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REVIEW OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR  
THE TVC 2050 PROJECT
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 

Ramboll Americas Engineering Solutions, Inc. (Ramboll) has reviewed the Final Environmental Impact 
Report (FEIR) for the TVC 2050 Project on behalf of our client. Our findings reflect the conclusions reached 
given the time available for our review and information provided. These findings supplement the findings 
provided in our Report Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the TVC 2050 Project dated 
September 13, 2022. To the extent that additional information or time is provided, our findings may 
change. 
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AIR QUALITY
In our review of the FEIR, including the Response to Comments (RTCs), Health Risk Assessment (HRA) and 
other air quality technical reports, we identified various issues that individually and collectively indicate that 
the air emissions and related health risks are likely understated in the FEIR and could results in significant 
impacts not previously identified. The FEIR air quality analyses utilize assumptions that result in lower 
project emissions without support or project commitments, include erroneous assumptions and modeling
inputs, modify modeling default assumptions inaccurately or without support, include internally conflicting 
information, exclude modeling outputs in the appendices, and do not provide complete technical 
documentation. The missing information prevents the reviewer from verifying the methodology and results 
of the technical analyses. Given that with all of these unsupported assumptions and errors the FEIR 
concludes that the project is at or near significance thresholds, the assumptions and errors may mask 
significant impacts.

1) Usage Assumptions: The FEIR makes assumptions that future operations will remain the same as 
historical operations to reduce the air quality and health risk impacts from the project without any 
corresponding project design features (PDFs) or mitigation measures (MMs) to ensure impacts will be 
within those assumptions, resulting in potentially understated air emissions and health risks and 
potentially undisclosed significant impacts.

a) In Appendix FEIR-10, (Health Risk Assessment), the HRA assumes that the existing and future 
emergency generator usage would follow the historical operating hours at the Project Site. While 
this is a relatively common approach for assessing emissions from emergency generators in 
environmental impact reports (EIRs), the FEIR fails to adequately justify why that approach should 
be applied here. Given the proximity of sensitive receptors at the Project Site, even a modest 
increase in the assumed hours of operation would result in a significant impact.

To illustrate the higher potential health risk impacts, Ramboll estimated the health risks associated 
with emergency generators using the model inputs, exposure assumptions, and reported emissions 
used in the EIR. (Ramboll has noted other issues with these inputs and assumptions which would 
further increase the risk, but for purposes of illustrating the generator hours of usage assumption, 
we have held the other EIR assumptions constant.) Results show that even with generator 
operation as low as approximately 55 hours per year, the cancer risk at the maximally exposed 
residential receptor would be above 10 in a million. Assuming the maximum permitted hours of 
operation of 200 hours per year, the incremental cancer risk would be as high as 19.2 in a million.

For comparison purposes, the modified version of Table 6 included with these comments shows the 
cancer risks associated with maximum permitted emergency generator operation (refer to Ramboll 
edits in blue font).

b) Per FEIR-10, the HRA assumes for future operations the same level of paint/solvent/adhesive 
usages reported to the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in TVC’s 2019 AER. 
The FEIR asserts this is conservative since many operations have shifted to digital production and 
virtual environments and any new spray paint booths would include the most up-to-date techniques 
and equipment. However, we did not see a requirement in any PDF or MM to maintain the same 
levels of materials usage. The Project would increase sound stage space by 150% (and up to a 
371% increase with land use exchange). With that much increase in production space, it cannot be 
certain that the existing usage (from 2019) would not increase at all. Additionally, an increase in 
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the paint/solvent/adhesive usage would increase the risks of exposure to volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) and other emissions that would need to be accounted for in the HRA.

c) In addition to the comment above related to the hours of operation for the generators, there 
appears to be an error in the emission factors for the seven new generators resulting in 
underestimated emissions and related health risk. Specifically, the lb/hr emission rate for the seven 
new generators appear to be underestimated based on the g/bhp-hr emission factors and 
bhp rating for the generators reported in Project Conditions—Internal Combustion Process List 
(Stationary Diesel I.C. Engines, 4 Stroke-Lean Burn) in Appendix 5 of Appendix FEIR-10.

i) For example, the PM10 emission factor is listed as 0.02 g/bhp-hr and the bhp is listed as 
762. The resulting emission rate would be calculated as follows: (0.02 x 762)/453.592 
= 0.034 lb/hr, where 453.592 is a conversion from grams to lbs. In the FEIR, the emission 
rate is reported as 0.02 lb/hr, underestimating emissions from each generator. See 
screenshot below.

ii) Using the corrected emission factor would increase emissions and health risk impacts from 
the generators under the current project assumptions and under any revised scenario 
increasing generators operating hours per year.

iii) Other pollutants appear to have similar issues in the calculation of lb/hr emission rates from 
g/bhp-hr emission factors although such issues are not discussed here in the context of 
health risk impacts from diesel particulate matter (DPM).

2) Spray Booths: In addition to the comment above related to the assumed paint/solvent/adhesive 
usage, Table IV.A-7 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Section IV. Environmental Impact 
Analysis states that existing spray paint booths will be removed as part of the Project. However, the 
FEIR does not require the removal of the existing spray booths. Similarly, there is not a PDF or MM that 
requires new spray paint booths be constructed with the most up-to-date equipment to achieve the 
control efficiency assumed in the FEIR’s emission calculations. Without a requirement to remove and 
replace existing spray booths, which have a lower particulate matter (PM) control efficiency, 
PM emissions associated with the project may be underestimated. The following tables shows the extent 
of emissions that could be understated without such a requirement. (This does not account for the 
potential increase in usage noted above.)
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Spray Booth - Project (FEIR-10, PDF Page 164)

Usage
(gal)

TOG
(lbs/year)

PM 
(lbs/year)

Coatings-Solvent Based 197.3 132.7 0.1

Coatings-Water Based 3091.0 1461.0 1.0

Spray 77 1.6 6.7 0.0

Spray Booth - Existing (FEIR-10, PDF Page 161)

Usage
(gal)

TOG
(lbs/year)

PM 
(lbs/year)

Coatings-Solvent Based 197.3 132.7 20.7

Coatings-Water Based 3091.0 1461.0 324.6

Spray 77 1.6 6.7 0.2

3) Mobility Hub: Per FEIR-10, the HRA assumes that the Mobility Hub would have shuttles powered by 
gasoline as a conservative assumption since the FEIR states they could be natural gas, gasoline, or 
electric powered. However, it is not clear if there is a MM or PDF that requires all Mobility Hub shuttles 
be non-diesel powered. There is no mention of a MM or PDF on this in FEIR Section III (Revisions, 
Clarifications, and Corrections to the Draft EIR).

4) Phased construction and Long-Term Buildout Scenario: The City represents that it provides 
"conservative" assumptions regarding the construction intensity of the long-term buildout scenario. The 
FEIR's analysis of concurrent construction and operational activities assumes that construction activities 
would occur at approximately 50% of the maximum daily intensity that would occur during the 
32-month buildout scenario. The City provides limited justification for the assumption and does not 
reasonably explain how total construction emissions (i.e., from all phases) would be reduced by 50%
under the long-term buildout scenario. (See, FEIR, Appendix FEIR-8) Similarly, there is no project 
commitment to limit construction activities to 50% intensity during the long-term buildout scenario. 
Without such a reduction in long-term buildout emissions, there would be a significant undisclosed 
impact for VOC emissions. Additionally, critical information necessary to evaluate the validity of the 
assumption and corresponding reduction in emissions is missing from the CalEEModTM outputs in the 
appendix.

a) As stated in Section 3.1.3 of FEIR Appendix 9, the Applicant is seeking a development agreement 
with a term of 20 years, which could extend the full buildout year to approximately 2043. The FEIR 
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states that “With a long-term buildout and operation of some facilities on-site while construction is 
occurring, only a single excavation operation could be accommodated on-site, thus reducing 
excavation activities and associated haul truck trips by half”. The applicant claims that the 
long-term buildout would also likely further reduce “other construction activities such as building 
construction and finishing”. In Appendix A-1 of FEIR Appendix 9, a summary of maximum “Regional 
Construction Emissions (Mitigated)” from CalEEModTM at 100% construction intensity for both 
summer and winter are shown for each milestone year. The footnote to the table states that 
“ROG represents architectural Coating/Finishing Phase; All other pollutants represent overlap of 
excavation and demolition”. Based on this information, it is not clear how a reduction in excavation
activities and associated haul truck trips would reduce ROG emissions from the architectural 
coatings/finishing phases by approximately 50% under the long-term buildout scenario.

b) Ramboll reviewed the CalEEMod outputs and summary tables presented in FEIR Appendix 9 to 
evaluate emissions under the long-term buildout scenario under different intensities based on the 
assumptions in the FEIR. Using the available information, an updated version of Table 7 from FEIR 
Appendix 9 which presents “Estimated Maximum Daily Regional Emissions from Project Concurrent 
Construction and Operation” with emissions at “50% construction intensity” is included with these 
comments (refer to Ramboll edits in blue font). This table shows VOC emissions at 100% 
construction intensity using the maximum of summer and winter ROG emissions at 100% 
construction intensity extracted from Appendix A-1 of FEIR Appendix 9. If VOC emissions from 
construction activities occur at 100% intensity during the long-term buildout scenario, total VOC 
emissions would exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold in years 2035 and 2040. In fact, if VOC 
emissions occur at any intensity greater than approximately 76%, VOC emissions would exceed the 
significance threshold, resulting in a new significant impact for VOC.

c) The FEIR does not provide complete technical documentation in the appendices for the air quality 
and GHG analyses as it omits Section 3 “Construction Emission Details” from the “Long-Term 
Buildout, TVC-Construction Impacts with Mitigation Measures 2026, 2030, 2035, 2040, and 2043” 
CalEEMod runs. These CalEEMod outputs would show detailed emissions split out by construction 
phase. The missing data prevents the reviewer from verifying the methodology and results of the 
technical analyses.

i) Without these sections in the CalEEMod runs, it is unclear where maximum emissions are 
occurring with respect to construction phase. The reviewer is unable to verify if maximum 
ROG emissions are occurring because of excavation and hauling and could reasonably be 
reduced as a result of a single excavation and reduction in haul truck trips as stated in 
Section 3.1.3 in FEIR Appendix 9, or if ROG emissions are primarily due to other
construction phases such as building finishing and architectural coating as indicated in the 
footnote to the regional construction emissions summary table. This information is critical to 
evaluate the validity of the FEIR’s assumption that a long-term buildout scenario would 
reduce total construction emissions by approximately 50%.

ii) Additionally, due to the missing data and a general lack of information in the FEIR on 
emission reductions in the long-term buildout scenario, it’s not clear which phases/emission 
sources were reduced and by how much under the assumption of 50% construction 
intensity.
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5) Modified or erroneous assumptions from “defaults”: The FEIR uses non-default assumptions in 
the health risk analysis that reduce impacts without justification and/or project commitment.

a) Per FEIR-10, the HRA assumes that on-site childcare has a 5-year duration period since the 
childcare assumes a start of 0 (newborn) to 5 years old (kindergarten start age). However, there is 
no PDF or MM that indicates the on-site childcare is limited to a maximum of 5 years of age.

b) A 7-year exposure duration is assumed for elementary schools (Kindergarten to 6th grade).
Information regarding the nearest school indicates that it is a 12 year school.1 A 7-year exposure 
duration underestimates the health risk to the students. Also, the exposure duration of 7-year or 
12-year may underestimate health risk impacts for workers at schools.

6) Basecamp, Mobility Hub, and outdoor production activities: A significant amount of “potential 
outdoor production activity” and activities associated with the Basecamp and Mobility Hub are not 
accounted for in the air quality analysis of the FEIR.

a) Erratum No.1 to the Environmental Impact Report states there will be 506,850 square feet of 
“potential outdoor production activity” as well as 74,260 square feet of uncovered basecamp area, 
50,750 square feet of covered basecamp area, 36,800 square feet of below grade basecamp area, 
and 36,000 square feet of Mobility Hub area. FEIR Section II-Response to Comment 26-E.1-28 
states that electricity usage and GHG emissions from the Basecamp and Mobility Hub areas are 
accounted for in the additional amount of enclosed parking included in CalEEMod. However, based 
on the project land use definitions, both the Basecamp and Mobility Hub include several activities 
that have the potential to generate emissions that would not be accurately represented or captured 
by additional square footage of enclosed parking.

For example, the Mobility Hub land use definition includes “support, storage, maintenance, staging, 
security facilities, and ridership amenities” and temporary parking of vehicles. Similarly, the 
basecamp includes “temporary production activities” and temporary staging of “mobile facilities 
such as trucks and support vehicles.” The Mobility Hub was also considered in the water and 
wastewater analyses (but not the air emissions). In CalEEMod, additional parking leads to additional 
operational emissions from energy usage and area sources (e.g., architectural coatings). However, 
there are no operational emissions from mobile sources, water, or waste associated with the 
parking land uses in CalEEMod. Thus, the activities and corresponding air quality impact of the 
Basecamp and Mobility Hub are not adequately analyzed in the FEIR. Furthermore, the FEIR does 
not consider any emissions from the over 500,000 square feet of “potential outdoor production 
activity,” further underestimating air quality impacts.

b) FEIR Section II - Response to Comment 26-26 states that the Project used SCAQMD LST 
methodology to analyze localized impacts, including for on-site receptors. While the SCAQMD LST 
methodology acknowledges that the 25-meter receptor distance may be used to analyze receptors 
closer than 25 meters from the project boundary, it does not specify that the use of the 25-meter 
receptor distance is appropriate for on-site receptors as claimed in the RTCs. Additionally, the 
SCAQMD guidance recommends “that lead agencies perform project-specific modeling for larger 
projects in determining localized air quality impacts”. Due to the close proximity of sensitive 
receptors to a large project, it is reasonable to expect that an actual air dispersion modeling

1  https://www.niche.com/k12/morasha-hebrew-academy-los-angeles-ca/
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analysis be conducted to demonstrate that the impacts from a large project to receptors in such 
close proximity are not being impacted. 

7) Missing TAC Emission Sources: The FEIR is missing toxic air contaminant (TAC) emission sources in 
its HRA, underestimating project risk.

a) RTC 13-6 states that “Installation of a methane mitigation system will have the added benefit of 
addressing potential vapor intrusion from residual fuel hydrocarbons from the former Texaco 
station, and naturally occurring hydrogen sulfide.” The methane controls are described as including 
an impervious membrane, ventilation systems, and methane detection and alarm systems. While 
the methane mitigation system may address the vapor intrusion of residual hydrocarbons and 
hydrogen sulfide for buildings located on the Project Site, there is no evidence presented in the 
FEIR that the system will reduce or eliminate the release of these emissions to the atmosphere or 
otherwise prevent them from impacting nearby receptors. The HRA fails to consider this source of 
TAC emissions, underestimating health risks impacts. In addition to being a TAC, hydrogen sulfide 
presents odor and nuisance concerns, and there is no analysis of odors in the FEIR. Hydrogen 
sulfide also has a California Ambient Air Quality Standard of 0.03 ppm2 that was not assessed.

b) The FEIR incorrectly asserts that soil samples with detected arsenic below 12 mg/kg can be 
excluded from the HRA. Appendix FEIR-10 Section 3.3.1.1.4.1 cites to a 2008 document from the 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), claiming that the document concludes that 
“12mg/kg is a useful screening number for evaluating arsenic as a chemical of potential concern in 
Southern California.” However, a more recent Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) note from 
the DTSC states that while mitigation or remediation is usually not undertaken to reduce the 
concentration of contaminants below ambient levels, background and ambient concentrations can 
exceed risk-based concentrations.3 Per the DTSC note, “this includes arsenic, where background as 
well as ambient concentrations exceed the risk-based soil concentration of 0.11 mg/kg.” Thus, while 
the DTSC establishes an upper-bound arsenic background screening concentration of 12 mg/kg, this 
screening concentration is intended to be applied to assess remediation efforts. Further, the arsenic 
levels may not be naturally occurring background levels. Given that the project activity would 
include extensive soil excavation and movement next to residential receptors, creating additional 
exposure that would not otherwise occur, it would be reasonable for the HRA to includes such 
sources of emissions from soils.

8) Underestimated Emissions from Truck Staging: As stated in RTC 26-24 and described in Appendix 
FEIR-8, the two off-site staging locations described in the DEIR are no longer proposed and all haul 
truck staging for the project would now occur on-site. Two staging areas are proposed, with each 
staging area providing the capacity to accommodate up to 30 trucks. However, the analysis assumes 
that only 25% of the 30 trucks (eight trucks) would be idling at the same time, citing to the California 
Air Resources Board (CARB) regulatory requirements that limits each truck to a maximum of 5 minutes 
of idling. While the CARB regulation limits each truck to a maximum of 5 minutes of idling, it establishes 
no requirements or limitations on the number of simultaneous idling trucks. As such, there is no basis 
for the assumption that only eight of the 30 trucks would be idling at the same time. Thus, without 
substantiation, the FEIR assumption that only 25% of the trucks would idle at any one time appears to 

2  https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/hydrogen-sulfide-and-health  
3  https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2020/12/HHRA-11-Ambient-Arsenic-levels-in-SoCal-Final-A.pdf  
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artificially reduce the reported peak emissions and related impacts. The FEIR must consider and analyze 
the health risk impacts of 30 trucks idling or include a project requirement limiting the number of trucks 
in each staging area.

9) Inconsistent Construction and Operational Hours: The FEIR provides conflicting information on 
hours of operation and construction activities as compared to what is assumed in the modeling.

a) According to Page 31 of Appendix FEIR-10, the HRA assumed operational exhaust emissions take 
place “six days per week between 7 A.M. to 6 P.M.” This is inconsistent with RTC 253-3, which 
states that "trips in and out of the Project Site would occur throughout the day and the studio would 
operate 24 hours per day”. The modeling and HRA must be updated to reflect actual hours of 
operation. Emissions at different hours may result in increased impacts due to varying 
meteorological conditions. For example, lower wind speeds and increased periods of calm during 
nighttime hours can reduce dispersion and may increase pollutant concentrations and health risk 
impacts at nearby receptors.

b) According to Page 31 of Appendix FEIR-10, all construction exhaust emissions were assumed to 
take place on weekdays between 7 A.M. and 3 P.M. This is inconsistent with RTC 161-2 and Section 
II of the DEIR, which states that construction activities generally would be permitted to occur 
Monday through Friday from 7 A.M. to 9 P.M. and between 8:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. on Saturday or 
national holidays. As described previously, emissions at different hours may result in increased 
impacts due to varying meteorological conditions. The modeling and HRA must be updated to reflect 
permitted construction hours or the project must commit to the reduced operating hours assumed 
in the modeling, including no weekend construction truck activity.

10) Truck Trips: The FEIR’s operational HRA underestimates risk from diesel trucks due to potentially 
underestimated truck trips and unsubstantiated assumptions on the location of truck idling and travel 
routes.

a) Diesel truck trips used in the HRA may be underestimated due to missing food truck trips. Section 
2.4.3 On-Site Operational Truck/Vehicle Activity on Page 11 of Appendix FEIR-9 states that “diesel 
trucks including food trucks accessing basecamp areas would travel on-site for short distances and 
would plug into electric power when parked.” The FEIR assumes there are an average of 10 food 
trucks with char broilers per day for the purposes of estimating char broiler emissions (Pages 28 
and 69 of Appendix FEIR-10), but Page 169 indicates that the actual number of food trucks may be 
higher. Specifically, the Char Broiler Emissions Calculations table shows 20 average daily food 
trucks and up to 24 peak daily food trucks, with half of the trucks equipped with char broilers or 
griddles. The Char Broiler Emissions Calculations tables and Section 3.3.1.3.6 Food Truck 
Operations of Appendix FEIR-10 only discusses char broiler emissions from food trucks; exhaust 
emissions from food truck trips is not included.

In the calculation of DPM emissions from diesel trucks, the FEIR assumes the project will generate a 
total of 114 diesel truck trips, comprised of 20 light-heavy, 58 medium-heavy, and 36 heavy-duty
truck trips (FEIR-10, Page 173). However, it’s not clear if these truck trip counts include trips from 
food trucks as food trucks are not listed as a separate truck type in the mobile emissions calculation 
tables, their vehicle class is not specified in the FEIR, nor are they described in the Truck Trips
Memo (Appendix FEIR-6) used to estimate the number of truck trips for the Project. Based on 
Footnote c of the Char Broiler Emissions Calculations table, this information was estimated based on 
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a memo prepared by MBS Group, which is included as Appendix A-6 to Appendix FEIR-9. The
number of food trucks was based on the assumption that each production could require up to two 
catering trucks per day. The number of food trucks was not based on the truck counts in the Truck 
Trips Memo. Given the food trucks are diesel-fueled and travel on-site, they must be considered in 
the analysis and included in the HRA. If these 20-24 food trucks (40-48 diesel truck trips) are not 
included in the 114 truck trips used in the HRA, DPM emissions and thus health risks are 
underestimated in the FEIR.

b) Further, it is not clear that the total of 114 diesel truck trips was based on an accurate estimation of 
existing truck trips, as it was based on three days of driveway counts at only one of the existing 
Project Site driveways.4 An increase in truck trips in the HRA would further increase DPM emissions 
and health risks and the FEIR emissions and health risks would be further underreported.

c) Finally, the HRA assumes that only "idling" emissions and not "travel" emissions from diesel trucks 
occur at the “BCAMPE” source directly adjacent to the Broadcast Center Apartments, 
underestimating health risk impacts at this receptor. DPM emissions from the 114 diesel truck trips 
are presented in the Future Project Operations – Mobile Emissions table on Page 178 of FEIR-10. 
This table shows that the HRA assumes 1.17 lbs/year of DPM emissions from truck travel occur at 
the “Offsite” and “ROAD” sources, and 0.33 lbs/year of DPM emissions from truck idling occur at the 
“BCAMPE” source. RTC 35-31 states that only approximately 4 trucks per day would use the Beverly 
Boulevard driveway immediately to the west of the Broadcast Center Apartments. RTC 26-141 
further states that Project-related trucks would normally access the Project Site via the Fairfax Ave 
and Beverly Blvd gates (50% per gate). However, to our knowledge there is no restriction on truck 
travel on the internal roadway in front of the Broadcast Center Apartments nor is there a reasoning 
given for the assumption that trucks only idle and do not travel on this roadway. Additionally, this 
assumption is at odds with Section 3.3.2.4.1.2 of Appendix FEIR-10, which states that “while truck 
activity would occur across the Project Site, this HRA proportioned the majority of activity in close 
proximity to multifamily residential uses located directly east of the Project Site as a worst-case 
assumption.” The DPM Emissions from truck idling are only 0.33 lb/yr as compared to 1.17 lb/year 
from truck travel. Thus, the assumptions used in the modeling underestimate risk at the Broadcast 
Center Apartments.

11) Unmitigated Emissions are Not Reported: Page 14 of Appendix FEIR-9 presents a summary of air 
quality, GHG, and energy impacts, but does not present tables showing updated unmitigated impacts
despite numerous updates to account for “regulatory changes and modeling software updates
subsequent to the completion of the Draft EIR, public comments on the DEIR, and the introduction of 
additional PDFs and MMs committed to in the Final EIR.” Section 3 states that “the analyses focus on 
mitigated impacts since they are used to determine significance” and “unmitigated analyses are also 

4 In comparison, Appendix FEIR-5 to the FEIR provides the total driveway counts for the Beverly/Genesee driveway and 
one of the two Fairfax driveways (although it does not specify which one). The average total inbound/outbound trips at 
the Beverly/Genesee driveway is 3,048 and the Fairfax driveway is 868, or roughly 78%/22% of the total trips, 
respectively. Figure 2A in Appendix FEIR-16 shows a roughly similar split, with the Beverly/Genesee driveway 
providing access for 76% of the total trips, the northern driveway on Fairfax Avenue providing access for 24% of the 
total trip, and less than 1% of the total trips at the southern driveway on Fairfax Avenue. (FEIR, Appendix FEIR-16, p. 
48). If truck trips at the Fairfax driveway are proportional to the number of total trips, then roughly one-quarter of 
existing truck trips were excluded in the FEIR analysis.
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presented in Appendix A of this Confirmatory Analysis”. However, the presentation of mitigated and 
unmitigated emissions in Appendix A is not clear. Unmitigated impacts should be presented and 
compared to emissions thresholds alongside mitigated impacts. 

12) Missing Information for Modeled Construction Sources: The FEIR does not provide complete 
technical documentation in the appendices for the construction modeling. Section 3.3.1.1.2 states that 
the Health Risk Assessment (Appendix FEIR-10) included on-site construction truck emissions 
associated with staging, accounted for by 15 minutes of idling emissions per trip. Pages 116 and 117 of 
Appendix FEIR-10 include calculations of emissions from on-site truck travel, on-site truck idling, and 
off-site truck travel. Section 3.b.4.a of Appendix A of Appendix FEIR-10 references diesel exhaust 
emissions from truck travel and states that these exhaust emissions were modeled as a set of adjacent 
volume sources, along with construction equipment. Pages 907-909 of FEIR-9 provide additional 
information on on-site truck/vehicle activity, including description of travel to and idling at the staging 
areas. However, Appendix H of Appendix FEIR-10 does not include a source configuration figure of 
modeled construction sources, and Appendix I does not include stack parameters associated with 
modeled construction sources. The missing data prevents the reviewer from verifying the methodology 
and results of the technical analyses.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER SUPPLY
Stormwater Collection and Discharge 
The FEIR lacks information to demonstrated that the proposed stormwater capture and reuse system is 
feasible and does not disclose potential impacts if the proposed system is infeasible.

1) The reported required volume of stormwater to be captured has been corrected (to 625,000 gallons) 
and we understand that the existing stormwater pipe (24-inch) will remain and continue to discharge 
the existing flow to Ballona Creek. However, the plans for stormwater management are still lacking 
clarity, as described below.

a) PDF Page 85 in Section III (Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections to the Draft EIR) – Figure 3 – 
Proposed Drainage Exhibit: the planned “mitigated volume” should be put in terms of a volumetric 
rate, i.e., 625,000 gallons captured per what frequency. Also, more details should be provided about 
the proposed capture and use system, such as how many gallons the proposed cistern holds and 
whether the treatment system will have an adequate treatment rate to process the necessary 
volumetric flow, considering the proposed system has a booster pump operating at 25 gallons per 
minute (gpm). Without this information the FEIR does not demonstrate whether the proposed 
capture and reuse system accurately assess the potential risk of flooding caused by stormwater. 

b) PDF Page 88 in Section III states that the project would not cause flooding during the 50-year
developed storm event, however, there is no substantial evidence to support this statement. Per the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Atlas 14, point precipitation frequency estimate for 
the project location, the 24-hour, 50-year flood event would lead to 7 inches per day of peak flow.5

Given the size of the impervious area in the proposed facility, it would lead to total stormwater run-
off of 4,273,737 gallons per day (or 2,968 gpm), which is 1,000 times greater than the proposed 
capture system capacity. As a result, the excess runoff would far exceed the system's ability to 

5  https://hdsc.nws.noaa.gov/pfds/pfds_map_cont.html?bkmrk=ca
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manage the stormwater effectively, leading to significant flooding in and around the facility. The 
DEIR should address this discrepancy regarding the stormwater impact. 

c) PDF Pages 856 and 367 in the RTCs: Comment 26-E.1-6 (PDF Page 856) refers to the planned 
“installation of a capture and reuse system to be used for irrigation purposes” but the response to 
comment 13-8 (PDF Page 367) explains infiltration is not feasible, as the Project Site “is expected to 
remain approximately 90 percent impervious post-construction”. It follows that reuse of the 
captured stormwater for irrigation on a large scale could be infeasible. The response acknowledges if 
irrigation is determined to be infeasible, high efficiency biofiltration/bioretention systems would be 
installed. Depending on the volumetric rate in the bullet point above, the potential storage, 
treatment, and discharge/reuse of 625,000 gallons of captured stormwater is important to consider 
in greater detail. A biofiltration/bioretention system may require a larger pervious area than is 
available at the Site, which has limited space. The potential impacts of incorporating such a system 
are not assessed in the FEIR. These impacts could include alterations to the project design, 
increased water levels, potential migration of contaminants, or failure to effectively retain 
stormwater.

d) PDF Page 935 in the RTCs: the response to comment 26-E.1-61 (and the other responses referred 
to therein) states that existing stormwater discharge will continue through the 24-inch pipe and the 
water quality will be improved through BMPs required by the City’s LID Ordinance. The DEIR 
(Appendix H, Pages 53-82) included a copy of these BMPs from the stormwater BMPs Handbook.6

However, it did not specify which BMPs would be used or if the BMPs could be successfully 
implemented. Specific BMPs that are feasible for the Project Site should be identified. The response 
further states the stormwater pipe will continue to perform as it does in the existing condition. This
seems inconsistent with the plan to develop a capture system to reuse the water for irrigation. On 
one hand, the FEIR describes a capture and reuse system for stormwater (such as for irrigation), 

6  https://pw.lacounty.gov/swq/files/BMP_Municipal_Complete.pdf
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but on the other hand, it mentions that the stormwater will continue to be discharged into the City’s 
stormwater pipes.

Dewatering Estimates
The Dewatering Report does not support conclusion that impacts from dewatering will be less than 
significant. The analysis is based on a limited area of the site and the extrapolation of those results is not 
assessed accurately,

2) The report now includes a Dewatering Report (Appendix FEIR-13), which addresses earlier concerns 
that dewatering impacts were not considered. The Dewatering Report specifically considers the impacts 
of temporary dewatering for a simulated period of 21 months, but it is limited in its scope and detail, as 
noted below.

a) PDF pages 6 and 25-27 in Appendix FEIR 13 (Dewatering Report) - Area 2 was the only extent 
modeled, resulting in 7.5 million gallons (MG) of groundwater being dewatered from Area 2. The 
report utilized the proportions of volumes from other areas to be excavated and calculated the 
overall dewatered volume to be 26.4 MG. The Dewatering Report states, “dewatering of adjacent 
excavations simultaneously […] would likely reduce the estimated dewatering quantities in Table 1 
due to the merging and overlap of excavation cones of depression” (PDF Page 25). However, this is 
not accurate; while the overlapping cones of depression from multiple wells may reduce the total 
area affected, often resulting in a cumulative drawdown that is greater than what a single well 
would produce alone.7 This increased drawdown can have significant impacts on groundwater 
elevations and potentially exacerbate subsidence and other related issues. The DEIR should update 
its analysis to address this potentially significant impact.

b) The Dewatering Report further compares the other areas and describes the anticipated cones of 
depression for each area relative to Area 2 (PDF Pages 26-27). Since there is no limitation on 
construction, the DEIR should model the entire Project Site to demonstrate the cumulative impacts 
of dewatering all six areas, including the resulting expected cone of depression of the water table.
Additionally, the heterogeneity of the subsurface material should be considered, as the cone 
penetration test (CPT) data reported by the DEIR shows that hydraulic conductivity can vary from 
0.1 feet per day (ft/d) to 50 ft/d below the site. Groundwater flow tends to follow pathways with 
higher permeability. Using the lowest value (0.1 ft/d) as a representative parameter in the model, 
overestimates the resistance to flow, potentially can distort the model's outcomes by 
misrepresenting groundwater flow paths and underestimating the extent and dynamics of the 
impacted area.

3) An estimate of the anticipated drawdown due to the combined (simultaneous) excavation of six areas is 
provided below. The results indicate that the drawdown at 1,000 feet away from the site boundary can 
be significant and may impact the groundwater in the vicinity of the site. The calculations highlight the 
importance of including all areas of dewatering because there are no requirements to limit construction 
dewatering to certain areas of the site at any one time, even for preliminary impact analysis. The 
Dewatering Report does not support the FEIR conclusions and a groundwater modeling with accurate 
inputs including and detailed heterogeneity of subsurface and hydraulic conditions at the site is 
warranted.

7 Todd, D. K., & Mays, L. W. (2005). Groundwater Hydrology (3rd ed.). Wiley.
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We used an approach by Lembke (1886, 1887)8 with input data as shown below:

Where, R = Radius of Influence, h0 = Saturated Thickness of an aquifer, K = Hydraulic conductivity, 
and N= recharge

Further, the resulting drawdown at the given distance (r) is estimated using the Thiem Equation for 
Steady-State Drawdown9 as provided below:

where: s(r) = drawdown at distance from the pumping well, Q = pumping rate (volume per time), 
= transmissivity of the aquifer, = radius of influence

For the calculations, a range of site-specific hydraulic conductivity values of 0.1 feet per day (ft/d) to 
50 ft/d (as provided in the CPT data profiles, Figures 5A through 5D, pages 43-46) is used. The 
saturated thickness for the aquifer is assumed as 20 feet (ft). The 30-year normal precipitation in the 
project area is approximately 16 inches per year. A conservative estimate of groundwater recharge of 
5% of rainfall, equivalent to 1.83 X 10-4 ft/d is used for the calculations. The pumping rates at the site 
are expected to be from 5 gallons per minute (gpm) to 50 gpm (Page 22).

The resulting estimates are provided in the Table below:

Scenario
Pumping 
Rate (Q)

Hydraulic 
Conductivity 

(K)

Saturated 
Thickness 

(b)
Recharge 

(N)

Radius of 
Influence 

(R)

R for Six 
excavation 

areas 
combined*

Drawdown at 
distance (r) 
= 1,000 ft

Units>> gpm ft/d ft ft/d ft ft ft

1 5 0.1 20 1.83E-04 331 3,177 38.47

2 5 5 20 1.83E-04 2,340 22,463 2.07

3 5 10 20 1.83E-04 3,309 31,767 1.15

4 25 10 20 1.83E-04 3,309 31,767 5.75

5 25 20 20 1.83E-04 4,680 44,926 3.17

6 25 50 20 1.83E-04 7,399 71,034 1.42

7 50 10 20 1.83E-04 3,309 31,767 11.51

8 50 20 20 1.83E-04 4,680 44,926 6.33

9 50 50 20 1.83E-04 7,399 71,034 2.84

* Assuming a 20% overlap in the radius of the influence cone, two wells per excavation area

8 Lembke, K.E. (1886, 1887): Groundwater flow and the theory of water collectors (in Russian), The Engineer, J. of the 
Ministry of Communications, no.2, 1886 and nos. 17-19, 1887.

9 Fetter, C. W. (2001). Applied Hydrogeology (4th ed.). Prentice Hall.
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The preliminary calculations presented above suggest that the radius of influence can vary by the 
orders of magnitude, depending on the pumping rates, the number of wells, and the site’s hydraulic 
conditions. Further, the results indicate substantial variability in the drawdown estimates, with potential 
ranges from as little as 2 feet to 10s feet, depending on the specific hydraulic and site parameters. The 
simultaneous operation of multiple wells, each with variable pumping rates, can significantly impact 
groundwater elevations in the vicinity. The interaction between the wells can lead to compounded 
drawdown effects, potentially causing more substantial changes in groundwater levels than if the wells 
were operating independently. This can affect both the immediate area around the wells and the 
broader groundwater system, influencing factors such as the rate and direction of groundwater flow, 
movement of existing contaminants in groundwater, water availability, pressure dynamics, and the 
stability of nearby structures.

a) PDF Page 856 in the RTCs – it is not clear that permanent dewatering would not be required. The 
plans mention that permanent structures will be designed to withstand hydrostatic pressure, and 
the temporary construction dewatering system will be terminated once construction is completed 
(PDF Page 856). However, as discussed below, methane mitigation systems require dewatering. 
There is no assessment in the FEIR of the impacts of long-term dewatering. Long-term dewatering 
could have significant impacts on the broader groundwater system influencing factors such as the 
rate and direction of groundwater flow, movement of existing contaminants in groundwater, water 
availability, pressure dynamics, and the stability of nearby structures.

b) The FEIR fails to adequately address the potential impacts of long-term dewatering on the regional 
groundwater system, including the Hollywood Basin. According to the City of Beverly Hills’ Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP), the natural safe yield of the Hollywood Basin is estimated to be 
approximately 3,000 acre-feet per year (AFY).10 The safe yield is the amount of groundwater that 
can be sustainably extracted without causing long-term declines in water levels. While this safe 
yield suggests that the short-term impact of dewatering from the proposed project might be 
relatively minor, the FEIR does not sufficiently demonstrate that continuous, long-term dewatering 
will not be required. Extended dewatering operations could result in localized drawdowns, 
negatively affecting recharge rates and potentially causing adverse effects such as land subsidence 
or reduced groundwater availability for other users. Over time, these cumulative impacts could 
compromise the safe yield of the basin, resulting in significant long-term effects on regional water 
resources. 

Discharge of Dewatered Water and Water Quality
Information is lacking regarding management of groundwater from dewatering activities.

4) PDF Page 940 in the RTCs and PDF Pages 7 and 13 in Appendix FEIR 13 (Dewatering Report) – the 
response to comment 26-E.1-65 states “dewatering will be subject to either a separate National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit or an industrial sewer permit, depending on the 
point of discharge” (PDF Page 940). The Dewatering Report does not provide more specific plans for 
discharge and similarly refers to either a NPDES permit or an industrial sewer permit, as a generic 
statement (PDF Page 7). The Dewatering Report should describe:

10  City of Beverly Hills 2020 UWMP, p. 6-8 [available at: https://www.beverlyhills.org/DocumentCenter/View/5432/2020-
UWMP---Final-PDF].
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a) The capacity required for discharge associated with dewatering and how the discharge relates to 
existing stormwater/wastewater management; and

b) The Project Site-specific water quality concerns that might be anticipated considering the two former 
retail gasoline stations within the Project Site boundary (specifically, the former Texaco station 
which is located at the upgradient portion of the Project Site). The Dewatering Report describes that 
“elevated concentrations of residual fuel-related constituents and other contaminants were detected 
in isolated areas in the soil and groundwater downgradient of the former Texaco station” 
(PDF Page 13 and Figure 4), during an environmental investigation that was performed subsequent 
to the No Further Action received in 2012. The potential impacts of this detected contamination 
should be more thoroughly considered and described. This is especially important given the large 
volume of groundwater proposed to be extracted for dewatering and the potential need to treat the 
effluent prior to discharge. Where and how groundwater may be treated on-site prior to discharge, 
including during permanent dewatering, and associated risks, should be disclosed in the FEIR.

Subsidence due to Dewatering
Groundwater dewatering could induce subsidence.

5) PDF Pages 216-219 in Appendix FEIR 13 (Dewatering Report): A brief subsidence evaluation is included, 
but it is limited in its scope and detail, as noted below.

a) A qualitative subsidence evaluation is solely based on the dewatering calculations performed by 
Geosyntec for excavation Area 2. The report states that since the area in the vicinity has recorded 
long-term water level fluctuations ranging from 3 to 6.5 ft (due to seasonal changes and regulatory-
approved activities), an additional drawdown of 10 ft will have less than a significant subsidence 
effect (PDF Page 217). However, no basis is provided for this evaluation.

b) The report mentions Section 1812 of the California Building Code (CBC), which states that "if a 
cumulative horizontal or vertical movement (from the start of construction) of the existing building 
reaches ½ inch, all excavation activities shall be suspended" (PDF Page 218). However, the analysis 
does not specify if a 10 ft drawdown could cause ½ inch subsidence, especially given that the soil in 
the region is predominately fine-grained clays and silt (Page 18 in Appendix FEIR 13) and the 
dewatering pumping may be prolonged, more than 21 months as specified in Appendix FEIR 13, 
Page 20. The clayey soils are highly susceptible to subsidence due to their composition, which 
allows for significant compression when water is removed. As groundwater dewatering continues 
over time, the clay layers compact further, exacerbating subsidence. This interplay of extensive and 
prolonged groundwater extraction and the presence of clayey soils underscores the critical impact of 
construction activities on land stability.

c) Land subsidence is closely related to soil type and groundwater drawdown. Clay and silt soils are 
more prone to subsidence when groundwater is extracted. The regional soil under the site is 
predominantly clayey, with a hydraulic conductivity of 0.1 ft/d (PDF Page 18). Accurately estimating 
subsidence in such soils requires sophisticated modeling and an extended dataset to capture the 
temporal and spatial variability of the subsidence process. A simplified analysis, assuming 
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one-dimensional consolidation in a homogeneous, isotropic, and normally consolidated aquifer, can 
be used to estimate the subsidence based on the following analytical equation (USGS 1972)11: 

Where, s = Land subsidence, Ss = Specific Storage Coefficient, H = Saturated Thickness of an 
aquifer, = drawdown

For the calculations, textbook values of the specific storage coefficient of clayey soil, ranging from 
3.9 X 10-4 to 7.8 X 10-4 per ft have been used.12 A drawdown of 10 ft is used as specified in 
Appendix FEIR 13, Page 217. The saturated thickness for the aquifer is assumed as 20 ft. This 
estimate is based on an average excavation depth of 30 ft and a groundwater depth of 
approximately 10 feet bgs in the vicinity of the site (as referenced in Table 1, PDF page 37 of 
Appendix FEIR 13). The resulting estimates of potential subsidence are provided in the Table below:

Scenario
Specific Storage 

coefficient Drawdown
Aquifer 

Thickness Subsidence

units>> per ft ft ft inches

1 7.80E-04 10 20 1.87

2 3.90E-04 10 20 0.94

The preliminary calculations presented above suggest that land subsidence can vary significantly 
depending on the drawdown and site-specific hydraulic properties. Additionally, the aquifer 
thickness is variable throughout the site, further contributing to the potential variability in 
subsidence. Our initial estimation indicates that subsidence could exceed ½ inch (as required by 
CBC, Section 1812) for a 10 ft drawdown at the site.

d) A brief review of existing subsidence studies near the site suggests that land subsidence has been 
observed in the area. For example, the California Department of Water Resources Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act portal includes data from a Continuous Global Positioning System 
(CGPS) station located approximately 100 feet north of the Project Site at Fairfax High School.13

These CGPS continuously record horizontal and vertical ground surface displacement over time. The 
data from this station provides valuable insights into the historical and ongoing subsidence trends in 
the vicinity of our project. Understanding these trends is crucial for assessing the potential impacts 
of our planned groundwater extraction and dewatering activities. The details of the station and the 
location map are provided below:

11  https://www.nrc.gov/docs/ML1735/ML17355A590.pdf
12  http://www.aqtesolv.com/aquifer-tests/aquifer_properties.html
13  https://sgma.water.ca.gov/webgis/?appid=SGMADataViewer#landsub
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The vertical displacement data suggest a downward displacement of up to 1 foot at the location.
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NOISE
HELIPAD NOISE
The FEIR states the future helipad under the Modified Project would remain within the central portion of the 
Project Site, but at a higher elevation. The potential new helipad would be located approximately 180 feet 
higher than and 140 feet north of the existing location from a vertical and horizontal perspective, 
respectively; it is also approximately 45 feet higher than the location analyzed in the EIR for the Original 
Project. The existing and future helipad locations are shown below. Also shown below, is the existing 
approved flight path.
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Appendix G - Noise Report (Supplemental Noise Impact Analysis for the Modified Project) concludes the 
future operation of the new helipad would be similar to existing conditions (operations). It is stated that 
historically the helipad is used approximately five (5) times per year primarily for the transportation of 
industry VIP executives and talent in and out of the studio for special events as well as for news/media 
events. Hours of operation are noted as primarily between 9:00 AM and 9:00 PM. However, it has not been 
substantiated what the existing baseline flight operations have been. In this case, the FEIR should 
conservatively assume that current flight operations associated with existing helipad may be zero. As such, 
environmental noise associated with current helipad operations may not be part of existing ambient 
conditions. And there are no project requirements that limit the number of flights per year or the hours of 
operation. As such, consideration has been given to potential changes/impacts to the existing environment 
if flight operations associated with the relocated helipad were to commence. This was accomplished by 
considering the potential sound levels at the nearest residences (Broadcast Center Apartments, identified as 
R1 in the EIR) during a single aircraft arrival. As explained below, our consideration of such an operation 
(aircraft flight arrival/departure) indicates the addition of the helipad operation would, under certain 
volumes of operations, exceed the CNEL significance threshold considered in the FEIR.

Significance Threshold Considerations per EIR
Per the EIR, which assumed helipad operations were part of the existing conditions and not associated with 
the new project. As shown below (from the EIR), the project created an increase in the future CNEL of 
4.0 dBA, less than the 5.0 dBA significance threshold.
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Location
Existing 

CNEL, dBA
Project 

CNEL, dBA

Future 
with 

Project 
CNEL, dBA

CNEL 
Increase 

due to 
Project, 

dBA

CNEL 
Significance 

Criteria

(+ 5 dBA)
Significant
Impact?

R1 62.3 64.1 66.3 4.0 67.3 No

Consideration of Helipad Operations as Part of the New Project (CNEL Threshold)
Our evaluation is based on an assumed aircraft type and flight operation typical of urban helipad 
operations. As shown below, there are potential scenarios where flight volumes could exceed the 
significance threshold. This assumes the other Project noise emissions remain constant as presented in the 
EIR, i.e. 64.1 dBA per the table above.

Flights Assumption

Existing 
CNEL, 
dBA

Project 
(with 

Helipad 
Ops)

CNEL, dBA

Future 
with 

Project

CNEL, 
dBA

(Existing 
+ 

Project)

CNEL 
Increase 
due to 

Project, 
dBA

CNEL Significance Criteria

(+ 5 dBA)

Based on general flight assumptions 
outlined above ….

13 Flights @ 
Daytime 62.3 66.0 67.3 5.0

… more than approximately 13 flights in 
one day during daytime hours could 
exceed threshold.

4 Flights @ Evening 62.3 66.0 67.3 5.0
… more than approximately 4 flights in 
one day during evening hours could 
exceed threshold.

1 Flight @ 
Nighttime 62.3 65.6 66.8 4.5

… more than approximately 1 flight in 
one day during nighttime hours could 
exceed threshold.

* Time of Day per CNEL (Daytime 7AM-7PM, Evening 7PM-10PM, Nighttime 10PM-7AM)

Additional Considerations
Based on a brief review of previous California Environmental Quality Act submittals for other projects in 
the City of Los Angeles, an additional consideration relates to the potential annoyance associated with 
aircraft noise. While no specific thresholds on the impact of single-event aircraft noise have been 
established by agencies, single-event metrics can be considered for evaluation purposes. Available 
references (FICAN 1997), generally indicate an SEL (Single-

closed). If a flight occurred during sleep hours, these guidelines provide insight into the levels that are 
likely to awaken 10% of the population. Based on the flight assumptions detailed above, we estimated a 
potential SEL level of 100 dBA at R1, which exceeds the windows open “threshold” and is equivalent to 
the windows-closed “thresholds”.

Other sound level metrics (thresholds) related to aircraft noise should be considered and evaluated to 
demonstrate appropriate determination of potential impacts.
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CONSTRUCTION NOISE
Estimated sound levels at the Broadcast Center Apartments (Receptor Location R1) due to project 
construction activities are outlined in Table IV.I-10 on Page IV.I-39 of the DEIR. These sound levels 
represent Leq(1-hour) sound levels. The phases of construction are estimated to create Leq(1-hour) sound 
levels ranging from 82.9 dBA to 88.8 dBA at R1.

Based on the City’s Construction Noise and Vibration Updates to Thresholds and Methodology dated 
August 2024, construction noise during daytime hours (7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, 
and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays) is limited to a maximum 80 dBA Leq(8-hour) absolute threshold 
at sensitive uses at the property line or at the exterior of the building.

The updated absolute threshold limit (80 dBA) is based on the total sound energy over an 8-hour period. 
The estimated sound levels in the DEIR are based on the total sound energy over a 1-hour period. If the 
construction sound level estimates for R1 are assumed to be constant for an entire 8-hour period, they 
would exceed the absolute threshold [maximum 80 dBA Leq(8-hour)]. For example, one hour of demolition
construction noise at 88.8 dBA would equate to an Leq(8-hour) sound level of 79.8 dBA. In this case, the 
demolition construction activity would exceed the threshold if it continued beyond the one hour period, or 
the demolition construction activity would have to cease for seven hours to not trigger the threshold.

The City should compete an analysis verifying compliance with the updated threshold which is based on an 
Leq (8-hour) sound level metric.

CONSTRUCTION NOISE MANAGEMENT PLAN
Other construction noise mitigation measures not considered in the FEIR include the implementation of a 
construction noise management plan. This commonly includes the following measures to reduce potential 
impacts on neighbors.

Neighbor Notification - Notify neighboring residents and non-residential building managers of the project 
construction area of extreme noise generating activities at least 30 days before the activity is scheduled 
to begin. Provide estimated dates of the loud activities.

Complaint and Enforcement Manager - Designate a point of contact to respond to noise complaints 
regarding project-related construction activities. This individual should have the authority to modify 
construction noise generating activities to ensure compliance with the applicable requirements.

Complaint Process – Allow neighbors to register complaints by either contacting a Noise Complaint 
Hotline setup for the project or through a designated Noise Complaint email address. Post the hotline 
phone number and email address on signs around the perimeter of the project area, as well as on a
project website.

Complaint Response - Make every reasonable effort to respond to all noise complaints, whether found to 
be valid or not. Responses should occur within approximately 24 hours of receiving the complaint. Use 
all means necessary to investigate sources that may have resulted in a valid Noise Complaint, including 
but not limited to review of sound level data and audio recordings from noise monitors, construction 
activity logs, materials receiving logs, and interviews with construction personnel.

Reporting - maintain a log of all noise complaints, including the complainant name and address, the 
date and time of the occurrence, the steps taken to investigate the complaint, whether or not the 
complaint was found to be valid, and action(s) taken to address the complainant, if necessary.
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HAZARDS 
General Findings 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-MM-1 states that the Soil Management Plan (SMP) will be submitted to the City 
of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) for review and approval prior to the 
commencement of excavation and grading activities. Similarly, Mitigation Measure HAZ-MM-2 also 
indicates that the LADBS will be responsible for the oversight of the impact of subsurface gases and 
impacted soil and groundwater on workers and the public. The LADBS does not oversee soil or 
groundwater cleanup activities. Appropriate oversight agencies include the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department, Health Hazardous Materials Division, Site Mitigation Unit; the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board; or the DTSC.

The EIR indicates that subterranean parking may be included with a parking structure and/or internal 
circulation routes may be subterranean. Groundwater is reportedly encountered as shallow as 5 feet 
below ground surface (bgs), and was generally encountered between 10 and 25 feet during previous 
investigations. The City of Los Angeles Methane Code (7104.2.1.1 and 7104.3.7) indicates that a 
dewatering system should maintain groundwater levels more than 12-inches below methane ventilation 
systems. Given the shallow groundwater levels and need for methane mitigation, it is expected that a 
permanent dewatering system will be required. However, the FEIR does not adequately address the 
possibility that a permanent dewatering system may be required. Conversely, the lack of permanent 
dewatering or subsurface venting was not assessed. This should be included in the Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials evaluation.

CLOSING
We appreciate the opportunity to perform this review. Please feel free to call Eric Lu at (949) 798-3650 if 
you have any comments or questions.

Very truly yours,

Eric C. Lu, MS, PE
Principal

949 798 3650
elu@ramboll.com

JH:ar
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