3 

Impact Analysis 

3.1 Methodology 

3.1.1 On-Site Construction Noise 

On-site construction noise impacts were evaluated by determining the noise levels generated by 

the different types of construction activity anticipated, calculating the construction-related noise 

level at nearby sensitive receptor locations, and comparing these construction-related noise levels 

to existing ambient noise levels (i.e., noise levels without construction noise) at those receptors. 

On-Site Roadway Noise calculations are provided in Appendix A of this report. More, 

specifically, the following steps were undertaken to assess construction-period noise impacts: 

1. Typical noise levels for each type of construction equipment were obtained from the 

FHWA’s Construction Noise Handbook (FHWA 2006); 

2. Distances between construction site locations (noise sources) and surrounding sensitive 

receptors were measured using project architectural drawings and site plans and aerial 

imagery; 

3. The construction noise level was then calculated, in terms of hourly Leq, for sensitive receptor 

locations based on the standard point source noise-distance attenuation factor of 6.0 dBA for 

each doubling of distance. 

3.1.2 Off-Site Roadway Noise (Construction) 

Roadway noise impacts have been evaluated using the Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement 

(TeNS) method based on the traffic data provided by the applicant. The Caltrans TeNS method 

allows for the definition of roadway configurations, barrier information (if any), and receiver 

locations.  Off-Site Roadway Noise calculations are provided in Appendix B of this report. 

3.1.3 Ground-Borne Vibration (Construction and Operations) 

Ground-borne vibration impacts were evaluated by identifying potential vibration sources, 

measuring the distance between vibration sources and surrounding structure locations, and 

making a significance determination based on the significance thresholds described above.  

Ground-borne Vibration calculations are provided in Appendix C of this report. 
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3.2 Noise Impacts 

Threshold NOI-1: Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the 

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

agencies. 

Impact NOI-1:  Implementation of the proposed project would not generate substantial 

temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity 

of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan 

or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. (Less than 

Significant). 

3.2.1 Construction Noise 

On-Site Construction Noise 

Noise from on-site construction activities would be generated by the use of equipment involved 

during various stages of the demolition activities. The noise levels generated by construction 

equipment would vary depending on factors such as the type and number of equipment, the 

specific model (horsepower rating), the construction activities being performed, and the 

maintenance condition of the equipment. Individual pieces of construction equipment anticipated 

to be used during project construction could produce maximum noise levels of 78 dBA to 89 dBA 

Lmax at a reference distance of 50 feet from the noise source, as shown in Table 5. These 

maximum noise levels would occur when equipment is operating under full power conditions. 

The estimated usage factor for the equipment is also shown in Table 2-6. The usage factors are 

based on the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Roadway Construction Noise Model 

User’s Guide (FHWA 2006).  

TABLE 5 
CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS 

Construction Equipment 
Estimated Usage Factor, 

% 
Noise Level at 50 Feet  

(dBA, Lmax) 

Air Compressor 40% 78 

Auger Drill Rig 20% 84 

Generator Set 50% 81 

Jackhammer 20% 89 

Roller 20% 80 

Loader 40% 79 

 
SOURCE: FHWA 2006 

 

To characterize construction-period noise levels, the hourly Leq noise level associated with each 

construction phase is estimated based on the quantity, type, and usage factors for each type of 
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equipment used during each construction phase and are typically attributable to multiple pieces of 

equipment operating simultaneously. Over the course of a construction day, the highest noise 

levels would be generated when multiple pieces of construction equipment are operated 

concurrently.  

The estimated noise levels at noise sensitive receptors were calculated based on a maximum 

concurrent operation of construction equipment, which is considered a worst-case evaluation 

because the project would typically use less equipment simultaneously, and as such would 

generate lower noise levels. See Appendix A for the noise calculation worksheets. The nearest 

sensitive receptors to the construction areas would be single family and multi-family residential 

uses located south of the project site across West Gage Avenue in the City of Los Angeles. Table 

6, shows the estimated maximum construction noise levels that would occur at the nearest off-site 

sensitive uses during a peak day of construction activity. As shown, construction noise levels 

were estimated to reach a maximum of 91 dBA Leq at 50 feet during the Removal of Foundation, 

79 dBA Leq at 50 feet during the combined Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing and 

Salvaging of Construction Materials, and 78 dBA Leq at 50 feet during the combined Removing 

of Wood Frame and Removal of Walls, which would exceed the standard for construction 

equipment of 75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet when operated within 500 feet of a residential zone. 

TABLE 6  
ESTIMATE OF UNMITIGATED CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS (LEQ) AT EXISTING OFF-SITE SENSITIVE RECEIVER 

LOCATIONS 

Construction Phase 
Distance 

(ft) 
dBA, Leq 

Mobilization and Capping of Utilities 50 78 

Hazardous Materials Remediation 50 78 

Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing 50 77 

Salvaging of Construction Materials 50 75 

Removal of Wood Framing 50 75 

Removal of Walls 50 75 

Removal of Foundation 50 91 

Backfilling and Minor Grading 50 79 

Cleanup and Removal of Fencing  50 77 

Demolition Finish 50 0 

Overlap of Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing 
and Salvaging of Construction Materials 

50 79 

Overlap of Removal of Wood Framing and Removal of Walls 50 78 

Maximum Combined Noise Levels 50 91 

Significance Threshold 50 75 

Notes: 
 

A) Construction schedule provided by the project applicant.   
B) Detailed construction noise calculations are provided in Appendix A. 

 
Source: ESA 2020 
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As shown in Table 7, with the incorporation of mitigation measures NOI-1 through NOI-4 (see 

Mitigation Measure descriptions below), construction noise levels were estimated to reach a 

maximum of 71 dBA Leq at 50 feet during the Removal of Foundation phase, which would not 

exceed the standard set forth in LAMC Section 112.05, which sets a maximum noise level for 

construction equipment of 75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet when operated within 500 feet of a 

residential zone 

TABLE 7 
ESTIMATE OF MITIGATED CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS (LEQ) AT EXISTING OFF-SITE SENSITIVE RECEIVER 

LOCATIONS 

Construction Phase 
Distance 

(ft) 
dBA, Leq 

Mobilization and Capping of Utilities 50 58 

Hazardous Materials Remediation 50 58 

Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing 50 57 

Salvaging of Construction Materials 50 55 

Removal of Wood Framing 50 55 

Removal of Walls 50 55 

Removal of Foundation 50 71 

Backfilling and Minor Grading 50 59 

Cleanup and Removal of Fencing 50 57 

Demolition Finish 50 0 

Overlap of Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing 
and Salvaging of Construction Materials 

50 59 

Overlap of Removal of Wood Framing and Removal of Walls 50 58 

Maximum Combined Noise Levels 50 71 

Significance Threshold 50 75 

Notes: 
 

A) Construction schedule provided by the project applicant.   
B) Detailed construction noise calculations are provided in Appendix A. 

 
Source: ESA 2020 

 

As mentioned above, Section 41.40 of the LAMC prohibits construction between the hours of 

9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Monday through Friday, 6:00 P.M. and 8:00 A.M. on Saturday, and at 

any time on Sunday (i.e., construction is allowed Monday through Friday between 7:00 A.M. to 

9:00 P.M.; and Saturdays and National Holidays between 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M.). The project 

construction workday would start at 6:00 A.M. and end at 5:00 P.M. Monday through Friday and 

no construction would occur on the weekends. However, no noise generating construction 

activities would occur on-site between 6:00 A.M and 7:00 A.M as the initial hour of the workday 

would be used for setup activities, planning and personnel meetings, and other similar activities 

and no operation of off-road equipment and truck loading activities would occur until 7:00 A.M. 

Therefore, as the project would be in compliance with applicable noise standards established in 

the LAMC, construction noise impacts would be considered less than significant.  
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Off-Site Construction Noise 

On-road trucks would be used to transport materials to and from the construction areas. Trucks 

would travel past noise-sensitive residential uses along West Gage Avenue in the City of Los 

Angeles. However, the number of trucks would be minimal at approximately 25 trucks per day (3 

trucks during a peak hour is assumed in the analysis). The temporary addition of this number of 

trucks per day during construction activities would result in a peak hour noise level of 53.6 dBA 

Leq and CNEL of 54.1 dBA at 20 feet from the roadway (or approximately 35 feet from the 

centerline based on a 30-foot roadway width typical of roadways in the vicinity of the project 

site). The ambient at the roadways around the project site analyzed in the City of Los Angeles 

Citywide General Plan Framework FEIR is 55.0 dBA CNEL at 20 feet from the roadway (City of 

Los Angeles 1996). At 54.1 dBA CNEL, the project’s temporary noise from truck travel would 

contribute to increase noise levels to 57.6 dBA Leq on any given roadway around the parks 

during construction, which would not exceed the threshold of 60.0 dBA Leq. Therefore, the off-

site construction traffic noise impacts would be less than significant 

3.2.2 Operational Noise 

The existing noise environment in the project area is dominated by traffic noise from nearby 

roadways. As the project is an infrastructure project that involves demolition of a two-story 

structure and some additional structures where once the site is cleared, the proposed project site 

would be used by LADWP as open air storage, operation of the project would not result in a net 

increase in operational noise levels. The project would require infrequent truck trips and minimal 

usage of equipment, as it is estimated that approximately three truck trips per week would 

enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would occur at the project site. 

Given the infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment, project operation would not 

result in an audible increase in noise levels. As such, operation of the project would result in a 

less than significant impact. 

Mitigation:  

NOI-1: For construction activities adjacent to noise-sensitive receptors (e.g., residences), 

the contractor shall ensure that all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, are equipped 

with properly operating and maintained noise shielding and muffling devices, consistent 

with manufacturers’ standards. The contractor shall use muffler systems (e.g. absorptive 

mufflers) that provide a minimum reduction of 5 dBA compared to the same equipment 

without an installed muffler system, reducing maximum construction noise levels. The 

contractor shall keep documentation on-site demonstrating that the equipment has been 

maintained in accordance with the manufacturers’ specifications. The contractor shall 

also keep documentation on-site verifying compliance with this measure. 

NOI-2: For construction activities adjacent to noise-sensitive receptors (e.g., residences) 

along West Gage Avenue, where physically and technically feasible, the contractor shall 

provide a temporary fence or other barrier with a performance standard of achieving a 15 

dBA noise level reduction at the residential receptors to the south. A 16-foot tall 
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temporary fence or other barrier shall be used along West Gage Avenue extending 

approximately 100 feet from the South St Andrews Place intersection. A minimum 8-foot 

tall temporary fence or other barrier shall be used in all other areas along the project site’s 

southern boundary along West Gage Avenue. The temporary fence or barrier shall be 

used during peak noise-generating construction phases when the use of heavy equipment 

is prevalent. A noise barrier is not required if it would pose a safety risk or unreasonably 

prevent access to the construction area as deemed by the on-site construction manager 

such as in areas that have limited equipment maneuvering space or access. 

NOI-3: Limit engine idling of construction equipment (e.g. haul trucks, loaders, etc.) to a 

minimum of 200 feet from any boundary of the nearest sensitive receptors.  

NOI-4: Prior to commencement of construction activities, LADWP shall notify in 

writing adjacent residents and businesses near the project site, including the residents 

along Gage Avenue south of the project site, of proposed construction activities and the 

tentative schedule. The notices shall also provide a contact person and hotline where local 

residents or business owners can call during active construction with questions or 

comments. LADWP shall respond to inquiries regarding construction noise and vibration. 

In addition, LADWP shall provide a construction site notice 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. Significance after Mitigation: Less Than 

Significant with mitigation.    

3.3 Vibration Impacts  

Threshold NOI-2: Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. 

Impact NOI-2:  Implementation of the proposed project would not generate excessive 

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. (Less than 

Significant). 

3.3.1 Construction Vibration 

According to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), ground vibrations from construction 

activities very rarely reach the level that can damage structures. A possible exception is the case 

of old, fragile buildings of historical significance where special care must be taken to avoid 

damage (FTA 2006). The construction activities that typically generate the most severe vibrations 

are blasting and impact pile driving, which would not be utilized for the project. The project 

would utilize construction equipment such as use of loaded trucks and jackhammers, which 

would generate ground-borne vibration during construction activities. The vibration velocities at 

various distances for several types of construction equipment that can generate perceptible 

vibration levels are identified in Table 8. Based on the information presented in Table 8, 
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vibration velocities could range from 0.035 to 0.089 in/sec PPV at 25 feet from the source of 

activity.  

Proposed construction activities would occur throughout the project area and would not be 

concentrated at the point closest to the nearest structure. Based on the vibration levels presented 

in Table 8, at a distance of 10 feet from the project area, the maximum vibration level would be 

up to approximately 0.352 in/sec PPV for a drill rig, which would not exceed the significance 

threshold of 0.5 in/sec PPV. Therefore, the use of all construction equipment would not result in a 

groundborne vibration velocity level above 0.5 inches per second at the nearest off-site structure 

and impacts would be less than significant.  

With respect to human annoyance, the nearest residential building are located approximately 50 

feet from the project site would be exposed to vibration levels at approximately 78 VdB which is 

not above the 80 VdB threshold for human annoyance.3 Therefore, impacts would be less than 

significant. 

TABLE 8 
VIBRATION SOURCE LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Equipment 

Approximate PPV (in/sec) 

25 
Feet 

50 
Feet 

60 
Feet 

75 
Feet 

100 
Feet 

200 
Feet 

300 
Feet 

Bore/Drill Rig 0.0890 0.0361 0.0285 0.0213 0.0147 0.0060 0.0035 

Loaded Trucks 0.0760 0.0309 0.0244 0.0182 0.0125 0.0060 0.0035 

Jackhammer 0.0350 0.0142 0.0112 0.0084 0.0058 0.0051 0.0030 

Small Bulldozer 0.0030 0.0012 0.0010 0.0007 0.0005 0.0023 0.0014 

 
SOURCE: FTA 2018; ESA 2020. 

 

 

 

3.3.2 Operational Vibration 

Once construction activities have been completed, there would be no substantial sources of 

vibration activities from operation of the project. The project would not include new stationary 

sources of vibration. The infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment, as it is estimated 

that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of 

forklift usage per week that would occur at the project site during project operations would not 

generate perceptible vibration levels that would cause structural damage or human annoyance. 

Therefore, vibration impacts during project operation would be less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

                                                      
3    The commercial building 10 feet from the project site was not considered a sensitive receptor with respect to human 

annoyance since it does not have vibration-sensitive activity or equipment within the building. 
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Significance after Mitigation: Less Than Significant. 

3.4 Airport and Airstrip Noise Impacts  

Threshold NOI-3: For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land 

use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a 

public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing 

or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

Impact NOI-3:  The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an 

airport. (No Impact). 

The project area is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Further, the nearest airport 

to the project area is the Los Angeles International Airport, located approximately 4 miles to the 

southwest of the project area. The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan 

or within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport. Therefore, the project would have no 

impact related to public or private airport/airstrip noise levels. 

Mitigation: None required. 

Significance after Mitigation: No Impact. 

3.5 Cumulative Impacts 

CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of cumulative impacts of a project “when the project’s 

incremental effect is cumulatively considerable” (2011 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130). As 

defined by Section 15065 (a)(3) “cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects 

of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past 

projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects (2011 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15065 (a)(3)). These cumulative impacts are defined as “two or more 

individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or 

increase other environmental impacts” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15355).  

There is the potential for other nearby projects to undergo construction at the same time as the 

proposed project. Should this occur, all projects would be required to comply with the 

construction hours allowed by the City or comply with City restrictions imposed if a variance to 

the allowable construction hours for either project is issued. As described in Section 3, the 

proposed project construction and operation would comply with the City’s noise standard, and 

impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, the proposed project, when combined with 

potential cumulative projects, would not cause a cumulatively considerable noise impact. With 

regard to groundborne vibration, the construction vibration levels generated by the project would 

be below the FTA thresholds. Vibration levels diminish rapidly from the source and the range of 

vibration concern is usually limited to 50 feet from the vibration source; thus, the proposed 
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project, when combined with potential cumulative projects, would not cause a cumulatively 

considerable vibration impact. As a result, cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less Than Significant.
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Project: St Andrews Demolition
Construction Noise Impact on Sensitive Receptors

Parameters
Construction Hours: 9 Daytime hours (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Evening hours (7 pm to 10 pm)
0 Nighttime hours (10 pm to 7 am)

Leq to L10 factor 3

Construction Phase
Equipment Type

No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor Distance (ft) Lmax Leq L10

Estimated 
Noise 

Shielding, dBA

Mobilize and Cap Utilities 81 78
Generator Sets 1 81 50% 50 81 78 81 0

Hazmat Remediation 81 78
Generator Sets 1 81 50% 50 81 78 81 0

Install Pedestrian Protection and Fencing 84 77
Auger Drill Rig 1 84 20% 50 84 77 80 0

Salvage Materials 79 75
Front End Loader 1 79 40% 50 79 75 78 0

Remove Wood Framing 79 75
Front End Loader 1 79 40% 50 79 75 78 0

Remove Walls 79 75
Front End Loader 1 79 40% 50 79 75 78 0

Remove Foundation 95 91
Air Compressor 1 78 40% 50 78 74 77 0
Jackhammer 2 89 20% 50 92 85 88 0
Front End Loader 1 79 40% 50 79 75 78 0

Backfill and Minor Regarding 88 79
Roller 4 80 20% 50 86 79 82 0

Clean up/remove Pedestrian Protection 84 77
Auger Drill Rig 1 84 20% 50 84 77 80 0

Demolition Finish
0 0 0

Overlapping Phase Noise Levels

Demolition Task 3 + Demolition Task 4 85.2 79.1
Demolition Task 5 + Demolition Task 6 82.0 78.0
Remove Foundation 94.6 90.5
Maximum Combined Noise Levels 94.6 90.5
Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005

Residences Along West Gage Avenue



Project: St Andrews Demolition
Mitigated Construction Noise Impact on Sensitive Receptors

Parameters
Construction Hours: 9 Daytime hours (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Evening hours (7 pm to 10 pm)
0 Nighttime hours (10 pm to 7 am)

Leq to L10 factor 3

Construction Phase
Equipment Type

No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor Distance (ft) Lmax Leq L10

Estimated 
Noise 

Shielding, dBA

Mobilize and Cap Utilities 61 58
Generator Sets 1 81 50% 50 61 58 61 20

Hazmat Remediation 61 58
Generator Sets 1 81 50% 50 61 58 61 20

Install Pedestrian Protection and Fencing 64 57
Auger Drill Rig 1 84 20% 50 64 57 60 20

Salvage Materials 59 55
Front End Loader 1 79 40% 50 59 55 58 20

Remove Wood Framing 59 55
Front End Loader 1 79 40% 50 59 55 58 20

Remove Walls 59 55
Front End Loader 1 79 40% 50 59 55 58 20

Remove Foundation 75 71
Air Compressor 1 78 40% 50 58 54 57 20
Jackhammer 2 89 20% 50 72 65 68 20
Front End Loader 1 79 40% 50 59 55 58 20

Backfill and Minor Regarding 68 59
Roller 4 80 20% 50 66 59 62 20

Clean up/remove Pedestrian Protection 64 57
Auger Drill Rig 1 84 20% 50 64 57 60 20

Demolition Finish
0 0

Overlapping Phase Noise Levels

Demolition Task 3 + Demolition Task 4 65.2 59.1
Demolition Task 5 + Demolition Task 6 62.0 58.0
Remove Foundation 74.6 70.5
Maximum Combined Noise Levels 74.6 70.5
Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005

Residences Along West Gage Avenue
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TRAFFIC NOISE ANALYSIS TOOL

Project Name: St Andrews Demolition
Project Number: D160626.40

Analysis Scenario: Trucks
Source of Traffic Volumes: Construction Assumptions

Auto MT HT Auto MT HT

West Gage Avenue Hard 35 35 35 35 20 0 3 53.6 54.1

Model Notes:
The calculation is based on the methodology described in FHWA Traffic Noise Model Technical Manual (1998). 
The peak hour noise level at 50 feet was validated with the results from FHWA Traffic Noise Model Version 2.5.
Accuracy of the calculation is within ±0.1 dB when comparing to TNM results.
Noise propagation greater than 50 feet is based on the following assumptions:

For hard ground, the propagation rate is 3 dB per doubling the distance.
For soft ground, the propagation rate is 4.5 dB per doubling the distance.

Vehicles are assumed to be on a long straight roadway with cruise speed.
Roadway grade is less than 1.5%.
CNEL levels were obtained based on Figure 2-19, on page 2-58 Caltran's TeNS 2013. 

Peak Hour Noise 

Level (dBA Leq(h))

Noise Level 

dBA CNEL
Roadway Segment

Ground 

Type

Distance from 

Roadway to 

Receiver (feet)

Speed (mph) Peak Hour Volume
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Table I. Off-Site Structural Vibration Impacts
Reference 

Levela
Impact Level Threshold

PPV (in/sec) PPV (in/sec)
PPV 

(in/sec)
Large Bulldozer or Bore/Drill Rig 25 0.089 50 0.031 0.3 No

Loaded Trucks 25 0.076 50 0.027 0.3 No
Jackhammer 25 0.035 50 0.012 0.3 No

Large Bulldozer or Bore/Drill Rig 25 0.089 10 0.352 0.5 No
Loaded Trucks 25 0.076 10 0.300 0.5 No
Jackhammer 25 0.035 10 0.138 0.5 No

Notes:

a. Vibration reference levels and impact criteria taken from FTA Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (2006), Tables 8-1, 12-2, and 12-3

b. Distances represent the closest measurement from project building footprint to closest building footprint in each direction

Non-historic building to the west Category I

Reference 
Distance

Distance to 
Receptor 

(ft)b

Category II

St Andrews Demolition

Exceeds 
Threshold?

Receptor
Type of 
Building

Equipment

Residences to the south



St Andrews Demolition
Vibration Level Calculations

Based on Federal Transit Administration, Office of Planning and Environment

Residences to the south
N = 1.5

Equipment Distance to Estimated Estimated
Construction Project Peak Particle Velocity Receptor Velocity Decibels Peak Particle Velocity
Equipment Equipment @ 25 Feet* for < 0.5 PPV @ Distance** @ Distance***

(inches/second) (Feet) (VdB) (inches/second)
Unmitigated Vibration Levels
V1
Large Bulldozer or Bore/Drill Rig Yes 0.089 10 98.9 0.352
Loaded Trucks Yes 0.076 10 97.5 0.300
Jackhammer Yes 0.035 10 90.8 0.138
V2
Large Bulldozer or Bore/Drill Rig Yes 0.089 50 77.9 0.031
Loaded Trucks Yes 0.076 50 76.5 0.027
Jackhammer Yes 0.035 50 69.8 0.012

Source: 

Notes:
* Values taken from Table 7-4.

** Based on the formula VdB = 20 x LOG10 (v/vref), where vref is equal to 1×10-6 in/sec (see page 111).

The approximate rms vibration velocity level (v) is calculated from PPV using a crest factor of 4 (see page 184).

*** Based on the formula PPV(D) = PPV(25 ft) x (25/D)N, where D is equal to the distance (see page 185).
N = soil type classification factor (typically ranges from 1 to 1.5)

Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual,  2018.
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[bookmark: _Toc516742719][bookmark: _Toc39670346][bookmark: _Toc55222637]Project Description

1.1 [bookmark: _Toc516742720][bookmark: _Toc39670347][bookmark: _Toc55222638]Introduction

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) proposes to implement the St. Andrews Place Demolition Project (project). The proposed project would include the demolition of an existing twostory structure and auxiliary structures on a 1.1-acre parcel owned by LADWP. Once construction is complete and the site is cleared, the proposed project site would be used as open air storage. The property is located adjacent to an existing LADWP well field property that includes an area used for open air storage.

[bookmark: _Toc516742721][bookmark: _Toc39670348][bookmark: _Toc55222639]1.2	Project Location

The proposed project site is located south of downtown Los Angeles, at 6236 S. St. Andrews Place in the City of Los Angeles, as shown in Figure 1. The project site is bound by an existing LADWP well field property to the north, West Gage Avenue to the south, St. Andrews Place to the west, and existing industrial uses to the east. The site can be accessed through a gate on St. Andrews Place. Regional access to the project site is provided by Interstate 110 (I-110) approximately 1.7 miles east.

[bookmark: _Toc55222640]1.3	Project Background

The project site is composed of one parcel (Assessor’s Parcel No. 6001 016 901), owned by LADWP, with a two-story structure along the western portion of the property (Figure 2). In addition to the two-story structure, the project site is developed with an auxiliary structure and a paved area used for parking along the eastern side of the property. A concrete wall separates the paved parking area from the property to the north. LADWP would like to expand the available storage area currently used along the northern side of the project site. 

The two-story structure that will be demolished as part of the proposed project was constructed in 1928 and originally served as Bauman Brothers Furniture Manufacturing Co. (Bauman Brothers) facilities. The existing structure consists of various materials with an exterior that is mostly unreinforced masonry[footnoteRef:2] and includes floors that are made of wood framing.  [2:  	Unreinforced masonry is a type of building where load-bearing walls, non-load-bearing walls, or other structures are made of brick, cinderblock, tiles, adobe, or other masonry material that is not braced by reinforcing material, such as rebar in a concrete or cinderblock.] 





[bookmark: _Toc516742724][bookmark: _Toc39670351][bookmark: _Toc55223455]Figure 1	Regional Location




[bookmark: _Toc55223456]Figure 2	Project Location




[bookmark: _Toc55222641]1.4	Project Description

The proposed project would include the demolition of a 64,434-square-foot, 26-foot-tall, twostory structure. The structure’s footprint is approximately 38,484 feet. In addition, the proposed project would remove a 456-square-foot auxiliary structure, a concrete wall along the northern property line, and 10 posts located on the paved portion of the site, which were previously used as truck charging stations. Once the site is demolished and cleared of debris, a new chain-link fence with privacy slats or other privacy cover would be constructed along the perimeter of the property. The fence would be 8 feet tall and similar to the existing chain-link fence that surrounds the adjacent LADWP well field. The fence would include posts every 10 feet and barbed wire along the top. Once all structures and posts have been removed, the existing paved parking along the eastern side of the property would remain in place and the rest of the site would be slightly graded. No additional improvements to the site would occur. The proposed project would result in a new open air storage area to supplement the adjacent storage area at the LADWP well field property.

[bookmark: _Toc516742731][bookmark: _Toc39670358][bookmark: _Toc55222642]1.5	Project Construction

Prior to proposed demolition activities, utilities related to the existing structure would be capped and hazardous materials remediation would be implemented at the project site to limit exposure to potentially toxic materials, such as asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) and lead-based paint (LBP), during demolition activities. Prior to the start of demolition activities, a Hazardous Materials Survey would be conducted to assess the types and quantities of hazardous material that may be encountered during the demolition work. After the assessment, hazardous waste would be removed and disposed of in compliance with and all federal, state, and local laws. The demolition work would commence after the hazardous waste has been properly assessed and safely removed and disposed of.

Because of the two-story structure’s proximity to the sidewalk along St. Andrews Place and West Gage Avenue, barricades, protection fences, and/or canopies will be provided along the sidewalk to protect pedestrians from construction activities. No sidewalk or road closures are anticipated.

The proposed project would include mobilization and capping of utilities, hazardous materials remediation, installation of pedestrian protection and fencing, salvaging of construction materials, removal of wood framing, removal of walls, removal of foundation, backfilling and minor grading, and cleanup and removal of construction fencing. 

Construction demolition waste required to be exported off-site would include approximately 1,280 cubic yards (CY) of concrete, 1,670 CY of unreinforced masonry, and approximately 1,300 CY of wood. Minor excavation would be required to remove a concrete slab and perimeter footings. The maximum depth of excavation for the footings would be no deeper than 60 inches.  

All demolition debris and excavation material would be sent to 25th Street Recycling (2121 East 25th Street, Los Angeles, CA) or California Waste Services (621 West 152nd Street, Gardena, CA), or a similar facility. All hazardous materials would be disposed of at an appropriate facility that accepts such waste. 

Site access would occur via a gate located along the north side of the project site along St. Andrews Place. On average, approximately 10 workers per day would be at the project site, and up to 20 workers per day during the peak construction period, which would last approximately 3 weeks. This would result in a total of 20 worker trips per day on average and 40 worker trips per day during peak construction. Approximately 25 truck haul trips per day would occur during the heaviest period of construction. 

[bookmark: _Toc516742735][bookmark: _Toc516743052][bookmark: _Toc519847851][bookmark: _Toc39670362][bookmark: _Toc52279860][bookmark: _Toc55222484]Construction Staging

Construction staging areas and equipment and vehicle laydown areas would be accommodated within the project site’s paved parking area and within the adjacent LADWP property, if needed.  

Construction would require, but would not be limited to, the following equipment: 

		· Flatbed truck

· Light pickup truck

· Truck-mounted earth auger

· Heavy-duty trucks (2)

· Dump trucks (2)

		· Crawler loader

· Air compressor

· Pavement breakers (2)

· Air hoses (2)

· Two-drum roller





[bookmark: _Toc516742736][bookmark: _Toc516743053][bookmark: _Toc519847852][bookmark: _Toc39670363][bookmark: _Toc52279861][bookmark: _Toc55222485]Construction Schedule

The proposed project would take approximately 4.5 months to complete, which would include approximately 2 months of hazardous material remediation and 2.5 months of demolition work. Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to start in August 2021. 

Construction for the proposed project would occur Monday through Friday, between the hours of 6:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M. No nighttime construction would occur as part of the proposed project. 

[bookmark: _Toc516742737][bookmark: _Toc39670364][bookmark: _Toc55222643]1.6	Operation and Maintenance Activities

Once construction is complete and the site is cleared, the project site would be used for open air storage, similar to the existing adjacent property. It is anticipated that existing LADWP staff would operate and maintain the new open air storage area similar to the current adjacent well field property. It is estimated that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would occur at the project site. 

[bookmark: _Toc516742738][bookmark: _Toc39670365][bookmark: _Toc55222644]1.7	Project Approvals

This Initial Study (IS)/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been prepared to meet all of the substantive and procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). Accordingly, LADWP is the Lead Agency for the proposed project, and Table 1-1 summarizes the project’s permit requirements from their respective agencies. This IS/MND may be used for future project approvals. 

[bookmark: _Toc452127308][bookmark: _Toc55223325]Table 1-1
Discretionary Permits Potentially Required

		Agency

		Permits and 
Authorizations Potentially Required



		Regional Water Quality Control Board 

		· Construction General Permit

· General Stormwater NPDES for Industrial Facilities



		City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

		· Demolition permit











1. Project Description



1. Project Description





St. Andrews Place Demolition Project	1-1	ESA / D160626.40

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration	November 2020

Preliminary  Subject to Revision

St. Andrews Place Demolition Project	1-4	ESA / D160626.40

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration	November 2020

Preliminary  Subject to Revision

St. Andrews Place Demolition Project	1-3	ESA / D160626.40

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration	November 2020

Preliminary  Subject to Revision
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1.	Project Title:	St. Andrews Place Demolition Project

2.	Lead Agency Name and Address:	Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
111 N. Hope Street, Room 1044
Los Angeles, CA 90012

3.	Contact Person and Phone Number:	Eduardo Cuevas
Environmental Engineering Associate
(213) 367-3553

4.	Project Location:	6236 S. St. Andrews Place,

		Los Angeles, California 90047 

5.	Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:	Same as Lead Agency

6.	General Plan Designation(s):	Light Industrial (South Los Angeles Community Plan)

7.	Zoning:	M2 (Light Industrial)

8.	Description of Project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its implementation. Attach additional sheets if necessary.)

The proposed project would include the demolition of an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures on a 1.1-acre parcel owned by Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP). Once construction is complete and the site is cleared, the proposed project site would be used by LADWP as open air storage.

9.	Surrounding Land Uses and Setting. (Briefly describe the project’s surroundings.)

Light industrial to the north, west, and east and hybrid industrial and low residential to the south.

10.	Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement.)

Regional Water Quality Control Board

City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

11.	Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?

To date, one California Native American tribe has requested consultation. A consultation meeting was held on August 27, 2020. See Section 2.18 for details.
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The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

☐	Aesthetics	☐	Agriculture and Forestry Resources	☐	Air Quality

☐	Biological Resources	☒	Cultural Resources	☐	Energy

☒	Geology/Soils	☐	Greenhouse Gas Emissions	☐	Hazards & Hazardous Materials

☐	Hydrology/Water Quality	☐	Land Use/Planning	☐	Mineral Resources

☒	Noise	☐	Population/Housing	☐	Public Services

☐	Recreation	☐	Transportation	☐	Tribal Cultural Resources

☐	Utilities/Service Systems	☐	Wildfire	☒	Mandatory Findings of Significance



DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial study:



		☐

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



		☒

		I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 



		☐

		I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.



		☐

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



		☐

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









			

Signature		Date



			

Signature	Date
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2.1	Aesthetics

		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		AESTHETICS — Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:

		

		

		

		



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

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		c)	In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒
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a)	Less than Significant Impact. Scenic vistas are defined by the City of Los Angeles as the panoramic public view of the ocean, striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features. There are several scenic vistas located around the City of Los Angeles, including the San Gabriel and Santa Susana Mountains to the north, the Santa Monica Mountains that extend across the middle of the city, the Palos Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean to the south and west, and views of the Los Angeles River throughout the city (City of Los Angeles 2001). However, the City of Los Angeles General Plan and the South Los Angeles Community Plan do not designate scenic vistas on or near the proposed project site (City of Los Angeles 2001; City of Los Angeles 2017). The nearest scenic vistas are the eastern Santa Monica Mountains located approximately 8.6 miles north of the project site. The Santa Monica Mountains can be viewed in the distance by motorists traveling north along St. Andrews Place, the north/south road at the western boundary of the project site.

During the proposed demolition, construction equipment and stockpiled materials would be visible at the project site for only a temporary amount of time. Equipment and materials would be used/stored within the LADWP property and out of the public right-of-way for the duration of construction. The proposed project would not significantly obstruct scenic vistas of the Santa Monica Mountain range from St. Andrews Place during construction. Once construction is complete and the site is cleared, the project site would be used for open space storage in compliance with Light Industrial Zone (M2) zoning regulations applicable to the project site (City of Los Angeles 2020). The M2 zoning designation allows for open storage of equipment at the project site, provided that the property is enclosed by fencing that is at least 8 feet in height and that equipment stored at the project site does not exceed the height of the fence (zoning regulations applicable to the project site are described in detail in Section 2.11, Land Use (City of Los Angeles 1974). Further, since implementation of the proposed project would demolish a 26foottall structure and construct an 8-foot-tall fence with privacy slats, thereby reducing the tallest structure on the project site by 18 feet, scenic views available to the public traveling north along St. Andrews Place would be improved at completion of the project compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. Impacts are considered to be less than significant. 

b)	No Impact. There are no officially designated State Scenic Highways in the vicinity of the project site, nor are there any known scenic resources or rock outcroppings in close proximity to the project site (Caltrans 2020; City of Los Angeles 2017). As discussed in Section 2.6 (a), the Bauman Brothers industrial complex does not qualify as a historical resource and its demolition would not constitute a significant impact. Construction of the project would not include the removal of trees, rock, outcroppings, or historic buildings that are visible from State Scenic Highways. Therefore, the proposed project would not impede any views of scenic resources from State Scenic Highways. 

c)	No Impact. The project site is located in a highly urbanized area within the City of Los Angeles, and is within the South Los Angeles Community Plan area. Visually, the project site has industrial characteristics, including a two-story structure that was formerly a furniture manufacturing facility. The area surrounding the project site is visually characterized by residential, institutional, and commercial uses. 

	The project site is designated for Light Industrial land use in the South Los Angeles Community Plan and is zoned as Light Industrial (M2). Once the project construction is completed, the site would serve an as open air storage site, similar to the existing property to the north. This use would not conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. No impact would occur.

d)	No Impact. The project site is located in a highly urbanized area, which receives light and glare from vehicles and streetlights during the day and night. Light and glare associated with daytime construction of the proposed project is not expected to be substantially greater than existing conditions. Construction of the proposed project would occur Monday through Friday, within the hours between 6:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M. As construction would occur during daytime hours, no additional light sources would be introduced to the project site during construction. If nighttime lighting is required, the construction contractor would comply with the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code 41.40 nighttime lighting standards and all lighting would be shielded and pointed toward the construction activity, away from the surrounding street and sensitive land uses. Once demolition activity is complete, the site would serve as an open air storage area. No new sources of light are required or would be implemented as part of the project. No impact would occur.
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[bookmark: _Toc55222649]2.2	Agriculture and Forestry Resources

		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



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



		a)	Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		e)	Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒
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a) No Impact. The project site is not included within the Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program survey boundaries (California Department of Conservation 2016a). The project site is not located on land that is designated as agriculture by the South Los Angeles Community General Plan and is not located on land zoned for agricultural uses. The proposed project would be implemented on private property that is designated by the City of Los Angeles for Light Industrial land uses and zoned as M2 (Light Industrial Zone) (City of Los Angeles 2017; City of Los Angeles 2020). Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use. No impact would occur. 

b)	No Impact. According to the California Department of Conservation, the project site is not located on land under a Williamson Act contract (California Department of Conservation 2016b). In addition, the project site is not located on land zoned for agricultural use (City of Los Angeles 2017; City of Los Angeles 2020). Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No impact would occur.

c, d)	No Impact. The South Los Angeles Community Plan land use map and the City of Los Angeles zoning map do not include zoning categories related to forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned as Timberland Production (City of Los Angeles 2017; City of Los Angeles 2020). The project is not located on U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service land. The nearest forest land is Angeles National Forest approximately 29 miles northeast of the project site (NRCS 2020). The project would be constructed on a currently developed parcel and would not conflict with existing zoning for its current or proposed use. The proposed project would not result in the conversion of forest land and no impact would occur.

e)	No Impact. As discussed above, the project site is not located on land designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, timberland, or forest land. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not convert farmland or forestland, and no impact would occur.
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		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		AIR QUALITY — 
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:



		a)	Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		b)	Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		c)	Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		d)	Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐
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a)	Less than Significant Impact. The project site is located within the 6,745-square-mile South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). Air quality planning for the SCAB is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) to meet the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for criteria air pollutants. The SCAQMD is required, pursuant to the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants for which the SCAB is in non-attainment of the NAAQS (i.e., ozone [O3] and fine particulate matter [PM2.5]). The SCAQMD, California Air Resources Board (CARB), and United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) have adopted the 2012 AQMP, which incorporates scientific and technological information and planning assumptions, regarding air quality and regional growth projections from the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), and emission inventory methodologies for various source categories (SCAQMD 2013). The key undertaking of the 2012 AQMP is to bring the SCAB into attainment with the NAAQS for the 24-hour PM2.5 standard. It also intensifies the scope and pace of continued air quality improvement efforts toward meeting the 8hour O3 standard with new measures designed to reduce reliance on the CAA Section 182(e)(5) long-term measures for nitrogen oxide (NOX) and volatile organic compound (VOC) reductions. The SCAQMD expects exposure reductions to be achieved through implementation of new and advanced control technologies as well as improvement of existing technologies. 

The 2012 AQMP was prepared to accommodate growth, reduce the high levels of pollutants within the areas under the jurisdiction of SCAQMD, return clean air to the region, and minimize the impact on the economy. Projects that are consistent with the assumptions used in the AQMP do not interfere with attainment because the growth is included in the projections used in the formulation of the AQMP. Thus, projects, uses, and activities that are consistent with the applicable growth projections and control strategies used in the development of the AQMP would not jeopardize attainment of the air quality levels identified in the AQMP, even if they would individually exceed the SCAQMD’s numeric indicators.

The SCAQMD released the Draft 2016 AQMP on June 30, 2016, for public review and comment. A revised Draft 2016 AQMP was released in October 2016, and the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted the 2016 AQMP on March 3, 2017. CARB approved the 2016 AQMP on March 23, 2017 (SCAQMD 2016). USEPA approval is pending, but is a necessary requirement before the 2016 AQMP can be incorporated into the State Implementation Plan. Key elements of the 2016 AQMP include implementing fair-share emissions reductions strategies at the federal, state, and local levels; establishing partnerships, funding, and incentives to accelerate deployment of zero and near-zero-emissions technologies; and taking credit from co-benefits from greenhouse gas (GHG), energy, transportation, and other planning efforts. The strategies included in the 2016 AQMP are intended to demonstrate attainment of the NAAQS for the federal O3 and PM2.5 standards. Until such time as the 2016 AQMP is approved by USEPA, the 2012 AQMP remains the applicable AQMP.

Construction 

Construction activities associated with the project have the potential to generate temporary criteria pollutant emissions through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment, such as loaders and air compressors, and through vehicle trips generated from worker trips, vendor trucks, and haul trucks traveling to and from the construction areas. In addition, fugitive dust emissions would result from construction activities. Mobile source emissions, primarily NOX, would result from the use of construction equipment. Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level of activity, the specific type of construction activity, and prevailing weather conditions. The assessment of construction air quality impacts considers each of these potential sources. 

Under this criterion, the SCAQMD recommends that lead agencies demonstrate that a project would not directly obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan and that a project be consistent with the assumptions (typically land use related, such as resultant employment or residential units) upon which the air quality plan is based. The project would result in an increase in short-term employment compared to existing conditions. Being relatively small in number and temporary in nature, construction jobs under the project would not conflict with the long-term employment projections upon which the AQMP is based. Control strategies in the AQMP with potential applicability to short-term emissions from construction activities include strategies denoted in the 2012 AQMP as ONRD-04 and OFFRD-01 and in the 2016 AQMP as MOB-08 and MOB-10 and are intended to reduce emissions from on-road and off-road heavy-duty vehicles and equipment by accelerating replacement of older, emissions-prone engines with newer engines meeting more stringent emission standards. Construction contractors would be required to comply with the CARB Air Toxic Control Measure that limits heavy-duty diesel motor vehicle idling to no more than 5 minutes at any given location. In addition, contractors would be required to comply with required and applicable Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and the CARB In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation to use lower-emitting equipment in accordance with the phased-in compliance schedule for equipment fleet operators. The project would not conflict with implementation of these strategies. The project would also comply with SCAQMD regulations for controlling fugitive dust pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 403. 

Compliance with these requirements is consistent with and meets or exceeds the AQMP requirements for control strategies intended to reduce emissions from construction equipment and activities. Because the project would not conflict with the control strategies intended to reduce emissions from construction equipment, the project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP, and impacts would be less than significant.

Operations

Both the 2012 AQMP and 2016 AQMP were prepared to accommodate growth, reduce the levels of pollutants within the areas under the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD, return clean air to the region, and minimize the impact on the economy. Projects that are considered consistent with the AQMP would not interfere with attainment because this growth is included in the projections used in the formulation of the AQMP. The project would result in an open storage area that would have no effect on long-term population and employment growth. The project does not include residential or commercial development, and its implementation is not forecast to induce any additional growth within the service area. Once demolition is complete and the site is cleared of debris, a new chain-link fence would be constructed along the perimeter of the property. The project would not generate net new operational emissions aside from minimal use of trucks and equipment, as it is estimated that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would occur at the project site. Therefore, the project would not conflict with growth projections in the AQMP. As the project would not conflict with the growth projections in the AQMP, impacts would be less than significant.

b) 	Less than Significant Impact. As indicated above, the project site is located within the SCAB. State and federal air quality standards are exceeded in many parts of the SCAB for O3 and PM2.5, including those monitoring stations nearest to the project site. The project would contribute to local and regional air pollutant emissions during construction (short-term or temporary). However, based on the following analysis, construction and operation of the project would result in less than significant impacts relative to the daily significance thresholds for criteria air pollutant emissions established by the SCAQMD for construction and operational phases. 

Daily regional construction and operational source project criteria pollutant emissions (VOC, NOX, carbon monoxide [CO], sulfur dioxide [SO2], respirable particulate matter [PM10], and PM2.5) were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2, which is designed to model construction emissions for land use development projects based on building size, land use and type, and disturbed acreage, and allows for the input of project-specific information. Project-generated emissions of criteria air pollutants (i.e., CO, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5) and ozone precursors (i.e., VOC and NOX) were modeled based on project-specific information provided in the proposed project description by LADWP, and default SCAQMD-recommended settings and parameters attributable to the proposed land use types and site location. The model incorporates emission factors from the CARB OFFROAD model and the on-road vehicle EMFAC2014 model and is considered to be an accurate and comprehensive tool for quantifying air quality impacts from land use projects throughout California; the model is also recommended by the SCAQMD.[footnoteRef:3] The emissions from worker vehicle trips, haul truck trips, and vendor truck trips were estimated outside of CalEEMod to account for the CARB 2017 on-road vehicle emissions factor (EMFAC2017) model, because EMFAC2017 has not yet been incorporated in the current version of CalEEMod, and to incorporate the adjustment factors for the Safer Affordable Fuel-Efficient (SAFE) Vehicles Rule Part I: One National Program (SAFE Rule Part I). In addition, the construction off-road construction equipment emissions accounts for implementation of applicable Environmental Standards of the South Los Angeles Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) District, including that on-site generators are required to meet 0.01 grams per brake horsepower-hour (g/bhp-hr) standard for particulate matter, or be equipped with BACT for particulate matter emissions reductions (see Appendix A for additional details). [3: 	See: South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Modeling, http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-modeling.] 


Construction

Construction activities associated with the project would generate temporary and short-term emissions of VOC, NOX, CO, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5. Construction-related emissions are expected from construction activities and construction worker commutes. As described in Section 1.5, Project Construction, project construction would include mobilization and capping of utilities, hazardous materials remediation, installation of pedestrian protection and fencing, salvaging of construction materials, removal of wood framing, removal of walls, removal of foundation, backfilling and minor grading, and cleanup and installation of fencing. Project construction is expected to commence in August of 2021 and would take approximately 4.5 months to complete. Maximum daily activities would involve up to two crews working simultaneously, with specified crews based on the different tasks. The construction schedule used in the air quality impact analysis assumes one crew per task, with two crews overlapping during installation of pedestrian protection and fencing and salvaging of construction materials, and two crews partially overlapping during the removal of wood framing and removal of walls. If project construction commences later than the anticipated start date, air quality impacts would be less than those analyzed herein, because a more energy-efficient and cleaner-burning construction equipment fleet mix would be expected in the future, pursuant to state regulations that require construction equipment fleet operators to phase in less polluting heavy-duty equipment. Therefore, air quality impacts would generally be less than those analyzed herein due to the likelihood of less emissions generated in a day.  

The duration of construction activity and associated equipment represents a reasonable approximation of the expected construction fleet as required per CEQA Guidelines. Sitespecific construction fleets may vary due to specific project needs at the time of construction. A detailed summary of construction equipment assumptions by task is provided in the modeling files in the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy Technical Report included as Appendix A.

The estimated unmitigated maximum daily construction emissions are summarized in Table 2-1. As shown in Table 2-1, construction-related daily emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD numeric indicator of significance. As the project’s maximum regional emissions from construction would not exceed the regional numeric indicator, the project’s regional construction emissions impacts would be less than significant. 
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Unmitigated Maximum Daily Regional Construction Emissions (pounds per day) a

		Source

		VOC

		NOX

		CO

		SO2

		PM10 b

		PM2.5 b



		Mobilization and Capping of Utilities

		<1

		3

		5

		<1

		<1

		<1



		Hazardous Materials Remediation

		1

		12

		8

		<1

		1

		<1



		Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing

		<1

		3

		3

		<1

		<1

		<1



		Salvaging of Construction Materials

		1

		9

		4

		<1

		1

		<1



		Removal of Wood Framing

		1

		12

		6

		<1

		2

		1



		Removal of Walls

		1

		10

		5

		<1

		1

		<1



		Removal of Foundation

		2

		19

		15

		<1

		2

		1



		Backfilling and Minor Grading

		<1

		2

		3

		<1

		<1

		<1



		Cleanup and Removal of Fencing

		<1

		3

		3

		<1

		<1

		<1



		Demolition Finish

		<1

		<1

		1

		<1

		<1

		<1



		Overlap of Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing and Salvaging of Construction Materials

		1

		12

		7

		<1

		1

		1



		Overlap of Removal of Wood Framing and Removal of Walls

		2

		22

		11

		<1

		3

		1



		Maximum Daily Emissions

		2

		22

		15

		<1

		3

		1



		SCAQMD Numeric Indicators 

		75

		100

		550

		150

		150

		55



		Exceeds Thresholds?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No



		a	Totals may not add up exactly due to rounding in the modeling calculations.

b	Emissions include fugitive dust control measures consistent with SCAQMD Rule 403.

SOURCE: ESA, 2020







Operations

Once construction is complete and the site is cleared, the project site would be used by LADWP for open air storage. Operation of the project would not result in a net increase in operational emissions. The project would not generate net new operational emissions aside from infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment, as it is estimated that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would occur at the project site. Therefore, project operational-source emissions would not exceed applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds of significance. As such, operation of the project would result in a less than significant impact.

The SCAB is currently in extreme non-attainment for the O3 and PM2.5 NAAQS and CAAQS and non-attainment for the PM10 CAAQS.[footnoteRef:4] A significant impact may occur if a project were to add a cumulatively considerable contribution of a federal or state non-attainment pollutant. Because the SCAB is currently in non-attainment for O3, PM10, and PM2.5, related projects could cause ambient concentrations to exceed an air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality exceedance. Cumulative impacts to air quality are evaluated under two sets of thresholds for CEQA and the SCAQMD. In particular, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3) provides guidance in determining the significance of cumulative impacts. Specifically, Section 15064(h)(3) states in part that: [4:  	The Los Angeles County portion of the SCAB is also non-attainment for the lead NAAQS; however, this was due to lead emissions from a battery-recycling facility that is no longer in operation. The project would not result in lead emissions to the environment; therefore, lead impacts from the project would not occur.] 


“A lead agency may determine that a project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative effect is not cumulatively considerable if the project will comply with the requirements in a previously approved plan or mitigation program which provides specific requirements that will avoid or substantially lessen the cumulative problem (e.g., water quality control plan, air quality plan, integrated waste management plan) within the geographic area in which the project is located. Such plans or programs must be specified in law or adopted by the public agency with jurisdiction over the affected resources through a public review process to implement, interpret, or make specific the law enforced or administered by the public agency…”

For purposes of the cumulative air quality analysis with respect to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), the project’s incremental contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is determined based on compliance with the SCAQMD-adopted AQMP. The AQMP includes demographic growth forecasts for various socioeconomic categories (e.g., population, housing, employment), developed by SCAG for their Regional Transportation Plan. As discussed under Section 2.3 (a), the project would be consistent with the AQMP.

The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook states that “[f]rom an air quality perspective, the impact of a project is determined by examining the types and levels of emissions generated by the project and its impact on factors that affect air quality. As such, projects should be evaluated in terms of air pollution thresholds established by the District” (SCAQMD 1993). The SCAQMD has provided guidance on an acceptable approach to addressing the cumulative impacts issue for air quality. The SCAQMD “uses the same significance thresholds for project-specific and cumulative impacts…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). 

As the project is not part of an ongoing regulatory program, the SCAQMD also recommends that project-specific air quality impacts be used to determine the potential cumulative impacts to regional air quality. As discussed above, peak daily emissions of construction-related pollutants would not exceed SCAQMD regional significance thresholds and construction impacts would be less than significant. Operational emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds and operational impacts would be less than significant. By applying SCAQMD’s cumulative air quality impact methodology, implementation of the project would not result in an addition of criteria pollutants such that cumulative impacts would occur in conjunction with related projects in the region.

c)	Less than Significant Impact. The localized effects from the on-site portion of the emissions are evaluated at air-quality-sensitive receptor locations potentially impacted by the project according to the SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, which relies on on-site mass emission rate screening tables and project-specific dispersion modeling typically for sites greater than 5 acres, as appropriate (SCAQMD 2008). The localized significance thresholds (LSTs) are applicable to emissions of NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. For NOX and CO, the thresholds are based on the ambient air quality standards. For PM10 and PM2.5, the thresholds are based on requirements in SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) for construction and Rule 1303 (New Source Review Requirements) for operations. The SCAQMD has established conservative screening criteria that can be used to determine the maximum allowable daily emissions that would satisfy the LSTs and therefore not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the applicable ambient air quality standards without project-specific dispersion modeling. The screening criteria depend on: (1) the source receptor area (SRA) in which the project is located; (2) the size of the project site; and (3) the distance between the project site and the nearest sensitive receptor (e.g., residences, schools, hospitals). These screening criteria were used in this assessment. For the project, the appropriate SRA for the LSTs is the Southwest Los Angeles County Coastal Monitoring Station (SRA 3). The nearest sensitive receptors would be single-family and multi-family residential uses located south of the project site across Gage Avenue. The SCAQMD’s methodology clearly states that “off-site mobile emissions from the project should not be included in the emissions compared to LSTs.” Therefore, for purposes of the LST analysis, only emissions included in the CalEEMod “on-site” emissions outputs were considered. 

Construction

Table 2-2 identifies the localized impacts at the nearest receptor, assumed to be located south of the project site.

[bookmark: _Toc55223327]Table 2-2
Unmitigated Maximum Daily Localized Construction Emissions (pounds per day) a

		Source

		NOX

		CO

		PM10 b

		PM2.5 b



		Mobilization and Capping of Utilities

		3

		4

		<1

		<1



		Hazardous Materials Remediation

		3

		4

		<1

		<1



		Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing

		3

		2

		<1

		<1



		Salvaging of Construction Materials

		7

		2

		1

		<1



		Removal of Wood Framing

		7

		2

		1

		<1



		Removal of Walls

		7

		2

		1

		<1



		Removal of Foundation

		15

		12

		1

		1



		Backfilling and Minor Grading

		2

		2

		<1

		<1



		Cleanup and Removal of Fencing

		3

		2

		<1

		<1



		Demolition Finish

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Overlap of Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing and Salvaging of Construction Materials

		10

		5

		1

		<1



		Overlap of Removal of Wood Framing and Removal of Walls

		14

		5

		2

		1



		Maximum Daily Emissions

		15

		12

		2

		1



		SCAQMD Numeric Indicatorsc 

		91

		664

		5

		3



		Exceeds Thresholds?

		No

		No

		No

		No



		a	Totals may not add up exactly due to rounding in the modeling calculations.

b	Emissions include fugitive dust control measures consistent with SCAQMD Rule 403.

c 	Based on SCAQMD lowest screening criteria for SRA 3 at 25 meters for a 1-acre site.

SOURCE: ESA, 2020







Localized emissions would not exceed the screening criteria at sensitive receptor locations. Therefore, localized impacts would be less than significant. 

Operations

According to SCAQMD LST methodology, LSTs would apply to the operational phase of a project if the project includes stationary sources, or attracts mobile sources, that may spend long periods queuing and idling at the site (e.g., warehouse or transfer facilities). Once construction is complete and the site is cleared, the project site will be used by LADWP for open air storage, and no new stationary emission sources would be required. Overall, given the infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment, as it is estimated that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would occur at the project site, localized project operational-source emissions would not exceed applicable SCAQMD localized thresholds of significance and operational impacts would be less than significant.

CO “Hot Spot” Analysis

A CO hot spot is an area of localized CO pollution that is caused by severe vehicle congestion on major roadways, typically near intersections. Projects may worsen air quality if they increase the percentage of vehicles in cold start modes by 2 percent or more, significantly increase traffic volumes (e.g., by 5 percent or more) over existing volumes, or worsen traffic flow, defined for signalized intersections as increasing average delay at intersections operating at Level of Service (LOS) E or F or causing an intersection that would operate at LOS D or better without the project, to operate at LOS E or F. While construction-related traffic on the local roadways would occur during construction, the net increase of construction worker vehicle trips to the existing daily traffic volumes on the local roadways would be relatively small and would not result in CO hot spots. Additionally, the construction-related vehicle trips would only occur in the short-term, and would cease once construction activities end. During operation, the project site would be used as an open air storage area and only minimal emissions would be generated from infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment. It is estimated that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would occur at the project site during operation and maintenance activities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Concentrations of toxic air contaminants (TACs) are also used as indicators of ambient air quality conditions. A TAC is defined as an air pollutant that may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or in serious illness, or that may pose a hazard to human health. TACs are usually present in minute quantities in the ambient air; however, their high toxicity or health risk may pose a threat to public health even at low concentrations.

Construction

Construction activities associated with the project would result in temporary and short-term emissions of diesel particulate matter, which the State has identified as a TAC. During construction, the exhaust of off-road heavy-duty diesel equipment and heavy-duty trucks would emit diesel particulate matter during general construction activities. 

Diesel particulate matter poses a carcinogenic health risk that is generally measured using an exposure period of 30 years for sensitive residential receptors, according to the California Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments (OEHHA Guidance), which was updated in 2015 with new exposure parameters, including age sensitivity factors (OEHHA 2015). Sensitive receptors would be located south of the project site; however, localized diesel particulate matter emissions (strongly correlated with PM2.5 emissions) would be minimal and would be below localized thresholds as presented in Table 2-2. Although the localized analysis does not directly measure health risk impacts, it does provide data that can be used to evaluate the potential to cause health risk impacts. Furthermore, construction activity would occur for a temporary and short-term duration. The low level of PM2.5 emissions coupled with the very short-term duration of construction activity at any one location, and the relatively small-scale of the project, would result in an overall low level of diesel particulate matter concentrations at sensitive receptor locations. Furthermore, compliance with the CARB anti-idling Air Toxics Control Measure, which limits idling to no more than 5 minutes at any location for diesel-fueled commercial vehicles, would further minimize diesel particulate matter emissions in the construction area. The project would also use a construction contractor(s) that complies with required and applicable BACT and the In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation. Thus, it is expected that sensitive receptors would be exposed to emissions below thresholds and construction TAC impacts would be less than significant.

Operations

The project would not require new stationary equipment. The project would not result in any other substantial sources of operational TAC emissions. Therefore, the project would not expose surrounding sensitive receptors to net new long-term TAC emissions and impacts would be less than significant.

d)	Less than Significant Impact. Potential sources that may emit odors during construction activities include construction equipment exhaust. According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, construction equipment is not a typical source of odors. Further, any potential odor from construction emissions would be temporary, short-term, and intermittent in nature and would cease upon completion of construction. No construction activities or materials are proposed that would create objectionable odors. In addition, through adherence with mandatory compliance with SCAQMD rules, impacts would be considered less than significant during construction. 

According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting operations, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding facilities. The project does not have any uses matching any of the listed categories. Therefore, operation of the proposed project would not generate odors affecting a substantial number of people and impacts would be less than significant.

[bookmark: _Toc52279875][bookmark: _Toc55222499]References

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), 2015. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. Available at: http://oehha.ca.gov/air/crnr/notice-adoption-air-toxics-hot-spots-program-guidance-manual-preparation-health-risk-0. Accessed June 2020.

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 1993. CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 1993, p. 6-1.

SCAQMD, 2003. Cumulative Impacts White Paper, Appendix D. Available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/cumulative-impacts-working-group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper-appendix.pdf?sfvrsn=4. Accessed June 2020.

SCAQMD, 2008. Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology. Available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds. Accessed June 2020.

SCAQMD, 2013. Final Air Quality Management Plan. Available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2012-air-quality-management-plan. Accessed June 2020.

SCAQMD, 2016. Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), Final 2016 AQMP. Available: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan. Accessed June 2020.

	




[bookmark: _Toc55222651]2.4	Biological Resources

		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

		

		

		

		



		a)	Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		c)	Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒
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a)	No Impact. The project site does not contain any vegetation and therefore does not contain any native plant habitat or support any special-status plant or wildlife species. The project site has been operating as an urban land use for decades. The site is paved and contains an existing two-story structure that covers the majority of the approximately 1.1-acre parcel. These characteristics are not conducive to wildlife habitat. Any wildlife potentially occurring on-site would likely be transitory and would be a species associated with urban areas (e.g., rats, mice). The project site does not contain any trees or vegetation. The proposed project would not remove any existing trees. In addition, the project vicinity is highly urbanized and does not support habitat for candidate, sensitive, or special-status plant species. Therefore, no impacts to candidate, sensitive, or special-status plant species would occur.

b)	No Impact. The project site does not contain any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or United States Fish and Wildlife Service. Furthermore, the project site is not located in or adjacent to a Significant Ecological Area as defined by the County of Los Angeles (County of Los Angeles 2019). As such, the project would have no impact on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community because those habitats do not occur on or near the project site.

c)	No Impact. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers defines wetlands as an area that has the following three attributes: (1) at least periodically, the land supports predominantly hydrophytes (e.g., “water-loving plants); (2) the substrate is predominantly undrained hydric (i.e., waterlogged soils); and (3) the substrate is saturated with or covered by shallow water at some time during the growing season. There are no geomorphic features that would qualify as a bed and bank defining a stream, impacts to which are regulatory by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife under California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq. The proposed project is located within a highly urbanized area and the site is currently developed. No wetlands are present at the project site and the site does not include hydrophytes (such as cattails, bulrushes, and mulefat) or other features that define a wetland. Therefore, the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands. No impact would occur.

d)	No Impact. The proposed project is located within a highly urbanized area and the site is currently developed with a two-story structure. There are no potential or established resident or migratory wildlife corridors on the project site or in the vicinity. This is due to the highly urbanized setting and lack of open space areas, particularly those areas that could facilitate the movement of wildlife species between larger stands of undeveloped habitat. Accordingly, the development of the project would not substantially interfere or impede any regional wildlife corridors or native wildlife nursery sites. Further, no water bodies that could serve as a habitat for fish exist on the project site or in the vicinity.

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC, Sec. 703, Supp. 1, 1989) prohibits killing, possessing, or trading in migratory birds, except in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior. Native birds, their eggs, and nests are also protected by California Fish and Game Code Sections 3500 and 3800, and thus impacts to native birds or their nests during the breeding season are potentially significant. There are no trees or vegetation within the project site, and the proposed project would not remove existing trees or plant new trees. The project site is developed with a two-story structure and parking area, and once construction is complete and the site is cleared, the proposed project site would be used as an open air storage site for LADWP. The proposed project implementation would not interfere with the movement of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. No impacts would occur.

e)	No Impact. The City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance (Los Angeles Municipal Code [LAMC] Chapter IV, Article 6) regulates the relocation or removal of all Southern California native oak trees (the genus Quercus, excluding scrub oak), Southern California black walnut trees (Juglans californica), western sycamore trees (Platanus racemosa) and California bay trees (Umbellularia californica) of at least 4 inches in diameter at breast height. These tree species are considered “protected” by the City of Los Angeles. The Ordinance prohibits, without permit, the removal of any regulated protected tree, including “acts which inflict damage upon root systems or other parts of the tree …” and requires that all regulated protected trees that are removed be replaced on at least a two-to-one basis with trees that are of a protected variety. The project site does not contain locally-protected biological resources, including trees such as oak trees, Southern California black walnut, western sycamore, and California bay trees. Project implementation would not involve the removal of any protected or California native trees, nor would it conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. Thus, the project would not disturb any native or protected trees as defined by LAMC Section 17.02, and there would be no impact. The proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources and impacts would not occur.

f)	No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state Habitat Conservation Plans. The project site is also not located within a Significant Ecological Area, as defined by the County of Los Angeles to hold important biological resources representing the wide-ranging biodiversity of the County (County of Los Angeles 2019). No impact would occur.
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		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

		

		

		

		



		a)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5?

		☐

		☒

		☐

		☐



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

		☐

		☒

		☐

		☐



		c)	Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

		☐

		☒

		☐

		☐
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The analysis of impacts to archaeological and historic resources is based, in part, on the following two reports: St. Andrews Place Demolition Project - Archaeological Resources Assessment and 6236 S. St. Andrews Place Historic Resources Assessment prepared by ESA in June 2020. These reports are included as Appendix B. 

a) 	Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. One historic-period built resource, the Bauman Brothers Furniture Manufacturing Co. (Bauman Brothers) industrial complex, was identified within the project site.

The industrial complex was identified as a potentially eligible resource in the City of Los Angeles citywide historical resources survey (SurveyLA) of Industrial Zone Properties in South Los Angeles, in 2016. SurveyLA identified the resource as potentially eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register), the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register), and for local listing because it represents an excellent and rare example of 1920s industrial development in the area. 

The first building in the industrial complex to be constructed was completed in 1928 as a Mediterranean Revival-style furniture factory with Italianate decorative elements designed by architect John M. Cooper Company for Bauman Brothers industrial complex, fronting S. St. Andrews Place. An additional brick vernacular industrial building designed by John M. Cooper Company was also constructed fronting Gage Avenue in 1928. Over the years, several additions and alterations were made to the factory to support the expansion of the Bauman Brothers industrial enterprise, most notably, construction of one additional building in 1941 in a utilitarian Late Moderne-style south of the original building designed by Engineer H. Sage Webster, and another similar building further south in 1946 also in a utilitarian Late Moderne-style designed by Engineer A. Karl Leatherwood, constructed fronting S. St. Andrews Place. Bauman Brothers continued to own the property and manufacture furniture at this location until 1968. 

As part of the current project, the industrial complex was subject to evaluation for inclusion in the National Register, California Register, and local listing as a Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument. The evaluation included intensive-level pedestrian site survey of the exterior and interior of the complex, as well as extensive occupation and construction history research to document the complex’s chronology and alterations. As a result of the evaluation, the industrial complex was recommended not eligible for listing in the National Register, the California Register, or for local listing. The complex is ineligible under Criterion A/1/1 because it has undergone many modifications and large additions that detract from its integrity and association with 1920s industrial development of South Los Angeles, and Bauman Brothers was a small unimportant enterprise and does not appear to have made any significant contribution to the development of the furniture manufacturing industry. The complex is ineligible under Criterion B/2/2 because there are no important persons associated with the complex. The complex is ineligible under Criterion C/3/3 because it does not appear to be architecturally significant. The complex is ineligible under Criterion D/4 because it does not reveal important information about prehistory or history. Therefore, the Bauman Brothers industrial complex does not qualify as a historical resource and its demolition would not constitute a significant impact.

The archaeological resources assessment prepared for the project included a records search conducted by the California Historical Resources Information System – South Central Coastal Information Center, a Sacred Lands File search conducted by the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), a review of historic aerial photographs and topographic maps, and a subsurface archaeological resources assessment. No known archaeological resources were identified within the project site as a result of the archaeological resources assessment. The subsurface archaeological sensitivity assessment indicates the project site is underlain by late Pleistocene to Holocene-age alluvial sediments, which encompass the entirety of the region’s human occupation, and therefore would have the potential to contain subsurface archaeological deposits. Given that project-related ground-disturbing activities will extend to depths of 5 feet, there is the potential for pockets of undisturbed soil containing archaeological resources that qualify as historical resources to be encountered during project implementation. As such, project implementation has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. With the incorporation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-4, potential impacts to unknown archaeological deposits that could qualify as historical resources would be reduced to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

CUL-1: Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities, LADWP shall retain a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology (U.S. Department of the Interior 2012) to support the implementation of cultural resources mitigation measures and monitoring.

CUL-2: Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities, a cultural resources sensitivity training shall be conducted for all construction personnel. Construction personnel shall be informed of the types of archaeological resources that may be encountered, and of the proper procedures to be enacted in the event of an inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources or human remains. LADWP shall ensure that construction personnel are made available for and attend the training and retain documentation demonstrating attendance.

CUL-3: An archaeological monitor (working under the direction of the qualified archaeologist) shall observe all subsurface ground-disturbing activities. A Native American monitor from the Native American groups identified by the NAHC as having affiliation with the project area shall also be invited to observe subsurface ground-disturbing activities. The qualified archaeologist, in coordination with LADWP, may reduce or discontinue monitoring if it is determined that the possibility of encountering buried archaeological deposits is low based on observations of soil stratigraphy or other factors. Archaeological monitoring shall be conducted by an archaeologist familiar with the types of archaeological resources that could be encountered within the project site. The archaeological monitor and Native American monitor, in coordination with the construction manager or resident engineer, shall be empowered to request the halting or redirecting of ground-disturbing activities away from the vicinity of a discovery until the qualified archaeologist has evaluated the discovery and determined appropriate treatment. The archaeological monitor shall keep daily logs detailing the types of activities and soils observed, and any discoveries. After monitoring has been completed, the qualified archaeologist shall prepare a monitoring report that details the results of monitoring. The report shall be submitted to LADWP and any Native American groups who request a copy. A copy of the final report shall be filed at the South Central Coastal Information Center.

CUL-4: In the event of the unanticipated discovery of archaeological materials, LADWP shall immediately cease all work activities in the area (within approximately 50 feet) of the discovery until it can be evaluated by the qualified archaeologist. Construction shall not resume until the qualified archaeologist has conferred with LADWP on the significance of the resource.

If it is determined that the discovered archaeological resource constitutes a historical resource and/or a unique archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA, avoidance and preservation in place shall be the preferred manner of mitigation. Preservation in place maintains the important relationship between artifacts and their archaeological context. Preservation in place may be accomplished by, but is not limited to, avoidance, incorporating the resource into open space, capping, or deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement. In the event that preservation in place is determined to be infeasible and data recovery through excavation is the only feasible mitigation available, an Archaeological Resources Treatment Plan shall be prepared and implemented by the qualified archaeologist in consultation with LADWP that provides for the adequate recovery of the scientifically consequential information contained in the archaeological resource. LADWP shall consult with appropriate Native American representatives in determining treatment for prehistoric or Native American resources to ensure cultural values ascribed to the resource, beyond that which is scientifically important, are considered.

b)	Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. As noted above under Section 2.5 (a), no known archaeological resources were identified within the project site as a result of the archaeological resources assessment prepared for the project. However, the project site is underlain by sediments of appropriate age to contain subsurface archaeological deposits. Given that project-related ground-disturbing activities will extend to depths of 5 feet, there exists the possibility that pockets of undisturbed soil containing archaeological resources that do not qualify as a historical resource, however do qualify as a unique archaeological resources could be encountered. As such, project implementation has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique archaeological resource. With the incorporation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-4, potential impacts to unknown archaeological deposits that could qualify as unique archaeological resources would be reduced to less than significant.	

c)	Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. No known formal or informal cemeteries or other burial places are known to exist within the project site. However, because the project would involve earthmoving activities to depths of 5 feet, there is the possibility that such actions could unearth, expose, or disturb previously unknown human remains. With the incorporation of Mitigation Measure CUL-5, which requires compliance with State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98, potential impacts to human remains would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure

CUL-5: If human remains are encountered, LADWP shall halt work in the vicinity (within 100 feet) of the find and contact the Los Angeles County Coroner in accordance with PRC Section 5097.98 and Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. If the County Coroner determines that the remains are Native American, the NAHC shall be notified, in accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, subdivision (c), and PRC Section 5097.98 (as amended by AB 2641). The NAHC shall designate a most likely descendant (MLD) for the remains per PRC Section 5097.98. LADWP shall ensure that the immediate vicinity where the Native American human remains are located is not damaged or disturbed by further development activity, according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological standards or practices, until the landowner has discussed and conferred with the MLD regarding their recommendations, as prescribed in PRC Section 5097.98, taking into account the possibility of multiple human remains.	
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		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		ENERGY — Would the project:

		

		

		

		



		a)	Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		b)	Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐
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a)	Less than Significant Impact. The analysis below includes the project’s energy requirements and energy use efficiencies by fuel type for each stage of the project (construction and operations). 

Construction

[bookmark: _Toc464225330]The project would consume energy during construction activities, which would last approximately 4.5 months, primarily as a result of on- and off-road vehicle fuel consumption in the form of diesel and gasoline, necessary to construct the project. 

Construction electricity consumption would include electricity consumed to power the construction trailers (lights, electronic equipment, and heating and cooling) and exterior uses such as lights, conveyance of water for dust control, and any electrically driven construction equipment. Electricity consumption for the project is anticipated to be approximately 9 MWh for the duration of the construction activities. This represents less than 0.001 percent of the anticipated sales for LADWP and electricity use would be considered less than significant. Construction activities typically do not involve the consumption of natural gas.

The estimated fuel usage for off-road equipment is based on the number and type of equipment that would be used during construction activities, hour usage estimates, the total duration of construction activities, and hourly equipment fuel consumption factors from the CARB OFFROAD model, which was used in the project’s air quality analysis. On-road vehicles would include trucks to haul material to and from the project site, vendor trucks to deliver supplies necessary for project construction, and fuel used for employee commute trips. Table 2-3 summarizes the project’s total and yearly fuel consumption from construction activities.




[bookmark: _Toc55223328]Table 2-3
Estimated Project Construction Fuel Consumption

		

		Total Project Fuel Consumption (gallons)



		

		Diesel

		Gasoline



		Total Project

		11,400

		1,615



		Annual Average

		11,400

		1,615



		County Usagea

		530,000,000

		3,640,000,000



		% County Usage

		0.002%

		<0.001%



		a 	CEC. 2018. 

SOURCE: ESA, 2020







The petroleum-based fuel use summary provided in Table 2-3 represents the amount of transportation energy that could potentially be consumed during project construction based on a conservative set of assumptions, provided in Appendix A. As shown, on- and off-road vehicles would consume an estimated 1,615 gallons of gasoline and approximately 11,400 gallons of diesel fuel throughout the project’s construction. For comparison purposes, the fuel usage during project construction would represent less than 0.001 percent of the 2018 annual on-road gasoline-related energy consumption and 0.002 percent of the 2018 annual diesel fuel-related energy consumption in Los Angeles County, as shown in Appendix A. 

The project construction contractors would comply with applicable CARB regulations governing the accelerated retrofitting, repowering, or replacement of heavy-duty diesel on- and off-road equipment. CARB adopted an Airborne Toxic Control Measure to limit heavy-duty diesel motor vehicle idling time in order to reduce public exposure to diesel particulate matter and other TACs. CARB approved the Truck and Bus regulation to reduce NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions from existing diesel vehicles operating in California. In addition to limiting exhaust from idling trucks, CARB recently promulgated emission standards for off-road diesel construction equipment of greater than 25 horsepower to reduce emissions by requiring the installation of diesel soot filters and encouraging the retirement, replacement, or repower of older, dirtier engines with newer emission-controlled models. 

While intended to reduce construction criteria pollutant emissions, compliance with the above anti-idling and emissions regulations would also result in efficient use of construction-related energy and the minimization or elimination of wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy. Thus, construction of the proposed project would use energy necessary to construct the new open space storage area, but would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary use of energy and impacts would be considered less than significant.

Operations

As stated above, operational energy consumption would be minimal as the project includes the demolition of an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures, and future use of the project site for open air storage. The project would not result in net new electricity or natural gas energy consumption, but would require infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment, as it is estimated that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage would be required per week. Fuel consumption from the minimal weekly truck trips and few pieces of equipment during project operations to move material to and from the project site would result in minimal energy use. Operation of the project would use energy necessary for the project’s operational purposes but would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary use of energy and impacts would be considered less than significant.

b)	Less than Significant Impact. Construction and operation of the project would not result in an appreciable increase in demand for electricity or natural gas. Once constructed the project would be an open air storage facility, and would contribute to minimal operational related energy consumption. Therefore, the project’s burden on energy demand would be minimal and would not result in a need for increased supply or distribution infrastructure capabilities. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.
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[bookmark: _Toc55222654]2.7	Geology and Soils

		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the project:

		

		

		

		



		a)	Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

		

		

		

		



		i)	Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		ii)	Strong seismic ground shaking?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		iii)	Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		iv)	Landslides?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



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

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		c)	Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		d)	Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 181B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		e)	Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



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

		☐

		☒

		☐

		☐
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a.i)	No Impact. Seismically induced surface or ground rupture occurs when movement on a fault deep within the earth breaks through to the surface as a result of seismic activity. Fault rupture almost always follows preexisting faults, which are zones of weakness. Sudden displacements are more damaging to structures because they are accompanied by shaking. Under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, which was passed in 1972, the California Geologic Survey (CGS) identifies areas in the state that are at risk from surface fault rupture. The Act’s main purpose is to prevent the construction of buildings used for human occupancy on the surface trace of active faults. This requires CGS to establish regulatory zones, known as Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, around the surface traces of active faults and to issue appropriate maps that identify these zones.

The project site is located in the Los Angeles Basin, which is a northwest-trending alluvial plain on the coast of Southern California. The plain is bounded by mountains and hills on the north, northeast, east and southeast (Yerkes et al. 1965). The project site is not known to contain an active fault (movement within the last 11,000 years) and is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (CGS 1986). Furthermore, the project site is not located in a City of Los Angeles designated Fault Rupture Study Zone (City of Los Angeles 1996). The nearest active fault is the Newport-Inglewood Fault, which is located approximately 3.5 miles southwest of the project site (SCEDC 2020). The proposed project would include the demolition of an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures, and future use of the project site for open air storage, and would not require full time employees at the site. No impact would occur.

a.ii)	Less than Significant Impact. As stated above, the proposed project is not located within an established Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. However, the project site is located in a seismically active region with numerous active faults. The Newport-Inglewood Fault is the nearest active fault, located approximately 3.5 miles southwest of the project site. Given the distance of known faults, there is a potential for high-intensity groundshaking associated with earthquakes in this region. The intensity of such an event would depend on the causative fault and the distance to the epicenter, the strength and duration of shaking, and the nature of the geologic materials within the project site. Seismic shaking during proposed demolition activity could place people and structures at risk. However, construction activity would be temporary and peak demolition activity would occur over a period of 2 weeks. No new structures would be constructed as part of the proposed project and operation and maintenance of the storage area would be minimal. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact related to strong ground shaking would be considered less than significant.

a.iii)	Less than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is a form of earthquake induced ground failure that occurs primarily in relatively shallow, loose, granular, water-saturated soils. Liquefaction can occur when these types of soils lose their inherent shear strength due to excess water pressure that builds up during repeated movement from seismic activity. A shallow groundwater table, the presence of loose to medium dense sand and silty sand, and a long duration and high acceleration of seismic shaking are factors that contribute to the potential for liquefaction.

The project site is located within an area considered to have a high potential for liquefaction as designated by the Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element (City of Los Angeles 1996) and CGS mapping (CGS 1986). However, construction activity would be temporary and peak demolition activity would occur over a period of 2 weeks. No new structures would be constructed as part of the proposed project and operation and maintenance of the open storage area would be minimal. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects related to liquefaction and impacts would be less than significant.

a.iv)	No Impact. Landslides are movements of a mass of rock, debris, or earth down a slope (USGS 2020). The project site is located on a flat property and is not located within an area susceptible to landslides as designated in the Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element (City of Los Angeles 1996) and as designated on CGS mapping (CGS 1986). Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects related to landslides and no impact would occur.

b)	Less than Significant Impact. During construction, the proposed project would include minor excavation up to 60 inches to remove perimeter footings from the two-story structure. These types of construction activities have the potential to disturb and expose native soils to soil erosion. Thus, construction of the proposed project has the potential to result in the erosion of soils during construction activities. Because the overall footprint of construction activities would exceed 1 acre, the proposed project would be required to comply with the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002; as amended by Orders 2010-0014-DWQ and 2012-006-DWQ) (Construction General Permit). The Construction General Permit requires preparation and implementation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), which requires applications of best management practices (BMPs) to control runoff from construction work sites. The BMPs would include, but would not be limited to, physical barriers to prevent erosion and sedimentation, construction of sedimentation basins, limitations on work periods during storm events, protection of stockpiled materials, and a variety of other measures that would substantially reduce or prevent erosion from occurring during construction. Following construction activity, backfilling and minor grading would occur. 

During operation, the proposed project site where the two-story structure was previously located would be exposed soil. This soil would be compacted and maintained. In addition, LADWP would implement operational BMPs to avoid the loss of any topsoil or erosion within the project site. With implementation of the site specific SWPPP and BMPs, impacts related to substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil would be considered less than significant.

c)	Less than Significant Impact. As discussed above, impacts relating to liquefaction and landslides would be less than significant. Land subsidence can occur as a result of groundwater or oil extraction. Construction and operation of the proposed project would not include water or oil extraction and would not involve the pumping of groundwater. As such, implementation of the proposed project would not promote subsidence. No impact would occur.

d)	No Impact. Expansive soils are defined as soils possessing clay particles that react to moisture changes by shrinking when dry or swelling when wet. Changes in soil moisture content can result from precipitation, landscape irrigation, utility leakage, roof drainage, perched groundwater, drought, or other factors and may result in unacceptable settlement or heave of structures or concrete slabs to support on grade. The National Resource Conservation Service has not mapped this location for the potential presence of expansive soils. In addition, the proposed project would not involve construction of any new structures on the project site that would have the potential to be impacted by expansive soils. No impact would occur.

e)	No Impact. The proposed project would not include the installation or use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, no construction or operational impacts associated with septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would occur.

f)	Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Geologic mapping indicates the project site is located near the interface of Pleistocene-age (2,580,000 to 11,700 years ago) Quaternary older alluvium and Holocene-age (11,700 years ago to present) Quaternary alluvium (Dibblee and Minch 2007). Holocene-age sediments are typically too young to contain fossils; however, Pleistocene-age sediments are of appropriate age to contain paleontological resources. The depths at which Pleistocene sediments may occur is unknown. Project-related disturbance is anticipated to extend to depths of 5 feet for the removal of existing footings. Given the extent of previous disturbances associated with the historic construction of the complex and the relatively shallow depths of disturbance, project-related excavations are unlikely to encounter intact paleontological sediments during project implementation. Nonetheless, there is the potential for pockets of undisturbed soil containing paleontological resources to be encountered during project implementation. As such, there exists the potential for the project to directly or indirectly destroy a paleontological resource or unique geologic feature. With the incorporation of Mitigation Measures GEO-1 through GEO-3, potential impacts to paleontological resources and/or unique geologic features would be reduced to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

GEO-1: Prior to the start of construction activities, LADWP shall retain a qualified paleontologist that meets the standards of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (2010) to support the implementation of mitigation measures related to paleontological resources.

GEO-2: Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activities, a paleontological resources sensitivity training shall be conducted for all construction personnel. This training shall include information on what types of paleontological resources could be encountered during excavations, what to do in case an unanticipated discovery is made by a worker, and laws protecting paleontological resources. All construction personnel shall be informed of the possibility of encountering fossils and instructed to immediately inform the construction foreman or supervisor if any fossils are unexpectedly unearthed. LADWP shall ensure that construction personnel are made available for and attend the training and retain documentation demonstrating attendance.

GEO-3: If a unique geologic feature or paleontological resource is discovered during construction, LADWP shall immediately cease all work activities in the area (within approximately 50 feet) of the discovery until it can be evaluated by the qualified paleontologist. Construction shall not resume until the qualified paleontologist has conferred with LADWP on the significance of the resource. At the qualified paleontologist’s discretion and to reduce any construction delay, the grading and excavation contractor shall assist in removing rock samples for initial processing and evaluation of the find. All significant fossils shall be collected by the qualified paleontologist. Collected fossils shall be prepared to the point of identification and catalogued before they are submitted to their final repository. Any fossils collected shall be curated at a public, non-profit institution with a research interest in the materials, such as the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum, if such an institution agrees to accept the fossils. If no institution accepts the fossil collection, they may be donated to a local school in the area for educational purposes. Accompanying notes, maps, and photographs shall also be filed at the repository and/or school that accepts the fossils.
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[bookmark: _Toc55222655]2.8	Greenhouse Gas Emissions

		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS — Would the project:

		

		

		

		



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

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



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

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐
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a)	Less than Significant Impact. Global climate change refers to changes in average climatic conditions on Earth as a whole, including changes in temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and storms. Historical records indicate that global climate changes have occurred in the past due to natural phenomena; however, current data increasingly indicate that the current global conditions differ from past climate changes in rate and magnitude. Global climate change attributable to anthropogenic (human) GHG emissions is currently one of the most important and widely debated scientific, economic, and political issues in the United States and the world. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), in its Fifth Assessment Report, Summary for Policy Makers, stated that “it is extremely likely that more than half of the observed increase in global average surface temperature from 1951 to 2010 was caused by the anthropogenic increase in greenhouse gas concentrations and other anthropogenic forcings together.”

GHGs are those compounds in the Earth’s atmosphere which play a critical role in determining temperature near the Earth’s surface. More specifically, these gases allow high-frequency shortwave solar radiation to enter the Earth’s atmosphere, but retain some of the low-frequency infrared energy which is radiated back from the Earth towards space, resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. Not all GHGs possess the same ability to induce climate change; as a result the warming contribution of a GHG is commonly quantified in the common unit of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) over a 100-year period, by applying the appropriate global warming potential (GWP) value.[footnoteRef:5] [5: 	GWPs and associated CO2e values were developed by the IPCC, and published in its Second Assessment Report (SAR) in 1996. Historically, GHG emission inventories have been calculated using the GWPs from the IPCC’s SAR. The IPCC updated the GWP values based on the latest science in its AR4. The CARB reports GHG emission inventories for California using the GWP values from the IPCC AR4.] 


The State defines GHGs as carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs). Because different GHGs have different global warming potentials (GWPs) and CO2 is the most common reference gas for climate change, GHG emissions are often quantified and reported as CO2 equivalents (CO2e). For example, CH4 has a GWP of 25 (over a 100-year period); therefore, 1 metric ton (MT) of CH4 is equivalent to 25 MT of CO2 equivalents (MTCO2e). The IPCC has since updated the GWP values based on the latest science in its Fourth Assessment Report (IPCC AR4) and Fifth Assessment Report (IPCC AR5), published in 2007 and 2014, respectively (IPCC 2007; IPCC 2014). By applying the GWP ratios, project-related CO2e emissions can be tabulated in units of MTCO2e per year. Large emission sources are reported in million metric tons (MMT) of CO2e. 

According to the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), the potential impacts in California due to global climate change may include: loss in snow pack; sealevel rise; more extreme heat days per year; more high-ozone days; larger forest fires; more drought years; increased erosion of California’s coastlines and sea water intrusion into the Sacramento and San Joaquin Deltas and associated levee systems; and increased pest infestation (CalEPA 2006).

The CARB compiles GHG inventories for the State of California. Based on the 2018 GHG inventory data (i.e., the latest year for which data are available from CARB), California emitted 423.5 MMTCO2e, including emissions resulting from imported electrical power (CARB 2020). The transportation sector is the largest contributor to statewide GHG emissions at approximately 40 percent in 2018.

Impacts of GHGs are borne globally, as opposed to localized air quality effects of criteria air pollutants and TACs. The quantity of GHGs that it takes to ultimately result in climate change is not precisely known; however, it is clear that the quantity is enormous, and no single project would measurably contribute to a noticeable incremental change in the global average temperature, or to global, local, or micro climates. From the standpoint of CEQA, GHG impacts to global climate change are inherently cumulative.

In December 2008, the SCAQMD adopted a 10,000 MTCO2e per year significance threshold for industrial facilities for projects in which the SCAQMD is the lead agency. Although SCAQMD has not formally adopted a significance threshold for GHG emissions generated by a project for which SCAQMD is not the lead agency, or a uniform methodology for analyzing impacts related to GHG emissions on global climate change, in the absence of any industry-wide accepted standards applicable to this project, the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year for industrial projects is the most relevant GHG significance threshold and is used as a benchmark for the project. It should be noted that the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year for industrial projects is intended for long-term operational GHG emissions. The SCAQMD has developed guidance for the determination of the significance of GHG construction emissions that recommends that total emissions from construction be amortized over an assumed project lifetime of 30 years and added to operational emissions, and then compared to the threshold (SCAQMD 2008).

The justification for the threshold is provided in SCAQMD’s Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans (SCAQMD 2008). The SCAQMD Interim CEQA GHG Threshold for Stationary Sources identifies a screening threshold to determine whether additional analysis is required. As stated by the SCAQMD:

“…the…screening level for stationary sources is based on an emission capture rate of 90 percent for all new or modified projects…the policy objective of [SCAQMD’s] recommended interim GHG significance threshold proposal is to achieve an emission capture rate of 90 percent of all new or modified stationary source projects. A GHG significance threshold based on a 90 percent emission capture rate may be more appropriate to address the long-term adverse impacts associated with global climate change because most projects will be required to implement GHG reduction measures. Further, a 90 percent emission capture rate sets the emission threshold low enough to capture a substantial fraction of future stationary source projects that will be constructed to accommodate future statewide population and economic growth, while setting the emission threshold high enough to exclude small projects that will in aggregate contribute a relatively small fraction of the cumulative statewide GHG emissions. This assertion is based on the fact that [SCAQMD] staff estimates that these GHG emissions would account for slightly less than one percent of future 2050 statewide GHG emissions target (85 [MMTCO2e per year]). In addition, these small projects may be subject to future applicable GHG control regulations that would further reduce their overall future contribution to the statewide GHG inventory. Finally, these small sources are already subject to [Best Available Control Technology (BACT)] for criteria pollutants and are more likely to be single-permit facilities, so they are more likely to have few opportunities readily available to reduce GHG emissions from other parts of their facility.”

Thus, based on guidance from the SCAQMD, if an industrial project would emit GHGs less than 10,000 MTCO2e per year, the project would not be considered a substantial GHG emitter and GHG emission impacts would be less than significant, requiring no additional analysis and no mitigation.

CEQA Guidelines 15064.4 (b)(1) states that a lead agency may use a model or methodology to quantify GHGs associated with a project. In late 2017, the SCAQMD in conjunction with the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) released the latest version of the CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.2). The purpose of this model is to estimate construction-source and operational-source emissions from direct and indirect sources. Accordingly, the latest version of CalEEMod has been used for this project to estimate the project’s emission impacts. As described in Section 2.3 (a), the emissions from worker vehicle trips, haul truck trips, and vendor truck trips were estimated outside of CalEEMod to account for the CARB 2017 on-road vehicle emissions factor (EMFAC2017) model because EMFAC2017 has not yet been incorporated in the current version of CalEEMod.

Construction

Construction activities associated with the project would occur for approximately 4.5 months and would result in emissions of CO2 and to a lesser extent CH4 and N2O. Construction-period GHG emissions were quantified based on the same construction schedule, activities, and equipment list as described in Section 2.3 (b). To amortize the emissions over the life of the project, the SCAQMD recommends calculating the total GHG emissions attributable to construction activities, dividing it by the 30-year project life, and then adding that number to a project’s annual operational-phase GHG emissions. As such, construction emissions were amortized over a 30year period. As shown in Table 2-4, the project construction GHG emissions would not exceed the threshold of significance. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

[bookmark: _Toc55223329]Table 2-4
Amortized Annual Construction GHG Emissions

		Source

		MTCO2e



		Off-road Project Emissions

		45



		On-road Project Emissions

		103



		Total Project Construction Emissions

		148



		Amortized Project Construction Emissions

		5



		Threshold of significance

		10,000



		Exceed Threshold

		No



		SOURCE:  ESA 2020.







Operational Emissions

Operational activities associated with the project would result in minor amounts of GHG emissions. Operational sources of GHG emissions would only generate minor amounts of operational emissions from infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment, as it is estimated that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would occur at the project site. Therefore, GHG emission impacts would be less than significant.

b)	Less than Significant Impact. Construction and operation of the project would not conflict with plans, policies or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHG as discussed below.

Construction

As discussed in Section 2.8 (a), the GHG emissions generated by the project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year for industrial projects. The primary source of GHG emissions generated by project implementation would occur during construction, which would be short-term and temporary in nature. The project would use contractors that are in compliance with regulations including the USEPA Heavy Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Regulation, the CARB anti-idling Air Toxics Control Measure that limits heavyduty diesel motor vehicle idling, and the State’s low-carbon fuel standard regulation. While the idling measure was adopted for the purpose of reducing diesel particulate matter emissions and reducing health risk impacts, the measure has co-benefits of minimizing GHG emissions from unnecessary truck idling. The project would not conflict with these GHG-reducing measures and regulations. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Operations

Operation of the project would generate minor amounts of GHG emissions from infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment, as it is estimated that approximately three truck trips per week would enter/exit the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would occur at the project site. These equipment and mobile source emissions would only add trace amounts of GHG emissions annually and would have no impact on the implementation of the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy to reduce GHG emissions from vehicle travel. The project would also have no net effect on long-term water consumption and associated GHG emissions from water supply, conveyance, distribution, and treatment. For these reasons, the implementation of the proposed project would not generate GHG emissions that would hinder the State’s ability to achieve the GHG reduction goals under Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 – California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. Furthermore, the proposed project would not conflict with or impede the future statewide GHG emission reductions goals. CARB has outlined a number of potential strategies for achieving the 2030 reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels. These potential strategies include renewable resources for 60 percent of the State’s electricity by 2030, reducing petroleum use in cars and trucks, reducing the carbon content of transportation fuels, continuation of the Cap-and-Trade Program, and adopting regulations for oil refineries. The project would not conflict with these future regulations, as promulgated by the USEPA, CARB, California Energy Commission, or other agency. Impacts would be considered less than significant.
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		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — Would the project:

		

		

		

		



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

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



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

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



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

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		g)	Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒
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a, b)	Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities required for implementation of the proposed project would involve demolition of a two-story structure and auxiliary structures. The proposed construction activities would require equipment that uses hazardous materials such as petroleum fuels and oil. During construction activities, hazardous materials (including hazardous building materials) could accidentally be spilled or otherwise released into the environment and expose construction workers, the public, and/or the environment to potentially hazardous conditions. Construction activities that involve hazardous materials would be governed by several agencies, including the USEPA, Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), Division of Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA), and Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). Construction contractors would be required to implement BMPs for handling hazardous materials during construction activities, including following manufacturers’ recommendations and regulatory requirements for: use, storage, and disposal of chemical products and hazardous materials used in construction; avoiding overtopping construction equipment fuel tanks; routine maintenance of construction equipment; and proper disposal of discarded containers of fuels and other chemicals. 

Prior to the demolition, a Hazardous Material Survey would be conducted to assess the types and quantities of hazardous materials that may be encountered during the demolition work, including hazardous building materials, such as ACMs and LBP. Materials containing ACMs, LBP, and other hazardous building debris would be removed from the project site prior to the start of demolition activities as required under the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 8,

Division 1, Chapter 4, Article 4, Sections 1529 and 5208, for ACMs and under CCR Title 8, Division 1, Chapter 4, Article 4, Section 1532.1 for LBP. The regulations require that all work with these materials must be conducted by a State-certified professional who would be responsible for ensuring compliance with all applicable regulations. If ACMs and/or LBP are determined to exist on-site, a site-specific hazard control plan must be prepared detailing removal methods and specific instructions for providing protective clothing and equipment for abatement personnel. If necessary, a state-certified LBP and an asbestos removal contractor would be retained to conduct the appropriate abatement measures as required by the plan. Wastes from abatement and demolition activities would be disposed of at a landfill licensed to accept such waste. Once all abatement measures have been implemented, the contractor would conduct a clearance examination and provide written documentation to the SCAQMD that testing and abatement have been completed in accordance with all federal, state, and local laws and regulations.

The removal of ACMs is regulated under the SCAQMD Rule 1403, Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities, which specifies work practices to limit asbestos emissions from building demolition and renovation activities, including the removal and disturbance of ACMs. This rule is generally designed to protect workers conducting demolition or renovation activities from exposure to asbestos emissions. Rule 1403 requires surveys of any facility being demolished or renovated for the presence of all friable and Class I and Class II non-friable ACM, and provides the definition of those classes. Rule 1403 establishes notification procedures, removal procedures, handling operations, and warning label requirements. Approved procedures for ACM removal to protect surrounding uses and people identified in Rule 1403 include HEPA filtration, the glovebag method, wetting, and some methods of dry removal. 

	All other hazardous materials determined to be present during the Hazardous Material Survey would be handled in accordance with all federal, state, and local laws and regulations, and disposed of at the appropriate waste disposal facility.

	Compliance with applicable federal, state, and local standards is required; therefore, construction impacts related to the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or accidental release of hazardous materials would be considered less than significant. 

Once construction activity is complete, the project site would be used for open air storage for construction equipment and other supplies to support wellfield storage at the adjacent property. Operation and maintenance of the storage area would require approximately three trucks per week to enter/exit the project site. As such, operation of the proposed project would include the transport and storage of hazardous materials, such as petroleum fuels and oil, at the project site. During operation activities, hazardous materials could accidentally be spilled or otherwise released into the environment exposing workers, the public and/or the environment to potentially hazardous conditions. The proposed project is required to comply with applicable federal, state, and local standards, and LADWP is required to implement BMPs for handling hazardous materials during operation activity. Therefore, operation related impacts in regards to the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or accidental release of hazardous materials including hazardous building materials would be considered less than significant.

c)	No Impact. The proposed project is not located within 0.25 miles of any existing or proposed schools. The nearest school to the project is Mann UCLA Community School (7001 St. Andrews Place, Los Angeles, CA 90047) located approximately 0.5 miles south of the project. No impact would occur.

d)	Less than Significant Impact. Government Code Section 65962.5 requires CalEPA to develop and annually update the Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites (Cortese) List. The information contained in the Cortese List is provided by DTSC and other state and local government agencies. A review of the DTSC EnviroStor and State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker databases did not indicate any hazardous waste facilities within the project site (DTSC 2020; SWRCB 2020a). An open Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) cleanup site is located approximately 0.3 miles southeast of the project site, at 6300 Western Avenue. However, the LUST site is listed as eligible for closure as of February 27, 2020; SWRCB determined that the site has a low threat for groundwater contamination from gasoline, and will close the site pursuant to the SWRCB Low Threat Case Closure Policy following destruction of the monitoring wells (SWRCB 2020b). A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was conducted for the project site that included an assessment of the potential impacts of the LUST site to the project. The assessment concluded that although operation of the former furniture manufacturing facility at the project site included use of spray paint, no spills or releases were reported at the site. The potential impact of former spray painting operations and of the LUST site to groundwater beneath the project area was determined to be unknown. The project would only include minor grading and would not include soil removal or impacts to groundwater. Because only minor grading activities are proposed for the project, no further investigations would be required. Based on the results of the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, implementation of the proposed project would not pose a hazardous threat to the public or environment. Impacts would be less than significant.  

e)	No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public airport, public use airport, or private airstrip. The nearest public airport is the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) located approximately 6.2 miles southwest of the project site. Therefore, no impact related to airport-related hazardous would occur.

f)	No Impact. The sections of S. St. Andrews Place and Gage Avenue that front the project are not designated as Selected Disaster Routes on the City of Los Angeles Safety Element’s Critical Facilities & Lifeline Systems Map (City of Los Angeles 1996). In addition, the proposed project would not include road closures that could impact the travel of emergency vehicles. Operational activities would occur entirely within the project parcel and would not impact emergency access. No impacts would occur. 

g)	No Impact. The proposed project would be located within a highly urbanized area, and would continue to be served by the Los Angeles Fire Department. According to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) (CAL FIRE 2007; CAL FIRE 2011) the project site would not be located in an area classified as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. In addition, the City of Los Angeles Safety Element’s Selected Wildfire Hazard Areas in the City of Los Angeles map indicates that the project site is not located in the Mountain Fire District nor within a fire buffer zone (City of Los Angeles 1996). The proposed project would not expose people or structures to hazards related to wildlife fires. No impact would occur.
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2.10	Hydrology and Water Quality

		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		X.	HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY — Would the project:

		

		

		

		



		a)	Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		b)	Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		c)	Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would: 

		

		

		

		



		i)	result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		ii)	substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite;

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		iii)	create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		iv)	impede or redirect flood flows?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		d)	In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		e)	Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan? 

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒
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a)	Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would involve minor excavation. Sediment associated with earthmoving activities and exposed soil would have the potential to erode and be transported to downgradient areas, potentially resulting in water quality standard violations. In the event of heavy rain, erosion of stockpiles may occur resulting in scouring and sedimentation of local drainages. Additionally, stormwater passing through the construction site has the potential to pick up construction-related chemicals (such as fuels or oils from construction equipment), and toxic materials from demolished structures (such as LBP or asbestos) that may pass into the local stormwater collection system, impacting water quality. However, the proposed project would be required to prepare a project-specific SWPPP to minimize soil erosion. The SWPPP would identify site-specific BMPs to control erosion, sediment, and other potential construction-related pollutants. Compliance with the SWPPP would maintain water quality in accordance with the Regional Water Quality Control Board standards such that construction of the proposed project would not violate any water quality standards. Therefore, implementation of the SWPPP would ensure construction impacts related to water quality standards or waste discharge requirements would be less than significant. 

	Once construction is completed, the proposed project would be used for open air storage similar to the adjacent LADWP wellfield property. No new structures would be implemented within the project site, operation of the proposed project would not conflict with any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, and impacts would be less than significant. 

b)	No Impact. The proposed project would include the demolition of an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures, and future use of the project site for open air storage. Excavation to a depth of approximately 60 inches would be required to remove the footings of the structure being demolished. The proposed project would not impact groundwater or interfere with groundwater recharge. No impact would occur.

c) 	Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would temporarily alter the localized drainage pattern in the project area due to ground-disturbing activities, such as grading and excavation, and demolition. Such alterations in the drainage pattern may temporarily result in erosion or siltation and/or increase the rate or amount of surface runoff if substantial drainage is rerouted. However, as discussed above in Section 2.10 (a), implementation of the required project-specific SWPPP would minimize the potential for erosion or siltation and flooding through the implementation of BMPs. Therefore, impacts associated with substantial erosion and temporary drainage alterations, including flooding during construction, would be less than significant. 

	Once construction is complete and the existing structures are removed, the project site would be used for open air storage and would not be paved. No new structures or impervious surfaces would be constructed on the proposed project site. As a result, the proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern or substantially increase surface runoff. Therefore, impacts associated with substantial erosion or drainage alterations, including flooding during operation, would be less than significant.

d)	Less than Significant Impact. The southwest portion of the project site is located on land that is designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as a 100-year flood hazard area and northeast portion of the project site is located on a 500-year flood hazard area (FEMA 2018). Additionally, the City of Los Angeles General Plan identifies the project site as a potential inundation zone (City of Los Angeles 1996). Potential inundation of the project site would have the potential to release chemicals (such as those from fuels or oils from construction equipment) from the project site during demolition/construction and toxic materials (such as LPB or asbestos) from demolished structures. However, the proposed project would be required to prepare a project-specific SWPPP to minimize the potential for pollutant runoff in the event flooding/inundation occurs. The SWPPP would identify site-specific BMPs to control erosion, sediment, and other potential construction-related pollutants. Compliance with the SWPPP would maintain water quality in accordance with the Regional Water Quality Control Board standards such that construction of the proposed project would not violate any water quality standards. Therefore, implementation of the SWPPP would ensure construction would not violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. Impacts related to flooding and pollutant release are considered less than significant.

The project area is not located near the ocean, nor is it located within a tsunami hazard area (City of Los Angeles 1996). There are no harbors, bays, lakes, rivers, or canals in close proximity to the project site that could expose the project site to impacts related to a seiche event. Therefore, no impact related to seiches or tsunamis would occur.

e)	No Impact. The project would include the demolition of an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures, and future use of the project site for open air storage. The project would not impact groundwater during construction or operation. No impacts would occur.
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		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		LAND USE AND PLANNING — Would the project:

		

		

		

		



		a)	Physically divide an established community?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		b)	Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒
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a)	No Impact. The physical division of an established community typically refers to the construction of a linear feature, such as a highway or railroad, or removal of a means of access, such as a road or bridge that would impact mobility within or between existing communities. The proposed project would include the demolition of an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures, and future use of the project site for open air storage. The proposed project would not divide an established community. No impact would occur.

b)	No Impact. The project site is designated for Light Industrial land use in the South Los Angeles Community Plan and is zoned as Light Industrial (M2) (City of Los Angeles 2017; City of Los Angeles 2020). The M2 zoning designation allows for the open storage of materials and equipment at the project site, provided that storage is contained to an area that is “enclosed with a solid fence not less than eight feet in height,” and provided that equipment is not stored to a height which exceeds the solid fence, among other limitations described in Article 2, Section 12.19 Municipal Code (City of Los Angeles 1974). To comply with these requirements, the project would construct an 8foot chain-link fence with privacy slats or other privacy cover around the perimeter of the property prior to use of the project site for open storage of LADWP equipment, and stored materials and equipment would comply with applicable height requirements. The proposed project would not conflict with land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact. No impact would occur.
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		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

		

		

		

		



		a)	Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		b)	Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒
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a)	No Impact. According to maps prepared by the CGS in accordance with the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975, the project site is in an area that is classified as MRZ-1. The MRZ-1 classification designates areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence (California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology 1994). According to the Geology Energy Management Division Well Statewide Tracking and California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) Reporting System (WellSTAR) database, there are no oil wells that exist on the project site (California Department of Conservation CalGEM 2020). Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource, and no impact would occur.

b)	No Impact. The project site is not used for mineral extraction and is not known as a locally important resource recovery site. Further, the project site is not delineated on the City of Los Angeles or South Los Angeles Community Plans or any other land use plan for mineral resource recovery uses. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		NOISE — Would the project result in:

		

		

		

		



		a)	Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

		☐

		☒

		☐

		☐



		b)	Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒
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a)	Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Noise is defined as unwanted sound; however, not all unwanted sound rises to the level of a potentially significant noise impact. To differentiate unwanted sound from potentially significant noise impacts, the City of Los Angeles has established noise regulations. The following analysis evaluates potential noise impacts at noise-sensitive land uses in each jurisdiction resulting from construction and operation of the project. As discussed below, the construction and operation of the project would not generate noise levels in excess of local standards and impacts would be less than significant. 

Sound can be described as the mechanical energy of a vibrating object transmitted by pressure waves through a liquid or gaseous medium (e.g., air). Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound (i.e., loud, unexpected, or annoying sound). Acoustics is defined as the physics of sound. In acoustics, the fundamental scientific model consists of a sound (or noise) source, a receiver, and the propagation path between the two. The loudness of the noise source and obstructions or atmospheric factors affecting the propagation path to the receiver determines the sound level and characteristics of the noise perceived by the receiver. Acoustics addresses primarily the propagation and control of sound.

Sound, traveling in the form of waves from a source, exerts a sound pressure level (referred to as sound level) that is measured in decibels (dB), which is the standard unit of sound amplitude measurement. The dB scale is a logarithmic scale (i.e., not linear) that describes the physical intensity of the pressure vibrations that make up any sound, with 0 dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of human hearing and 120 to 140 dB corresponding to the threshold of pain. In a non-controlled environment, a change in sound level of 3 dB is considered “just perceptible,” a change in sound level of 5 dB is considered “clearly noticeable,” and a change in 10 dB is perceived as a doubling of sound volume (Caltrans 2013a). Pressure waves traveling through air exert a force registered by the human ear as sound.

The typical human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies of the audible sound spectrum. As a consequence, when assessing potential noise impacts, sound is measured using an electronic filter that deemphasizes the frequencies below 1,000 hertz (Hz) and above 5,000 Hz in a manner corresponding to the human ear’s decreased sensitivity to extremely low and extremely high frequencies. This method of frequency weighting is referred to as A-weighting and is expressed in units of A-weighted decibels (dBA). Aweighting follows an international standard methodology of frequency de-emphasis and is typically applied to community noise measurements.

An individual’s noise exposure is a measure of noise over a period of time, whereas a noise level is a measure of noise at a given instant in time. Community noise varies continuously over a period of time with respect to the contributing sound sources of the community noise environment. Community noise is primarily the product of many distant noise sources, which constitute a relatively stable background noise exposure, with the individual contributors unidentifiable. The background noise level changes throughout a typical day, but does so gradually, corresponding with the addition and subtraction of distant noise sources such as traffic. What makes community noise variable throughout a day, besides the slowly changing background noise, is the addition of short-duration, single-event noise sources (e.g., aircraft flyovers, motor vehicles, sirens), which are readily identifiable to the individual. These successive additions of sound to the community noise environment change the community noise level from instant to instant, requiring the measurement of noise exposure over a period of time to legitimately characterize a community noise environment and evaluate cumulative noise impacts. 

The time-varying characteristic of environmental noise over specified periods of time is described using statistical noise descriptors in terms of a single numerical value, expressed as dBA. The most frequently used noise descriptors are summarized below:

Leq:	The Leq, or equivalent sound level, is used to describe the noise level over a specified period of time, typically 1-hour, i.e., Leq(1), expressed as Leq. The Leq may also be referred to as the “average” sound level.

Lmax:	The maximum, instantaneous noise level.

Lmin:	The minimum, instantaneous noise level.

Lx:	The noise level exceeded for specified percentage (x) over a specified time period; i.e., L50 and L90 represent the noise levels that are exceeded 50 and 90 percent of the time specified, respectively.

Ldn:	The Ldn is the average noise level over a 24-hour period, including an addition of 10 dBA to the measured hourly noise levels between the hours of 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. to account nighttime noise sensitivity. Ldn is also termed the day-night average noise level or DNL.

CNEL: 	Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), is the average noise level over a 24-hour period that includes an addition of 5 dBA to the measured hourly noise levels between the evening hours of 7:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M., and an addition of 10 dBA to the measured hourly noise levels between the nighttime hours of 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. to account for noise sensitivity during the evening and nighttime hours, respectively.

City of Los Angeles Municipal Code

The City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation is provided in Chapter XI of the LAMC and establishes acceptable ambient sound levels to regulate intrusive noises within specific land use zones and provides procedures and criteria for the measurement of the sound level of noise sources. These procedures recognize and account for differences in the perceived level of different types of noise and/or noise sources. 

Section 111.01 and Section 111.03 of the LAMC define the ambient noise as the actual measured ambient noise level or the City’s presumed ambient noise level, whichever is greater. The actual ambient noise level is the measured noise level averaged over a period of at least 15 minutes Leq. 

Section 111.02 of the LAMC provides procedures and criteria for the measurement of the sound level of “offending” noise sources. In accordance with the LAMC, a noise level increase of 5 dBA over the existing average ambient noise level at an adjacent property line is considered a noise violation. To account for people’s increased tolerance for short-duration noise events, the Noise Regulation provides a 5 dBA allowance for noise occurring more than 5 but less than 15 minutes in any 1-hour period and an additional 5 dBA allowance (total of 10 dBA) for noise occurring 5 minutes or less in any 1-hour period.

Section 112.05 of the LAMC sets a maximum noise level for construction equipment of 75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet when operated within 500 feet of a residential zone. Compliance with this standard is required only where “technically feasible.” 

Section 41.40 of the LAMC prohibits construction between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Monday through Friday, 6:00 P.M. and 8:00 A.M. on Saturday, and at any time on Sunday (i.e., construction is allowed Monday through Friday between 7:00 A.M. to 9:00 P.M.; and Saturdays and National Holidays between 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M.). In general, the City’s Department of Building and Safety enforces noise ordinance provisions relative to equipment and the Los Angeles Police Department enforces provisions relative to noise generated by people. 

Construction

As discussed in Chapter 1, Project Description, the project would include the demolition of a 64,434 square-foot, 26-foot-tall, two-story structure. The structure’s footprint is approximately 38,484 feet. In addition, the proposed project would remove a 456-square-foot auxiliary structure, a concrete wall along the northern property line, and 10 posts located on the paved portion of the site, which were previously used as truck charging stations. Once demolition is complete and the site is cleared of debris, a new chain-link fence with privacy slats would be constructed along the perimeter of the property. Project construction is expected to commence in August 2021 and would take approximately 4.5 months to complete. As described in Section 2.3 (b), maximum daily activities would involve up to two crews working simultaneously, with specified crews based on the different tasks. The construction schedule received from LADWP was used in the noise impact analysis, where it assumes one crew per task, with two crews overlapping during installation of pedestrian protection and fencing and salvaging of construction materials, and two crews partially overlapping during the removal of wood framing and removal of walls. The analysis includes consideration of construction noise effects on noise-sensitive receivers in the vicinity of the project site due to the use of construction equipment (on-site construction activities) and haul trucks (off-site construction activities). 

The project site is located on a 1.1-acre parcel north of Gage Avenue and east of St. Andrews Place. The closest sensitive receptors are residential uses located approximately 50 feet or more to the south of the project site, south of Gage Avenue.  

On-Site Construction Activities

Noise from on-site construction activities would be generated by the use of equipment involved during various stages of construction activities. The noise levels generated by construction equipment would vary depending on factors such as the type and number of equipment, the specific model (horsepower rating), the construction activities being performed, and the maintenance condition of the equipment. Individual pieces of construction equipment anticipated to be used during project construction could produce maximum noise levels of 78 dBA to 89 dBA Lmax at a reference distance of 50 feet from the noise source, as shown in Table 2-5. These maximum noise levels would occur when equipment is operating under full power conditions. The estimated usage factor for the equipment is also shown in Table 2-5. The usage factors are based on the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide (FHWA 2006). 

[bookmark: _Toc55223330]Table 2-5
Construction Equipment and Estimated Noise Levels

		Source

		Estimated Usage Factor (%)

		Reference Noise Level at 50 feet (dBA Lmax)



		Air Compressor

		40%

		78



		Auger Drill Rig

		20%

		84



		Generator Set

		50%

		81



		Jackhammer

		20%

		89



		Roller

		20%

		80



		Loader

		40%

		79



		SOURCE: FHWA 2006







To characterize construction-period noise levels, the hourly Leq noise level associated with each construction phase is estimated based on the quantity, type, and usage factors for each type of equipment used during each construction phase and are typically attributable to multiple pieces of equipment operating simultaneously. Over the course of a construction day, the highest noise levels would be generated when multiple pieces of construction equipment are operated concurrently. 

The estimated noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors were calculated based on a maximum concurrent operation of construction equipment, which is considered a worst-case evaluation because the project would typically use less equipment simultaneously, and as such would generate lower noise levels. Noise calculation worksheets are included the Noise and Vibration Technical Report attached as Appendix C. The nearest sensitive receptors to the construction areas would be single family and multi-family residential uses located south of the project site across Gage Avenue in the City of Los Angeles. Table 2-6 shows the estimated maximum construction noise levels that would occur at the nearest off-site sensitive uses during a peak day of construction activity. As shown, construction noise levels were estimated to reach a maximum of 91 dBA Leq at 50 feet during the Removal of Foundation, 79 dBA Leq at 50 feet during the combined Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing and Salvaging of Construction Materials, and 78 dBA Leq at 50 feet during the combined Removing of Wood Frame and Removal of Walls, which would exceed the standard for construction equipment of 75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet when operated within 500 feet of a residential zone. However, this increase would only occur for a temporary duration at a sensitive receptor location as construction activities would occur across the project site. In addition, construction activities would only occur at the site for a period of approximately 2.5 months; therefore, construction-related noise would be experienced by nearby sensitive receptors for only a relatively short duration. Although construction noise impacts are expected to be limited in duration, construction noise levels could exceed the established thresholds at the nearest sensitive receptors as shown on Table 26.

[bookmark: _Toc55223331]Table 2-6
Unmitigated Maximum Construction Noise Levels at Sensitive Receptors

		Source

		Estimated Distance (feet)

		Noise Level 
(dBA Leq)



		Demolition 

		

		



		Mobilization and Capping of Utilities

		50

		78



		Hazardous Materials Remediation

		50

		78



		Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing

		50

		77



		Salvaging of Construction Materials

		50

		75



		Removal of Wood Framing

		50

		75



		Removal of Walls

		50

		75



		Removal of Foundation

		50

		91



		Backfilling and Minor Grading

		50

		79



		Cleanup and Removal of Fencing

		50

		77



		Demolition Finish

		50

		0



		Overlap of Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing and Salvaging of Construction Materials

		50

		79



		Overlap of Removal of Wood Framing and Removal of Walls

		50

		78



		Maximum Noise Level

		50

		91



		Significance Threshold

		50

		75



		NOTES:

A) Construction schedule provided by LADWP.  

B) Detailed construction noise calculations are provided in Appendix C.

SOURCE: ESA 2020







Implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1, NOI-2, and NOI-3 would reduce construction noise levels by a minimum of 20 dBA to the extent technically possible. Mitigation Measure NOI-4 would require noticing of residences prior to construction. As shown in Table 2-7, with incorporation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-4, construction noise levels were estimated to reach a maximum of 71 dBA Leq at 50 feet during the Removal of Foundation phase. This estimated noise level would not exceed the standard set forth in LAMC Section 112.05, which sets a maximum noise level for construction equipment of 75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet when operated within 500 feet of a residential zone. Therefore, the short-term construction noise impacts would be mitigated to less than significant.
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Mitigated Maximum Construction Noise Levels at Sensitive Receptors 

		Construction Phase

		Distance (ft)

		dBA, Leq



		Mobilization and Capping of Utilities

		50

		58



		Hazardous Materials Remediation

		50

		58



		Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing

		50

		57



		Salvaging of Construction Materials

		50

		55



		Removal of Wood Framing

		50

		55



		Removal of Walls

		50

		55



		Removal of Foundation

		50

		71



		Backfilling and Minor Grading

		50

		59



		Cleanup and Removal of Fencing

		50

		57



		Demolition Finish

		50

		0



		Overlap of Installation of Pedestrian Protection and Fencing and Salvaging of Construction Materials

		50

		59



		Overlap of Removal of Wood Framing and Removal of Walls

		50

		58



		Maximum Combined Noise Levels

		50

		71



		Significance Threshold

		50

		75



		NOTES:

A) Construction schedule provided by LADWP.  

B) Detailed construction noise calculations are provided in Appendix C.

SOURCE: ESA 2020







As mentioned above, Section 41.40 of the LAMC prohibits construction between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M., Monday through Friday, 6:00 P.M. and 8:00 A.M. on Saturday, and at any time on Sunday (i.e., construction is allowed Monday through Friday between 7:00 A.M. to 9:00 P.M.; and Saturdays and National Holidays between 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M.). The project construction workday would start at 6:00 A.M. and end at 5:00 P.M. Monday through Friday, and no construction would occur on the weekends. However, no noise generating construction activities would occur on-site between 6:00 A.M and 7:00 A.M as the initial hour of the workday would be used for setting up activities, planning and personnel meetings, and other similar activities. In addition, no operation of off-road equipment and truck loading activities would occur until 7:00 A.M. Therefore, as the project would be in compliance with applicable noise standards established in the LAMC, construction noise impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Off-Site Construction Activities

On-road trucks would be used to transport materials to and from the construction areas. Trucks would travel past noise-sensitive residential uses along Gage Avenue in the City of Los Angeles. However, the number of trucks would be minimal at approximately 25 trucks per day (3 trucks during a peak hour is assumed in the analysis). The temporary addition of this number of trucks per day during construction activities would result in a peak hour noise level of 53.6 dBA Leq and CNEL of 54.1 dBA at 20 feet from the roadway (or approximately 35 feet from the centerline based on a 30-foot roadway width typical of roadways in the vicinity of the project site). The ambient noise levels at the roadways around the project site analyzed in the City of Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework FEIR is 55.0 dBA CNEL at 20 feet from the roadway (City of Los Angeles 1996). At 54.1 dBA CNEL, the project’s temporary noise from truck travel would contribute to increased noise levels to 57.6 dBA Leq on any given roadway around the project area during construction, which would not exceed the threshold of 60.0 dBA Leq. Therefore, the off-site construction traffic noise impacts would be less than significant.

Operations

[bookmark: _Hlk506054423]As discussed in Chapter 1, Project Description, the project would demolish a two-story structure and auxiliary structures, and the project site would be used for open air storage. The existing noise environment surrounding the project site is dominated by traffic noise from nearby roadways. Once construction is completed, the proposed project site would be used by LADWP as open air storage, and operation of the project would not result in a net increase in operational noise levels. The project would require approximately three truck trips per week and 3 hours of forklift usage per week at the project site. Given the infrequent truck trips and minimal usage of equipment, project operation would not result in an audible increase in noise levels. As such, operation of the project would result in a less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures 

NOI-1: For construction activities adjacent to noise-sensitive receptors (e.g., residences), the contractor shall ensure that all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, are equipped with properly operating and maintained noise-shielding and muffling devices, consistent with manufacturers’ standards. The contractor shall use muffler systems (e.g., absorptive mufflers) that provide a minimum reduction of 5 dBA compared to the same equipment without an installed muffler system, reducing maximum construction noise levels. The contractor shall keep documentation on-site demonstrating that the equipment has been maintained in accordance with the manufacturers’ specifications. The contractor shall also keep documentation on-site verifying compliance with this measure.

NOI-2: For construction activities adjacent to noise-sensitive receptors (e.g., residences) along West Gage Avenue, where physically and technically feasible, the contractor shall provide a temporary fence or other barrier with a performance standard of achieving a 15 dBA noise level reduction at the residential receptors to the south. A 16-foot tall temporary fence or other barrier shall be used along West Gage Avenue extending approximately 100 feet from the S. St. Andrews Place intersection. A minimum 8-foot tall temporary fence or other barrier shall be used in all other areas along the project site’s southern boundary along West Gage Avenue.  The temporary fence or barrier shall be used during peak noise-generating construction phases when the use of heavy equipment is prevalent. A noise barrier is not required if it would pose a safety risk or unreasonably prevent access to the construction area as deemed by the onsite construction manager, such as in areas that have limited equipment-maneuvering space or access.

NOI-3: Limit engine idling of construction equipment (e.g., haul trucks, loaders) to a minimum of 200 feet from any boundary of the nearest sensitive receptors. 

NOI-4: Prior to commencement of construction activities, LADWP shall notify in writing adjacent residents and businesses near the project site, including the residents along Gage Avenue south of the project site, of proposed construction activities and the tentative schedule. The notices shall also provide a contact person and hotline where local residents or business owners can call during active construction with questions or comments. LADWP shall respond to inquiries regarding construction noise and vibration.

In addition, LADWP shall provide a construction site notice 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. 

b)	Less than Significant Impact. The project would be constructed using typical construction techniques and would use impact equipment, such as jackhammers. As such, it is anticipated that the equipment to be used during construction would generate groundborne vibration.

Ground-borne vibration is primarily generated from the use of construction equipment and from heavy-duty vehicle traffic and trains. Ground-borne vibration propagates from the source through the ground to adjacent buildings by surface waves. Vibration energy dissipates as it travels through the ground, causing the vibration amplitude to decrease with distance away from the source. Vibration in buildings is typically perceived as rattling of windows, shaking of loose items, or the motion of building surfaces. The vibration of building surfaces also can be radiated as sound and heard as a low-frequency rumbling noise, known as ground-borne noise. Vibration levels for potential structural damage is described in terms of the peak particle velocity (PPV) measured in inches per second (in/sec). Road vehicles rarely create enough ground-borne vibration amplitude to be perceptible to humans unless the receiver is in immediate proximity to the source or the road surface is poorly maintained and has potholes or bumps.

Human sensitivity to vibration varies by frequency and by receiver. Generally, people are more sensitive to low-frequency vibration. Human annoyance also is related to the number and duration of events; the more events or the greater the duration, the more annoying it becomes. Ground-borne vibration related to human annoyance is generally related to root mean square (rms) velocity levels and expressed as velocity in decibels (VdB).

The City of Los Angeles does not address vibration in the City’s municipal code or general plan noise elements. Thus, for this project, the Federal Transit Authority’s (FTA’s) criteria for structural damage and human annoyance is used. With respect to ground-borne vibration from construction activities, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has adopted guidance to limit ground-borne vibration based on the age and/or condition of the structures that are located in close proximity to construction activity. With respect to residential and commercial structures, the FTA, provides a vibration damage potential criterion for continuous/frequent intermittent vibration sources of 0.5 in/sec PPV for Category I, Reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) buildings, which includes newer residential structures and modern industrial/commercial buildings and 0.2 in/sec PPV for Category III, Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings, which includes older residential structures (FTA 2018). The guidance also provides an 80 VdB threshold for construction and operational vibration impacts associated with human annoyance for infrequent events (FTA 2018) (see Appendix C for additional details). 

Construction

According to the FTA, ground vibrations from construction activities very rarely reach the level that can damage structures. A possible exception is the case of old, fragile buildings of historical significance where special care must be taken to avoid damage (FTA 2006). The construction activities that typically generate the most severe vibrations are blasting and impact pile driving, which would not be utilized for the project. The project would utilize construction equipment such as use of loaded trucks and jackhammers, which would generate ground-borne vibration during construction activities. The vibration velocities at various distances for several types of construction equipment that can generate perceptible vibration levels are identified in Table 2-8. Based on the information presented in Table 2-8, vibration velocities could range from 0.003 to 0.089 in/sec PPV at 25 feet from the source of activity. 
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Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment

		Equipment

		Approximate PPV (in/sec)



		

		25 Feet

		50 Feet

		60 Feet

		75 Feet

		100 Feet

		200 Feet

		300 Feet



		Bore/Drill Rig

		0.0890

		0.0361

		0.0285

		0.0213

		0.0147

		0.0060

		0.0035



		Loaded Trucks

		0.0760

		0.0309

		0.0244

		0.0182

		0.0125

		0.0060

		0.0035



		Jackhammer

		0.0350

		0.0142

		0.0112

		0.0084

		0.0058

		0.0051

		0.0030



		Small Bulldozer

		0.0030

		0.0012

		0.0010

		0.0007

		0.0005

		0.0023

		0.0014



		SOURCE: FTA 2018; ESA 2020.

		







Proposed construction activities would occur throughout the project site and would not be concentrated at the point closest to the nearest structure. Based on the vibration levels presented in Table 2-8, at a distance of 10 feet from the vibration source, the maximum vibration level would be up to approximately 0.352 in/sec PPV for a drill rig, which would not exceed the significance threshold of 0.5 in/sec PPV. Therefore, the use of all construction equipment would not result in a groundborne vibration velocity levels above 0.5 inches per second at the nearest off-site structure and impacts would be less than significant. With respect to human annoyance, the nearest residential buildings are located approximately 50 feet from the project site and would be exposed to vibration levels at approximately 78 VdB which is not above the 80 VdB threshold for human annoyance. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. Based on this assessment, construction vibration impacts would be less than significant.

Operations

Once construction activities have been completed, there would be no substantial sources of vibration activities from operation of the project. The project would not include new stationary sources of vibration. The approximately three truck trips per week entering/exiting the storage area and 3 hours of forklift usage per week would not generate perceptible vibration levels that would cause structural damage or human annoyance. Therefore, vibration impacts during project operation would be less than significant.

c)	No Impact. The project would not locate noise-sensitive uses within an airport land use plan area or within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport. In addition, the project would not locate noise-sensitive uses within the vicinity of a private airstrip, or heliport or helistop. Therefore, the project would not result in an exposure of noise-sensitive uses to excessive noise levels from such uses. No impact would occur.
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[bookmark: _Toc55222661]2.14	Population and Housing

		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:

		

		

		

		



		a)	Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒
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a)	No Impact. The project does not include housing or commercial development that would directly affect the number of residents or employees in the area and would not contribute to the creation of additional housing or jobs in the City of Los Angeles. The project would not directly or indirectly induce growth or remove an obstacle to growth, since the proposed project would be implemented to create an open air storage area that would supplement existing storage on an adjacent LADWP facility. Up to 20 workers would be required during project construction and operational activities would be minimal, with LADWP using existing staff for operations and maintenance of the proposed project site. The project would not directly induce population growth as the proposed project would not include the construction of new homes and businesses and would not indirectly support new population or economic expansion. The proposed project would not result in any substantial change to the existing land use pattern or trigger growth in the area. Therefore, no impact would occur.

b)	No Impact. The proposed project would include the demolition of an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures, and future use of the project site for open air storage. The project would not involve the demolition or construction of housing. Therefore, the proposed project would not displace people or housing, and no impact would occur.

	




[bookmark: _Toc55222662]2.15	Public Services

		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		PUBLIC SERVICES —

		

		

		

		



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

		

		

		

		



		i)	Fire protection?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		ii)	Police protection?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		iii)	Schools?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		iv)	Parks?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		v)	Other public facilities?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒
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a.i)	No Impact. The Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) provides fire suppression and emergency medical services to the project site and surrounding area. The primary fire station that would service the project site is LAFD Station 66, located approximately 0.8 miles north of the project site at 1909 West Slauson Boulevard (LAFD 2020). Construction activities related to the proposed project would not result in the need for additional fire protective services beyond what is already provided. Once constructed, the project would involve use and maintenance of an open air storage facility, which would be operated approximately three times per week similar to the adjacent wellfield area and by existing LADWP staff. Therefore, there would be no need for new or physically altered fire facilities to serve the proposed project site. No impact would occur.

a.ii)	No Impact. Police protection services for the project site would be provided by the Los Angeles Police Department. The closest station to the project site is the 77th Street Community Police Station located at 7600 South Broadway, approximately 2.9 miles southeast of the project site (LAPD 2020). Once constructed, the project would involve use and maintenance of an open air storage area, which would be operated approximately three times per week similar to the adjacent wellfield area and by existing LADWP staff. Therefore, there would be no need for new or expanded law enforcement facilities in order to provide adequate police protection services. No impact would occur.

a.iii)	No Impact. The proposed project would include the demolition of an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures, and future use of the project site for open air storage. The proposed project would not change existing demand for school services, as the proposed project would not result in an increase in population. No impact would occur.

a.iv)	No Impact. The proposed project would include the demolition of an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures, and future use of the project site for open air storage. The proposed project would not result in an increase in population, and would not prompt the need for new parks. No impact would occur.

a.v)	No Impact. The proposed project would include the demolition of an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures, and future use of the project site for open air storage. The proposed project would not include new housing or businesses to the area that would require any additional services or public facilities, including libraries. No impact would occur.
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		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		RECREATION —

		

		

		

		



		a)	Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒
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a)	No Impact. The project site does not contain any recreational facilities. The nearest recreational facility is Harvard Park (1535 West 62nd Street, Los Angeles) located approximately 0.3 miles northeast of the project site. The proposed project would not result in direct or indirect growth in population or housing and is not expected to impact existing neighborhood or regional parks or any other recreational facilities due to increases in park usage. No impact would occur.

b)	No Impact. The project would include the demolition of an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures, and future use of the project site for open air storage. The proposed project would not include the development of recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. No impact would occur.

	




[bookmark: _Toc55222664]2.17	Transportation

		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		TRANSPORTATION — Would the project:

		

		

		

		



		a)	Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		b)	Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		d)	Result in inadequate emergency access?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐
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a)	Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would include the demolition of an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures, and future use of the project site for open air storage. Regional access to the proposed project is provided by I110 approximately 1.7 miles to the east. Local access to the project site would occur from Slauson Avenue and Gage Avenue, which intersect with St. Andrews Place. Project construction is anticipated to take approximately 2.5 months. Construction would occur fully within the project site and would not encroach into the public right-of-way. Export of demolition debris would be required and would be hauled from the project site and transported along existing roads/highways surrounding the project site. Materials would be delivered to nearby recycling and landfill facilities as described in Section 1.5, Project Construction. Construction equipment, including a flatbed truck, a light pickup truck, a truck-mounted earth auger, two heavy-duty trucks, two dump trucks, a crawler loader, an air compressor, two pavement breakers, an air hose, and a two-drum roller would be transported to the project site at the beginning of project construction and would be removed once project construction is completed. It is estimated that a maximum of 25 truck haul trips per day would be required to remove demolition debris from the project site during peak construction activity. The peak period of construction would last approximately 3 weeks, when the proposed project would remove walls and foundation materials from the existing two-story structure. Daily trips to and from the project site would consist of workers in pickup trucks accessing the site. Worker trips are estimated to peak at 20 round-trips per day. Since the proposed project is in a highly urbanized area and peak trips to and from the project site would be minor relative to existing traffic conditions in the City of Los Angeles, the proposed project would not conflict with any program plans, or any ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Impacts would be considered less than significant.

Once operational, existing staff would periodically maintain and access the project site similar to existing conditions at the adjacent LADWP property. It is estimated that approximately three trips per week would enter/exit the storage area once construction is complete. Therefore, the proposed project would not increase transit in the area surrounding the project site. No impact would occur. 

b)	Less than Significant Impact. In accordance with Senate Bill (SB) 743, the new CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b) was adopted in December 2018 by the California Natural Resources Agency. These revisions to the CEQA Guidelines criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts are primarily focused on projects within transit priority areas and shift the focus from driver delay to reduction of GHG emissions, creation of multimodal networks, and promotion of a mix of land uses. Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is a measure of the total number of miles driven to or from a development and is sometimes expressed as an average per trip or per person. The newly adopted guidance provides that a lead agency may elect to be governed by the provisions of this section immediately. On July 30, 2019, the Los Angeles City Council adopted VMT as part of its CEQA Transportation Thresholds as a criterion to determine transportation impacts, pursuant to SB 743 and the recent changes to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3.[footnoteRef:6] The City’s required methodology for VMT analysis is documented in the LADOT’s Transportation Assessment Guidelines (TAG) (LADOT 2019). The TAG indicates that a project’s VMT impact would be less than significant if the project would generate fewer than 250 daily vehicle trips. As documented above in Section 2.17 (a), construction of the proposed project would generate a maximum of 25 haul truck trips per day, and 20 worker trips per day. Since construction of the proposed project would generate less than 250 daily vehicle trips, and operation of the proposed project would be similar to existing conditions at the adjacent LADWP property (i.e., no new operational vehicle trips), it can be assumed that the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact with respect to VMT. [6:  	City of Los Angeles, City of Los Angeles Adoption of Vehicle Miles Traveled as the Transportation Impact Metric under the California Environmental Quality Act, August 9, 2019.] 


c)	No Impact. The proposed project would include the demolition of an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures, and future use of the project site for open air storage. The proposed project would not include any new geometric design features that could be considered dangerous or increase hazard in the project site. No impact would occur. 

d)	Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities for the proposed project would take place mainly within the 6236 S. St. Andrews Place property. Construction staging areas, and equipment and vehicle laydown areas would be accommodated within the project site’s paved parking area and within the adjacent LADWP property, if needed. No road closures are required. Emergency access would be maintained at all times in the area surrounding the project site. In addition, LADWP would coordinate with City staff and would provide an anticipated schedule of activities outlining approximate daily active construction dates and times. Impacts would be considered less than significant.
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		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES —

		

		

		

		



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

		

		

		

		



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



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

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒
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California Assembly Bill (AB) 52, through its implementing regulations, requires that lead agencies consult with California Native American tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project and who have requested in writing to be informed by the lead agency of proposed projects in the tribe’s geographic area (PRC Section 21080.3.1[b] and [d]).

A Sacred Lands File search conducted by the NAHC on May 8, 2020, indicates that Native American cultural resources are not known to be located within the project site. 

On May 26, 2020, LADWP sent notification of the proposed project to California Native American tribal representatives traditionally or culturally affiliated with the geographic area. The letter notified the tribes of the proposed project, provided a description of the project and location information, assured the Tribe of LADWP’s commitment to confidentiality under PRC Section 21082.3(c), LADWP’s contact information, and invited the tribes to respond within 30 days with their interest in AB 52 consultation. On June 8, 2020, Andrew Salas, Chairman of the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation responded to LADWP’s formal notification and requested consultation. A consultation meeting was subsequently held on August 27, 2020, with Chairman Salas and Matthew Teutimez of the Kizh Nation.

On September 10, 2020, Chairman Salas provided via email documentation to LADWP, including historic maps, excerpts about potential locations of villages, and other relevant ethnographic literature. The documentation indicated trade routes, trails, waterways, and the village of Tajauta were historically located in the region around the project site. Chairman Salas stated that historic railroad right-of-ways typically followed traditional Gabrieleño trade routes and the railroad corridors represent geographically defined locations of Gabrieleño trade routes. Based on the maps provided by Chairman Salas, a railroad corridor, representing a traditional trade route, is depicted approximately 0.25 miles northwest of the project site. 

Chairman Salas also stated that waterways in the vicinity of the project area, as depicted by historic maps provided by Chairman Salas, were used by the Gabrieleño for subsistence purposes and provided a setting for seasonal and permanent settlements, trade depots, ceremonial and religious prayer sites, and burials and cremation sites. The maps provided by Chairman Salas indicate waterways were historically located from 2.5 to 3 miles north and west of the project site, respectively.

Chairman Salas stated the historic location of the village of Tajauta overlaps the project site and provided relevant literature which describes the location of Tajauta. The literature provided was an excerpt from McCawley (1996), which described Tajauta as a Gabrieleño placename associated with what is presently the Watts area, approximately 5 miles southeast of the project site.

As a result of the consultation, no tribal cultural resources were identified within the project site. However, based on the materials provided by Chairman Salas, the Kizh Nation considers the project site sensitive for the presence of subsurface deposits potentially containing cultural items and human remains. Language provided by Chairman Salas also described several traditional and protective procedures to be implemented in the event that Native American human remains are encountered.

a.i)	No Impact. No tribal cultural resources were identified as a result of the consultation with the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation. Therefore, no tribal cultural resources that are listed in or eligible for listing in the California Register, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k) would be impacted by project implementation. No impact would occur.

Although no tribal cultural resources were identified as a result of the consultation, Chairman Salas of the Kizh Nation considers the project site to be sensitive for the presence of subsurface cultural items and human remains. As such, Mitigation Measures CUL-3, CUL-4, and CUL-5, which include archaeological and Native American monitoring and inadvertent discovery protocols for archaeological resource and human remains, would be implemented.

a.ii)	No Impact. As noted above under Section 2.18 (a.i), no tribal cultural resources were identified as a result of the consultation with the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation. Therefore, no tribal cultural resources that have been determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1, would be impacted by program implementation. No impact would occur.

Although no tribal cultural resources were identified as a result of the consultation, Chairman Salas of the Kizh Nation considers the project site to be sensitive for the presence of subsurface deposits potentially containing cultural items and human remains. As such, Mitigation Measures CUL-3, CUL-4, and CUL-5, which include archaeological and Native American monitoring and inadvertent discovery protocols for archaeological resources and human remains, would be implemented.
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		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the project:

		

		

		

		



		a)	Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		b)	Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		c)	Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		d)	Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐



		e)	Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

		☐

		☐

		☒

		☐





[bookmark: _Toc52279920][bookmark: _Toc55222544]Discussion

a)	No Impact. The proposed project would include the demolition of an existing two-story structure and auxiliary structures, and future use of the project site for open air storage. Upon demolition of the existing structures, utilizes would be capped and left in place. Operation of the proposed project would include storage of materials and crane usage to move materials around within the parcel. The proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, electrical power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. No impact would occur.

b)	Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the project would require some water for dust control, which would be provided by imported water trucks. Wastewater generated during construction of the proposed project would be minimal, consisting of portable toilet waste generated by construction workers. Wastewater generated during construction would be collected within portable toilet facilities. All wastewater generated in portable toilets would be collected by a permitted portable toilet waste hauler and appropriately disposed of at an identified liquid-disposal station. Therefore, construction or expansion of water or wastewater facilities would not be required for construction of the proposed project. 

	Operation of the project would be minimal, requiring three worker trips per week and 3 hours of forklift usage per week at the project site, and would not require or result in the construction of new or expanded water facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

c)	Less than Significant Impact. As described above within Section 2.19 (b), wastewater generated during construction of the proposed project would be minimal, and would be collected by a permitted portable toilet waste hauler and appropriately disposed of at an identified liquid-disposal station. Upon completion of construction activities, the proposed project would be used as an open air storage area. Therefore, impacts related to the wastewater treatment provider having adequate capacity to serve the project’s needs would be considered less than significant.

d)	Less than Significant Impact. The project anticipates that an excess of 1,280 CY of concrete, 1,670 CY of Unreinforced Masonry, and 1,300 CY of wood would be hauled off-site for disposal. Demolition debris and excavation material is assumed to be sent to one of two recycling facilities: 25th Street Recycling (2121 East 25th Street, Los Angeles, CA) or California Waste Services (621 West 152nd Street, Gardena, CA). Any non-recyclable solid waste would be serviced by Scholl Canyon Landfill, which has a remaining capacity of 9.9 million CY and a maximum daily capacity of 3,400 tons per day, and is estimated to be in operation through April 2030 (CalRecycle 2011). As the majority of waste generated by the proposed project would occur during construction, and because the proposed project would divert debris generated during construction to recycling facilities, the amount of waste generated at the project site is not anticipated to significantly impact nearby landfill serving capacities. No impact would occur.

e)	Less than Significant Impact. As described in Section 2.19 (d), the project would be served by recycling facilities that would be capable of accommodating solid waste generated at the project site. During construction, solid waste would be taken to nearby recycling facilities. Upon completion of construction, the project site would be used as an open air storage area and would not generate or required the disposal of solid waste. The proposed project would continue to comply with federal, state, and local regulations related to solid waste. Impacts would be less than significant.
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		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		WILDFIRE — If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project:

		

		

		

		



		a)	Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		b)	Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		c)	Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒



		d)	Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

		☐

		☐

		☐

		☒
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a-d)	No Impact. The project site is located in a highly urbanized area. The proposed project is not included within or near an area designated as a State Responsibility Area and is not located in an area classified as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone according to maps prepared by CAL FIRE (CAL FIRE 2007; CAL FIRE 2011). In addition, the City of Los Angeles Safety Element’s Selected Wildfire Hazard Areas in the City of Los Angeles map indicates that the project site is not located in the Mountain Fire District or within a fire buffer zone (City of Los Angeles 1996). Therefore, since the project site is not located in or near a state responsibility area or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, no impacts related to wildlife would occur.
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		Issues (and Supporting Information Sources):

		Potentially Significant Impact

		Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

		Less Than Significant Impact

		No Impact



		MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE — 

		

		

		

		



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

		☐

		☒

		☐

		☐



		b)	Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

		☐

		☒

		☐

		☐



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

		☐

		☒

		☐

		☐
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a)	Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. As discussed in Section 2.4, Biological Resources, the project site is located within a highly urbanized area and the site is currently developed with a two-story building and a parking area. The project site does not contain any vegetation and the project would not result in any impacts to fish or wildlife species. No impacts to biological resources would occur and no mitigation is required. 

As described in Section 2.5, Cultural Resources, one historic-period built resource, the Bauman Brothers industrial complex, was identified within the project site. However, an evaluation of the industrial complex for inclusion in the National Register, California Register, and local listing that was conducted for the proposed project determined that the Bauman Brothers industrial complex does not qualify as a historical resource and its demolition would not constitute a significant impact. No known archaeological deposits that qualify as a historic resource, paleontological resources, and/or or unique geologic features were identified within the project site. Nevertheless, proposed ground disturbance has the potential to encounter archaeological and/or paleontological resources, or human remains. Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-5, GEO-1, and GEO-2 would reduce any potential impacts to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Implement Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-5, GEO-1, and GEO-2.

b)	Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. A cumulative impact could occur if the project would result in an incrementally considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact in consideration of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects for each resource area. No direct significant impacts were identified for the proposed project that could not be mitigated to a less than significant level. However, when combined with other projects within the vicinity, the project may result in a contribution to a potentially significant cumulative impact.

	The proposed project would have no impact on agricultural resources, biological resources, land use and planning, mineral resources, population and housing, public services, recreation, tribal cultural resources, and wildfire. In addition, the project would have less than significant impacts to aesthetics, air quality, energy, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, transportation, and utilities and service systems. As a result, impacts would not be considered cumulatively considerable.

	Cultural resources, geology and soils, and noise impacts that are generated during construction activities would be short-term and limited by the overall short construction period of 4.5 months. Further, impacts related to these resources would be less than less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures. Therefore, the proposed project impacts would not be considered cumulatively considerable.

Mitigation Measures

Implement Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-4, GEO-1, GEO-2, and NOI-1 through NOI-4.

c)	Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. As discussed in Section 2.13, Noise, the proposed project has the potential to increase noise levels to surrounding residents to a significant level during construction. However, construction activities would be temporary impacts occurring only during the 4.5-month construction period. In addition, Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-4 would be implemented to reduce these impacts to less than significant. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse effects on human beings, either indirectly or directly.

Mitigation Measures

Implement Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-4.
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