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John Safi (A)(O) RE: Case No. DIR-2020-5510-TOC-SPR-HCA
Pacific Parkview LP Related Case: N/A
1850 South Sepulveda Boulevard Address: 2401-2417 West 8" Street and 729-
Los Angeles, CA 90025 751 South Park View Street
Planning Area: Westlake
Daniel Ahadian (R) Zones :C2-1and C2-2
nur — Development | Consulting D. M. :132A201, 132A203
864 South Robertson Boulevard, #200 C.D. :1-Cedilo
Los Angeles, CA 90035 CEQA : ENV-2020-5511-CE

RE: ENV-2020-5511-CE (Categorical Exemption - Class 32)

The project site is a sloping, rectangular-shaped parcel of land comprised of eight (8) contiguous
lots, totaling approximately 58,535 square feet (approximately 1.34 acres) in size. The subject
property has a street frontage of approximately 325 feet along the northwest side of Park View
Street, 180 feet of frontage along the northeast side of 8" Street, and 325 feet of frontage along
the southeast side of a public alley. The subject property is zoned C2-1 and C2-2: the
northernmost lot zoned C2-2; and the remaining seven (7) lots zoned C2-1. The project site is
located within the Westlake Community Plan Area which designates the subject property for
Community Commercial land uses, corresponding to the C4, C2, C1, CR, RAS3, RAS4, P, and
PB zones, and Highway Oriented Commercial land uses, corresponding to the C2, C1, CR, RAS3,
RAS4, and P zones.

The project site is located within the Westlake Recovery Redevelopment Project Area (Z1-2488),
a Transit Priority Area in the City of Los Angeles (ZI-2452), a Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone
(Z1-2374), a Tier 3 Transit Oriented Communities area, and an Urban Agriculture Incentive Zone.
The property is not located within the boundaries of or subject to any specific plan, community
design overlay, or interim control ordinance.

Based upon the existing mobility and circulation networks near the proposed project, the creation
of 264 net new units will not result in significant traffic impacts in the community. The Los Angeles
Department of Transportation (LADOT) Transportation Assessment Letter dated August 31,
2020, concluded that implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant
Household or Work VMT impact. Therefore, the project is not expected to result in any significant
impact relating to traffic.

The project site is located within approximately 0.28 kilometers of the nearest fault (Puente Hills
Blind Thrust Fault). The project site does not fall within the Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone, a Preliminary
Fault Rupture Study Area, a Flood Zone, Liquefaction Area, Landslide Area, Tsunami Inundation
Zone, Methane Zone, Methane Buffer Zone, Hillside Area, or BOE Special Grading Area. The
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project involves associated grading that will result in approximately 18,000 cubic yards of earth
being exported from the project site. A Geotechnical Investigation Report dated April 14, 2020
prepared by Geocon West, Inc. concluded that project would not have a significant effect on the
environment and that there are no unusual circumstances associated with the project, the project
site, or the vicinity.

While the project site is currently vacant, the subject property had previously been developed with
a two-story, medical office building and surface parking lot, as well as a single-story church
building with associated surface parking. The subject property was issued a permit for the
demolition of the two-story medical office building on June 6,2016 (Permit No. B16LA07303). On
October 7, 2019, the subject property was issued a permit for the demolition of the church building,
removal of fencing, and clearance of the parking lot (Permit No. B19LA20897). The Housing and
Community Investment Department (HCID) SB 330 Determination Letter dated April 1, 2020,
determined since April 7, 2006, that the subject property had been and continues to be used
commercially. As such, the proposed housing development does not require the demolition of any
prohibited types of housing. Further, the provisions of SB 330 do not apply to commercial
properties, therefore no SB 330 replacement affordable units are required. The project site
contains minimal vegetation, with no trees directly on the site. The property has two (2) street
trees along Park View Avenue and one (1) tree within the public alley, none of which have been
identified as protected tree species as defined under LA City Ordinance No. 177,404.

On September 4, 2015, the applicant filed an application requesting a Conditional Use and Site
Plan Review (Case No. APCC-2015-3286-CU-SPR) in conjunction with the proposed project
involving the construction of a six-story mixed-use development containing approximately
121,160 square feet of floor area with 144 dwelling units and 4,617 square feet of ground floor
commercial space on the subject property encompassing 40,561 square feet of lot area. At its
meeting held on February 28, 2017, the Central Los Angeles Planning Commission approved the
Conditional Use Permit for a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 3:1 in lieu of the otherwise permitted FAR
of 1.5:1 for mixed-use development in the C2-1 Zone, pursuant to Section 12.24 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC); and approved the Site Plan Review for a development project
which creates, or results in an increase of 144 dwelling units, pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05.
Plans for proposed project approved under Case No. APCC-2015-3286-CU-SPR were
subsequently abandoned.

The proposed project involves the construction, use, and maintenance of a new seven-story
mixed-use development, 92 feet 6 inches feet in height, containing a total of 264 dwelling units,
with 27 proposed dwelling units reserved for Extremely Low Income Households. The proposed
development will contain approximately 266,438 square feet of floor area, including 9,724 square
feet of ground floor commercial space. The project provides a total of 21,137 square feet of open
space comprised of public courtyards, a fithess center/sport lounge, patios, terraces, and private
balconies. The project contains one subterranean parking level, and ground level parking that will
provide a total of 230 vehicular parking stalls: 217 residential parking stalls, and 13 commercial
parking stalls. In addition, the project will provide a total of 172 bicycle parking stalls: 160
residential parking stalls and 12 commercial parking stalls. Proposed residential bicycle parking
includes 144 long-term parking stalls and 16 short-term stalls. Proposed bicycle parking for the
development’'s commercial uses includes 6 long-term and 6 short-term parking stalls. Ingress and
egress for the development’'s commercial parking will be provided via one common access
driveway located at the west corner of the project site along 8™ Street. Vehicular ingress and
egress for the development’s residential parking is provided via two common access driveways
located at the southeast perimeter of the project site along Park View Street.

The project is requesting the following discretionary actions:
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1. Pursuant to the Transit Oriented Communities Affordable Housing Incentive Program
Guidelines (TOC Guidelines), the Tier 3 project is eligible for Base Incentives and up to
three (3) Additional Incentives. As Base Incentives, the project is eligible to (1) increase
the maximum allowable number of dwelling units permitted by 70 percent, (2) increase the
maximum allowable FAR by 50 percent or to 3.75:1 if the maximum percentage increase
results in a FAR of less than 3.75:1 for a project in a commercial zone, and (3) provide
automobile parking at a ratio of 0.5 spaces per unit. As Additional Incentives, the project
is requesting (1) utilization of rear yard setback requirements of the RAS3 Zone for a
project in @ commercial zone, (2) a maximum reduction of 25 percent in the required
amount of open space, and (3) the averaging of Floor Area Ratio (FAR) across the entire
project site; and

2. Pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, a Site Plan Review for the construction of a new 266,438
square-foot mixed use development with 264 dwelling units and 9,724 square feet of
ground floor commercial space; and

3. Any additional actions as deemed necessary or desirable, including but not limited to
grading, tree removal, haul route, and building permits.

Properties surrounding the project site are zoned C2-1, C2-2, R4-1, and R4-2, having commercial,
residential, and uses. Adjoining the project site to the north is a C2-2 zoned lot improved with a
single-story multi-tenant commercial building with adjoining surface parking lots to the west, and
to the east. Abutting the project site to the east, across Park View Street, is a public elementary
school (MacArthur Park Visual and Performing Arts Elementary). Abutting the project site to the
south, at the southeast corner of the intersection of 8" Street and Park View Street, is a C2-1 and
R4-1 zoned parcel of land developed with a two-story nursing home. Abutting the project site to
the southwest, across 8" Street, is a two-story mini-shopping center with a surface parking lot.
Abutting the project site to the west, are properties zoned C2-1, R4-1, and R4-2, improved with
apartment buildings ranging from one- to five-stories as well as a surface parking lot.

The proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment. A “significant effect
on the environment” is defined as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the
environment” (CEQA Guidelines, Public Resources Code Section 21068). The proposed project
and potential impacts were analyzed in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines, which establish guidelines and thresholds of significant impact, and provide
the methods for determining whether or not the impacts of a proposed project reach or exceed
those thresholds. Analysis of the proposed project has been determined that it is Categorically
Exempt from environmental review pursuant to Article 19, Section 15332 of the CEQA Guidelines
(Class 32) and there is no substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to a categorical
exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies. On March 30, 2021, the
subject project was issued a Notice of Exemption for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption.

CLASS 32 CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION

The proposed project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption because it conforms to the
definition of “In-fill Projects.” A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is
developed on an infill site and meets the following five applicable conditions: (a) The project is
consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan policies as
well as with the applicable zoning designation and regulations; (b) The proposed development
occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by
urban uses; (c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened
species; (d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic,
noise, air quality, or water quality; and (e) The site can be adequately served by all required
utilities and public services.
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As stated above, the project proposes the construction of a new seven-story mixed-use
development, 92 feet 6 inches feet in height, containing a total of 264 dwelling units, with 27
proposed dwelling units reserved for Extremely Low Income Households. The proposed
development will contain a total of approximately 266,438 square feet of floor area, including
9,724 square feet of commercial space. In conjunction, an application for a haul route for the
export of approximately 18,000 cubic yards of earth will be initiated with the Department of
Building and Safety, Grading Division. All haul routes applications require the submittal of a
Geology and Soils Report to the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS). Roof
and site drainage as well as sewer availability are required to comply with Bureau of Engineering
and Bureau of Sanitation standards, Hydrants, Fire Department Access, and Fire Safety also
require review and approval by the Los Angeles Fire Department before permits can be issued.
Furthermore, the project must comply with all City Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs) that

apply.

As a new mixed-use building developed on an infill site, this project qualifies for the Categorical
Exemption. The project can be characterized as infill development within urban areas for the
purpose of qualifying for Class 32 Categorical Exemption as a result of meeting the five conditions
listed below.

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all
applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and
regulations.

The subject property is located within the Westlake Community Plan Area which is one of
the 35 Community Plans that make up the Land Use Element of the General Plan. The
Westlake Community Plan Area Map designates the subject property for Community
Commercial land uses corresponding to the C4, C2, C1, CR, RAS3, RAS4, P, and PB
zones, and Highway Oriented Commercial land uses corresponding to the C2, C1, CR,
RAS3, RAS4, and P zones. The subject property’s C2-1 and C2-2 zoning is thus
consistent with the General Plan’s land use designations for the site. The property is not
located within the boundaries of or subject to any specific plan, community design overlay,
or interim control ordinance.

The proposed project is consistent with, and meets the goals, objectives, and policies of
the Westlake Community Plan. The proposed mixed-use development will result in a net
increase of 264 dwelling units on the subject property, adding new desirable multi-family
housing to the region and contribute to the City’s affordable housing stock. The project
meets the intent of the following objectives and policies of the Westlake Community Plan:

RESIDENTIAL

Objective 1: To designate a supply of residential land adequate to provide
housing of the types, sizes, and densities required to satisfy the
varying needs and desires of all segments of the community’s
population.

Objective 2: To conserve and improve existing viable housing for persons
desiring to live in Westlake, especially low and moderate income
families.
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Objective 3:

Policy 2:

Policy 4:

COMMERCIAL

Objective 1:

Objective 2:

Policy 1:

Page 5

To sequence housing development so as to provide a workable,
efficient, and adequate balance between land use, circulation, and
service system facilities at all times.

That medium density housing be located near commercial corridors
where access to public transportation and shopping services is
convenient and where a buffer from or a transition between low
density housing can be achieved.

That the City shall support continued affordability of units subject to
termination of Federal mortgage or rent subsidies and expiring bond
projects.

To provide a range of commercial facilities at various locations to
accommodate the shopping needs of residents and to provide
increased employment opportunities within the community.

To improve the compatibility between commercial and residential
uses.

That commercial facilities be located on existing traffic arteries and
commercial corridors.

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

Element:

Objective 1.1:

Policy

Objective 2.2:

Policy

Policy

Objective 2.4:

Produce an adequate supply of rental and ownership
housing in order to meet current and projected needs.

1-1.4: Expand opportunities for residential development,
particularly in designated Centers, Transit Oriented
Districts and along Mixed-Use Boulevards.

Promote sustainable neighborhoods that have mixed-
income housing, jobs, amenities, services, and transit.

2-2.2: Provide incentives and flexibility to generate new
multi-family housing near transit and centers, in
accordance with the General Plan Framework
element, as reflected in Map ES.1.

2-2.3: Promote and facilitate a jobs/housing balance at a
citywide level.

Promote livable neighborhoods with a mix of housing types,
quality design and a scale and character that respects
unique residential neighborhoods in the City.

The project makes a both practical and efficient use of the subject property by locating
new, higher density residential development near transit lines and neighborhood services.
The resulting development will thus be located in a manner that has the potential to reduce
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(b)

(c)

(d)

vehicular trips. The project will also provide a mix of market rate and affordable units,
thereby promoting the provision of adequate housing for all persons relative to income.
The project meets all applicable design guidelines and standards, and is a mixed-use
residential development with an appropriate, context-sensitive scale. The project has been
conditioned and designed to contribute towards a pedestrian-friendly environment that is
safe for all modes of transportation. Furthermore, the project features a neighborhood-
serving commercial uses on the ground floor and is located within close proximity to public
transit stops, including Metro and DASH bus stops on 8" Street, and the Metro Rail Station
with Metro Purple and Red Lines at the Westlake/MacArthur Park Station. The provision
of well-designed multi-family housing, which includes restricted affordable units, ensures
a project that will complement the existing neighborhood while also providing valuable
housing stock to current and future residents. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent
with the General Plan policies and zoning regulations within the City of Los Angeles.

The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more
than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses.

The subject property is located wholly within the Westlake Community Plan Area within
the City of Los Angeles. The project site is a sloping rectangular-shaped parcel of land
comprised of eight (8) contiguous lots totaling approximately 58,535 square feet, or
approximately 1.34 acres, in size. The project site is substantially surrounded by urban
uses and is not located near any areas designated for farmland or agricultural uses. The
neighborhood is fully built-out with a variety of residential and commercial uses that are
consistent with their General Plan land use designations and zoning.

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

The project site is a sloping rectangular-shaped parcel of land comprised of eight (8)
contiguous lots totaling approximately 58,535 square feet (approximately 1.34 acres) in
size. While the project site is currently vacant, the subject property had previously been
developed with a two-story, medical office building and surface parking lot, as well as a
single-story church building with surface parking. The subject property was issued a permit
for the demolition of the two-story medical office building on June 6, 2016 (Permit No.
B16LA07303). On October 7, 2019, the subject property was issued a permit for the
demolition of the church building, removal of fencing, and clearance of the parking lot
(Permit No. B19LA20897).

The currently vacant project site contains minimal vegetation, with no trees directly on the
site. A tree report letter dated May 20, 2020 from Viriditas Design, confirmed that there
are no trees located on the subject property. There are two (2) street trees located within
the public right-of-way along Park View Avenue and one (1) tree within the public alley
none of which have been identified as protected tree species as defined under LA City
Ordinance No. 177,404, nor are they a habitat for any endangered, rare, or threatened
species. Furthermore, the project site is located in a long-established urban neighborhood
which is fully built out with primarily commercial and residential development. The project
site, therefore, has no value as habitat for endangered species, rare, or threatened
species.

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

The proposed project involves the construction, use, and maintenance of a new seven-
story mixed-use development, 92 feet 6 inches feet in height, containing a total of 264
dwelling units, with 27 proposed dwelling units reserved for Extremely Low Income
Households. The proposed development will contain approximately 266,438 square feet
of floor area, including 9,724 square feet of ground floor commercial space. The project
provides a total of 21,137 square feet of open space comprised of public courtyards, a
fitness center/sport lounge, patios, terraces, and private balconies. The project contains
one subterranean parking level, and ground level parking that will provide a total of 230
vehicular parking stalls: 217 residential parking stalls, and 13 commercial parking stalls.
In addition, the project will provide a total of 172 bicycle parking stalls: 160 residential
parking stalls and 12 commercial parking stalls. Proposed residential bicycle parking
includes 144 long-term parking stalls and 16 short-term stalls. Proposed bicycle parking
for the development’'s commercial uses includes 6 long-term and 6 short-term parking
stalls.

A Traffic Assessment Report dated August 2020 was prepared by Gibson Transportation
Consulting, Inc. in order to determine whether or not the proposed project would result in
any significant effects relating to traffic. The Traffic Study found that the project would
generate a net increase of 967 daily vehicle trips and a net increase of 5,879 daily vehicle
miles traveled (VMT), thus requiring the proposed project to conduct a vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) analysis.

The LADOT VMT Calculator tool measures project impact in terms of Household VMT per
Capita, and Work VMT per Employee. DOT identified distinct thresholds for significant
VMT impacts for each of the seven Area Planning Commission (APC) areas in the City.
For the Central Los Angeles APC area, in which the project is located, the following
thresholds have been established:

e Household VMT per Capita: 6.0
o  Work VMT per Employee: 7.6

As cited in the VMT Analysis report, prepared by Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc.,
the project proposes to incorporate the Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
strategies of Reduce Parking Supply and Bicycle Parking per LAMC as project design
features. The proposed project is projected to have a Household VMT per capita of 3.6
and a Work VMT per employee of 0. Subsequently, LADOT completed its Transportation
Impact Assessment and in a letter dated August 31, 2020, concluded that implementation
of the proposed project would not result in a significant Household or Work VMT impact.
Therefore, the project is not expected to result in any significant impact relating to traffic.
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Noise. The project must comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144,331
and 161,574 and any subsequent ordinances which prohibit the emission or creation of
noise beyond certain levels. The Ordinances cover both operational noise levels (i.e. post-
construction), as well as any noise impact during construction. Section 41.40 of the LAMC
regulates noise from demolition and construction activities and prohibits construction
activity (including demolition) and repair work, where the use of any power tool, device, or
equipment would disturb persons occupying sleeping quarters in any dwelling hotel,
apartment, or other place of residence, between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.
Monday through Friday, and between 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. on Saturdays and holidays;
all such activities are also prohibited on Sundays. Section 112.05 of the LAMC also
specifies the maximum noise level of construction machinery that can be generated in any
residential zone of the city or within 500 feet thereof. As the project is required to comply
with the above ordinances and regulations, it will not result in any significant noise impacts.
All construction-related noise impacts would be less than significant and temporary in
nature.

A Noise Technical Report prepared by DKA Planning, in May 2020 and attached to the
subject environmental case file, concluded that no significant permanent operational or
cumulative noise impacts are expected as a result of the proposed project (the Noise
Study provides the full analysis). Given that the project would be required to comply with
all existing and applicable noise regulations, the study concluded that the project would
not result in any significant impacts and that no mitigation measures are necessary.
Although noise arising from construction is unavoidable, the noise would be temporary
and limited to the duration of the construction in any one location. The report states that
standard, industry-wide best practices for construction in urban or otherwise noise-
sensitive areas would ensure that construction noise does not exceed the noise limit
imposed by LAMC Section 112.05. These could include erecting temporary noise barriers
around the project’s perimeter, using mufflers to dampen noise from internal combustion
engines, and warming-up or staging equipment away from sensitive receptors. Complete
elimination of construction activity noise is technically infeasible; however, incorporation
of the best available noise reduction methods will minimize impacts on the residential uses
bordering the project site. Compliance with the various local regulatory measure will
further minimize any adverse construction noise impact potential.

The project involves the construction of a new seven-story mixed-use development that
will contain 264 residential units and 9,724 square feet of ground floor commercial retail
space. Although the development will have a commercial component, the proposed
commercial uses are expected to comply with LAMC requirements of the C2 Zone. In
addition, the project site is located in a long-established neighborhood that is built out
having a wide variety of commercial and residential development. The site itself had
previously been developed with a two-story medical office building, a church, and surface
parking lots. The project is not expected to generate significant permanent operational
noise impacts. Noise generated through human conversation and activities (particularly in
outdoor recreational spaces, such as balconies and patios), landscape maintenance, or
trash collection would not exceed the recommended noise compatibility guidelines. Any
new stationary sources of noise, such mechanical HVYAC equipment, installed on the
proposed development will be required to comply with LAMC Sections 112.02 and 112.05
which prohibit noise from air conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering
equipment from exceeding the ambient noise level at neighboring occupied properties by
more than five dBA. The project is forecast to generate a maximum of 61 A.M. and 84
P.M. net peak hour residential vehicle trips that would enter and exit the development’s
garage driveways. The Noise Technical Report concluded that the project’s residential
and retail parking garage would have no noticeable effect on the surrounding noise
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environment. As such, the proposed project is expected to generate a negligible increase
in ambient noise from operation.

Through compliance with all existing regulations governing both construction and
operational noise, any noise impacts resulting from the project will be less than significant.

Air Quality. The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is the agency
primarily responsible for comprehensive air pollution control in the South Coast Air Basin
and reducing emissions from area and point stationary, mobile, and indirect sources. The
2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) was prepared by SCAQMD and adopted in
April 2017 to meet federal and state ambient air quality standards. A significant air quality
impact may occur if a project is inconsistent with the AQMP or would in some way
represent a substantial hindrance to employing the policies or obtaining the goals of that
plan. The project is not expected to conflict with, or obstruct, the implementation of the
AQMP and SCAQMD rules. The project is consistent with current zoning regulations and
policies within the City of Los Angeles, allowing for the proposed development on the
subject site. The project would also comply with the 2017 Los Angeles Green Building
Code (LAGBC), which builds upon and sets higher standards than those in the 2016
California Green Building Standards Code. Additionally, the project’s infill location would
promote the concentration of development in a long-established urban neighborhood with
extensive infrastructure and access to public transit facilities, thus reducing the vehicle
miles traveled for residents, the local workforce, and visitors. Therefore, project impacts
related to air quality will be less than significant.

During construction, appropriate dust control measures would be implemented as part of
the proposed project during each phase of development, as required by SCAQMD Rule
403 - Fugitive Dust. Specifically, Rule 403 control requirements include, but are not limited
to, applying water in sufficient quantities to prevent the generation of visible dust plumes,
applying soil binders to uncovered areas, reestablishing ground cover as quickly as
possible, utilizing a wheel washing system to remove bulk material from tires and vehicle
undercarriages before vehicles exit the project site, and maintaining effective cover over
exposed areas.

Best Management Practices (BMP) will be implemented that would include (but not be
limited to) the following:

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

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

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

e Trucks shall not idle but be turned off.

By implementing BMPs, all construction-related impacts will be less than significant and
temporary in nature. No permanent significant impacts are anticipated to occur from
construction.

Furthermore, an Air Quality Technical Report was prepared by DKA Planning in May 2020,
which is included in the subject case file. The study quantifies the estimated daily
construction and operational emissions for various pollutants from the project site using
CalEEMod simulations. Based on the simulation results, none of the construction and
operational emissions are expected to exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management
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(e)

District (SCAQMD) air quality significance thresholds. Furthermore, the report finds that
the project is consistent with all applicable aspects of the City’s General Plan Air Quality
Element. The study does not recommend any mitigation measures as all construction and
operational emissions are expected to be below the thresholds considered by SCAQMD
to be significant under CEQA guidelines. Potential impacts related to air quality from the
project will therefore be less than significant.

Water Quality. With regard to water quality, a significant impact would occur if the project
would: 1) exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board (LARWQCB); 2) increase water consumption or wastewater
generation to such a degree that the capacity of facilities currently serving the project site
would be exceeded; or 3) increase surface water runoff, resulting in the need for expanded
off-site storm water drainage facilities. All wastewater from the project would be treated
according to requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit authorized by the LARWQCB. Therefore, the proposed project would
result in a less than significant impact related to wastewater treatment requirements.

Additionally, prior to any construction activities, the project applicant would be required to
coordinate with the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) to determine the exact
wastewater conveyance requirements of the proposed project, and any upgrades to the
wastewater lines in the vicinity of the project site that are needed to adequately serve the
proposed project would be undertaken as part of the project. Therefore, the proposed
project would not result in a significant impact related to water or wastewater
infrastructure.

Lastly, development of the proposed project would maintain existing drainage patterns;
site generated surface water runoff would continue to flow to the City’s storm drain system.
The proposed project would not create or contribute runoff water that would exacerbate
any existing deficiencies in the storm drain system or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant
impact related to existing storm drain capacities.

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

The site is currently and adequately served by the City's Department of Water and Power,
the City's Bureau of Sanitation, the Southern California (SoCal) Gas Company, the Los
Angeles Police Department, the Los Angeles Fire Department, Los Angeles Unified
School District, Los Angeles Public Library, and other public services. These utilities and
public services have continuously served the area for the past several decades. In
addition, the California Green Code requires new construction to meet stringent efficiency
standards for both water and power, such as high-efficiency toilets, dual-flush water
closets, minimum irrigation standards, LED lighting, etc. As a result of these new building
codes, which are required of all projects, it can be anticipated that the proposed project
will not create any substantial impact on existing utilities and public services through the
net addition of 264 dwelling units.

In addition, roof and site drainage as well as sewer availability must comply with Bureau
of Engineering and Bureau of Sanitation standards; and hydrants, Fire Department
Access, and Fire Safety must be reviewed and approved by the Los Angeles Fire
Department before permits can be issued. Furthermore, the project must comply with all
City Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs) that apply. Therefore, the proposed project
can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.
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EXCEPTIONS TO CATEGORICAL EXEMPTIONS

The City has further considered whether the proposed project is subject to any of the six
exceptions set forth in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 that would prohibit the use of any
categorical exemption. Planning staff has determined that none of the exceptions apply to the
proposed project, as described below.

(@)

(b)

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

As the proposed project is not defined as a Class 3, 4, 5, 6 or 11 project, this exception is
non-applicable. The project site in an urbanized area in the City of Los Angeles. The
project site is not located in a particularly sensitive environment and is not located on a
site containing wetlands, endangered species, or wildlife habitats; therefore, this exception
is not applicable.

Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the
cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over
time is significant

The proposed seven-story mixed-use development with 264 residential units and 9,724
square feet of ground floor commercial retail space on the project site is consistent with
the zones and land uses as designated by the Westlake Community Plan, and as
permitted by the City’s TOC Affordable Housing Incentive Program pursuant to LAMC
12.22-A.31. A successive project of the same type and nature would reflect a development
that is consistent with the underlying land use designation and the Los Angeles Municipal
Code, and thus would be subject to the same regulations and requirements, including
development standards and environmental impacts. The impacts of each subsequent
project will be mitigated if necessary, and thus will not result in a cumulative impact.

The project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to any impact. The
threshold of significance for a cumulatively considerable contribution to a traffic impact is
the same as the threshold of significance for a project impact. Therefore, since the project
would not exceed that threshold, it would have neither a project-specific significant impact,
nor the potential to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant traffic
impact. The same is true for air quality thresholds of significance; the project does not
have the potential to result in a project-specific significant air quality impact, and therefore,
does not have the potential to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant air quality impact.

Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs) in the City of Los Angeles regulate impacts
related to Air Quality, Construction Noise/Vibrations, Operational Noise/Vibrations, and
Transportation/traffic. Numerous Los Angeles Municipal Code Sections provide
requirements for construction activities and ensure impacts from construction related
noise, traffic, and parking are less than significant. The Noise Regulation Ordinance, No.
144,331, provides regulatory compliance measures related to construction noise and
maximum noise levels for all activities. LAMC Section 62 provides specific regulatory
compliance measures related to construction traffic and parking. LAMC Section 41
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(c)

(d)

(€)

requires construction site postings listing representative contact information and permitted
construction/demolition hours as established by the Department of Building and Safety.
Additionally, there is insufficient evidence to conclude that significant impacts will occur
based on past project approvals or in progress entitlement applications and that the
proposed project will have adverse impacts on the cumulative impacts of construction
noise and transportation/traffic in this area. Furthermore, there is insufficient evidence to
conclude that the proposed project will be under construction at the same time as projects
within the vicinity. Thus, this exception does not apply.

Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where
there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances.

The project site is a sloping, rectangular-shaped parcel of land comprised of eight (8)
contiguous lots, totaling approximately 58,535 square feet (approximately 1.34 acres) in
size. The project involves the construction, use, and maintenance of a new seven-story
mixed-use development, 92 feet 6 inches feet in height, containing a total of 264 dwelling
units, with 27 proposed dwelling units reserved for Extremely Low Income Households.
The proposed development will contain a total of approximately 266,438 square feet of
floor area, including 9,724 square feet of commercial space. The project involves
associated grading that will result in approximately 18,000 cubic yards of earth being
exported from the project site. The project is located in an urbanized area within the City
of Los Angeles and consists of residential and commercial uses and operations that are
compatible with the surrounding urban development and consistent with the underlying
zoning. The project site is a long-established neighborhood and is surrounded by various
residential, commercial, and civic uses. The site does not demonstrate any unusual
circumstances, and the project will not generate any significant impacts regarding traffic,
noise, air quality, or water quality. There are no special districts or other known
circumstances that indicate a sensitive surrounding environment. Thus, there are no
unusual circumstances which may lead to a significant effect on the environment.

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

Based on a review of the California Scenic Highway Mapping System, the subject site is
not located along a California State Scenic Highway and will not impact any identified
scenic resources, including trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or other similar
resources, within a highway officially designated as a State Scenic Highway. Therefore,
this exception does not apply.

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

Based on a review of the California Department of Toxic Substances Control “Envirostor
Database,” no known hazardous waste sites are located on the project site. Additionally,
there are also no listed hazardous waste sites within the immediate vicinity of the project
site. The subject property had previously been developed with a two-story medical office
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building, a single-story church, and surface parking lots which are not expected to utilize
hazardous waste or materials that pose significant constraint on the now vacant site.

Additionally, the project site is not located within a Methane Zone or Methane Buffer Zone,
nor is it located in a Hazardous Waste / Border Zone Property area as designated by the
City of Los Angeles. There are also no oils, elevators, in-ground hydrologic systems,
monitoring or water supply wells, or above- or below-ground storage tanks, or potentially
fluid-filled electrical equipment on or immediately adjacent to the project site. No industrial
wastewater is generated on the project site and sanitary wastewater is discharged to the
City Bureau of Sanitation. Therefore, this exception for a Categorical Exemption does not
apply to this project.

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

The project site is currently vacant and has not been identified as a historic resource by
local or state agencies, and the project site has not been determined to be eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical
Resources, or the Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments Register. In addition, the
project site is not located within a Historic Preservation Overlay Zone and thus not subject
to historic preservation review. Furthermore, the project site has not been identified as
having buildings of architectural or historical significance under the Westlake Recovery
Redevelopment Project Area requirements and designations. For these reasons,
construction of the proposed project would not constitute a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historic resource as defined by CEQA, therefore, this exception does
not apply.

CONCLUSION

In summary, the project proposes the construction of a new seven-story mixed-use development,
92 feet 6 inches feet in height, containing a total of 264 dwelling units, with 27 proposed dwelling
units reserved for Extremely Low Income Households. The proposed development will contain a
total of approximately 266,438 square feet of floor area, including 9,724 square feet of commercial
space. The project will provide a total of 230 vehicular parking stalls and a total of 172 bicycle
parking stalls. The project is consistent with the surrounding developments (which consists of
established residential, commercial, and public uses), is permitted by the TOC Guidelines, and is
entirely consistent with the existing General Plan designation, zoning, and requirements of the
LAMC. The project will not generate a significant number of vehicle trips and will not result in any
significant impacts to land use planning, environmental habitat, noise, air quality, or water quality.
The project is located in a long-established urbanized neighborhood, and thus will be adequately
served by all required public utilities and services.

Furthermore, the project is not in a particularly sensitive environment, and will not impact an
environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern that is designated, precisely mapped, or
officially adopted by any federal, state, or local agency. The project will not result in any significant
impacts and, therefore, will not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to any significant
impacts that are not already accounted for by the General Plan and future environmental
clearances. The project is consistent with the surrounding developments, including established
residential and commercial uses, does not present any unusual circumstances that would result
in a significant impact on the environment, and would not constitute a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historic resource as defined by CEQA. Therefore, none of the possible
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exceptions to Categorical Exemptions, found in Section 15300.2 Exceptions, apply to this project,
and as such, the project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

This study presents the transportation assessment for the mixed-use development project
(Project) proposed at 733 South Park View Street (Project Site) in the Westlake community of Los
Angeles, California (City). The methodology and base assumptions used in the analysis were

established in conjunction with the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project is proposing the construction of a seven-story mixed-use residential and commercial
development, including 264 dwelling units and approximately 5,982 square feet (sf) of ground
floor commercial uses. Of the 264 dwelling units, 237 would be market-rate units and 27 would

be affordable housing units. The Project Site is currently vacant.

The Project includes 235 vehicular parking spaces, including 226 for residential use and nine for
commercial use. Parking for the Project would be provided within one ground level and one
subterranean level, with residential vehicular access provided via two full access driveways along
Park View Street and commercial vehicular access provided on 8" Street. The southernmost
driveway on Park View Street provides access to the subterranean parking level, while the
northernmost driveway provides access to the ground-floor parking level. The 8" Street driveway
would accommodate right-turn ingress and egress movements only and provide access to the
ground-floor parking level. Additionally, the Project would provide 158 bicycle parking spaces
(including 142 long-term spaces and 16 short-term spaces) for residential uses and an additional
seven spaces (three long-term spaces and four short-term spaces) for commercial uses for a total

of 165 bicycle parking spaces.

The Project is anticipated to be completed in Year 2022. The conceptual Project Site plan is

illustrated in Figure 1.



PROJECT LOCATION AND TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS STUDY AREA

The Project Site is bound by commercial uses to the north, Park View Street and a local school

to the east, 8" Street to the south, and an alleyway and residential uses to the west.

The Project Site is located approximately 1.0 miles west of the Harbor Freeway (SR 110/1-110),
which travels from Pasadena to San Pedro, 1.2 miles north of the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10),
which provides regional transportation between downtown Los Angeles and Santa Monica, and
1.3 miles south of the Hollywood Freeway (US 101), which provides regional transportation
between downtown Los Angeles and the San Fernando Valley. The Project Site and surrounding
community is served by major streets such as Wilshire Boulevard, 8" Street, 7" Street, and

Alvarado Street.

As shown in Figure 2, the transportation analysis Study Area includes a geographic area bounded
by 7t Street to the north, Lake Street to the east, 8" Street to the south, and Coronado Street to

the west. Detailed traffic analyses were conducted at key intersections within the Study Area.

The Project Site is located approximately 0.30 miles southwest of the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) B and D Lines (formerly the Red and Purple Lines,
respectively) Westlake/MacArthur Park Station. Additionally, transit bus service is provided on 7t
Street and 8" Street in the Study Area by Metro.

STUDY SCOPE

The scope of analysis for this study was developed in consultation with LADOT and is consistent
with Transportation Assessment Guidelines (LADOT, July 2020) (the TAG) and in compliance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title
14, Section 15000 and following). The base assumptions and technical methodologies (i.e., trip
generation, study locations, analysis methodology, etc.) were identified as part of the study
approach and were outlined in a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that was reviewed and
approved by LADOT in April 2020 and is provided in Appendix A.



ORGANIZATION OF REPORT

This report is divided into five chapters, including this Introduction. Chapter 2 describes the Project
context including the existing and future circulation system, traffic volumes, and traffic conditions
in the Study Area. Chapter 3 presents the CEQA analysis of transportation impacts. Chapter 4
details the non-CEQA transportation analyses. Chapter 5 summarizes the analyses and study
conclusions. The appendices contain supporting documentation, including the MOU that outlines

the study scope and assumptions, and additional details supporting the technical analyses.
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Chapter 2

Project Context

A comprehensive data collection effort was undertaken to develop a detailed description of

existing and future conditions in the Project Study Area.

The Existing Conditions analysis includes an assessment of the existing transportation
infrastructure and conditions of the Study Area including freeway and street systems, and transit
service, as well as pedestrian and bicycle circulation at the time the MOU was approved in April
2020. Fieldwork (lane configurations, signal phasing, parking restrictions, etc.) for the analyzed

intersections was collected in Year 2020.

In addition, this chapter contains a discussion of the future conditions detailing the assumptions
used to develop the Future without Project Conditions in Year 2022, which corresponds to

projected completion and occupancy of the Project.

STUDY AREA

The Project’s transportation analysis Study Area, shown in Figure 2, includes a geographic area
that is generally bounded by 7t Street to the north, Lake Street to the east, 8™ Street to the south,
and Coronado Street to the west. This Study Area was established in consultation with LADOT
by reviewing the existing intersection/corridor operations, Project peak hour vehicle trip
generation, anticipated distribution of Project vehicular trips, and potential impacts of Project

traffic.

A transportation analysis study area generally comprises those intersections with the greatest
potential to experience significant transportation impacts due to the project as defined by the City.

Factors identified in the TAG that guide the selection of intersections include:



1. Primary driveway(s)

2. Intersections at either end of the block on which the Project is located or up to 600 feet
from the primary Project driveway(s)

3. Unsignalized intersections adjacent to the Project Site that are integral to the Project’s site
access and circulation plan

4. Signalized intersections in proximity to the Project Site where 100 or more Project trips
would be added

Two intersections, one signalized and one unsignalized, were identified during the MOU process

for detailed analysis:

1. Park View Street & 7™ Street (unsignalized intersection)
2. Park View Street & 8™ Street

Figure 2 illustrates the location of the Project Site in relation to the surrounding street system and

the two study intersections. The existing lane configurations at the analyzed intersections are

provided in Figure 3.

EXISTING TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS

Existing Street System

The existing street system in the Study Area consists of a regional roadway system including
Arterial Streets and Local Streets that provide regional, sub-regional, or local access and circulation
to the Project Site. These transportation facilities generally provide two to four travel lanes and
usually allow parking on either side of the street. Typically, the speed limits range between 25 and

35 miles per hour (mph) on the streets and are 65 mph on freeways.

Street classifications for roadways within the City of Los Angeles are designated in Mobility Plan
2035, An Element of the General Plan (Los Angeles Department of City Planning, January 2016)
(the Mobility Plan) (LADCP). The Mobility Plan defines specific street standards in an effort to

provide an enhanced balance between traffic flow and other important street functions including



transit routes and stops, pedestrian environments, bicycle routes, building design and site access,

etc. Per the Mobility Plan, street classifications are defined as follows:

Freeways are high-volume, high-speed roadways with limited access provided by
interchanges that carry regional traffic through and do not provide local access to adjacent

land uses.

Arterial Streets are major streets that serve through traffic, as well as provide access to

major commercial activity centers. Arterials are divided into two categories:

0 Boulevards represent the widest Arterial Streets that typically provide regional
access to major destinations and include two categories:

Boulevard | provides up to four travel lanes in each direction with a target
operating speed of 40 mph, and generally includes a right-of-way width of
136 feet and pavement width of 100 feet.

Boulevard |l provides up to three travel lanes in each direction with a target
operating speed of 35 mph, with right-of-way widths varying from 104-110
feet, and pavement widths from 70-80 feet.

0 Avenues are typically narrower Arterial Streets that pass through both residential
and commercial areas and include three categories:

Avenue | provides up to two travel lanes in each direction with a target
operating speed of 35 mph, with a right-of-way width of 100 feet and
pavement width of 70 feet.

Avenue |l provides up to two travel lanes in each direction with a target
operating speed of 30 mph, with a right-of-way width of 86 feet and
pavement width of 56 feet.

Avenue 11l provides up to two travel lanes in each direction with a target
operating speed of 25 mph, with a right-of-way width of 72 feet and
pavement width of 46 feet.

Collector Streets are generally located in residential neighborhoods and provide access

to and from Arterial Streets for local traffic and are not intended for cut-through traffic.
They provide one travel lane in each direction with operating speed of 25 mph, with a right-
of-way width generally at 65 feet and pavement width of 44 feet.

Local Streets are intended to accommodate lower volumes of vehicle traffic and provide
parking on both sides of the street. They provide one travel lane in each direction with a
target operating speed of 15 to 20 mph. Pavement widths may vary between 30-36 feet
within a right-of-way width of 50-60 feet. Local Streets include two categories:

o Continuous Local Streets connect to other streets at both ends

o Non-continuous Local Streets lead to a dead-end




The following is a brief description of the roadways in the area, including their classifications in
the Mobility Plan:

Roadways

Park View Street— Park View Street is a designated Local Street within the Study Area. It
travels in the north-south direction and is located adjacent to the eastern boundary of the
Project Site. It generally provides two travel lanes, one lane in each direction. Unmetered
parking is generally provided on both sides of the street within the Study Area, with the
exception of a passenger loading zone on school days from 6:30 AM to 9:00 AM and from
1:00 PM to 4:00 PM on the east side of the street across from the Project Site. Travel
lanes are generally 10 to 12 feet wide and the total paved width is 32 feet.

7t Street — 7t Street is a designated Avenue Il within the Study Area. It travels in the east-
west direction and is located north of the Project Site. It generally provides three travel
lanes, two westbound lanes and one eastbound lane, with left-turn lanes at major
intersections. 7t Street also provides striped bicycle lanes in each direction. One hour
metered parking is allowed on both sides of the street, west of Carondelet Street within
the Study Area. Parking is not allowed on both sides of the street, east of Carondelet
Street within the Study Area. Inside lanes are generally 10 feet wide and the total paved
width is 60 feet.

8th Street — 8th Street is a designated Avenue |l within the Study Area. It travels in the
east-west direction and is located adjacent to the southern boundary of the Project Site. It
generally provides three travel lanes, two westbound lanes and one eastbound lane, with
left-turn lanes at major intersections. One-hour metered and unmetered parking with
afternoon peak hour restrictions is generally provided on the north side of the street within
the Study Area. One-hour unmetered parking with morning and afternoon peak hour
restrictions is generally provided on the south side of the street within the Study Area.
Inside lanes are generally 10 feet wide and the total paved width is 60 feet.

The existing intersection mobility facilities are shown in Figure 4 and the existing transportation

facilities are shown in Figure 5.

Existing Transit System

Figure 6 illustrates the existing transit service in the Study Area, which is served by bus lines

operated by Metro.



In addition to the bus lines that provide service within the Project Site vicinity, the Metro B and D
Line fixed-rail subway operates near the Study Area. The Metro B Line runs between North
Hollywood and downtown Los Angeles, connecting with the Metro G Line (formerly the Orange
Line) in North Hollywood, the Metro D Line (formerly the Purple Line) at Wilshire Boulevard, the
Metro A Line (formerly the Blue Line) and Metro E Line (formerly the Expo Line) in downtown Los
Angeles, and the Metro L Line (formerly the Gold Line) at Union Station. In the Project vicinity,
the Metro B and D Line have a station on Alvarado Street between Wilshire Boulevard and 7t

Street, approximately 0.30 miles from the Project Site.

Table 1 summarizes the transit lines operating in the Study Area for each of the service providers
in the region, the type of service (peak vs. off-peak, express vs. local), and frequency of service,
as described above. The average frequency of transit service during the peak hour was derived

from the number of peak period stops made at the stop nearest the Project Site.

Existing Bicycle System

Based on 2010 Bicycle Plan, A Component of the City of Los Angeles Transportation Element
(LADCP, 2010) (the 2010 Bicycle Plan), the existing bicycle system in the Study Area consists of
a limited coverage of bicycle lanes (Class Il). Bicycle lanes are a component of street design with
dedicated striping, separating vehicular traffic from bicycle traffic. These facilities offer a safer
environment for both cyclists and motorists. Class Il bicycle lanes are currently provided along
7th Street within the Study Area.

The components of the 2010 Bicycle Plan have been incorporated into the bicycle network of the
Mobility Plan. The Mobility Plan consists of a Low-Stress Bikeway System and a Bicycle Lane
Network. The Low-Stress Bikeway System is comprised of the Bicycle Enhanced Network, the
Neighborhood Enhanced Network, and Bike Paths. The Bicycle Enhanced Network includes
protected bicycle lanes (Class V), which provide bicycling infrastructure including cycle tracks,
bicycle signals, and demarcated areas to facilitate turns at intersections and neighborhood
streets. These typically provide mini-roundabouts, cross-street stop signs, crossing islands at
major intersection crossings, improved street lighting, bicycle boxes, and bicycle-only left-turn
pockets. Once implemented, these facilities would offer a safer environment for both cyclists and

motorists. No new bicycle lanes are proposed within the Study Area; therefore, no changed to
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vehicular lane configurations as a result of potential new bicycle lanes were assumed in this

analysis.

Existing Pedestrian Facilities

The walkability of existing facilities is based on the availability of pedestrian routes necessary to
accomplish daily tasks without the use of an automobile; these attributes are quantified by
WalkScore.com and assigned a score out of 100 points. With the various commercial businesses
and cultural facilities adjacent to residential neighborhoods, the walkability of the Project site is

approximately 93 points?, deeming the Project vicinity as highly walkable.

The sidewalks that serve as routes to the Project Site provide proper connectivity and adequate
widths for a comfortable and safe pedestrian environment. The sidewalks provide connectivity to
pedestrian crossings at intersections within the Study Area. Both study intersections provide
pedestrian facilities to the Project Site, with curb ramps on all approaches. The signalized
intersection at Park View Street & 8™ Street (Intersection #2) provides pedestrian phasing,
continental crosswalk striping, and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) wheelchair ramps as

shown in Figure 4.

Vision Zero / Safe Routes to School

As described in Vision Zero: Eliminating Traffic Deaths in Los Angeles by 2025 (City of Los
Angeles, August 2015), Vision Zero is a traffic safety policy that promotes strategies to eliminate
collisions that result in severe injury or death. Vision Zero has identified the High Injury Network,
a network of streets based on the collision data from the last five years, where strategic
investments will have the biggest impact in reducing death and severe injury. Within the Study
Area, both 7t Street and 8th Street are identified in the High Injury Network.

" WalkScore.com rates the Project site (733 S. Park View Street) with a score of 93 of 100 possible points (scores
accessed on April 20, 2020 for the Westlake/MacArthur Park Neighborhood). Walk Score calculates the walkability of
specific addresses by taking into account the ease of living in the neighborhood with a reduced reliance on automobile
travel.

11



MacArthur Park School for the Visual and Performing Arts is located on 7™ Street between Park
View Street and Grand View Street, directly across from the Project Site. Its Safe Routes to
School? map is shown in Figure 7 and includes crosswalks at both study intersections as well as

crossing guards at start and end times at Park View Street & 7t Street (Intersection #1).

Existing Traffic Volumes

Intersection turning movement counts were conducted at Park View Street & 8" Street (Intersection
#2) during the weekday morning and afternoon peak periods in January 2019 in accordance with
LADOT guidelines. Local schools were in session when all traffic counts were conducted, and the
weather conditions were typical. These counts were increased by 1% to account for growth to Year
2020 conditions.

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic and its effects on traffic patterns, peak hour intersection turning
movement counts could not be collected at Park View Street & 7™ Street (Intersection #1) for use
in this study; therefore, the counts from Park View Street & 8" Street (Intersection #2) and Alvarado
Street & 7™ Street (also collected in January 2019) were used to estimate the peak hour turning
movement counts for Park View Street & 71 Street. The methodology and assumptions used in the
volume estimation were reviewed and approved by LADOT and can be found in the MOU provided
in Appendix A, along with the traffic counts for Park View Street & 8" Street and Alvarado Street &

7t Street. The existing intersection peak hour traffic volumes are illustrated in Figure 8.

FUTURE CUMULATIVE TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS

The forecast of Future without Project Conditions was prepared in accordance with procedures
outlined in the CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, two options are provided for developing the

cumulative traffic volume forecast:

2 The Safe Routes to School Map for MacArthur Park School was prepared by LADOT in September 2016.
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“(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the
[lead] agency, or

“(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or statewide
plan, or related planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions
contributing to the cumulative effect. Such plans may include: a general plan,
regional transportation plan, or plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.
A summary of projections may also be contained in an adopted or certified prior
environmental document for such a plan. Such projections may be supplemented
with additional information such as a regional modeling program. Any such planning
document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a location
specified by the lead agency.”

As described in detail below, this analysis includes increases to traffic from future projects (option
“‘A” above, the “Related Projects”) and from regional growth projections (option “B” above, or
ambient growth). As such, the ambient growth factor discussed below likely includes some traffic
growth resulting from the Related Projects. Therefore, the traffic analysis provides a highly

conservative estimate of Future without Project traffic volumes.

The Future without Project traffic projections reflect growth in traffic over existing conditions from
ambient growth, which reflects increases in traffic due to regional growth and development outside
the Study Area and traffic generated by ongoing or entitled projects in, or in the vicinity of, the
Study Area.

Ambient Traffic Growth

Existing traffic is expected to increase as a result of regional growth and development outside the
Study Area. Based on discussions with LADOT through the MOU process, a conservative ambient
growth factor of 1% per year compounded annually was applied to adjust the existing traffic
volumes to reflect the effects of the regional growth and development by Year 2022. The total
adjustment applied over the two-year period was 2.01%. These growth factors account for

increases in traffic due to potential projects not yet proposed or projects outside the Study Area.
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Related Projects

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, this study also considers the effects of the Project in
relation to the Related Projects. The list of Related Projects is based on information provided by
LADCP and LADOT in March 2020. The Related Projects are detailed in Table 2 and their

approximate locations shown in Figure 9.

Though the buildout years of these Related Projects are uncertain and may be well beyond the
buildout year of the Project, and notwithstanding that some may never be approved or developed,
they were all considered as part of this Study and conservatively assumed to be completed by the
Project buildout Year 2022. Therefore, the traffic growth due to the development of Related Projects
considered in this analysis is conservative and, by itself, may overestimate the actual traffic volume
growth in the Westlake area that would likely occur in the next two years prior to Project buildout.
With the addition of the 1% per year ambient growth factor previously discussed, the Future without

Project Condition is even more conservative.

Using these assumptions, the Project was evaluated within the context of the worst-case
cumulative impact of all prospective development. The development of estimated traffic volumes
added to the Study Area as a result of Related Projects involves the use of a three-step process:

trip generation, trip distribution, and trip assignment.

Trip Generation. Trip generation estimates for the Related Projects were provided by LADOT or

were calculated using a combination of previous study findings and the trip generation rates
contained in Trip Generation Manual, 10" Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2017).
Table 2 summarizes the Related Project trip generation for typical weekdays, including daily trips,

morning peak hour trips, and afternoon peak hour trips.

Trip Distribution. The geographic distribution of the traffic generated by the Related Projects is

dependent on several factors. These include the type and density of the proposed land uses, the
geographic distribution of the population from which the employees/residents and potential
patrons of the proposed developments are drawn, and the location of these projects in relation to
the surrounding street system. These factors are considered along with logical travel routes

through the street system to develop a reasonable pattern of trip distribution.
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Traffic Assignment. The trip generation estimates for the Related Projects were assigned to the

local street system using the trip distribution pattern described above. Figure 10 shows the peak
hour traffic volumes associated with these Related Projects at the study intersections. These
volumes were then added to the existing traffic volumes after adjustment for ambient growth
through the projected buildout year of 2022. As discussed above, this is a conservative approach
as the Related Projects may already be reflected in the ambient growth rate. These volumes
represent the Future without Project Conditions (i.e., ambient traffic growth and Related Project

traffic added to existing traffic volumes) and are shown in Figure 11 for the two study intersections.

Future Roadway Improvements

The analysis of future conditions considered roadway improvements that were funded and
reasonably expected to be implemented prior to the buildout of the proposed Project. Two sources

of potential improvements were identified:

Mobility Plan. In the Mobility Plan, the City identifies key corridors as components of various
“mobility-enhanced networks.” Each network is intended to focus on improving a particular aspect
of urban mobility, including transit, neighborhood connectivity, bicycles, pedestrians, and
vehicles. The specific improvements that may be implemented in those networks have not yet
been identified, and there is no schedule for implementation; therefore, no changes to vehicular
lane configurations were made as a result of the Mobility Plan. The mobility-enhanced networks
are described below, and the designated corridors within the Study Area are depicted in Figure
12:

o Transit Enhanced Network (TEN): Streets on the TEN would receive features to enhance
the experience of pedestrians and transit users, including streetscape improvements,
transit shelters, or bus lanes. There are no streets within the Study Area designated as
part of the TEN.

o Neighborhood Enhanced Network (NEN): The NEN reflects the synthesis of the bicycle
and pedestrian networks and serves as a system of local streets that are slow moving and
safe enough to connect neighborhoods through active transportation. There are no streets
within the Study Area designated as part of the NEN.

e Bicycle Path Network / Bicycle Network: The Bicycle Lane Network designates 7t Street
as part of the Bicycle Network
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e Pedestrian Enhanced District (PED): The Mobility Plan aims to promote walking to reduce
the reliance on automobile travel by providing more attractive and pedestrian-friendly
sidewalks, as well as adding pedestrian signalizations, street trees, and pedestrian-
oriented design features. The PED has designated 7" Street and 8" Street as part of the
Pedestrian Segments, where pedestrian improvements could be prioritized to provide
better connectivity to and from major destinations within communities.

Vision Zero. The City has identified a number of streets as part of the High Injury Network where
City projects will be targeted. Within the Study Area, 7" Street and 8™ Street are identified in the
City’s High Injury Network. Vision Zero Safety Improvements planned near the Project Site that
are part of the Safe Routes to School Programs include a flashing red stop sign at Park View
Street & 7" Street (Intersection #1), an accessible pedestrian signal at Park View Street & 8t
Street (Intersection #2), and a speed hump located north of the Project Site on Park View Street.
The flashing red stop sign, if installed, would affect the operational analysis of conditions at
Intersection #1. Therefore, Section 4D includes a supplemental analysis of that intersection

assuming all-way stop-control.
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TABLE 1

EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE IN STUDY AREA

Average Headway (minutes) [a]

Provider, Route, and Service Area S_?_rwce Hours of Operation
ype Morning Peak Period | Afternoon Peak Period
Metro Bus Service EB wB EB WB
. Local/ ) )
51/52/351 Koreatown - Carson / Compton via Avalon Bl Limited 4:30 A.M. - 12:00 A.M. 6 6 6 6
66 Downtown Los Angeles/MontebeIIo - Wilshire Center via 8th Local 4:30 AM. - 1:30 AM. 8 16 16 11
Street & Olympic Boulevard
Metro Rail Service NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB
B (Red) Downtown Los Angeles - North Hollywood Rail 4:00 A.M. - 1:00 A.M. 10 10 10 10

D (Purple) Downtown Los Angeles - Western & Wilshire Rail 4:00 A.M. - 1:00 A.M. 10 10 10 10
Notes:

Metro: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority.

Morning Peak Period from 6:00 AM to 10:00 AM; Afternoon Peak Period from 3:00 PM to 7:00 PM.

[a] Average headways are based on the total number of trips during the peak period as indicated in Metro ridership data from April, 2019.
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TABLE 2

RELATED PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES

Trip Generation Estimates
No. Project Address Description Dail Morning Peak Hour Afternoon Peak Hour
aily
In Out Total In Out Total
1. Mixed-Use 820 S Hoover St 32 condominium units and 4,500 sf retail 414 7 15 22 18 14 32
2. Mixed-Use 668 S Coronado St 122 apartment units and 1,182 sf retail 947 14 48 62 56 34 90
3. Residential 825 S Coronado St 77 apartment units 508 7 24 31 24 15 39
Notes:
Source: LADOT, March, 2020.
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Chapter 3
CEQA Analysis of Transportation Impacts

This chapter presents the results of an analysis of CEQA-related transportation impacts. The
analysis identifies any potential conflicts the proposed Project may have with adopted City plans
and policies and the improvements associated with the potential conflicts as well as the results of
a Project vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis that satisfies State requirements under State of
California Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2013) (SB 743).

METHODOLOGY

SB 743, made effective in January 2014, required the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
to change the CEQA guidelines regarding the analysis of transportation impacts. Under SB 743,
the focus of transportation analysis shifts from driver delay (i.e., level of service [LOS]) to VMT, in
order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG), create multimodal networks, and promote

mixed-use developments.

To adapt to SB 743, the Los Angeles City Planning Commission recommended the approval of
revised guidelines to include new transportation analysis screening procedures and thresholds,
subsequently approved by the Los Angeles City Council on July 30, 2019 (Council File 14-1169).
The TAG defines the methodology of analyzing a project’s transportation impacts in accordance
with SB 743.

Per the TAG, the CEQA transportation analysis contains the following thresholds for identifying

significant impacts:

e Threshold T-1: Conflicting with Plans, Programs, Ordinances, or Policies
e Threshold T-2.1: Causing Substantial Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

e Threshold T-2.2: Substantially Inducing Additional Automobile Travel
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e Threshold T-3: Substantially Increasing Hazards Due to a Geometric Design Feature or
Incompatible Use

The thresholds were reviewed and analyzed, as detailed in the following Sections 3A-3D.

Recently, LADOT issued Interim Guidance for Freeway Safety Analysis (LADOT, May 1, 2020)
(City Freeway Guidance) identifying City requirements for a CEQA safety analysis for the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) facilities as part of a transportation
assessment. This analysis includes identification of potential safety impacts at freeway off-ramps
due to increased traffic from development projects. The Caltrans analysis is provided in Section
3E.
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Section 3A: Threshold T-1

Conflicting with Plans, Programs, Ordinances, or Policies Analysis

Threshold T-1 states that a project would result in an impact if it conflicts with a program, plan,
ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle, and

pedestrian facilities.

PLANS, PROGRAMS, ORDINANCES, AND POLICIES

Table 2.1-1 of the TAG provides the City plans, policies, programs, ordinances, and standards
relevant in determining project consistency. Table 2.1-2 of the TAG provides a list of questions to
help guide whether a project conflicts with the City’s plans, programs, ordinances, or policies. A
review of Table 2.1-2 of the TAG is presented in Table B-1 of Appendix B. As summarized below,
the Project is consistent with the City documents listed in Table 2.1-1 of the TAG; therefore, the

Project would not result in a significant impact under Threshold T-1.

Mobility Plan

The Mobility Plan combines “complete street” principles with the following five goals that define

the City’s mobility priorities:
o Safety First: Design and operate streets in a way that enables safe access for all users,
regardless of age, ability, or transportation mode of choice.

o World Class Infrastructure: A well-maintained and connected network of streets, paths,
bikeways, trails, and more provides Angelenos with the optimum variety of mode choices.

o Access for All Angelenos: A fair and equitable system must be accessible to all and must
pay particularly close attention to the most vulnerable users.

e Collaboration, Communication, and Informed Choices: The impact of new technologies on
our day-to-day mobility demands will continue to become increasingly important to the
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future. The amount of information made available by new technologies must be managed
responsibly in the future.

e Clean Environments and Healthy Communities: Active transportation modes such as
bicycling and walking can significantly improve personal fithess and create new
opportunities for social interaction, while lessening impacts on the environment.

A detailed analysis of the Project’s consistency with the Mobility Plan is provided in Table B-2 in
Appendix B. As detailed in Chapter 2, the Mobility Plan identifies key corridors within the Study
Area as components of various “mobility-enhanced networks.” 8" Street within the Study Area is
designated as part of the Pedestrian Enhanced District in the Mobility Plan. The Project would
emphasize pedestrian accessibility and safety all along the Project frontage on 8" Street and Park
View Street by widening sidewalks to meet Mobility Plan standards and providing dedicated
pedestrian entrances to the Project Site which reduces conflicts between vehicles and

pedestrians.

Vehicular access to the residential parking spaces at the Project Site would be provided via two
full-access driveways on Park View Street, a designated Local Street. Vehicular access to the
nine commercial parking spaces at the Project Site would be provided via one driveway,
accommodating right-turn ingress and egress movements only, on 8" Street, a designated
Avenue ll. As further detailed in Section 4G, the Project would provide sufficient off-street parking
to satisfy Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) requirements. The Project would also retain the
existing on-street parking around the Project frontage. The Project would not affect the passenger
loading areas across the street designated for the school. Food and bulk delivery truck loading
occur on school days from 6:30 AM to 9:00 AM and from 1:00 PM to 4:00 PM on the east side of
Park View Street. Bus drop-off and pick-up occur on school days from 6:30 AM to 9:00 AM and
from 1:00 PM to 4:00 PM on the west side of Grand View Street.

The Project would also enhance pedestrian access within and around the Project Site by providing
improvements to the sidewalks, landscaping, and decorative pavement within the Project’s
entrance area and along the frontage of the Project Site. Secured bicycle parking facilities within
the Project Site would also be provided. Further, the Project does not propose modifying,
removing, or otherwise affecting existing bicycle infrastructure, and the Project driveways are not
proposed along a street with an existing bicycle facility. These measures would promote active

transportation modes such as biking and walking, thereby reducing the Project VMT per capita
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for residents and employees compared to the average for the area, as demonstrated in Section
3B.

Thus, the Project would be consistent with the goals of the Mobility Plan.

Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles

Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles: A Health and Wellness Element of the General Plan (LADCP,
March 2015) (Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles) introduces guidelines for the City to follow to
enhance the City’s position as a regional leader in health and equity, encourage healthy design

and equitable access, and increase awareness of equity and environmental issues.

A detailed analysis of the Project’s consistency with Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles is provided
in Table B-3 of Appendix B. The Project prioritizes safety and access for all individuals utilizing
the Project Site by complying with all ADA requirements and providing direct connections to
pedestrian amenities with separate pedestrian and vehicle accesses and active street frontages.
Further, the Project supports healthy lifestyles by locating jobs adjacent and near transit (Metro
Local Bus Lines, as well as Metro Rail Service), providing bicycle amenities, and enhancing the
pedestrian environment by providing comfortable open space, shade trees, and extensive
landscaping. The land use program also helps efforts to reduce poverty and displacement through
the provision of 27 affordable housing units and up to 5,982 sf of commercial space for
employment and entrepreneurial activities. Finally, the Project is estimated to generate lower VMT
per capita for residents and employees than the areawide average, as demonstrated in Section

3B, which reduces GHG emissions.

Thus, the Project would be consistent with the goals of Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles.

Land Use Element of the General Plan

The City General Plan’s Land Use Element contains 35 Community Plans that establish specific

goals and strategies for the various neighborhoods across Los Angeles. This Project falls within
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the boundaries of the Westlake Community Plan (LADCP, September 1998) (the Community
Plan).

A detailed analysis of the Project’s consistency with the Community Plan is provided in Table B-
4 of Appendix B. The Project would provide both residential and commercial uses as well as open
space to enhance the positive characteristics of the existing neighborhood. The Project’s
commercial uses would increase employment and retail services in the area. The Project would
also incorporate street trees, convenient parking, and access, and would maintain commercial
uses at ground-level to create user-friendly shopping areas. The Project's proximity to transit
provides alternative modes of transportation for residents, employees, and visitors to take to and
from the Project Site and maximizes the development opportunities of the transit system while
minimizing adverse impacts. Thus, the Project promotes and encourages development standards

in line with the goals and objectives of the Community Plan.

Redevelopment Plan

The Project is located within the Westlake Recovery Redevelopment Plan (The Community
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles, May 1999) (the Redevelopment Plan). A
detailed analysis of the Project’s consistency with the Redevelopment Plan is provided in Table
B-5 of Appendix B. The Project promotes and encourages development standards in line with the
goals and objectives of the Redevelopment Plan including, but not limited to, promoting new
investment through new development, providing housing choices for all income groups, designing
a circulation system commensurate with land use and density to adequately accommodate traffic,
and supporting and encouraging the expansion and improvement of public transportation service.

Thus, the Project would be consistent with the goals and objectives of the Redevelopment Plan.

Los Angeles Promise Zone Strateqic Plan

The Los Angeles Promise Zone is a collective impact initiative that brings together leaders from
government, local institutions, non-profits, and community organizations to identify and implement

innovative solutions to the problems that affect the five target neighborhoods, including Westlake
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in which the Project is located. The Los Angeles Promise Zone Strategic Plan (LA Promise Zone,

2016) has defined the following four goals that are reflective of the initiative’s values:

1. Create Economic Opportunity

2. Improve Educational Outcomes
3. Make Our Neighborhoods Safe
4

Build Equitable, Livable, and Sustainable Communities

The Project would meet the four goals of the Los Angeles Promise Zone by employing innovative
economic development strategies and hiring local workers for its commercial elements, improving
safety conditions on and around the Project Site, and increasing the housing supply for community

members at various income levels.

LAMC Section 12.21.A.16

LAMC Section 12.21.A.16 details the bicycle parking requirements for new developments. As
further detailed in Section 4G, the Project would provide a total of 145 long-term and 20 required

short-term spaces to satisfy the LAMC requirements for on-site bicycle parking supply.

LAMC Section 12.26J (TDM Ordinance)

LAMC Section 12.26J, the TDM Ordinance (1993) establishes TDM requirements for non-
residential projects, in addition to non-residential components of the mixed-use projects in excess
of 25,000 sf. The commercial component of the Project is 5,982 sf. Therefore, the requirements
of LAMC Section 12.26J do not apply to the Project. Nonetheless, as described in Section 3B,

the Project would incorporate the following TDM measures for residents and employees:

e Reduced parking supply

e Bicycle parking per LAMC, including short-term and long-term parking facilities
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LAMC Section 12.37 (Waivers of Dedications and Improvement)

LAMC Section 12.37 states that a project must dedicate and improve adjacent streets to half-
right-of-way standards consistent with the street designations of the Mobility Plan. The Project
would provide dedications of six feet along Park View Street and three feet along 8™ Street and
would widen the public sidewalks to meet Mobility Plan standards in compliance with LAMC
Section 12.37.

Vision Zero Corridor Plans

Vision Zero implements projects that are designed to increase safety on the most vulnerable City
streets. The City has identified a number of streets as part of the High Injury Network where City
projects will be targeted. Within the Study Area, 7t Street and 8" Street are identified in the City’s
High Injury Network. Vision Zero Safety Improvements planned near the Project Site that are part
of the Safe Routes to School Programs include a flashing red stop sign at Park View Street & 7t
Street (Intersection #1), an accessible pedestrian signal at Park View Street & 8" Street

(Intersection #2), and a speed hump located north of the Project Site on Park View Street.

The Project improvements to the pedestrian environment would not preclude any Vision Zero

safety improvements by the City. Thus, the Project does not conflict with Vision Zero.

Citywide Design Guidelines for Residential, Commercial, and Industrial Development

Citywide Design Guidelines (Los Angeles City Planning Urban Design Studio, October 2019) (the
Design Guidelines) identifies urban design principles to guide architects and developers in
designing high-quality projects that meet the City’s functional, aesthetic, and policy objectives and
help foster a sense of community. A detailed analysis of the Project’s consistency with the Design

Guidelines is provided in Table B-6 of Appendix B.
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The Design Guidelines are organized around the following approaches:

e Pedestrian-first design

(0]

Guideline 1: Promote a safe, comfortable, and accessible pedestrian experience for

all.

Guideline 2: Carefully incorporate vehicular access such that it does not degrade the

pedestrian experience.

Guideline 3: Design projects to actively engage with streets and public space and

maintain human scale.

e 360-deqgree design

(0]

Guideline 4: Organize and shape projects to recognize and respect surrounding

context.

Guideline 5: Express a clear and coherent architectural idea.

Guideline 6: Provide amenities that support community building and provide an

inviting, comfortable user experience.

Guideline 7: Carefully arrange design elements and uses to protect site users.

e Climate-adapted design

(0]

(0]

Guideline 8: Protect the site’s unique natural resources and features.

Guideline 9: Configure the site layout, building massing and orientation to lower energy

demand and increase the comfort and well-being of users.

Guideline 10: Enhance green features to increase opportunities to capture stormwater

and promote habitat.

The Project design includes widened accessible sidewalks, pedestrian amenities, and well-

designed vehicular access driveways in accordance with the City’s design considerations. The

Project would provide street trees uniformly within the sidewalk to provide overhead shade, as

well as a more comfortable environment for pedestrians. Further, the orientation of the Project

features and active ground floor facilities ensures that the Project actively engages with the street

activity and its surrounding uses. Thus, the Project would align with pedestrian-first design goal.

The Project would provide landscaped areas along 8™ Street and Park View Street, enhancing

the user experience of the Project Site. Further, the overall Project design ensures consistency

with other elements of the architectural vision. Thus, the Project would align with the 360-degree

design goal.
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The Project would also incorporate elements of shade, natural light, and ventilation as
considerations in the building orientation and design. Further, the Project would include trees and
landscaped spaces that allow water to percolate into the ground and offer ecological
enhancements and shaded spaces for community benefits. Thus, the Project would align with the

climate-adapted design goal.

Thus, the Project would be consistent with the Design Guidelines.

Walkability Checklist

City of Los Angeles Walkability Checklist — Guidance for Entitlement Review (LADCP, November
2008) (the Walkability Checklist) serves as a guide for creating improved conditions for pedestrian
passage and contribute to the overall walkability of the City. A detailed analysis of the Project’s
consistency with the Walkability Checklist is provided in Table B-7 of Appendix B. The Walkability

Checklist includes the following topics:

e Sidewalks

e Crosswalks/Street Crossings

o On-Street Parking

o Utilities

e Building Orientation

o Off-Street Parking and Driveways
e On-Site Landscaping

e Building Facade

e Building Signage and Lighting

The Project incorporates many of the recommended strategies applicable to residential
developments, including but not limited to providing continuous and adequate sidewalks along
the Project Site, providing trees and landscape planters to provide adequate shade and habitat
for a more comfortable mobility environment for pedestrians, and designing direct primary
entrances for pedestrians to be ADA accessible. Although the alley along the western boundary
of the Project Site is not utilized as an access point, the concentration of trips that would have

been used at the alley is spread among the three driveways provided on Park View Street and 8™

38



Street, reducing the number of interactions between pedestrians and vehicles at all access points.

Therefore, the Project would be consistent with the Walkability Checklist.

LADOT Transportation Technoloqgy Strateqy — Urban Mobility in a Digital Age

The LADOT transportation technology strategy, based on Urban Mobility in a Digital Age: A

Transportation Technology Strategy for Los Angeles (Ashley Z. Hand, August 2016), is designed

to ensure the City stays on top of emerging transportation technologies as both a regulator and a

transportation service provider. This strategy document includes the following goals:

Data as a Service: Providing and receiving real-time data to improve the City’s ability to
serve transportation needs

Mobility as a Service: Improving the experience of mobility consumers by encouraging
partnerships across different modes and fostering clear communication between
transportation service providers

Infrastructure as a Service: Re-thinking how the City pays for, maintains, and operates
public, physical infrastructure to provide more transparency

LADOT also developed Technology Action Plan (2019) to realize the vision developed in

Transportation Technology Strategy. Key action steps include:

Develop a comprehensive digital inventory of the City’s signs, parking meters, curb paint,
and regulatory tools

Continue to develop and maintain the Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control system

Use active management strategies to dynamically monitor and control things like speed
limits, parking availability, detour routes, etc.

Develop a mobility data specification around which software tools can be developed and
data can be accessed

Develop a transportation tax model that minimizes data collection and retention in favor of
user privacy

The Project does not interfere with any of the general policy recommendations and/or pilot

proposals set forth by this document.
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Mobility Hub Reader’s Guide

Mobility Hubs: A Reader’s Guide (LADCP, 2016) provides guidance for enhancing transportation
connections and multi-modal improvements in proximity to new or existing transit stations. It
specifically focuses on enhancing bicycle connections, providing vehicle sharing services,
improving bus infrastructure, providing real-time transit and wayfinding information, and
enhancing walkability and pedestrian connections.

The Project would implement LAMC-required short-term and long-term bicycle parking that both
facilitates and encourages bicycling in and around the Project. The Project is, therefore,

consistent with Mobility Hubs: A Reader’'s Guide.

LADOT Manual of Policies and Procedures (Design Standards)

Manual of Policies and Procedures (LADOT, December 2008) provides plans and requirements
for traffic infrastructure features in the City, including driveway design and placement guidelines,
loading zones, roadway striping and other markings, signage, on-street parking, crosswalks, and

turn lanes.

The driveway would be designed in accordance with the standards set forth in Manual of Policies
and Procedures. The Project would not interfere with any of the policies and procedures contained
in this document. Additionally, the Project would comply with all applicable LADOT design

standards.

CONSISTENCY

As described above, the Project is consistent with the City documents listed in Table 2.1-1 of the

TAG; therefore, the Project would not result in a significant impact under Threshold T-1.
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CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS

In addition to potential Project-specific impacts, the TAG requires that the Project be reviewed in
combination with nearby Related Projects to determine if there may be a cumulatively significant
impact resulting from inconsistency with a particular program, plan, policy, or ordinance. In
accordance with the TAG, the cumulative analysis must include consideration of any Related
Projects within 0.25 miles of the Project Site and any transportation system improvements in the

vicinity. Related Projects located within 0.25 miles of the Project site are identified in Table 2.

Similar to the Project, the Related Projects would be individually responsible for complying with
relevant plans, programs, ordinances, or policies addressing the circulation system. Thus, the
Project, together with the Related Projects, would not result in cumulative impacts with respect to
consistency with each of the plans, ordinances, or policies reviewed. The Project and the Related
Projects do not interfere with any of the general policy recommendations and/or pilot proposals

and, therefore, there would be no significant Project impact or cumulative impact.
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Section 3B: Threshold T-2.1
Causing Substantial VMT Analysis

Threshold T-2.1 states that a residential project would result in a significant VMT impact if it would
generate household VMT per resident exceeding 15% below the existing average household VMT
per resident for the Area Planning Commission (APC) area in which a project is located. Similarly,
a commercial project would result in a significant VMT impact if it would generate work VMT per
employee exceeding 15% below the existing average work VMT per employee for the APC area

in which the project is located.

The VMT analysis presented below was conducted in accordance with the TAG, which satisfies

State requirements under SB 743.

VMT METHODOLOGY

The following describes the methodology by which vehicle trips and VMT are calculated in City of
Los Angeles VMT Calculator Version 1.3 (LADOT and LADCP, July 2020) (VMT Calculator), as
detailed in City of Los Angeles VMT Calculator Documentation (LADOT and LADCP, May 2020).
LADOT developed the VMT Calculator to estimate project-specific daily household VMT per
resident and daily work VMT per employee for developments within City limits, which are based

on the following types of one-way trips:

e Home-Based Work Production: trips to a workplace destination originating from a
residential use at the Project Site

o Home-Based Other Production: trips to a non-workplace destination (e.g., retail,
restaurant, etc.) originating from a residential use

e Home-Based Work Attraction: trips to a workplace destination at the Project Site
originating from a residential use

As detailed in City of Los Angeles VMT Calculator Documentation, the household VMT per

resident threshold applies to Home-Based Work Production and Home-Based Other Production
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trips, and the work VMT per employee threshold applies to Home-Based Work Attraction trips, as
the location and characteristics of residences and workplaces are often the main drivers of VMT,
as detailed in Appendix 1 of Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA
(Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, December 2018). As noted in the TAG, small-scale
commercial components less than 50,000 sf of larger mixed-use development projects are not
considered for the purposes of identifying significant work VMT impacts, as those trips are

assumed to be local serving and would have a negligible effect on VMT.

Table 2.2-1 of the TAG details the following daily household VMT per resident and daily work

VMT per employee impact criteria for the APC areas:

APC Daily Household Daily Work VMT
VMT per Resident per Employee

Central 6.0 7.6
East LA 7.2 12.7
Harbor 9.2 12.3
North Valley 9.2 15.0
South LA 6.0 11.6
South Valley 9.4 11.6
West LA 7.4 11.1

Source: TAG (LADOT, July 2020)

Other types of trips generated in the VMT Calculator include Non-Home-Based Other Production
(trips to a non-residential destination originating from a non-residential use), Home-Based Other
Attraction (trips to a non-workplace destination originating from a residential use), and Non-Home-
Based Other Attraction (trips to a non-residential destination originating from a non-residential
use). These trip types are not factored into the VMT per capita thresholds as those trips are
typically localized and are assumed to have a negligible effect on the VMT impact assessment.
However, those trips are factored into the calculation of total project VMT for screening purposes

when determining if VMT analysis would be required.
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Travel Behavior Zone (TBZ)

The City developed TBZ categories to determine the magnitude of VMT and vehicle trip
reductions that could be achieved through TDM strategies. As detailed in City of Los Angeles
VMT Calculator Documentation, the development of the TBZs considered the population density,
land use density, intersection density, and proximity to transit of each Census tract in the City and

are categorized as follows:

1. Suburban (Zone 1): Very low-density primarily centered around single-family homes
and minimally connected street network

2. Suburban Center (Zone 2): Low-density developments with a mix of residential and
commercial uses with larger blocks and lower intersection density

3. Compact Infill (Zone 3): Higher density neighborhoods that include multi-story
buildings and well-connected streets

4. Urban (Zone 4): High-density neighborhoods characterized by multi-story buildings
with a dense road network

The VMT Calculator determines a project’'s TBZ based on the latitude and longitude of a project

address.

Mixed-Use Development Methodology

As detailed in City of Los Angeles VMT Calculator Documentation, the VMT Calculator accounts
for the interaction of land uses within a mixed-use development and considers the following

sociodemographic, land use, and built environment factors for a project area:

e The project’s jobs/housing balance

e Land use density of the project

e Transportation network connectivity

¢ Availability of and proximity to transit

e Proximity to retail and other destinations
e Vehicle ownership rates

e Household size
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VMT
The VMT Calculator determines a project’'s VMT based on trip length information from the City’s
Travel Demand Forecasting Model, which considers the traffic analysis zone where a project is
located to determine the trip length and trip type, which factor into the calculation of a project’s
VMT.

Population and Employment Assumptions

As previously stated, the VMT thresholds identified in the TAG are based on household VMT per
resident and work VMT per employee. Thus, the VMT Calculator contains population assumptions
developed based on Census data for the City and employment assumptions derived from multiple
data sources, including 2012 Developer Fee Justification Study (Los Angeles Unified School
District, 2012), Trip Generation Manual, 9™ Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012),
the San Diego Association of Governments Activity Based Model, the United States Department
of Energy, and other modeling resources. A summary of population and employment assumptions

for various land uses is provided in Table 1 of City of Los Angeles VMT Calculator Documentation.

TDM Measures

Additionally, the VMT Calculator measures the reduction in VMT resulting from a project’s
incorporation of TDM strategies as project design features or mitigation measures. The following

seven categories of TDM strategies are included in the VMT Calculator:

Parking

Transit

Education and Encouragement
Commute Trip Reductions
Shared Mobility

Bicycle Infrastructure

N o o bk~ w0 b=

Neighborhood Enhancement
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TDM strategies within each of these categories have been empirically demonstrated to reduce
trip-making or mode choice in such a way as to reduce VMT, as documented in Quantifying
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (California Air Pollution Control Officers Association,
2010).

PROJECT VMT ANALYSIS

The VMT Calculator was used to evaluate Project VMT for comparison to the VMT impact criteria.
Based on guidance from the City, the VMT Calculator was modeled for the Project’s land uses

and their respective sizes as the primary input.

The following assumptions were identified in the VMT Calculator:

e APC: Central
0 Household VMT Impact Threshold: 6.0
o Work VMT Impact Threshold: N/A

e TBZ: Urban
o Maximum VMT Reduction: 75%

The VMT analysis results based on the VMT Calculator are summarized in Table 3. Detailed
output from the VMT Calculator is provided in Appendix D. The Project includes small-scale
commercial components less than 50,000 sf of larger mixed-use development. Therefore, as
noted in the TAG, the commercial component of the Project is not considered for the purposes of
identifying significant work VMT impacts, as those trips are assumed to be local serving and would

have a negligible effect on VMT.

Project VMT

The Project incorporates several design features which include measures to reduce the number
of single occupancy vehicle trips to the Project Site. For the purposes of this analysis, the following

Project design features were accounted for in the VMT evaluation:
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o Reduced parking supply

e Bike parking per LAMC, including short-term and long-term parking facilities

As shown in Table 3, the VMT Calculator estimates that the Project would generate 2,237 daily
household VMT and have a resident population of 619. Thus, the Project would generate an
average VMT per resident of 3.6. The average household VMT per resident would not exceed the
Central APC significant household VMT impact threshold of 6.0, and therefore, the overall Project

would not result in a significant VMT impact and no mitigation measures would be required.

The VMT Calculator also estimates that the Project would generate 47 daily work VMT with a
population of 12 employees, equating to a work VMT per employee of approximately 3.8, well
below the significance threshold of 7.6. However, the VMT Calculator does not provide VMT
analysis results for such a small number of daily employee trips, indicating that the work VMT

impact would be less than significant.

The detailed output from the VMT Calculator is provided in Appendix C.

CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS

Cumulative effects of development projects are determined based on the consistency with the air
quality and GHG reduction goals of 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (Southern California Association of Governments, Adopted April 2016)
(RTP/SCS) in terms of development location, density, and intensity. The RTP/SCS presents a
long-term vision for the region’s transportation system through Year 2040 and balances the

region’s future mobility and housing needs with economic, environmental, and public health goals.

As detailed in the TAG, for projects that do not demonstrate a project impact by applying an
efficiency-based impact threshold (i.e., household VMT per resident or work VMT per employee)
in the project impact analysis, a less than significant impact conclusion is sufficient in
demonstrating there is no cumulative VMT impact, as those projects are already shown to align

with the long-term VMT and greenhouse gas goals of the RTP/SCS.
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This Project would not result in a significant VMT impact, as described above. Therefore, the
Project is consistent with the goals of the RTP/SCS and would not result in a cumulative VMT

impact under Threshold T-2.1, and no further evaluation or mitigation measures would be
required.
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TABLE 3
VMT ANALYSIS SUMMARY

Project Land Use Information

Multi-Family Housing 237 dwelling units
Affordable Housing - Family 27 dwelling units
Retail 5,982 sf

Project Site Characteristics

Project Area Planning Commission Central
Travel Behavior Zone [a] Urban
Maximum Allowable VMT Reduction 75%

VMT Analysis [b]

Daily Vehicle Trips 934
Daily VMT 5,992
Daily Household VMT 2,237
Resident Population 619
Household VMT per Capita [c] 3.6
Impact Threshold 6.0
Significant Impact NO
Daily Work VMT 47
Employee Population 12
Work VMT per Employee [d] n/a
Impact Threshold 7.6
Significant Impact n/a
Notes:

[a] An"Urban" TBZ is characterized in City of Los Angeles VMT Calculator Documentation
(LADOT and DCP, May 2020) as high-density neighborhoods characterized by
multi-story buildings with a dense road network.

[b] The following Project design features were accounted for in the VMT evaluation:

- Reduced parking supply
- Include bike parking per LAMC, including short-term and long-term parking facilities
[c] Based on home-based production trips only (see Appendix D, Report 4).
[d] The VMT Calculator did not provide VMT analysis results for work VMT because the
Project generates too few employee trips.
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Section 3C: Threshold T-2.2

Substantially Inducing Additional Automobile Travel Analysis

The intent of Threshold T-2.2 is to assess whether a transportation project would induce substantial
VMT, such as the addition of through traffic lanes on existing or new highways, including general
purpose lanes, high-occupancy vehicle lanes, peak period lanes, auxiliary lanes, and lanes through

grade-separated interchanges.
The Project does not propose a transportation project that would induce automobile travel.

Therefore, the Project would not result in a significant impact under Threshold T-2.2 and further

evaluation is not required.
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Section 3D: Threshold T-3

Substantially Increasing Hazards Due to a
Geometric Design Feature or Incompatible Use Analysis

Evaluation is required under Threshold T-3 for projects that propose new access points or
modifications along the public right-of-way (i.e., street dedications). A review of Project access
points, internal circulation, and parking access would determine if the Project would substantially
increase hazards due to geometric design features, including safety, operational, or capacity

impacts.

Residential vehicular access to the parking garage would be provided via two driveways on Park
View Street, a designated Local Street. Commercial vehicular access serving the nine vehicular
parking spaces would be provided via one driveway, accommodating right-turn ingress and
egress movements only, on 8" Street, a designated Avenue Il. The Project would maintain the

designated roadway width requirements as indicated in the Mobility Plan.

No additional access points or excessive driveway widening are proposed. No unusual or new
obstacles are presented in the design that would be considered hazardous to motorized vehicles,
non-motorized vehicles, or pedestrians. The driveway designs do not present significant safety
issues regarding traffic/pedestrian conflicts or to the loading zone across the street on Park View
Street. The driveways would be designed according to LADOT standards and will be reviewed by

the City Bureau of Engineering during site plan review.

Street dedications along Park View Street would be required to meet City standards. In
compliance with such requirements, the Project would provide a three-foot dedication along 8"
Street and a six-foot dedication along Park View Street and widen the sidewalks to meet Mobility

Plan standards.
Based on the site plan review and design assumptions, the Project does not present any

geometric design hazards related to traffic movement, mobility, or pedestrian accessibility, and is

considered less than significant.

51



CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS

In addition to potential Project-specific impacts, the TAG requires that the Project be reviewed in
combination with Related Projects with access points along the same block as the proposed
project to determine if there may be a cumulatively significant impact. There are currently no
identified Related Projects proposed with access points along the same block of the Project.
Therefore, the Project would not result in cumulative impacts that would substantially increase

hazards due to geometric design features, including safety, operational, or capacity impacts.

52



Section 3E

Caltrans Analysis

In May 2020, LADOT issued the City Freeway Guidance identifying City requirements for a CEQA

safety analysis of Caltrans facilities as part of a transportation assessment.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

The City Freeway Guidance relates to the identification of potential safety impacts at freeway off-
ramps as a result of increased traffic from development projects. It provides a methodology and
significance criteria for assessing whether additional vehicle queueing at off-ramps could result in
a safety impact due to speed differentials between the mainline freeway lanes and the queued

vehicles at the off-ramp.

Based on the City Freeway Guidance, a transportation assessment for a development project
must include analysis of any freeway off-ramp where the project adds 25 or more peak hour trips.
The project would result in a significant impact at such a ramp if each of the following three criteria

were met:

1. Under a scenario analyzing future conditions upon project buildout, with project traffic
included, the off-ramp queue would extend to the mainline freeway lanes?.

2. Based on the 95" percentile queue length using Synchro or a comparable Highway
Capacity Manual analysis methodology, the project would contribute at least two vehicle
lengths (50 feet, assuming 25 feet per vehicle) to the queue.

3. The average speed of mainline freeway traffic adjacent to the off-ramp during the analyzed
peak hour(s) is greater than 30 mph.

3 The entire ramp length from the stop line to the gore point is defined as the length of the ramp. If an auxiliary lane is
provided on the freeway, then half the length of the auxiliary lane is added to the ramp storage length.
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Should a significant impact be identified, mitigation measures to be considered include TDM
measures to reduce a project’s trip generation, investments in active transportation or transit
system infrastructure to reduce a project’s trip generation, changes to the traffic signal
timing/phasing or lane assignments at the ramp intersection, or physical changes to the off-ramp.
Any physical change to the ramp would have to improve safety, not induce greater VMT, and not

result in secondary environmental impacts.

CALTRANS ANALYSIS

Based on the Project’s trip generation estimate and traffic distribution pattern detailed in Chapter
4, which were reviewed and approved by LADOT as part of the Project's MOU, the Project
would not add 25 or more peak hour trips any Caltrans off-ramps. The Project consists of 264
residential units, where most residents are assumed to work in and commute locally to
Downtown Los Angeles (approximately 1.0 miles east of the Project Site) via 7" Street and 8"
Street.

Based on the Project’s trip generation estimates described further in Chapter 4, even if all inbound
Project traffic coming from the east on 8" Street utilized the nearest Caltrans off-ramp at 8™ Street
and SR 110, approximately 0.90 miles east of the Project, the number of Project trips during the
afternoon peak hour would be approximately 16 trips and would not meet the 25 peak hour trip
threshold. Therefore, the Project would not add 25 or more peak hour trips to any Caltrans off-

ramps and would not result in any significant safety impacts.
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Chapter 4
Non-CEQA Transportation Analysis

Section 3 of the TAG provides guidance for preparing additional transportation analyses beyond
those required by CEQA. These non-CEQA analyses focus on the localized effects of traffic from
construction and operation of the Project on pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and vehicular circulation

and safety.
The following sections are included in this transportation assessment:

e Section 4A: Project Traffic

o Section 4B: Project Access, Safety, and Circulation Assessment
e Section 4C: Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Assessment

e Section 4D: Operational Evaluation

e Section 4E: Residential Street Cut-Through Analysis

e Section 4F: Construction Traffic Evaluation

e Section 4G: Parking
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Section 4A

Project Traffic

Trip generation estimates, trip distribution patterns and trip assignments were prepared for the

Project. These components form the basis of the Project’s traffic analysis.

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION

The number of peak hour trips expected to be generated by the Project was estimated using rates
published in Trip Generation Manual, 10" Edition. For the purposes of this assessment, the trip
generation rates for multi-family residential (mid-rise) and general retail uses were utilized to
develop the trip generation estimates for the residential and commercial components of the
Project, respectively. These rates are based on surveys of similar land uses at sites around the
country and are provided as both daily rates and morning and afternoon peak hour rates. They
relate the number of vehicle trips traveling to and from the Project Site to the size of each land

use component.

Appropriate trip generation reductions to account for public transit usage/walking arrivals, internal
capture, and pass-by trips were made in consultation with LADOT. The Project site is located
within 0.25 miles of Metro Local Bus stops (Line 66 and Lines 51/52/351); therefore, a 10%
transit/walk-in adjustment was applied to trip estimates to account for transit usage and walk-in
arrivals from surrounding neighborhoods and adjacent commercial developments. A 5% internal
capture adjustment was applied to the commercial trip generation estimates to account for person
trips made between the different uses within the Project that do not result in an additional vehicle
trip. Additionally, a 50% pass-by adjustment was applied to the commercial trip generation
estimates to account for trips made to the Project as an intermediate stop from a separate

origin/destination along the same route.
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After accounting for the adjustments above, the Project is anticipated to generate 87 new morning
peak hour trips (23 inbound, 64 outbound) and 114 new afternoon peak hour trips (69 inbound,

45 outbound), as shown in Table 4.

PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION

The geographic distribution of trips generated by the Project is dependent on the location of
residential and commercial centers from which employees and guests of the Project would be
drawn, characteristics of the street system serving the Project Site, and the level of accessibility of
the routes serving the Project Site, existing intersection traffic volumes, the Project access

provisions and circulation scheme, as well as input from LADOT staff.

The intersection-level trip distribution for the Project is shown in Figure 13A for the residential
component and Figure 13B for the commercial component. Generally, the regional pattern is as

follows:

e 20% to/from the north
e 20% to/from the south
e 35% to/from the east

o 25% to/from the west
PROJECT TRIP ASSIGNMENT
The Project trip generation estimates summarized in Table 4 and the trip distribution patterns shown
in Figures 13A/13B were used to assign the Project-generated traffic through the study

intersections. Figure 14 illustrates the Project-only traffic volumes at the study intersections during

typical weekday morning and afternoon peak hours.
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TABLE 4
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES

ITE Morning Peak Hour Afternoon Peak Hour
Land Use Land Rate or Size
Use In Out Total In Out Total
Trip Generation Rates [a]
Multi-Family Housing (Mid-Rise) 221 per du 26% 74% 0.36 61% 39% 0.44
Shopping Center 820 per 1,000 sf 62% 38% 0.94 48% 52% 3.81
Trip Generation Estimates
Multi-Family Housing (Mid-Rise) [b] 221 264 du 25 70 95 71 45 116
Transit/Walk Adjustment - 10% |[c] 3) (7 (10) @) (5) (12)
Retail 820 5,982 sf 4 2 6 11 12 23
Internal Capture - 5% [d] 0 0 0 0 (2) (2)
Transit/Walk Adjustment - 10% |[c] (2) 0 (1) (2) Q) (2)
Pass-By Adjustment - 50% [e] (2) (2) 3) (5) (5) (10)
TOTAL - PROPOSED PROJECT 23 64 87 69 45 114

Notes:
du = dwelling unit; sf = square feet.
[a] Trip generation rates are from Trip Generation, 10th Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2017).
[b] Of the 264 residential units, 27 units would be income-restricted units and 237 units would be market-rate residential units.

[c] Transit/walk adjustment of up to 10% is allowed for developments adjacent to a Metro bus stop (the site is adjacent to stops for Metro Line 66).

[d] Internal capture adjustments account for person trips made between different components of a mixed-use development without using a
vehicle.
[e] Per LADOT's Transportation Assessment Guidelines, pass-by adjustment of 50% is allowed for retail space.




Section 4B

Project Access, Safety, and Circulation Assessment

This section summarizes Project Site access, safety, and circulation in accordance with TAG
Section 3.3.

VEHICLES

The proposed circulation plan for the Project, illustrated in Figure 1, shows residential vehicular
access to the parking garage via two full-access driveways on Park View Street and commercial
vehicular access via one driveway, accommodating right-turn ingress and egress movements
only, on 8™ Street. The driveways would be constructed to meet the applicable City standards.
Adequate reservoir and maneuvering space would be provided within the parking garage and
from the back of sidewalk to control potential vehicle encroachment and queuing into public right-

of-way.

Thus, the vehicular access and circulation system would be adequate to serve the Project site

and is not anticipated to affect traffic flow on the adjacent public streets.

PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLES

Pedestrian access to the Project Site would be provided from the residential lobby and retail
entrances on 8™ Street. The Project access locations would be designed to provide adequate
sight distance, sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian movement controls that meet the City’s
requirements to protect pedestrian safety. The design does not locate street trees or other
potential impediments in the sidewalk that would affect sight distance and visibility. Pedestrian

entrances would provide access from the adjacent streets and parking facilities.
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Residents, employees, and visitors arriving by bicycle would have the same access opportunities
as pedestrian visitors. As discussed in Chapter 2, Class Il bicycle lanes are currently provided
along 7t Street. In order to facilitate bicycle use, short-term and long-term bicycle parking spaces

would be provided, consistent with LAMC Section 12.21 A16.
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Section 4C

Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Assessment

This section assesses the Project’s potential effect on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities in

the vicinity of the Project Site.

Factors to consider when assessing a project’s potential effect on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit

facilities, include the following:

¢ Would the project directly or indirectly result in a permanent removal or modification that
would lead to the degradation of pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facilities?

o Would a project intensify use of existing pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facilities?

PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLES

The Project would not directly or indirectly result in a permanent removal or modification that
would lead to the degradation of pedestrian or bicycle facilities. Although the Project may intensify
use of existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities, the Project would provide adequate measures to

ensure the safety of those accessing the site and utilizing the street system surrounding it.

TRANSIT

As detailed in Chapter 2 and illustrated in Figure 6, there are several transit stops within the Study

Area. The Project area is served by bus and rail lines operated by Metro.

In addition to the bus lines that provide service within the Project Site vicinity, the Metro B and D
Line subways operates near the Study Area. The Metro B Line runs between North Hollywood
and downtown Los Angeles, connecting with the Metro G Line (formerly the Orange Line) in North
Hollywood, the Metro D Line (formerly the Purple Line) at Wilshire Boulevard, the Metro A Line

(formerly the Blue Line) and Metro E Line (formerly the Expo Line) in downtown Los Angeles, and
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the Metro L Line (formerly the Gold Line) at Union Station. In the Project vicinity, the Metro B and
D Line have a station on Alvarado Street between Wilshire Boulevard and 7" Street,

approximately 0.30 miles from the Project Site.

Although the Project (and other Related Projects) will cumulatively add transit ridership, the
Project Site, the Study Area, and Westlake/MacArthur Park area are served by many transit
options. Table 1 summarizes the transit lines operating in the Study Area for each of the service

providers in the region, the type of service (peak vs. off-peak, express vs. local), and frequency
of service.
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Section 4D

Operational Evaluation

This section provides a quantitative evaluation of the Project’s access and circulation operations,
including the anticipated LOS at the study intersections and anticipated traffic queues.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Intersection operations were evaluated for typical weekday morning (7:00 AM to 10:00 AM) and
afternoon (3:00 PM to 6:00 PM) peak periods. A total of two intersections, one signalized and one
unsignalized, were selected for detailed transportation analysis as shown in Figure 2.

The following traffic conditions were developed and analyzed as part of this study:

e Existing Conditions: The analysis of existing traffic conditions provides a basis for the
assessment of future traffic conditions.

e Existing with Project Conditions: This analysis condition projects the potential intersection
operating conditions that could be expected if the Project were built under existing
conditions.

o Future without Project Conditions (Year 2022): This analysis condition estimates the
potential intersection operating conditions that could be expected as a result of regional
growth and cumulative project traffic in the Study Area by Year 2022.

e Future with Project Conditions (Year 2022): This analysis condition estimates the potential
intersection operating conditions that could be expected if the Project were occupied in
the projected buildout year. In this analysis, the Project-generated traffic is added to Future
without Project Conditions (Year 2022).

Operational Evaluation

In accordance with the TAG, the intersection delay and queue analyses for the operational

evaluation were conducted using the Highway Capacity Manual, 6" Edition (Transportation
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Research Board, 2016) (HCM) methodology, which was implemented using Synchro software
and signal timing worksheets from the City. The HCM signalized methodology calculates the
average delay, in seconds, for each vehicle passing through the intersections, while the HCM
unsignalized methodology calculates the control delay, in seconds, for individual approaches of
an intersection. Table 5 presents a description of the LOS categories, which range from excellent,
nearly free-flow traffic at LOS A, to congested, stop-and-go conditions at LOS F, for signalized
and unsignalized intersections. Additionally, the HCM methodology estimates 85" percentile
queue lengths for signalized intersections and 95" percentile queue lengths for unsignalized
intersections, in feet, for each approach lane. Detailed LOS calculation worksheets are provided

in Appendix D.

OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS

Existing with Project Conditions

The Project-only morning and afternoon peak hour traffic volumes described in Section 4A and
shown in Figure 14 were added to the Existing morning and afternoon peak hour traffic volumes
shown in Figure 8. The resulting volumes are illustrated in Figure 15 and represent Existing with

Project Conditions, assuming Project operation under Existing Conditions.

Table 6 summarizes the weekday morning and afternoon peak hour LOS results for each of the
study intersections under Existing and Existing with Project Conditions. As shown in Table 6, the
two study intersections would operate at LOS C or better during both the morning and afternoon
peak hours under Existing and Existing with Project Conditions. Because LOS C is an acceptable
operating condition and the Project minimally affects vehicle delay, no improvements are

recommended.

Future with Project Conditions

All future cumulative traffic growth (i.e., ambient and Related Project traffic growth) and
transportation infrastructure improvements described in Chapter 2 are incorporated into this

analysis.
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The Project-only morning and afternoon peak hour traffic volumes described in Section 4A and
shown in Figure 14 were added to the Future without Project Conditions (Year 2022) morning and
afternoon peak hour traffic volumes shown in Figure 11. The resulting volumes are illustrated in
Figure 16 and represent Future with Project Conditions after development of the Project in Year
2022.

Table 7 summarizes the results of the Future without Project (Year 2022) and Future with Project
Conditions during the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours for the two study intersections.
As shown in Table 7, the two study intersections would continue to operate at LOS C or better
during both the morning and afternoon peak hours under Future without Project (Year 2022) and
Future with Project (Year 2022) Conditions. Because LOS C is an acceptable operating condition

and the Project minimally affects vehicle delay, no improvements are recommended.

INTERSECTION QUEUING ANALYSIS

The study intersections were also analyzed to determine whether the lengths of intersection

turning lanes could accommodate vehicle queue lengths.

The queue lengths were estimated using Synchro software, which reports the 85" percentile
queue length, in feet, for each approach lane. The reported queues are calculated using the HCM
signalized and unsignalized intersection methodology.

Queue lengths generated at both study intersections would not reach the backs of the turn
pockets; therefore, the lengths of the intersection turning lanes can accommodate the vehicle

queuing.

Detailed queuing analysis worksheets are provided in Appendix D.

SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSIS OF INTERSECTION #1

As described in Chapter 2, Intersection #1 could be improved with a flashing red stop sign, which

would change the intersection from two-way stop-control (where only traffic on Park View Street
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is stopped) to all-way stop-control, where traffic on 7" Street is also stopped. While information
regarding the timing of this improvement was not available, a supplemental analysis was
conducted of the intersection under future year scenarios assuming it were all-way stop-

controlled.

The results of this analysis are shown in Table 8. As shown, the intersection would operate at
LOS B during the morning peak hour and LOS C during the afternoon peak hour under Future
without Project Conditions and at LOS C during both peak hours under Future with Project
Conditions. This is an acceptable operation, and the Project’s effect on average vehicular delay

would be minimal.
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TABLE 5

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS

Delay [a]
Level of Description i i i i
Service p Slgnallged Un5|gnal'|zed
Intersections Intersections
EXCELLENT. No vehicle waits longer than one red light and no
A ) <10 <10
approach phase is fully used.
VERY GOOD. An occasional approach phase is fully utilized;
B many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted within groups of >10and <20 >10and <15
vehicles.
c GOOD. _Occ.asmnally drivers may have t_o wait tr_wrough more than > 20 and < 35 > 15 and < 25
one red light; backups may develop behind turning vehicles.
FAIR. Delays may be substantial during portions of the rush
D hours, but enough lower volume periods occur to permit clearing >35and <55 >25and <35
of developing lines, preventing excessive backups.
POOR. Represents the most vehicles intersection approaches
E can accommodate; may be long lines of waiting vehicles through >55and < 80 >35and <50
several signal cycles.
FAILURE. Backups from nearby locations or on cross streets may
restrict or prevent movement of vehicles out of the intersection
F . . : . >80 > 50
approaches. Tremendous delays with continuously increasing
queue lengths.
Notes:

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 6th Edition (Transportation Research Board, 2016).

[a] Measured in seconds.
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EXISTING WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS (YEAR 2020)
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE

TABLE 6

Existing Conditions

Existing with Project

No. | Intersection Peak Hour Conditions
Delay LOS Delay LOS
1. Park View Street & AM 15.3 C 15.5 C
[a] 7th Street PM 16.7 C 17.3 C
2. Park View Street & AM 18.5 B 18.4 B
8th Street PM 18.0 B 18.1 B

Notes:

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle

[a] Intersection operates as a two-way stop-controlled intersection. Delay reported is worst approach

delay.
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FUTURE WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS (YEAR 2022)
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE

TABLE 7

Future without Project

Future with Project

No. | Intersection Peak Hour Conditions Conditions
Delay LOS Delay LOS
1. Park View Street & AM 16.4 C 16.6 C
[a] 7th Street PM 18.1 C 19.0 C
2. Park View Street & AM 19.5 B 19.4 B
8th Street PM 19.0 B 19.1 B

Notes:

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle

[a] Intersection operates as a two-way stop-controlled intersection. Delay reported is worst approach

delay.

74



TABLE 8
ALL-WAY STOP-CONTROLLED SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSIS

PARK VIEW STREET & 7TH STREET

Future without Project Future with Project
No. | Intersection Peak Hour Conditions Conditions
Delay LOS Delay LOS
1. Park View Street & AM 14.8 B 15.4 C
[a] 7th Street PM 15.6 Cc 16.7 Cc
Notes:

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle

[a] Intersection operates as an all-way stop-controlled intersection as a planned Vision Zero safety

improvement. Delay reported is based on average delay.
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Section 4E
Residential Street Cut-Through Analysis

This section summarizes the residential street cut-through analysis for the Project. The residential
street cut-through analysis determines potential increases in average daily traffic volumes on
designated Local Streets, as classified in the Mobility Plan, that can be identified as cut-through
trips generated by the Project and that can adversely affect the character and function of those

streets.

Section 3.5.2 of the TAG provides a list of questions and conditions to assess whether the Project

would negatively affect residential streets:

e Would the project generate a net increase of 250 or more daily vehicle trips?;

o Does the land use project include a discretionary action that would be under review by the
Department of City Planning?;

o The project is located along a currently congested Boulevard or Avenue and adds trips that
may lead to trip diversion to parallel routes along residential Local Streets;

e The project is projected to add a substantial amount of automobile traffic to the congested
Boulevard(s), Avenue(s), or Collector(s) that could potentially cause a shift to alternative
route(s); and

¢ Nearby local residential street(s) provide motorists with a viable alternative route.
The Project is not projected to lead to trip diversion along residential Local Streets, nor is the Project
projected to add a substantial amount of automobile traffic to congested Arterial Streets that could

potentially cause a shift to residential Local Streets. Thus, the Project is not required to conduct a

Local Residential Street Cut-Through Analysis.
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Section 4F

Construction Traffic Evaluation

This section summarizes the construction schedule and construction traffic evaluation for the
Project. The construction evaluation relates to the temporary loss of access or infrastructure that
may result from the construction activities associated with the Project and was performed in
accordance with Section 3.4 of the TAG.

CONSTRUCTION EVALUATION CRITERIA

Section 3.4.3 of the TAG identifies three types of in-street construction effects that require further
analysis to assess the effects of Project construction on the existing pedestrian, bicycle, transit,
or vehicle circulation. The three types of effects and related populations are:

1. Temporary transportation constraints — potential effects on the transportation system

2. Temporary loss of access — potential effects on visitors entering and leaving sites

3. Temporary loss of bus stops or rerouting of bus lines — potential effects on bus travelers
The factors used to determine the severity of a project’s effects involve the likelihood and extent
to which an impact might occur, the potential inconvenience caused to users of the transportation
system, and consideration for public safety. Construction activities could potentially interfere with
pedestrian, bicycle, transit, or vehicle circulation and accessibility to adjoining areas. As detailed

in Section 3.4.4 of the TAG, the proposed construction plans should be reviewed to determine

whether construction activities would require any of the following actions:

e Street, sidewalk, or lane closures

e Block existing vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian access along a street or to parcels fronting
the street

¢ Modification of access to transit stations, stops, or facilities during revenue hours
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e Closure or movement of an existing bus stop or rerouting of an existing bus line

e Creation of transportation hazards

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

The Project is anticipated to be constructed over a period of approximately 24 months, with an
anticipated completion in Year 2022. The construction period would include sub-phases of site
demolition, excavation and grading, foundations, and building construction. Peak haul truck
activity occurs during demolition, and peak worker activity occurs during building construction.

These two sub-phases of construction were studied in greater detail.

EXCAVATION AND GRADING PHASE

The peak period of truck activity during construction of the Project would occur during the

excavation and grading of the Project Site.

Haul trucks would travel on approved truck routes designated within the City. Given the Project
Site’s proximity to I1-10 and SR 110, haul truck traffic would take the most direct route to the
appropriate freeway ramps and avoid routes that do not allow heavy truck traffic. The haul route

will be reviewed and approved by the City.

Based on projections compiled for the Project, approximately 18,000 cubic yards of material would
be removed from the Project Site and would require up to 43 haul trucks per day. Thus, up to 86
daily haul truck trips (43 inbound, 43 outbound) are forecast to occur during the demolition period,
with approximately 12 trips per hour (six inbound, six outbound) uniformly over a typical eight-

hour workday.

Transportation Research Circular No. 212, Interim Materials on Highway Capacity (Transportation
Research Board, 1980) defines passenger car equivalency (PCE) for a vehicle as the number of
through moving passenger cars to which it is equivalent based on the vehicle’s headway and
delay-creating effects. Table 8 of Transportation Research Circular No. 212 and Exhibit 12-25 of
the HCM suggest a PCE of 2.0 for trucks. Assuming a PCE factor of 2.0, the 86 truck trips would
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be equivalent to 172 daily PCE trips. The truck trips would be equivalent to 24 PCE trips (12

inbound, 12 outbound) per hour.

In addition, a maximum of 10 construction workers would work at the Project Site during this
phase. Assuming minimal carpooling amongst those workers, an average vehicle occupancy
(AVO) of 1.135 persons per vehicle was applied, as provided in CEQA Air Quality Handbook
(South Coast Air Quality Management District, 1993). Therefore, 10 workers would result in a total

of 20 vehicle trips (10 inbound, 10 outbound) on a daily basis.

With implementation of the Construction Management Plan, it is anticipated that almost all haul
truck activity to and from the Project Site would occur outside of the morning and afternoon peak
hours. In addition, as discussed in more detail in the following section, worker trips to and from
the Project Site would also occur outside of the peak hours. Therefore, no peak hour construction

traffic effects are expected during the demolition phase of construction.

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION PHASE

The traffic effects associated with construction workers depends on the number of construction
workers employed during various phases of construction, as well as the travel mode and travel
time of the workers. In general, the hours of construction typically require workers to be on-site
before the weekday morning commuter peak period and allow them to leave before or after the
afternoon commuter peak period (i.e., arrive at the site prior to 7:00 AM and depart before 4:00
PM or after 6:00 PM). Therefore, most, if not all, construction worker trips would occur outside of

the typical weekday commuter peak periods.

According to construction projections prepared for the Project, the building subphase of
construction would employ the most construction workers, with a maximum of 30 workers per day
for all components of the building (i.e., framing, plumbing, elevators, inspections, finishing).
However, since the different building components would not be constructed or installed
simultaneously, this cumulative estimate likely overstates the number of workers that would be
expected on the peak construction day. Furthermore, on most of the estimated workdays to

complete the Project, there would be far fewer workers than on the peak day. Therefore, the
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estimate of 30 workers per day used for the purposes of this analysis represents a very

conservative estimate.

Assuming an AVO of 1.135 persons per vehicle, 30 workers would result in a total of 27 vehicles
that would arrive and depart from the Project Site each day. The estimated number of daily trips
associated with the construction workers is approximately 54 (27 inbound and 27 outbound trips),

but nearly all of those trips would occur outside of the peak hours, as described above.

POTENTIAL EFFECTS ON ACCESS, TRANSIT, AND PARKING

Project construction is not expected to create hazards for roadway travelers, bus riders, or
parkers, so long as commonly practiced safety procedures for construction are followed. Such
procedures and other measures (e.g., to address temporary traffic control, lane closures, sidewalk
closures, etc.) will be incorporated into the Construction Management Plan. The construction-
related effects on access and transit are anticipated to be minimal, and the implementation of the

Construction Management Plan described below would further reduce those effects.

Construction activities are expected to be primarily contained within the Project Site boundaries.
Project construction is not anticipated to encroach into the public right-of-way (e.g., sidewalk and
roadways) adjacent to the Project Site; however, if any temporary encroachment were to occur,
temporary traffic controls would be provided to direct traffic around any closures as required in
the Construction Management Plan. The private alley adjacent to the northern boundary of the
Project is expected to be used throughout the construction period for equipment staging, concrete
pumping, etc. Travel lanes would be maintained in each direction on 8" Street and Park View

Street throughout the construction period and emergency access would not be impeded.

During construction, parking for construction workers will not be provided until the completion of
the underground parking garage. Until completion of the underground parking, workers will most
likely park on the surrounding local streets in publicly accessible street parking, including along
Park View Street. As noted previously, there would be up to 27 worker vehicles parking in the
vicinity, which would temporarily reduce the availability of on-street parking during working hours

throughout the construction period.
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The use of the public right-of-way along 8" Street may require temporary rerouting of pedestrian
traffic as the sidewalks fronting the Project Site would be closed. The Construction Management
Plan would include measures to ensure pedestrian safety along the affected sidewalks and
temporary walkways (e.g., use of directional signage, maintaining continuous and unobstructed

pedestrian paths, and/or providing overhead covering).

There are no existing bus routes adjacent to the Project Site along Park View Street. Metro Route
66 runs along the southern boundary of the Project Site on 8" Street and has an existing bus stop
located in front of the Project Site. The bus stop will be maintained to the extent feasible during

construction or temporarily relocated consistent with the needs of Metro Bus Operations.

Project construction is not expected to create hazards for drivers, bicyclists, or pedestrians as
long as commonly practiced safety procedures for construction are followed. Such procedures
and other measures (e.g., to address temporary traffic control, lane closures, sidewalk closures,
etc.) have been incorporated into the Construction Management Plan. The construction-related
effects associated with access, transit, and parking are anticipated to be minimal, and the
implementation of the Construction Management Plan described below would further reduce

those effects.

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT PLAN

A detailed Construction Management Plan, including street closure information, a detour plan, haul
routes, and a staging plan, would be prepared and submitted to the City for review and approval,
prior to commencing construction. The Construction Management Plan would formalize how
construction would be carried out and identify specific actions that would be required to reduce
effects on the surrounding community. The Construction Management Plan shall be based on the
nature and timing of the specific construction activities and other projects in the vicinity of the Project

Site, and shall include, but not be limited to, the following elements, as appropriate:

e Advance, bilingual notification of adjacent property owners and occupants of upcoming
construction activities, including durations and daily hours of operation

o Temporary pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular traffic controls during all construction activities
adjacent to 8™ Street and Park View Street, to ensure traffic safety on public rights of way
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e Temporary traffic control during all construction activities adjacent to public rights-of-way to
improve traffic flow on public roadways (e.g., flag men)

e Scheduling of construction activities to reduce the effect on traffic flow on surrounding
Arterial Streets

e Containment of construction activity within the Project Site boundaries, to the extent feasible

o Safety precautions for pedestrians and bicyclists through such measures as alternate
routing and protection barriers shall be implemented as appropriate

o Safety precautions for pedestrians and bicyclists through such measures as alternate
routing and protection barriers shall be implemented as appropriate, including along all
identified Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) pedestrian routes to nearby schools

e Scheduling of construction-related deliveries, haul trips, etc., to occur outside the
commuter peak hours, so as to not impede school drop-off and pick-up activities and
students using LAUSD’s identified pedestrian routes to nearby schools

e Prohibition of haul truck staging on any streets adjacent to the Project, unless specifically
approved as a condition of an approved haul route

e Spacing of trucks so as to discourage a convoy effect

o Sufficient dampening of the construction area to control dust caused by grading and
hauling and reasonable control at all times of dust caused by wind

¢ Maintenance of a log, available on the job site at all times, documenting the dates of
hauling and the number of trips (i.e., trucks) per day

¢ Identification of a construction manager and provision of a telephone number for any
inquiries or complaints from residents regarding construction activities. The telephone
number shall be posted at the site readily visible to any interested party during site
preparation, grading, and construction

It is likely that Construction Management Plans would also be submitted for City approval by the
Related Projects prior to the start of construction activities. As part of the LADOT and/or Los
Angeles Department of Building and Safety established review process of Construction
Management Plans, potential overlapping construction activities and proposed haul routes would
be reviewed to minimize the effects of cumulative construction activities on any particular

roadway.
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Section 4G
Parking

This section provides an analysis of the proposed parking and the potential parking impacts of

the Project.

PARKING SUPPLY

All Project parking would be provided on-site. The Project would provide a total of 235 automobile
spaces (226 spaces for residential uses and nine spaces for commercial uses) and 165 bicycle
spaces (145 long-term spaces and 20 short-term spaces) in a parking garage with one at-grade

level and one subterranean level.

VEHICLE PARKING CODE REQUIREMENTS

The LAMC details City parking requirements for new developments. Table 9 summarizes the
Project's standard code parking requirement based on the Project's anticipated mix of
residential units and retail space by applying rates from LAMC Section 12.21.A.4. As shown, a

total of 422 parking spaces would be required for the Project based on standard code rates.

However, the Project qualifies for several parking reductions based on its location. Per the LAMC
Section 12.22.A.31 Transit Oriented Communities Program, the Project qualifies as a Tier 3
Housing Development, because it is located within 0.5 miles of a fixed-rail transit station. The
required parking for residential units in a Tier 3 Eligible Housing Development is 0.5 spaces per
unit. The commercial parking requirements for the Project are based on rates provided in LAMC
Section 12.21.A4(x)(3) for Projects within an Enterprise Zone. The required parking for commercial
space in a state Enterprise Zone, including retail space, is one space per 500 sf. Under the City
Bicycle Parking Ordinance (LAMC Section 12.24.A.4), up to 30% of the required non-residential
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parking for a site located within 1,500 feet of a major transit stop can be replaced with bicycle parking

at a ratio of one vehicular parking space for every four bicycle parking spaces provided.

Table 9 summarizes the vehicular parking requirements for the Project. As shown, a total of 141
parking spaces are required after applying the maximum 30% reduction on the commercial portion
replaced by bicycle spaces. The Project would meet the minimum LAMC parking requirement by

providing 235 spaces.

BICYCLE PARKING CODE REQUIREMENTS

LAMC Section 12.21.A.16 details the bicycle parking requirements for new developments.
However, new bicycle parking requirements have been developed by the City and the Project would
follow the new requirements set out in Case No. CPC-2016-4216-CA and Council File No. 12-
1297-S1.

Table 10 summarizes the bicycle parking requirements for the Project based on the updated LAMC.
There are distinct requirements for the number of long-term spaces and short-term spaces. Long-
term spaces are for bicycle storage overnight or longer, while short-term spaces are more easily
accessible for faster turnover. As shown in Table 10, the residential use requirement varies with the
number of units provided. The retail uses require one long-term and one short-term bicycle parking
space per 2,000 sf with a minimum of two spaces for each type. As detailed in Table 10, the Project
is required to provide a total of 161 bicycle parking spaces, including 144 long-term and 17 short-
term spaces. The Project would exceed the LAMC requirement by providing 145 long-term and

20 short-term bicycle parking spaces.

84



TABLE 9

VEHICLE PARKING CODE REQUIREMENTS

Land Use Size Code Requirement Parking Required
Total Standard Code Required Parking
Residential [a]
Studio 36 du 1.0 space / 1 unit 36 spaces
One-bedroom 189 du 1.5 spaces / 1 unit 284 spaces
Two-bedroom 39 du 2.0 spaces / 1 unit 78 spaces
Retail [b] 5,982 sf 1.0 space /250 sf 24 spaces
Total Standard Code Parking Required 422 spaces
Total Code Required Parking With Reductions
Residential [c] 264 du 0.5 space / 1 unit 132 spaces
Retail [d] 5,982 sf 1.0 space /500 sf 12 spaces
[e] 30% Reduction in Commercial Requirement for TOC Tier 3 (3) spaces
Total Code Parking With Reductions Required 141 spaces
Notes:

du: dwelling unit; sf: square feet

[a] Residential parking spaces per LAMC Section 12.21.A.4.(a)(b).

[b] Retail parking spaces per LAMC Section 12.21.A.4.(c).

[c] Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22.A.31, Transit Oriented Communites (TOC) Affordable Housing Incentive Program, required
residential parking in a Tier 3 Eligible Housing Development (projects within 0.5 miles of a Metro rail station) shall not exceed

0.5 spaces per unit.

[d] Commercial parking requirement per LAMC Section 12.21.A.4(x)(3)(2) pursuant to the Project Site's location within a State

Enterprise Zone.

[e] Nonresidential parking in a Tier 3 Eligible Housing Development (projects within 0.5 miles of a Metro rail station) may be
elligible for up to a 30% parking reduction.
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TABLE 10

CODE BICYCLE PARKING REQUIREMENT

Type of Room or Land Use Units or Size

Long-Term Spaces

Short-Term Spaces

Los Angeles Municipal Code Requirement [a]

Residential
Units 1-25 1 space per unit 1 space per 10 units
Units 26-100 1 space per 1.5 units

1 space per 15 units

Units 101-200

1 space per 2 units

1 space per 20 units

Units 200+

1 space per 4 units

1 space per 40 units

Retail

1 space per 2,000 sf

1 spaces per 2,000 sf

Project Parking Requirement

Residential 264 units 141 14
Commercial 5,982 sf 3 3
TOTAL CODE REQUIREMENT 144 17

Notes:

sf = square feet
[a] Bicycle parking requirements per LAMC Section 12.21.A.16.
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Chapter 5

Summary and Conclusions

This study was undertaken to analyze the potential transportation impacts of the mixed-use
development Project at 733 S. Park View Street on the local street system. The following

summarizes the results of this analysis:

e The Project consists of a seven-story mixed-use residential and commercial development
over two levels of parking, including 264 dwelling units and approximately 5,982 sf of
ground floor commercial uses.

o The Project is anticipated to be complete in Year 2022 and is estimated to generate 87
morning peak hour trips and 114 afternoon peak hour trips.

e The Project is consistent with the City’s plans, programs, ordinances, and policies and
would not result in significant CEQA impacts under TAG Threshold T-1.

o The Project would include TDM strategies as Project design features including reduced
parking supply and bicycle parking facilities.

e The Project would not result in significant household VMT per resident or work VMT per
employee impacts under TAG Threshold T-2.1.

e The Project would not result in significant safety impacts under TAG Threshold T-3.

o The Project provides adequate internal circulation to accommodate vehicular
maneuvering and stacking without encroaching on City streets.

e The Project will incorporate pedestrian and bicycle-friendly designs, such as bicycle
parking, widened sidewalks in accordance with the Mobility Plan, and open space.

o All construction activities would occur outside of the commuter morning and afternoon
peak hours to the extent feasible and will not result in significant traffic impacts. A
Construction Management Plan will ensure that the effects of construction on the
surrounding community are minimized.

e The Project is in compliance with LAMC vehicle and bicycle parking requirements.
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Transportation Assessment Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)

This MOU acknowledges that the Transportation Assessment for the following Project will be prepared in
accordance with the latest version of LADOT’s Transportation Assessment Guidelines:

l. PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name: The Parkview

Project Address: 2401 W. 8th Street, Los Angeles, CA 90057

Project Description: The Project is a eight-story mixed-use development consisting of 260 apartment units, including 26 income-restricted

units, and 6,002 sf of commercial use over one level of at-grade parking and one level of below-grade parking. It would replace the vacant lot and

church uses currently occupying the site. See Figure 1.

LADOT Project Case Number: Project Site Plan attached? (Required) Yes [ No
1. TRIP GENERATION
Geographic Distribution: N 20 % S 20 % E 35 % W 25 %

Illustration of Project trip distribution percentages at Study intersections attached? (Required) Yes [ No

Trip Generation Rate(s): ITE 10th Edition / Other ITE 10th Edition

Trip Generation Adjustment Yes No
(Exact amount of credit subject to approval by LADOT)

Transit Usage = O
Transportation Demand Management O =
Existing Active Land Use O [=
Previous Land Use O [=
Internal Trip = O
Pass-By Trip = O

Trip generation table including a description of the proposed land uses, ITE rates, estimated morning and
afternoon peak hour volumes (ins/outs/totals), proposed trip credits, etc. attached? (rRequired) M Yes [ No

IN ouT TOTAL
AM Trips 23 64 87 Daily Trips 967
PM Trips 68 45 113 (From VMT Calculator)

1. STUDY AREA AND ASSUMPTIONS

Project Buildout Year: 2022 Ambient Growth Rate: ! % Per Yr.

Related Projects List, researched by the consultant and approved by LADOT, attached? (Required) Yes [ No
Map of Study Intersections/Segments attached? Yes [ONo

STUDY INTERSECTIONS (May be subject to LADOT revision after access, safety and circulation analysis)

1 Park View Street & 7th Street 4
2 Park View Street & 8th Street 5
3 6

Is this Project located on a street within the High Injury Network? Yes [ No
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e
CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR Version 1.2

Project Screening Criteria: Is this project required to conduct a vehicle miles traveled analysis?

Project Information

Project:
Scenario:

Address:

If you are seeing this message. Please ensure your
macros are enabled and you have connection to the
Internet. If you don't have connection to the
Internet, you may still use lat,long in the Address bar
to locate your project.

eg.) 34.053755,-118.2432042

If the project is replacing an existing number
of residential units with a smaller number of
residential units, is the proposed project located
within one-half mile of a fixed-rail or fixed-
guideway transit station?

® Yes ® No

Existing Land Use
Land Use Type Value Unit

E ksf

Click here to add a single custom land use type (will be included in the above list)

Proposed Project Land Use
Land Use Type Value Unit

E bu s

Housing | Multi-Family
Retail | General Retail
Housing | Affordable Housing - Family

Click here to add a single custom land use type (will be included in the above list)

Project Screening Summary

Proposed
Project

Existing
Land Use

0 967

Daily Vehicle Trips Daily Vehicle Trips

0 5,879

Daily VMT Daily VMT

Tier 1 Screening Criteria

Project will have less residential units compared
to existing residential units & is within one-half D
mile of a fixed-rail station.

Tier 2 Screening Criteria

The net increase in daily trips < 250 trips 96_7 _
Net Daily Trips

The net increase in daily VMT < 0 5,879
Net Daily VMT

The proposed project consists of only retail 6.002
land uses < 50,000 square feet total. ksf

The proposed project is required to perform
VMT analysis.

N —
-
Measuring the Miles




TABLE 1
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES

ITE Morning Peak Hour Afternoon Peak Hour
Land Use Land Rate or Size
Use In Out Total In Out Total
Trip Generation Rates [a]
Multi-Family Housing (Mid-Rise) 221 per du 26% 74% 0.36 61% 39% 0.44
Shopping Center 820 per 1,000 sf 62% 38% 0.94 48% 52% 3.81
Trip Generation Estimates
Multi-Family Housing (Mid-Rise) [b] 221 260 du 24 70 94 70 44 114
Transit/Walk Adjustment - 10% [c] ) ©) 9) @) (4) (11)
Retail 820 6,004 sf 4 2 6 11 12 23
Internal Capture - 5% [d] 0 0 0 0 (2) Q)
Transit/Walk Adjustment - 10% [c] (2) 0 (2) Q) (2) 2)
Pass-By Adjustment - 50% [e] (2) Q) 3) (5) (5) (20)
TOTAL - PROPOSED PROJECT 23 64 87 68 45 113

Notes:
du = dwelling unit; sf = square feet.
[a] Trip generation rates are from Trip Generation, 10th Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2017).
[b] Of the 260 residential units, 26 units would be income-restricted units and 234 units would be market-rate residential units.
[c] Transit/walk adjustment of up to 10% is allowed for developments adjacent to a Metro bus stop (the site is adjacent to stops for Metro Line 66).
[d] Internal capture adjustments account for person trips made between different components of a mixed-use development without using a vehicle.
[e] Per LADOT's Transportation Assessment Guidelines, pass-by adjustment of 50% is allowed for retail space.




TABLE 2

RELATED PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES

Trip Generation Estimates
No. Project Address Description Dail Morning Peak Hour Afternoon Peak Hour
aily
In Out Total In Out Total
1. Mixed-Use 820 S Hoover St 32 condominium units and 4,500 sf retail 414 7 15 22 18 14 32
2. Mixed-Use 668 S Coronado St 122 apartment units and 1,182 sf retail 947 14 48 62 56 34 90
3. Residential 825 S Coronado St 77 apartment units 508 7 24 31 24 15 39
Notes:

Source:

LADOT, March, 2020.




©ibSON e

transportation consulting, inc.

8th St

Source. The Albert Group Architect. April, 2020.

Park View St

@

Not to Scale

PROJECT SITE PLAN

FIGURE

1




©ibSON e

transportation consulting, inc.

2
I
T
Q
N
S
@)

%‘2’7
/

Commercial Driveway

LEGEND 0

[ Project Site <] Project Driveway e Signalized Intersection @ Unsignalized Intersection

Not to Scale

FIGURE

STUDY AREA & ANALYZED INTERSECTIONS 2




(©ibSON e

transportation consulting, inc.

&
IS
]
Q
$
(@)

LEGEND

%"7
/

[ Project Site
XJ Project Driveway

© Ssignalized Intersection
® Unsignalized Intersection

%(%) Inbound(Outbound) Trip Percentage

Not to Scale

PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION
RESIDENTIAL

FIGURE
3A




(©ibSON e

transportation consulting, inc.

&
IS
]
Q
$
(@)

%"7
/

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/ >
N
)/ v
/
/
/
/
LEGEND
[ Project Site © Signalized Intersection %(%) Inbound(Outbound) Trip Percentage 0
XX Project Driveway (® Unsignalized Intersection ot beat
PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION FIGURE

COMMERCIAL 3B




(©ibSON e

transportation consulting, inc.

&
IS
]
Q
$
(@)

LEGEND

%"7
/

[ Project Site
XJ Project Driveway

© Ssignalized Intersection
® Unsignalized Intersection

## AM(PM) Peak Hour Traffic Volumes

Not to Scale

PROJECT-ONLY
PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES

FIGURE
4




(©ibSON e

transportation consulting, inc.

g

&
IS
]
Q
$
(@)

%"7
/

X
N
NS
<
&

/ Q

LEGEND 0

[ Project Site Related Project

Not to Scale

FIGURE

LOCATIONS OF RELATED PROJECTS 5




MEMORANDUM

TO: Wes Pringle, LADOT
FROM: Jonathan Chambers, P.E. and Janet Ye, EIT
DATE: March 31, 2020
RE: Traffic Volume Estimation for Park View Street & 7th Street
Los Angeles, California Ref: J1694
In light of the current COVID-19 pandemic and its effects on traffic patterns, we are unable to
collect valid traffic count data for use in the transportation assessment for the The Parkview

Mixed-Use Project located at 2401 W. 8" Street. Specifically, while we have valid existing peak
hour intersection counts from January 2019 at the intersections of Alvarado Street & 7" Street
and Park View Street & 8t Street, we do not have a count of the intersection of Park View Street
& 7t Street, an unsignalized intersection that meets the criteria for analysis in the Transportation
Assessment Guidelines.

We therefore estimated morning and afternoon peak hour traffic volumes for the intersection of Park
View Street & 7" Street using the steps below and as shown in Table 1.

1.

Grow existing counts taken in 2019 at Alvarado Street & 7th Street and Park View Street &
8th Street to Year 2020 using a growth rate of 1% per year.

Estimate the total Westbound approach volume for Park View Street & 7th Street using the
sum of the SBR, WBT, and NBL movements at Alvarado Street & 7th St.

Estimate the total Eastbound approach volume for Park View Street & 7th Street using the
sum of the EBR, EBT, and EBL movements at Alvarado Street & 7th St.

Using the total Westbound and Eastbound approaches at Park View Street & 7th St, find
the Westbound and Eastbound approach ratios.

The NBL and NBR turning movements at Park View Street & 7th St were estimated based
on the sum of the WBR, NBT, and EBL movements at Park View Street & 8th St. The
northbound approach volumes at Park View Street & 7t Street were assumed to be equal
to volumes turning onto Park View Street at 8™ Street.

The WBL and EBR turning movements at Park View Street & 7th St were estimated based
on the sum of the SBR, SBT, and SBL movements at Park View Street & 8th St. The
volumes turning onto Park View Street at 7" Street were assumed to be equal to the
southbound approach volumes at Park View Street & 8™ Street.



Mr. Wes Pringle
March 31, 2020

7. The total NBR and NBL movement splits were estimated using the ratio of the Westbound
(NBL) and Eastbound (NBR) approaches on 7t Street.

8. The total EBR and WBL movement splits were estimated using the ratio of the Westbound
(WBL) and Eastbound (EBR) approaches on 7™ Street.

9. The WBT and EBT movements previously estimated at Park View Street & 7th Street were
adjusted by subtracting the WBL from the total Westbound approach and the EBR from the
total Eastbound approach.

We believe this approach results in a reasonable estimation of the traffic volumes at the intersection
of Park View Street & 7™ Street. We analyzed the worst-case delay, using Synchro 10 implementing
the Highway Capacity Manual methodology, for the Existing (Year 2020) without Project and with
Project scenarios. As shown in Table 2, the worst-case delay (experienced by the NBL movement)
would result in LOS B conditions during the morning peak hour and LOS C conditions during the
afternoon peak hour, with and without Project traffic.

In order to determine how sensitive the level of service is to the estimated traffic volumes, we tested
a conservative scenario in which all of the minor street volumes (i.e., the WBL, EBR, NBL, and NBR
movements) were doubled. These volumes are also shown in Table 1 and the results of the Synchro
analysis are provided in Table 2. As shown in Table 2, this conservative scenario results in LOS C
conditions during the morning peak hour and LOS D conditions during the afternoon peak hour,
with and without Project traffic, based on the worst-case delay. Due to the modest nature of the
difference in LOS (i.e., one level of service difference during each peak hour, and still showing
acceptable operating conditions) despite a doubling of the minor street traffic volumes, we find the
original (non-doubled) traffic volume estimate to be adequate for use in the transportation
assessment.



TABLE 1

TRAFFIC VOLUME ESTIMATION FOR PARK VIEW STREET & 7TH STREET

Existing Counts [a]

Morning Peak Hour

Afternoon Peak Hour

Intersection Location Count Date
SBR | SBT | SBL | WBR| WBT | WBL | NBR | NBT | NBL | EBR | EBT | EBL | SBR | SBT | SBL | WBR| WBT | WBL | NBR | NBT | NBL | EBR | EBT | EBL
Park View St & 8th St Thursday, January 24th, 2019 14 28 21 29 980 15 17 26 29 37 | 537 | 15 8 95 67 21 873 | 17 37 31 33 80 | 517 | 30
Alvarado St & 7th St Thursday, January 24th, 2019 76 | 647 0 28 | 275 18 62 | 609 0 31 | 374 | 37 54 | 666 0 36 | 297 40 79 | 619 0 51 | 387 | 42
Volume Estimation Process for Park View St & 7th St
Westbound and Eastbound Approach Volumes wB EB wB EB
Estimate total WB and EB volumes based on Alvarado St & 7th St 351 442 351 480
Using the total WB and EB volumes, Ratio of WB/(WB+EB): Ratio of EB/(WB+EB): Ratio of WB/(WB+EB): Ratio of EB/(WB+EB):
determine the WB and EB ratios for Park View St & 7th St 44% 56% 42% 58%
Morning Peak Hour Afternoon Peak Hour
Turning Volumes
SBR | SBT | SBL | WBR| WBT | WBL | NBR | NBT | NBL | EBR | EBT | EBL | SBR | SBT | SBL | WBR| WBT | WBL | NBR | NBT | NBL | EBR | EBT | EBL
Estimate total of WBL & EBR and total of NBL & NBR volumes based on
volumes at Park View St & 8th St BE C C BE | & & lC
Estimate directional splits of turning movements using EB & WB ratios 28 39 31 35 72 47 35 98
Adjust WB and EB through movements with removal of WB & EB turns For WBT: 351 -28 =| 323 For EBT: 442 - 35 =| 407 For WBT: 351-72=| 279 For EBT: 480 - 98 =| 382
Resulting Volumes for Park View St & 7th St
Morning Peak Hour Afternoon Peak Hour
Park View St & 7th St
SBR | SBT | SBL | WBR| WBT | WBL | NBR | NBT | NBL | EBR | EBT | EBL | SBR | SBT | SBL | WBR| WBT | WBL | NBR | NBT | NBL | EBR | EBT | EBL
Total Adjusted Volumes [b] 323 | 28 39 31 35 | 407 279 | 72 47 35 98 | 382
Volumes with Turns Doubled for Sensitivity Testing 323 | 56 78 62 70 | 407 279 | 144 | 94 70 | 196 382

Notes:

[a] Existing counts were increased by 1% to represent year 2020 volumes.
[b] Total adjusted volume at Park View Street & 7th Street will be used to represent the Existing (Year 2020) turning movement count for the transportation assessment analysis.




TABLE 2
EXISTING WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE

] peak | Existing Conditions | Existing with Project Conditions
Intersection

Hour
Delay LOS Delay LOS A Delay

Analysis Using Total Adjusted Volumes

Park View Street & AM 14.0 B 14.3 B 0.3
7th Street PM 15.3 Cc 16.0 Cc 0.7

Analysis Using Doubled Volumes (for Sensitivity Testing Only)

Park View Street & AM 17.7 C 18.5 C 0.8
8th Street PM 27.7 D 30.9 D 3.2
Notes:

Intersection operates as a two-way stop-controlled intersection. Delay reported is worst approach delay.
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Threshold T-1 Consistency Tables



TABLE B-1

QUESTIONS TO DETERMINE PROJECT APPLICABILITY TO PLANS, POLICIES, AND PROGRAMS

No. Guiding Question Relevant Plans, Policies, and Programs Supporting/Complementary City Plans, Policies, and Programs to Project
Consult Response
Existing Plan Applicability
1 Does the project include additions or new construction along a _str.eet designated as a Boulevard | or I, LAMC Section 12.37 YES
and/or Avenue |, I, or lll, on property zoned for R3 or less restrictive zone?
2. Is the project site along any Network identified in Mobility Plan 20357 MP - 2.3 through 2.7 YES
3 Are dedications or improvements needed to serve long-term mobility needs as identified Mobility Plan MP - Street.CIass.lﬂcatlons; MP - Street Designations and Standard MP - 2.17 Street Widenings YES
20357 Roadway Dimensions
Does the project require placement of transit furniture in accordance with City's Coordinated Street
4, . NO
Furniture and Bus Bench Program?
5. Is the project site in an identified Transit Oriented Community? MP - TEN; MP - PED; MP - BEN; TOC Guidelines YES
6. Is the project site on a roadway identified in the City's High-Injury Network? Vision Zero Mobility Plan 2035 YES
Does the project propose repurposing existing curb space? (Bike corral, car-sharin arklet. electric MP - 2.1 Adaptive Reuse of Streets; MP - 2.10 Loading Areas; MP - 3.5 Multi- MP - 2.3 Pedestrian Infrastructure; MP - 2-4 Neighborhood Enhanced Network;
7. o hp ) FI’ Z. purp bg - 9 X pace: ’ 9, parkiet, Modal Features; MP - 3.8 Bicycle Parking; MP - 4.13 Parking and Land Use MP - 3.2 People with Disabiliies; MP - 4.1 New Technologies; MP - 5.1 NO
vehicle charging, loading zone, curb extension, etc.) Management; MP - 5.4 Clean Fuels and Vehicles Sustainable Transportation; MP - 5.5 Green Streets
. . i . . MP - 2.3 Pedestrian Infrastructurel; MP - 3.1 Access for All; MP - PED; - -
r) y ’ ) . -
8. Does the project propose narrowing or shifting existing sidewalk placement? MP - ENG.19; MP - 2.17 Street Widenings Healthy LA; Vision Zero; Sustainability pLAn NO
9. Does the project propose paving, narrowing, shifting, or removing an existing parkway? MP - 5.5 Green Streets, Sustainability Plan NO
10. Dges the project propose modlfylr?g, removing, or otherwise affect existing bicycle infrastructure? (ex: MP - BEN: MP - 4.15 Public Hearing Process Vision Zero NO
driveway proposed along street with bicycle facility)
11. Is the project site adjacent to an alley? If yes, will project make use of, modify, or restrict alley access? hPAI_P1-3§.'?Agm?r§gs§d Network Access; MP - ENG.9; MP - PL.1; MP - YES; NO
Does project create a cul-de-sac or is the project site located adjacent to an existing cul-de-sac? If yes, is
12. the cul-de-sac consistent with the design goal in Mobility Plan 2035 (maintain through bicycle and MP - 3.10 Cul-de-sacs NO
pedestrian access)?
Access: Driveways and Loading
13. Does the project site introduce a new driveway or loading access along an arterial (Avenue or Boulevard)? [ MP - PL.1; MP - PK.10; CDG 4.1.02 Vision Zero YES
14, Ir:‘ey;sstf 13, is a non-arterial frontage or alley access available to serve the driveway or loading access MP - PL.1: MPP - Sec No. 321 Driveway Design Vision Zero YES
15. Does the project site include a corner lot? (Avoid driveways too close to intersections.) CDG 4.1.01 YES
16. Does the project propose a driveway width in excess of City standard? MPP - Sec No. 321 Driveway Design NO
17. Does the project propose more driveways than required by City maximum standard? MPP - Sec No. 321 Driveway Design NO
: . MP - 2.10 Loading Areas; MP - PK.1; MP - PK.7; MP - PK.8; MPP - Sec
I? ’ b ’ k)
18. Are loading zones proposed as part of the project? No. 321 Driveway Design NO
H H n _ (] l? H
19. El;)i?dsir;[gs project include "drop-off" zones or areas? If yes, are such areas located to the side or rear of the MP - 2.10 Loading Areas NO
0. Does the ijOjeCt propose modifying, limiting/restricting, or removing public access to a public right-of-way MP - 2.3 Pedestrian Infrastructure: MP - 3.9 Increased Network Access NO
(e.g., vacating public right-of-way?)
Notes:

Questions from Table 2.1-2 of Transportation Assessment Guidelines (LADOT, July 2019).




TABLE B-1

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH MOBILITY PLAN 2035

Objective, Policy, Program, or Plan [a]

Analysis of Project Consistency

Chapter 1 - Safety First

Policy 1.1, Roadway User Vulnerability
Design, plan, and operate streets to prioritize
the safety of the most vulnerable roadway user.

Consistent. With the development of the Project, 8th Street and Park View Street along the
Project frontage would be improved to provide adequate pedestrian safety and refuge areas, as
well as continue to satisfy the right-of-way and roadway standards to meet the goals and long-
term needs of the Mobility Plan. Further, the Project does not propose modifying, removing, or
otherwise affecting existing bicycle infrastructure, and the Project driveways are not proposed
along a street with an existing bicycle facility.

Policy 1.3, Safe Routes to Schools
Prioritize the safety of school children on all
streets regardless of highway classifications.

Consistent. The Project is located within a Safe Routes to School Zone that includes crosswalks
at both study intersections as well as crossing guards at start and end times at the intersection of
Park View Street & 7th Street. The Project driveways are located a block away from the student
pick-up/drop-off area on Grand View Street; therefore, interactions between pedestrians and
vehicles would be minimized.

Chapter 2 - World Class Infrastructure

Policy 2.3 Pedestrian Infrastructure
Recognize walking as a component of every
trip, and ensure high-quality pedestrian access
in all site planning and public right-of-way
modifications to provide a safe and comfortable
walking environment.

Consistent. The Project would enhance pedestrian access within and around the Project Site by
providing improvements to the sidewalks, landscaping, and decorative pavement within the
Project’s entrance area and along the frontage of the Project Site.

Policy 2.6 Bicycle Networks

Provide safe, convenient, and comfortable local
and regional bicycling facilities for people of all
types and abilities. (includes scooters,
skateboards, rollerblades, etc.)

Consistent. The Mobility Plan designated 7th Street as part of the Bicycle Network. The Project
Site is not adjacent to 7th Street and thus would not interfere with future implementation of bicycle
infrastructure on 7th Street.

Further, the Project provides infrastructure and services to encourage bicycling for residents,
employees, and visitors to the Project Site. There would be 20 short-term and 145 long-term
bicycle parking spaces provided by the Project.

Notes:

[a] Objectives, Policies, Programs, or Plans based on information provided in Mobility Plan 2035: An Element of the General Plan (Los Angeles Department

of City Planning, January 2016).




TABLE B-2 (CONT.)

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH MOBILITY PLAN 2035

Objective, Policy, Program, or Plan [a]

Analysis of Project Consistency

Chapter 3 - Access for All Angelenos

Policy 3.1 Access for All

Recognize all modes of travel, including
pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and vehicular modes
— including goods movement — as integral
components of the City’s transportation system.

Consistent. The Project is committed to enacouraging multi-modal transportation alternatives and
access for all travel modes to and from the Project Site. The Project provides infrastructure (short-
and long-term bicycle parking, easy bicycle accessibility to the Project Site) to encourage walking
and bicycling. Additionally, the Project is located adjacent to a Metro bus stop and within 0.3 miles
of the Metro B and D Lines, and therefore provides access for a variety of travel modes for
residents, employees, and visitors to the Project Site.

Policy 3.2 People with Disabilities

Accommodate the needs of people with
disabilities when modifying or installing
infrastructure in the public right-of-way.

Consistent. The Project's vehicular and pedestrian entrances would be designed in accordance
with LADOT standards and would comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
requirements. The Project design would also be in compliance with all ADA requirements and
would provide direct connections to pedestrian amenities at adjacent intersections.

Policy 3.8 Bicycle Parking
Provide bicyclists with convenient, secure, and
well-maintained bicycle parking facilities.

Consistent. The Project provides infrastructure and services to encourage bicycling for residents,
employees, and visitors to the Project Site. There would be 20 short-term and 145 long-term
bicycle parking spaces provided by the Project.

Chapter 4 - Collaboration, Communication, & Informed Choices

Policy 4.8 Transportation Demand
Management Strategies

Encourage greater utilization of Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) strategies to
reduce dependence on single-occupancy
vehicles.

Consistent. The Project incorporates several design features, which include TDM measures to
reduce the number of single occupancy vehicle trips to the Project Site, including the following:

* Reduced parking supply
* Include bike parking per LAMC, including short-term and long-term parking facilities

Policy 4.13 Parking and Land Use
Management

Balance on-street and off-street parking supply
with other transportation and land use
objectives.

Consistent. The Project would provide sufficient off-street parking to accommodate Project
parking demand. The Project would also retain the existing on-street parking around Project
frontage.

Notes:

[a] Objectives, Policies, Programs, or Plans based on information provided in Mobility Plan 2035: An Element of the General Plan (Los Angeles Department

of City Planning, January 2016).




TABLE B-2 (CONT.)
PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH MOBILITY PLAN 2035

Objective, Policy, Program, or Plan [a] Analysis of Project Consistency

Chapter 5 - Clean Environments & Healthy Communities

Policy 5.1 Sustainable Transportation Consistent. As part of the Project, secured bicycle parking facilities and improvements to the
Encourage the development of a sustainable sidewalks, landscaping, and decorative pavement within the Project’s entrance area and along
transportation system that promotes the frontage of the Project Site would be provided. This would promote active transportation
environmental and public health. modes such as biking and walking. Additionally, the Project is located adjacent to a Metro bus

stop and within 0.3 miles of the Metro B and D Lines, providing residents, employees, and visitors
to the Project with public transportation alternatives.

Policy 5.2 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Consistent. The Project With Mitigation is estimated to generate lower VMT per capita for
Support ways to reduce vehicle miles traveled residents and employees than the average for the area, as demonstrated in Section 3B.
(VMT) per capita. Additionally, the Project incorporates several design features, which include TDM measures to

reduce the number of single occupancy vehicle trips to the Project Site, including the following:

* Include bike parking per LAMC, including short-term and long-term parking facilities
* Reduced parking supply

Notes:
[a] Objectives, Policies, Programs, or Plans based on information provided in Mobility Plan 2035: An Element of the General Plan (Los Angeles Department
of City Planning, January 2016).




TABLE B-3
PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH PLAN FOR A HEALTHY LOS ANGELES

Objective, Policy, Program, or Plan [a]

Analysis of Project Consistency

Chapter 1 - Los Angeles, a Leader in Health and Equity

Policy 1.5 Plan for Health

Improve Angelenos’ health and well-being by incorporating a health
perspective into land use, design, policy, and zoning decisions through
existing tools, practices, and programs.

Consistent. The Project would enhance pedestrian access around
the Project Site by improvements to the sidewalks, landscaping, and
decorative pavement within the Project’s entrance area and along
the perimeters of the Project Site.

Further, the Project provides infrastructure and services to
encourage bicycling for residents, employees, and visitors to the
Project Site. There would be 20 short-term and 145 long-term bicycle
parking spaces provided by the Project. As such, it would encourage
the use of active travel modes and thereby promote healthy living.

Policy 1.6 Poverty and Health

Reduce the debilitating impact that poverty has on individual, familial, and
community health and well-being by: promoting cross-cutting efforts and
partnerships to increase access to income; safe, healthy, and stable
affordable housing options; and attainable opportunities for social mobility.

Consistent. The Project includes up to 27 affordable housing units.
Also, the Project's 5,982 square feet of neighborhood serving ground
floor commercial uses provide employment and entrepreneurial
opportunities.

Policy 1.7 Displacement and Health

Reduce the harmful health impacts of displacement on individuals, families
and communities by pursuing strategies to create opportunities for existing
residents to benefit from local revitalization efforts by: creating local
employment and economic opportunities for low-income residents and
local small businesses; expanding and preserving existing housing
opportunities available to low-income residents; preserving cultural and
social resources; and creating and implementing tools to evaluate and
mitigate the potential displacement caused by large-scale investment and
development.

Consistent. In addition to up to 27 affordable housing units provided
by the Project, it provides employment and entrepreneurial
opportunities through its provision of up to 5,982 square feet of retail
space. The Project does not displace any existing housing; rather, it
converts a substantial amount of underutilized land into an active
and vibrant mixed-use community.

Chapter 2 - A City Built for Health

Policy 2.8 Basic Amenities

Promote increased access to basic amenities, which include public
restrooms and free drinking water in public spaces, to support active living
and access to health-promoting resources.

Consistent. The Project would provide substantial amounts of open
space (21,121 sf) to support active living.

Notes:

[a] Objectives, Policies, Programs, or Plans based on information provided in Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles: A Health and Wellness Element of the General

Plan (Los Angeles Department of City Planning, March 2015).




TABLE B-3 (CONT.)
PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH PLAN FOR A HEALTHY LOS ANGELES

Objective, Policy, Program, or Plan [a]

Analysis of Project Consistency

Chapter 5 - An Environment Where Life Thrives

Policy 5.7 Land Use Planning for Public Health and GHG Emission

Reduction

Promote land use policies that reduce per capita greenhouse gas
emissions, result in improved air quality and decreased air pollution,
especially for children, seniors and others susceptible to respiratory
diseases.

Consistent. The Project is estimated to generate lower VMT per
capita for residents and employees than the average for the area, as
demonstrated in Section 3B. Additionally, the Project incorporates
several design features, which include TDM measures to reduce the
number of single occupancy vehicle trips to the Project Site,
including the following:

* Include bike parking per LAMC, including short-term and long-term
parking facilities
* Reduced parking supply

VMT directly contributes to GHG emissions, so a reduced VMT per
capita also reduces GHG per capita.

Notes:

[a] Objectives, Policies, Programs, or Plans based on information provided in Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles: A Health and Wellness Element of the General

Plan (Los Angeles Department of City Planning, March 2015).




TABLE B-4

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH WESTLAKE COMMUNITY PLAN

Objective, Policy, Program, or Plan [a]

Analysis of Project Consistency

Residential: Encourages the preservation and enhancement of the
positive characteristics of existing residential neighborhoods while
providing a variety of housing opportunities with compatible new
housing.

Consistent. The Project would provide 264 new residential units, including
27 affordable housing units, and 5,982 sf of commercial uses to the
neighborhood, encouraging a mix of uses. The Project would also provide
21,121 sf of open space to support an active environment.

Commercial: Seeks to improve the function, design, and economic
vitality of the commercial corridors.

Consistent. The Project will develop an adequate mix of both residential and
commercial uses to improve the function, design, and economic vitality of 8th
Street. The Project's commercial uses would be developed to enhance
employment and retail services in the area. The Project would also
incorporate street trees, convenient parking and access, and maintain
commercial uses at ground-level to create user friendly shopping areas.

Transportation: Seeks to maximize the development opportunities
of the subway transit system while minimizing any adverse impacts.

Consistent. The Project's close proximity to transit provides alternative
modes of transportation for residents, employees, and visitors to take to and
from the Project Site.

Notes:

[a] Objectives, Policies, Programs, or Plans based on information provided in the Westlake Community Plan, Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 1997.




TABLE B-5

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH THE WESTLAKE RECOVERY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Objective, Policy, Program, or Plan [a]

Analysis of Project Consistency

Objective 2: To rebuild appropriate new businesses where
commerical facilities were damaged or destroyed and to
promote new investment through new development.

Consistent. The Project would promote new investment through the development
of new ground-floor commercial uses.

Goal 9: To provide housing choices and increase the supply
and improve the quality of housing for all income and age

groups, especially for persons with low and moderate incomes;

and to provide home ownership opportunities and other
housing choices which meet the needs of the resident
population.

Consistent. The Project would provide 264 new residential units, including 27
affordable units, to increase the supply and provide opportunities for housing
choices for persons of various incomes.

Objective 18: To make provision for a circulation system
coordinated with land uses and densities and adequate to
accommodate traffic, and encourage the expansion and
improvement of public transportation in coordination with other
public improvement projects.

Consistent. The Project would encourage the expansion and improvement of
public transportation by provide increasing ridership and usage with the
development of new housing and commercial uses. The Project also does not
interfere with any public improvement projects.

Objective 19: Support and encourage a circulation system
which will improve the quality of life in Westlake, including
pedestrian, automobile, parking and mass transit systems with
an emphasis on serving existing facilities and meeting future
needs.

Consistent. The Project prioritizes the pedestrian experience by providing street
trees and shade along the Project frontages and encourages multi-modal
transportation options by incorporating infrastruction such as short- and long-term
bicycle parking spaces. Additionally, the Project would provide sufficient off-street
parking to meet Project demand with access points separated from the primary
pedestrian entrances.

Notes:

[a] Objectives, Policies, Programs, or Plans based on information provided in the draft text of the Westlake Recovery Redevelopment Project, The
Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles, May 1999.




TABLE B-6

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH CITYWIDE DESIGN GUIDELINES

Objective, Policy, Program, or Plan [a]

Analysis of Project Consistency

Pedestrian-First Design

Guideline 1: Promote a safe, comfortable, and
accessible pedestrian experience for all

Design projects to be safe and accesible and contribute
to a better public right-of-way for people of all ages,
genders, and abilities, especially the most vulnerable -
children, seniors, and people with disabilities.

Guideline 2: Carefully incorporate vehicular access
such that it does not degrade the pedestrian

experience

Design to avoid pedestrian and vehiular conflicts and to
create an inviting and comfortable public right-of-way. A
pleasant and welcoming public realm reinforces
walkability and improves the quality of life for users.

Guideline 3: Design projects to actively engage with

streets and public space and maintain human scale

New projects should be designed to contribute to a
vibrant and attractive public realm that promotes a
sense of civic pride. Better connections within the built
environment contribute to a livable and accessible city
and a healthier public realm.

Consistent. The Project design includes accessible sidewalks, pedestrian amenities, and
well-designed vehicular access driveways in accordance with the City’s design
considerations. The Project would provide street trees uniformly within the sidewalk to
provide adequate shade, as well as a more comfortable environment for pedestrians.
Further, the orientation of the Project design and active ground floor facilities ensures that
the Project actively engages with the street and its surrounding uses.

Notes:

[a] Objectives, Policies, Programs, or Plans based on information provided in the Citywide Design Guidelines (Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 2019).




TABLE B-6 (CONT.)

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH CITYWIDE DESIGN GUIDELINES

Objective, Policy, Program, or Plan [a]

Analysis of Project Consistency

360 Degree Design

Guideline 6: Provide amenities that support
community building and provide an inviting,
comfortable user experience

Design to create livable places and desirable
environments where people want to spend time
engaging in social, civic, and recreational activities.
Projects that encourage connections with a variety of
transit modes and enhance their immediate
environment with amenities are highly encouraged.

Consistent. The Project would provide landscaped areas along 8th Street and Park View
Street, enhancing the inviting and comfortable user experience of the Project Site. Further,
all design elements of the Project would be developed in conjunction with the others to
ensure consistency of the architectural ideas.

Climate-Adpated Design

Guideline 9: Configure the site layout, building
massing and orientation to lower energy demand
and increase the comfort and well-being of users

Design projects to incorporate sustainable design and
energy efficiency principles. Encouraging sustainability
and innovation contributes to the well-being of current
and future generations.

Consistent. The Project would incorporate elements of shade, natural light, and
ventilation as considerations in the building orientation and design. Further, the Project
would include trees and landscaped spaces that allow water to percolate into the ground
and offer ecological enhancements and shaded spaces for community benefits.

Notes:

[a] Objectives, Policies, Programs, or Plans based on information provided in the Citywide Design Guidelines (Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 2019).




TABLE B-7
PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH WALKABILITY CHECKLIST

Objective, Policy, Program, or Plan [a] Analysis of Project Consistency
Sidewalks
Objective Consistent. The Project would provide street trees uniformly
within the sidewalk to provide adequate shade, as well as a more
Support ease of pedestrian movement and enrich the quality of the public realm by comfortable environment for pedestrians

providing appropriate connections and street furnishings in the public right-of-way.
Goals

1. Delineate the pedestrian corridor.

2. Provide for pedestrian safety and comfort.

3. Encourage pedestrian travel.

4. Create active environments by supporting a variety of pedestrian activities.

5. Create, preserve, and enhance neighborhood identity and "placemaking.”

6. Comply with governmental regulations for all improvements in the public right-of-
way.

On-Street Parking

Objective Consistent. The Project would not interfere with on-street parking,
which is currently provided on all streets surrounding the Project

On-street parking is often desired in residential and commercial areas for its Site.

convenient access to street front entrances. Residents, shoppers, and businesses

are amenable to limited slowing of traffic as a trade-off for the economic benefits of The Project would also provide sufficient off-street parking on-site

on-street parking. to accommodate the requirements of the Project.

Goals

1. Maximize on-street parking.
2. Directly serve adjacent street front entrances with on-street parking.
3. Create a buffer between pedestrians and the roadway.

4. Comply with applicable governmental regulations for all parking in the public right-
of-way.

Notes:
[a] Objectives, Policies, Programs, or Plans based on information provided in Walkability Checklist (Los Angeles Department of City Planning, November 2008).




TABLE B-7 (CONT.)

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH WALKABILITY CHECKLIST

Objective, Policy, Program, or Plan [a]

Analysis of Project Consistency

Building Orientation

Objective

Use the relationship between building and street to improve neighborhood
character and the pedestrian environment.

Goals

1. Enliven the public realm by siting buildings so they interact with the sidewalk and
the street.

3. Support ease of accessibility to buildings.

Consistent. The Project incorporates neighborhood serving
ground floor commercial uses oriented toward 8th Street to help
encourage pedestrian engagement. The Project would also comply
with ADA guidelines at primary pedestrian entrances.

Off-Street Parking and Driveways

Objective

The safety of the pedestrian is primary in an environment that must accommodate
pedestrians and vehicles.

Goals

1. Ensure that clear and convenient access for pedestrians is not minimized by
vehicular needs.

2. Eliminate auto-pedestrian conflicts.
3. Increase awareness between pedestrians and motorists.

4. Maintain the character of a pedestrian friendly street.

Consistent. The Project prioritizes the pedestrian experience,
including safety. Pedestrian access is separate from all vehicular
access, and vehicular access would be located in such a way as to
minimize interaction between vehicles and pedestrians. A total of
three Project driveways are proposed, providing more access
points for vehicular demand rather than isolating all access at a
single point. This would reduce the number of interactions between
pedestrians and vehicles at each access point.

Notes:

[a] Objectives, Policies, Programs, or Plans based on information provided in Walkability Checklist (Los Angeles Department of City Planning, November 2008).
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR Version 1.3

Project Information

Project:
Scenario:
Address:
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Proposed Project Land Use Type

Housing | Multi-Family
Retail | General Retail
Housing | Affordable Housing - Family
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Value

237
5.982
27

TDM Strategies

Select each section to show individual strategies
Use [l to denote if the TDM strategy is part of the proposed project or is a mitigation strategy

Proposed Project With Mitigation

Max Home Based TDM Achieved? No No
Max Work Based TDM Achieved? No No

Reduce Parking Supply

[w Proposed Prj [ Mitigation
Unbundle Parking

| Proposed Prj [ Mitigation
Parking Cash-Out

|~ Proposed Prj | Mitigation

Price Workplace Parking

[ Proposed Prj [ Mitigation

Residential Area Parking
. Permits
Unit [ Proposed Prj [ Mitigation
DU

Parking

city code parking provision for the project site

actual parking provision for the project site

monthly parking cost (dollar) for the project
site

percent of employees eligible

daily parking charge (dollar)

percent of employees subject to priced
parking

cost (dollar) of annual permit

ksf
DU

Transit

Education & Encouragement

Commute Trip Reductions

Analysis Results

Proposed
Project

934

Daily Vehicle Trips

5,992

Daily VMT

3.6

Houseshold VMT
per Capita

N/A
Work VMT
per Employee

With
Mitigation

934

Daily Vehicle Trips

5,992

Daily VMT

3.6
Houseshold VMT
per Capita

N/A
Work VMT
per Employee

Significant VMT Impact?

Household: No

Threshold = 6.0
15% Below APC

Household: No

Threshold = 6.0
15% Below APC

Work: N/A

Threshold = 7.6
15% Below APC

Work: N/A

Threshold = 7.6
15% Below APC

Shared Mobility

Bicycle Infrastructure

Neighborhood Enhancement

) —

4,
Measuring the Miles

8/26/2020



Date: August 26, 2020

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR Project Name: The ParkView

Project Scenario: Project

Report 1: Project & Analysis Overview ) )
Project Address: 733 S PARK VIEW ST, 90057 Version 1.3

Project Information

Land Use Type Value Units
Multi Family 237 DU
Housing
Family 27 DU

Affordable Housing

General Retail 5.982 ksf

Retail

Project and Analysis Overview
1of2



Date: August 26, 2020

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR Project Name: The ParkView

Project Scenario: Project

Report 1: Project & Analysis Overview ) )
Project Address: 733 S PARK VIEW ST, 90057 Version 1.3

Analysis Results
Total Employees: 12
Total Population: 619
Proposed Project With Mitigation
934 Daily Vehicle Trips 934 Daily Vehicle Trips
5,992 Daily VMT 5,992 Daily vMT
Household VMT Household VMT per
3.6 . 3.6 .
per Capita Capita
Work VMT Work VMT per
N/A N/A
per Employee Employee
Significant VMT Impact?
APC: Central
Impact Threshold: 15% Below APC Average
Household = 6.0
Work =7.6
Proposed Project With Mitigation
VMT Threshold Impact VMT Threshold Impact
Household > 6.0 No Household > 6.0 No
Work > 7.6 N/A Work > 7.6 N/A

Project and Analysis Overview
20f2



Date: August 26, 2020

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR Project Narme: The ParkView

Project Scenario: Project
Project Address: 733 S PARK VIEW ST, 90057 Version 1.3

Report 2: TDM Inputs

TDM Strategy Inputs

Strategy Type Description Proposed Project Mitigations
il
Reduce parking supply .
A | k
ctual parking 235 735

provision (spaces)

Parking

(cont. on following page)

Report 2: TDM Inputs
lof4



Date: August 26, 2020

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR Project Narme: The ParkView

Project Scenario: Project

Report 2: TDM Inputs Project Address: 733 S PARK VIEW ST, 90057 Version 1.3

TDM Strategy Inputs, Cont.
Strategy Type Description Proposed Project Mitigations
Transit
Education &
Encouragement
(cont. on following page)

Report 2: TDM Inputs
20f4



Date: August 26, 2020

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR Project Narme: The ParkView

Project Scenario: Project

Report 2: TDM Inputs Project Address: 733 S PARK VIEW ST, 90057 Version 1.3

TDM Strategy Inputs, Cont.

Strategy Type Description Proposed Project Mitigations

Commute Trip
Reductions

Shared Mobility

(cont. on following page)

Report 2: TDM Inputs
30f4



Date: August 26, 2020

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR Project Narme: The ParkView

Project Scenario: Project
Project Address: 733 S PARK VIEW ST, 90057 Version 1.3

Report 2: TDM Inputs

TDM Strategy Inputs, Cont.

Strategy Type Description Proposed Project Mitigations

Meets City Bik
Include Bike parking sy Sl

Bicycle LA Parking Code Yes Yes
Infrastructure P (Yes/No)
Neighborhood
Enhancement

Report 2: TDM Inputs
40of4



Date: August 26, 2020

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR Project Name: The ParkView

Project Scenario: Project !
Report 3: TDM Outputs Project Address: 733 S PARK VIEW ST, 90057 Version 1.3

TDM Adjustments by Trip Purpose & Strategy

Place type: Urban
Home Based Work Home Based Work Home Based Other Home Based Other Non-Home Based Other Non-Home Based Other
Production Attraction Production Attraction Production Attraction Source
Proposed  Mitigated Proposed Mitigated Proposed Mitigated Proposed Mitigated Proposed Mitigated Proposed  Mitigated

Reduce parking supply 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13%

TDM Strategy
Appendix, Parking
sections
1-5

Parking

TDM Strategy
Transit Appendix, Transit
sections 1-3

TDM Strategy

Education & Appendix,

Education &
Encouragement Encouragement

sections 1 -2

TDM Strategy

Commute Trip . Appendlx,.
c ommute Trip

Reductions Reductions
sections 1-4

TDM Strategy
Appendix, Shared
Mobility sections

1-3

Shared Mobility

Report 3: TDM Outputs
1of2



Date: August 26, 2020

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR Project Name: The ParkView

Project Scenario: Project

Report 3: TDM Outputs Project Address: 733 S PARK VIEW ST, 90057 Version 1.3

TDM Adjustments by Trip Purpose & Strategy, Cont.

Place type: Urban

Home Based Work Home Based Other Home Based Other
Production Attraction Production

Mitigated  Proposed  Mitigated Proposed  Mitigated

Home Based Work Non-Home Based Other Non-Home Based Other
Attraction Source

Production Attraction
Proposed  Mitigated Proposed Mitigated Proposed Mitigated

Proposed

TDM Strategy
Appendix, Bicycl
0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% S

Infrastructure

Bicycle i i
¥ Include Bike parking 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
sections1-3

Infrastructure per LAMC

TDM Strategy

Neighborhood Appendlx,
Neighborhood
Enhancement I
sections 1 -2

Final Combined & Maximum TDM Effect
Home Based Work Home Based Work Home Based Other Home Based Other Non-Home Based Other Non-Home Based Other
Production Attraction Production Attraction Production Attraction
Proposed  Mitigated Proposed Mitigated Proposed Mitigated Proposed Mitigated Proposed Mitigated Proposed Mitigated
COMBINED
TOTAL 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13%
MAX. TDM
EFFECT 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13%

= Minimum (X%, 1-[(1-A)*(1-B)...])

where X%=
PLACE urban 75%
TYPE
MAX:

Note: (1-[(1-A)*(1-B)...]) reflects the dampened combined
effectiveness of TDM Strategies (e.g., A, B,...). See the TDM
Strategy Appendix (Transportation Assessment Guidelines
Attachment G) for further discussion of dampening.

Report 3: TDM Outputs
20f2



CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR

Report 4: MXD Methodology

Date

Project Name
Project Scenario
Project Address

: August 26, 2020
: The ParkView
: Project

: 733 S PARK VIEW ST, 90057

Version 1.3

MXD Methodology - Project Without TDM

Unadjusted Trips MXD Adjustment MXD Trips Average Trip Length  Unadjusted VMT MXD VMT
Home Based Work Production 235 -26.4% 173 7.0 1,645 1,211
Home Based Other Production 652 -57.4% 278 4.9 3,195 1,362
Non-Home Based Other Production 360 -8.6% 329 7.3 2,628 2,402
Home-Based Work Attraction 17 -70.6% 5 10.7 182 54
Home-Based Other Attraction 438 -60.3% 174 5.7 2,497 899
Non-Home Based Other Attraction 129 -10.1% 116 7.5 968 870

MXD Methodology with TDM Measures

Proposed Project Project with Mitigation Measures
TDM Adjustment Project Trips Project VMT TDM Adjustment Mitigated Trips Mitigated VMT
Home Based Work Production -13.0% 150 1,053 -13.0% 150 1,053
Home Based Other Production -13.0% 242 1,184 -13.0% 242 1,184
Non-Home Based Other Production -13.0% 286 2,089 -13.0% 286 2,089
Home-Based Work Attraction -13.0% 4 47 -13.0% 4 47
Home-Based Other Attraction -13.0% 151 863 -13.0% 151 863
Non-Home Based Other Attraction -13.0% 101 756 -13.0% 101 756

MXD VMT Methodology Per Capita & Per Employee

Total Population: 619
Total Employees: 12

APC: Central
Proposed Project Project with Mitigation Measures
Total Home Based Production VMT 2,237 2,237
Total Home Based Work Attraction VMT 47 47
Total Home Based VMIT Per Capita 3.6 3.6
Total Work Based VMT Per Employee N/A N/A

Report 4: MXD Methodologies
lof1l



CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR

Report 4: MXD Methodology

DE|]

Project Name
Project Scenario
Project Address

: August 21, 2020
: The ParkView
: Project

: 733 S PARK VIEW ST, 90057

Version 1.3

Unadjusted Trips MXD Adjustment MXD Trips Average Trip Length  Unadjusted VMT MXD VMT
Home Based Work Production 235 -26.4% 173 7.0 1,645 1,211
Home Based Other Production 652 -57.4% 278 4.9 3,195 1,362
Non-Home Based Other Production 360 -8.6% 329 7.3 2,628 2,402
Home-Based Work Attraction 17 -70.6% 5 10.7 182 54
Home-Based Other Attraction 438 -60.3% 174 5.7 2,497 992
Non-Home Based Other Attraction 129 -10.1% 116 7.5 968 870

MXD Methodology - Project Without TDM

Proposed Project Project with Mitigation Measures
TDM Adjustment Project Trips Project VMT TDM Adjustment Mitigated Trips Mitigated VMT
Home Based Work Production -13.0% 150 1,053 -13.0% 150 1,053
Home Based Other Production -13.0% 242 1,184 -13.0% 242 1,184
Non-Home Based Other Production -13.0% 286 2,089 -13.0% 286 2,089
Home-Based Work Attraction -13.0% 4 47 -13.0% 4 47
Home-Based Other Attraction -13.0% 151 863 -13.0% 151 863
Non-Home Based Other Attraction -13.0% 101 756 -13.0% 101 756

MXD Methodology with TDM Measures

MXD VMT Methodology Per Capita & Per Employee

Total Population: 619
Total Employees: 12

APC: Central
Proposed Project Project with Mitigation Measures
Total Home Based Production VMT 2,237 2,237
Total Home Based Work Attraction VMT 47 a7
Total Home Based VMT Per Capita 3.6 3.6
Total Work Based VMT Per Employee N/A N/A

Report 4: MXD Methodologies
lofl



Appendix D

HCM Analysis Worksheets



HCM 6th TWSC

1: Park View St & 7th St 05/15/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 15
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations Ts L
Traffic Vol, veh/h 407 3% 28 323 31 39
Future Vol, veh/h 407 3% 28 323 31 39
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - 163 - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 442 38 30 351 34 42
Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minorl
Conflicting Flow Al 0 0 480 0 872 461
Stage 1 - - - - 461 -
Stage 2 - - - - 411 -
Critical Hdwy - - 412 - 642 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 542 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1082 - 321 600
Stage 1 - - - - 635 -
Stage 2 - - - - 669
Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1082 - 312 600
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 312 -
Stage 1 - - - - 635
Stage 2 - - - - 650
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.7 15.3
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLnl EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 426 - - 1082
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.179 - - 0.028
HCM Control Delay (s) 15.3 - - 84
HCM Lane LOS C - - A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0.6 - - 01
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary

2: Park View St & 8th St 05/15/2020
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % Ts LI 5 s s

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 15 537 37 15 980 29 29 26 17 21 28 14

Future Volume (veh/h) 15 537 37 15 980 29 29 26 17 21 28 14

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Work Zone On Approach No No No No

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 16 584 40 16 1065 32 32 28 18 23 30 15

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 09 092 092 092

Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Cap, veh/h 224 767 53 248 1562 47 296 251 139 250 311 136

Arrive On Green 044 044 044 044 044 044 038 038 038 038 038 038

Sat Flow, veh/h 514 1730 119 801 3522 106 561 666 368 449 826 361

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 16 0 624 16 537 560 78 0 0 68 0 0

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 514 0 1849 801 1777 1851 1594 0 0 1637 0 0

Q Serve(g_s), s 15 00 170 10 145 145 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 16.0 00 170 180 145 145 1.7 0.0 0.0 15 0.0 0.0

Prop In Lane 1.00 0.06  1.00 006 041 023 034 0.22

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 224 0 820 248 788 821 685 0 0 697 0 0

VIC Ratio(X) 007 000 076 006 068 068 011 000 000 010 000 0.0

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 224 0 820 248 788 821 685 0 0 697 0 0

HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Upstream Filter(l) 100 000 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 000 000 1.00 000 0.0

Uniform Delay (d), s/iveh 19.7 00 140 216 133 133 122 0.0 00 121 0.0 0.0

Incr Delay (d2), siveh 0.6 0.0 6.6 0.5 4.7 4.6 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(85%),veh/In 0.4 00 104 0.4 8.5 8.7 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0

Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 20.3 00 206 221 181 179 125 0.0 00 124 0.0 0.0

LnGrp LOS C A C C B B B A A B A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 640 1113 78 68

Approach Delay, s/veh 20.6 18.0 12.5 12.4

Approach LOS © B B B

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 32.0 28.0 32.0 28.0

Change Period (Y+Rc), s *5.4 *5.4 *5.4 *5.4

Max Green Setting (Gmax), s *27 *23 *27 *23

Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 20.0 35 19.0 3.7

Green Ext Time (p_c), s 3.7 0.3 2.6 0.3

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 18.5

HCM 6th LOS B

Notes

* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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HCM 6th TWSC

10: Park View St & Project Dwy 05/15/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 4 T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 70 63 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 70 63 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 76 68 0
Major/Minor Minor2 Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 144 68 68 0 - 0
Stage 1 68 - - - -
Stage 2 76 - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 849 995 1533
Stage 1 955 - -
Stage 2 947

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 849 995 1533

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 849 - -

Stage 1 955
Stage 2 947
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLnl SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1533
HCM Lane V/C Ratio -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 -

HCM Lane LOS A - A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0 - -
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HCM 6th TWSC

14: 8th St & Proj Dwy 05/15/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations + if
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 584 1013 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 584 1013 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 635 1101 0 0 0
Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow Al - 0 - 0 - 551
Stage 1 - - - - -
Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.93

Critical Hdwy Stg 1
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - = - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.319

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 479
Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
Stage 2 0 - - - 0

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 479

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - -
Stage 1
Stage 2

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 0

HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLnl

Capacity (veh/h) - - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - - 0

HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - = -
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HCM 6th TWSC

1: Park View St & 7th St 05/15/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 2.2
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations Ts L
Traffic Vol, veh/h 382 98 72 2719 3B 47
Future Vol, veh/h 382 98 72 2719 3B 47
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - 163 - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 415 107 78 303 38 51
Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minorl
Conflicting Flow Al 0 0 522 0 928 469
Stage 1 - - - - 469 -
Stage 2 - - - - 459 -
Critical Hdwy - - 412 - 642 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 542 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1044 - 297 594
Stage 1 - - - - 630 -
Stage 2 - - - - 636
Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1044 - 275 594
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 275 -
Stage 1 - - - - 630
Stage 2 - - - - 588
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 1.8 16.7
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLnl EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 397 - - 1044
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.225 - - 0.075
HCM Control Delay (s) 16.7 - - 87
HCM Lane LOS C - - A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0.8 - - 02
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary

2: Park View St & 8th St 05/15/2020
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % Ts LI 5 s s

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 30 517 80 17 873 21 33 31 37 67 95 8

Future Volume (veh/h) 30 517 80 17 873 21 33 31 37 67 95 8

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Work Zone On Approach No No No No

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 33 562 87 18 949 23 36 34 40 73 103 9

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 09 092 092 092

Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Cap, veh/h 259 701 109 227 1572 38 236 223 217 289 380 30

Arrive On Green 044 044 044 044 044 044 038 038 038 038 038 038

Sat Flow, veh/h 578 1581 245 782 3546 86 414 592 575 545 1008 79

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 33 0 649 18 476 496 110 0 0 185 0 0

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 578 0 1826 782 1777 1855 1581 0 0 1632 0 0

Q Serve(g_s), s 2.8 00 184 12 122 122 0.0 0.0 0.0 13 0.0 0.0

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 15.0 00 184 196 122 122 25 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 0.0

Prop In Lane 1.00 0.13  1.00 005 0.33 036 0.39 0.05

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 259 0 810 227 788 822 675 0 0 698 0 0

VIC Ratio(X) 013 000 08 008 060 060 016 000 000 026 000 0.0

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 259 0 810 227 788 822 675 0 0 698 0 0

HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Upstream Filter(l) 100 000 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 000 000 1.00 000 0.0

Uniform Delay (d), s/iveh 18.4 00 144 229 127 127 124 0.0 00 130 0.0 0.0

Incr Delay (d2), siveh 1.0 0.0 8.2 0.7 34 33 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(85%),veh/In 0.7 00 113 0.5 7.2 7.4 1.8 0.0 0.0 31 0.0 0.0

Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 19.4 00 226 236 161 160 13.0 0.0 00 139 0.0 0.0

LnGrp LOS B A C C B B B A A B A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 682 990 110 185

Approach Delay, s/veh 225 16.2 13.0 13.9

Approach LOS © B B B

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 32.0 28.0 32.0 28.0

Change Period (Y+Rc), s *5.4 *5.4 *5.4 *5.4

Max Green Setting (Gmax), s *27 *23 *27 *23

Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 21.6 6.3 204 45

Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.7 0.9 24 0.5

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 18.0

HCM 6th LOS B

Notes

* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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HCM 6th TWSC

10: Park View St & Project Dwy 05/15/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 4 T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 8 170 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 82 170 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 89 185 0
Major/Minor Minor2 Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 274 185 185 0 - 0
Stage 1 185 - - - -
Stage 2 89 - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 716 857 1390
Stage 1 847 - -
Stage 2 934

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 716 857 1390

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 716 - -

Stage 1 847
Stage 2 934
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLnl SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1390
HCM Lane V/C Ratio -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 -

HCM Lane LOS A - A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0 - -
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HCM 6th TWSC

14: 8th St & Proj Dwy 05/15/2020

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations + if

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 621 905 0 0 0

Future Vol, veh/h 0 621 905 0 0 0

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 0 675 984 0 0 0

Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow Al 0 - 0 - 492
Stage 1 - - -
Stage 2 -

Critical Hdwy 6.93

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - -

Follow-up Hdwy - 3.319

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 523
Stage 1 0 0 -
Stage 2 0 0

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 523

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -
Stage 1
Stage 2

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 0

HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLnl

Capacity (veh/h)

HCM Lane V/C Ratio -

HCM Control Delay (s) 0

HCM Lane LOS A

HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) -
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HCM 6th TWSC

1: Park View St & 7th St 08/21/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 1.8
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations Ts L
Traffic Vol, veh/h 407 41 31 323 34 55
Future Vol, veh/h 407 41 31 323 34 55
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - 163 - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 442 45 34 351 37 60
Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minorl
Conflicting Flow Al 0 0 487 0 884 465
Stage 1 - - - - 465 -
Stage 2 - - - - 419 -
Critical Hdwy - - 412 - 642 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 542 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1076 - 316 597
Stage 1 - - - - 632 -
Stage 2 - - - - 664
Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1076 - 306 597
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 306 -
Stage 1 - - - - 632
Stage 2 - - - - 643
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.7 15.5
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLnl EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 438 - - 1076
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.221 - - 0.031
HCM Control Delay (s) 15.5 - - 85
HCM Lane LOS C - - A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0.8 - - 01
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary

2: Park View St & 8th St 08/21/2020
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % Ts LI 5 s s

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 19 537 37 15 980 33 29 30 17 34 47 27

Future Volume (veh/h) 19 537 37 15 980 33 29 30 17 34 47 27

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Work Zone On Approach No No No No

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 21 584 40 16 1065 36 32 33 18 37 51 29

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 09

Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Cap, veh/h 223 767 53 248 1555 53 278 275 130 234 310 153

Arrive On Green 044 044 044 044 044 044 038 038 038 038 038 038

Sat Flow, veh/h 512 1730 119 801 3507 119 516 731 345 412 822 407

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 21 0 624 16 539 562 83 0 0 117 0 0

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 512 0 1849 801 1777 1849 1592 0 0 1640 0 0

Q Serve(g_s), s 2.1 00 170 10 146 146 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 16.6 00 170 180 146 146 18 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0

Prop In Lane 1.00 0.06  1.00 006 0.39 022 032 0.25

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 223 0 820 248 788 820 683 0 0 697 0 0

VIC Ratio(X) 009 000 076 006 068 068 012 000 000 017 000 0.0

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 223 0 820 248 788 820 683 0 0 697 0 0

HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Upstream Filter(l) 100 000 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 000 000 1.00 000 0.0

Uniform Delay (d), s/iveh 20.0 00 140 216 133 134 122 0.0 00 125 0.0 0.0

Incr Delay (d2), siveh 0.8 0.0 6.6 0.5 4.8 4.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(85%),veh/In 0.5 00 104 0.4 8.5 8.8 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0

Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 20.8 00 206 221 182 180 126 0.0 00 130 0.0 0.0

LnGrp LOS C A C C B B B A A B A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 645 1117 83 117

Approach Delay, s/veh 20.6 18.1 12.6 13.0

Approach LOS © B B B

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 32.0 28.0 32.0 28.0

Change Period (Y+Rc), s *5.4 *5.4 *5.4 *5.4

Max Green Setting (Gmax), s *27 *23 *27 *23

Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 20.0 4.6 19.0 3.8

Green Ext Time (p_c), s 3.7 0.5 2.7 0.3

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 18.4

HCM 6th LOS B

Notes

* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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HCM 6th TWSC

10: Park View St & Project Dwy 08/21/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 3.1
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 4 T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 19 4 13 70 63 9
Future Vol, veh/h 19 4 13 70 63 9
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 21 48 14 76 68 10
Major/Minor Minor2 Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 177 73 78 0 - 0
Stage 1 73 - - - -
Stage 2 104 - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 813 989 1520
Stage 1 950 - -
Stage 2 920

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 805 989 1520

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 805 - -

Stage 1 941
Stage 2 920
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 9.2 1.2 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLnl SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1520 - 925
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.009 - 0.074
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 0 92
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0 - 02
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HCM 6th TWSC

14: 8th St & Proj Dwy 08/21/2020

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations + if

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 588 1026 1 0 1

Future Vol, veh/h 0 588 1026 1 0 1

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 0 639 1115 1 0 1

Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow Al 0 - 0 - 558
Stage 1 - - -
Stage 2 -

Critical Hdwy 6.93

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - -

Follow-up Hdwy - 3.319

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 474
Stage 1 0 0 -
Stage 2 0 0

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 474

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -
Stage 1
Stage 2

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 12.6

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLnl

Capacity (veh/h) 474

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.002

HCM Control Delay (s) 12.6

HCM Lane LOS B

HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0
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HCM 6th TWSC

1: Park View St & 7th St 08/21/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 2.5
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations Ts L
Traffic Vol, veh/h 383 115 82 279 37 57
Future Vol, veh/h 383 115 82 279 37 57
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - 163 - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 416 125 89 303 40 62
Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minorl
Conflicting Flow Al 0 0 541 0 960 479
Stage 1 - - - - 479 -
Stage 2 - - - - 481 -
Critical Hdwy - - 412 - 642 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 542 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1028 - 285 587
Stage 1 - - - - 623 -
Stage 2 - - - - 622
Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1028 - 260 587
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 260 -
Stage 1 - - - - 623
Stage 2 - - - - 568
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 2 17.3
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLnl EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 393 - - 1028
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.26 - - 0.087
HCM Control Delay (s) 17.3 - - 88
HCM Lane LOS C - - A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 1 - - 03
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary

2: Park View St & 8th St 08/21/2020
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % Ts LI 5 s s

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 43 517 80 17 875 34 35 44 37 75 107 18

Future Volume (veh/h) 43 517 80 17 875 34 35 44 37 75 107 18

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Work Zone On Approach No No No No

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 47 562 87 18 951 37 38 48 40 82 116 20

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 09

Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Cap, veh/h 254 701 109 227 1546 60 220 271 192 275 364 56

Arrive On Green 044 044 044 044 044 044 038 038 038 038 038 038

Sat Flow, veh/h 570 1581 245 782 3487 136 377 719 510 510 966 149

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 47 0 649 18 485 503 126 0 0 218 0 0

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 570 0 1826 782 1777 1846 1605 0 0 1625 0 0

Q Serve(g_s), s 4.1 00 184 12 125 125 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 16.7 00 184 196 125 125 29 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.0

Prop In Lane 1.00 0.13  1.00 0.07 0.30 032 0.38 0.09

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 254 0 810 227 788 818 683 0 0 695 0 0

VIC Ratio(X) 019 000 08 008 062 062 018 000 000 031 000 0.0

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 254 0 810 227 788 818 683 0 0 695 0 0

HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Upstream Filter(l) 100 000 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 000 000 1.00 000 0.0

Uniform Delay (d), s/iveh 19.2 00 144 229 128 128 126 0.0 00 133 0.0 0.0

Incr Delay (d2), siveh 16 0.0 8.2 0.7 3.6 34 0.6 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(85%),veh/In 11 00 113 0.5 7.4 7.6 2.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0

Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 20.8 00 226 236 164 162 131 0.0 00 144 0.0 0.0

LnGrp LOS C A C C B B B A A B A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 696 1006 126 218

Approach Delay, s/veh 225 16.4 13.1 14.4

Approach LOS © B B B

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 32.0 28.0 32.0 28.0

Change Period (Y+Rc), s *5.4 *5.4 *5.4 *5.4

Max Green Setting (Gmax), s *27 *23 *27 *23

Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 21.6 7.3 204 4.9

Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.7 11 25 0.6

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 18.1

HCM 6th LOS B

Notes

* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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HCM 6th TWSC

10: Park View St & Project Dwy 08/21/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 2
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 4 T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 12 28 38 82 1712 26
Future Vol, veh/h 12 28 38 8 1712 26
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 13 30 41 89 187 28
Major/Minor Minor2 Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 372 201 215 0 - 0
Stage 1 201 - - - -
Stage 2 171 - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 629 840 1355
Stage 1 833 - -
Stage 2 859

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 609 840 1355

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 609 - -

Stage 1 806
Stage 2 859
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s  10.1 2.5 0
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLnl SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1355 - 754
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.03 - 0.058
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 0 101
HCM Lane LOS A A B
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 02
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HCM 6th TWSC

14: 8th St & Proj Dwy 08/21/2020

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations + if

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 634 913 5 0 5

Future Vol, veh/h 0 634 913 5 0 5

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 0 689 992 5 0 5

Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow Al 0 - 0 - 499
Stage 1 - - -
Stage 2 -

Critical Hdwy 6.93

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - -

Follow-up Hdwy - 3.319

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 518
Stage 1 0 0 -
Stage 2 0 0

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 518

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -
Stage 1
Stage 2

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 12

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLnl

Capacity (veh/h) 518

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01

HCM Control Delay (s) 12

HCM Lane LOS B

HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0

J1694 - 2401 W. 8th St 5:00 pm 03/23/2020 Existing with Project Conditions PM Synchro 10 Report

Page 4



HCM 6th TWSC

1: Park View St & 7th St 05/15/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 1.6
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations Ts L
Traffic Vol, veh/h 435 36 29 31 32 40
Future Vol, veh/h 435 36 29 31 32 40
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - 163 - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 473 39 32 382 3B 43
Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minorl
Conflicting Flow Al 0 0 512 0 939 493
Stage 1 - - - - 493 -
Stage 2 - - - - 446 -
Critical Hdwy - - 412 - 642 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 542 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1053 - 293 576
Stage 1 - - - - 614 -
Stage 2 - - - - 645
Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1053 - 284 576
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 284 -
Stage 1 - - - - 614
Stage 2 - - - - 626
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.7 16.4
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLnl EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 395 - - 1053
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.198 - - 0.03
HCM Control Delay (s) 16.4 - - 85
HCM Lane LOS C - - A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0.7 - - 01
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary

2: Park View St & 8th St 05/15/2020
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % Ts LI 5 s s

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 15 568 38 15 1005 30 30 27 17 21 29 14

Future Volume (veh/h) 15 568 38 15 1005 30 30 27 17 21 29 14

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Work Zone On Approach No No No No

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 16 617 41 16 1092 33 33 29 18 23 32 15

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 09 092 092 092

Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Cap, veh/h 217 769 51 225 1561 47 297 253 135 243 323 133

Arrive On Green 044 044 044 044 044 044 038 038 038 038 038 038

Sat Flow, veh/h 501 1734 115 776 3522 106 564 671 359 434 857 352

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 16 0 658 16 551 574 80 0 0 70 0 0

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 501 0 1850 776 1777 1851 1593 0 0 1643 0 0

Q Serve(g_s), s 16 00 184 11 150 150 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 16.6 00 184 195 150 150 1.7 0.0 0.0 15 0.0 0.0

Prop In Lane 1.00 0.06  1.00 006 041 022 0.33 0.21

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 217 0 820 225 788 821 685 0 0 699 0 0

VIC Ratio(X) 007 000 08 007 070 070 012 000 000 010 000 0.0

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 217 0 820 225 788 821 685 0 0 699 0 0

HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Upstream Filter(l) 100 000 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 000 000 1.00 000 0.0

Uniform Delay (d), s/iveh 20.2 00 144 229 135 135 122 0.0 00 121 0.0 0.0

Incr Delay (d2), siveh 0.7 0.0 8.2 0.6 5.1 4.9 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(85%),veh/In 0.4 00 114 0.4 8.8 9.1 1.2 0.0 0.0 11 0.0 0.0

Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 20.8 00 226 235 186 184 125 0.0 00 124 0.0 0.0

LnGrp LOS C A C C B B B A A B A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 674 1141 80 70

Approach Delay, s/veh 22.6 18.6 12.5 12.4

Approach LOS © B B B

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 32.0 28.0 32.0 28.0

Change Period (Y+Rc), s *5.4 *5.4 *5.4 *5.4

Max Green Setting (Gmax), s *27 *23 *27 *23

Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 215 35 204 3.7

Green Ext Time (p_c), s 31 0.3 24 0.3

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 19.5

HCM 6th LOS B

Notes

* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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HCM 6th TWSC

10: Park View St & Project Dwy 05/15/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 4 T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 71 64 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 71 64 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 77 710 0
Major/Minor Minor2 Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 147 70 70 0 - 0
Stage 1 70 - - - -
Stage 2 77 - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 845 993 1531
Stage 1 953 - -
Stage 2 946

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 845 993 1531

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 845 - -

Stage 1 953
Stage 2 946
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLnl SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1531
HCM Lane V/C Ratio -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 -

HCM Lane LOS A - A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0 - -
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HCM 6th TWSC

14: 8th St & Proj Dwy 05/15/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations + if
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 609 1037 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 609 1037 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 662 1127 0 0 0
Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow Al - 0 - 0 - 564
Stage 1 - - - - -
Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.93

Critical Hdwy Stg 1
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - = - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.319

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 470
Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
Stage 2 0 - - - 0

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 470

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - -
Stage 1
Stage 2

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 0

HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLnl

Capacity (veh/h) - - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - - 0

HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - = -
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HCM 6th TWSC

1: Park View St & 7th St 05/15/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 2.2
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations Ts L
Traffic Vol, veh/h 418 100 73 308 36 48
Future Vol, veh/h 418 100 73 308 36 48
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - 163 - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 454 109 79 33 39 52
Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minorl
Conflicting Flow Al 0 0 563 0 1002 509
Stage 1 - - - - 509 -
Stage 2 - - - - 493 -
Critical Hdwy - - 412 - 642 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 542 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1008 - 269 564
Stage 1 - - - - 604 -
Stage 2 - - - - 614
Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1008 - 248 564
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 248 -
Stage 1 - - - - 604
Stage 2 - - - - 566
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 1.7 18.1
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLnl EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 365 - - 1008
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.25 - - 0.079
HCM Control Delay (s) 18.1 - - 89
HCM Lane LOS C - - A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 1 - - 03
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary

2: Park View St & 8th St 05/15/2020
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % Ts LI 5 s s

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 31 542 82 17 908 21 34 32 38 68 97 8

Future Volume (veh/h) 31 542 82 17 908 21 34 32 38 68 97 8

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Work Zone On Approach No No No No

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 34 589 89 18 987 23 37 35 41 74 105 9

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 09 092 092 092

Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Cap, veh/h 248 704 106 208 1574 37 236 223 216 288 381 29

Arrive On Green 044 044 044 044 044 044 038 038 038 038 038 038

Sat Flow, veh/h 558 1587 240 762 3550 83 414 593 574 543 1011 78

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 34 0 678 18 494 516 113 0 0 188 0 0

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 558 0 1827 762 1777 1855 1581 0 0 1632 0 0

Q Serve(g_s), s 3.0 00 197 13 129 129 0.0 0.0 0.0 14 0.0 0.0

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 15.9 00 197 210 129 129 2.6 0.0 0.0 4.4 0.0 0.0

Prop In Lane 1.00 0.13  1.00 004 033 036 0.39 0.05

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 248 0 810 208 788 823 675 0 0 698 0 0

VIC Ratio(X) 014 000 084 009 063 063 017 000 000 027 000 0.0

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 248 0 810 208 788 823 675 0 0 698 0 0

HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Upstream Filter(l) 100 000 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 000 000 1.00 000 0.0

Uniform Delay (d), s/iveh 19.0 00 148 241 129 129 125 0.0 00 130 0.0 0.0

Incr Delay (d2), siveh 12 00 100 0.8 3.8 3.6 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(85%),veh/In 0.8 00 123 0.5 7.6 7.8 1.8 0.0 0.0 31 0.0 0.0

Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 20.1 00 248 249 166 165 130 0.0 00 139 0.0 0.0

LnGrp LOS C A C C B B B A A B A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 712 1028 113 188

Approach Delay, s/veh 24.6 16.7 13.0 13.9

Approach LOS © B B B

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 32.0 28.0 32.0 28.0

Change Period (Y+Rc), s *5.4 *5.4 *5.4 *5.4

Max Green Setting (Gmax), s *27 *23 *27 *23

Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 23.0 6.4 21.7 4.6

Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.1 0.9 2.1 0.5

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 19.0

HCM 6th LOS B

Notes

* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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HCM 6th TWSC

10: Park View St & Project Dwy 05/15/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 4 T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 8 173 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 84 173 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 91 188 0
Major/Minor Minor2 Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 279 188 188 0 - 0
Stage 1 188 - - - -
Stage 2 91 - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 711 854 1386
Stage 1 844 - -
Stage 2 933

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 711 854 1386

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 711 - -

Stage 1 844
Stage 2 933
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLnl SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1386
HCM Lane V/C Ratio -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 -

HCM Lane LOS A - A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0 - -
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HCM 6th TWSC

14: 8th St & Proj Dwy 05/15/2020

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations + if

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 643 938 0 0 0

Future Vol, veh/h 0 643 938 0 0 0

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 0 699 1020 0 0 0

Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow Al 0 - 0 - 510
Stage 1 - - -
Stage 2 -

Critical Hdwy 6.93

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - -

Follow-up Hdwy - 3.319

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 509
Stage 1 0 0 -
Stage 2 0 0

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 509

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -
Stage 1
Stage 2

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 0

HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLnl

Capacity (veh/h)

HCM Lane V/C Ratio -

HCM Control Delay (s) 0

HCM Lane LOS A

HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) -
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HCM 6th TWSC

1: Park View St & 7th St 08/21/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 1.9
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations Ts L
Traffic Vol, veh/h 435 42 32 31 3H 56
Future Vol, veh/h 435 42 32 31 3B 56
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - 163 - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 473 46 35 382 38 61
Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minorl
Conflicting Flow Al 0 0 519 0 948 496
Stage 1 - - - - 49 -
Stage 2 - - - - 452 -
Critical Hdwy - - 412 - 642 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 542 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1047 - 289 574
Stage 1 - - - - 612 -
Stage 2 - - - - 641
Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1047 - 279 574
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 279 -
Stage 1 - - - - 612
Stage 2 - - - - 620
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.7 16.6
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLnl EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 408 - - 1047
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.242 - - 0.033
HCM Control Delay (s) 16.6 - - 86
HCM Lane LOS C - - A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0.9 - - 01
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary

2: Park View St & 8th St 08/21/2020
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % Ts LI 5 s s

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 19 568 38 15 1005 34 30 31 17 34 48 27

Future Volume (veh/h) 19 568 38 15 1005 34 30 31 17 34 48 27

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Work Zone On Approach No No No No

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 21 617 41 16 1092 37 33 34 18 37 52 29

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 09

Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Cap, veh/h 216 769 51 225 1555 53 279 276 127 232 313 152

Arrive On Green 044 044 044 044 044 044 038 038 038 038 038 038

Sat Flow, veh/h 499 1734 115 776 3507 119 521 734 337 408 831 403

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 21 0 658 16 553 576 85 0 0 118 0 0

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 499 0 1850 776 1777 1849 1501 0 0 1642 0 0

Q Serve(g_s), s 2.1 00 184 11 151 151 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 17.2 00 184 195 151 151 19 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0

Prop In Lane 1.00 0.06  1.00 006 0.39 021 031 0.25

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 216 0 820 225 788 820 683 0 0 697 0 0

VIC Ratio(X) 010 000 08 007 070 070 012 000 000 017 000 0.0

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 216 0 820 225 788 820 683 0 0 697 0 0

HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Upstream Filter(l) 100 000 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 000 000 1.00 000 0.0

Uniform Delay (d), s/iveh 20.5 00 144 229 135 135 122 0.0 00 125 0.0 0.0

Incr Delay (d2), siveh 0.9 0.0 8.2 0.6 5.2 5.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(85%),veh/In 0.5 00 114 0.4 8.9 9.1 1.3 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0

Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 21.4 00 226 235 187 185 126 0.0 00 130 0.0 0.0

LnGrp LOS C A C C B B B A A B A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 679 1145 85 118

Approach Delay, s/veh 22.6 18.7 12.6 13.0

Approach LOS © B B B

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 32.0 28.0 32.0 28.0

Change Period (Y+Rc), s *5.4 *5.4 *5.4 *5.4

Max Green Setting (Gmax), s *27 *23 *27 *23

Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 215 4.6 204 3.9

Green Ext Time (p_c), s 31 0.5 24 0.3

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 19.4

HCM 6th LOS B

Notes

* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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HCM 6th TWSC

10: Park View St & Project Dwy 08/21/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 3.1
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 4 T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 19 44 13 71 64 9
Future Vol, veh/h 19 44 13 71 64 9
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 21 48 14 77 70 10
Major/Minor Minor2 Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 180 75 80 0 - 0
Stage 1 15 - - - -
Stage 2 105 - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 810 986 1518
Stage 1 948 - -
Stage 2 919

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 802 986 1518

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 802 - -

Stage 1 939
Stage 2 919
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 9.2 1.1 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLnl SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1518 - 922 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.009 - 0.074
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 0 92
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0 - 02
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HCM 6th TWSC

14: 8th St & Proj Dwy 08/21/2020

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations + if

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 613 1050 1 0 1

Future Vol, veh/h 0 613 1050 1 0 1

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 0 666 1141 1 0 1

Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow Al 0 - 0 - 571
Stage 1 - - -
Stage 2 -

Critical Hdwy 6.93

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - -

Follow-up Hdwy - 3.319

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 465
Stage 1 0 0 -
Stage 2 0 0

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 465

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -
Stage 1
Stage 2

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 12.8

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLnl

Capacity (veh/h) 465

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.002

HCM Control Delay (s) 12.8

HCM Lane LOS B

HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0
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HCM 6th TWSC

1: Park View St & 7th St 08/21/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 2.5
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations Ts L
Traffic Vol, veh/h 419 117 83 308 38 58
Future Vol, veh/h 419 117 83 308 38 58
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - 163 - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 455 127 90 335 41 63
Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minorl
Conflicting Flow Al 0 0 582 0 1034 519
Stage 1 - - - - 519 -
Stage 2 - - - - 515 -
Critical Hdwy - - 412 - 642 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 542 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 992 - 257 557
Stage 1 - - - - 597 -
Stage 2 - - - - 600
Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 992 - 234 557
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 234 -
Stage 1 - - - - 597
Stage 2 - - - - 545
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 1.9 19
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLnl EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 360 - - 992
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.29 - - 0.091
HCM Control Delay (s) 19 - - 9
HCM Lane LOS C - - A
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 12 - - 03
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary

2: Park View St & 8th St 08/21/2020
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations % Ts LI 5 s s

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 44 542 82 17 910 34 36 45 38 76 109 18

Future Volume (veh/h) 44 542 82 17 910 34 36 45 38 76 109 18

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Work Zone On Approach No No No No

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 48 589 89 18 989 37 39 49 41 83 118 20

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 09

Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Cap, veh/h 243 704 106 208 1549 58 221 270 192 274 365 55

Arrive On Green 044 044 044 044 044 044 038 038 038 038 038 038

Sat Flow, veh/h 550 1587 240 762 3493 131 378 717 510 509 969 147

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 48 0 678 18 503 523 129 0 0 221 0 0

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 550 0 1827 762 1777 1847 1605 0 0 1624 0 0

Q Serve(g_s), s 45 00 197 13 132 132 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 17.7 00 197 210 132 132 29 0.0 0.0 5.4 0.0 0.0

Prop In Lane 1.00 0.13  1.00 0.07 0.30 032 0.38 0.09

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 243 0 810 208 788 819 683 0 0 694 0 0

VIC Ratio(X) 020 000 084 009 064 064 019 000 000 032 000 0.0

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 243 0 810 208 788 819 683 0 0 694 0 0

HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Upstream Filter(l) 100 000 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 000 000 1.00 000 0.0

Uniform Delay (d), s/iveh 19.8 00 148 241 130 130 126 0.0 00 133 0.0 0.0

Incr Delay (d2), siveh 18 00 100 0.8 39 3.8 0.6 0.0 0.0 12 0.0 0.0

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(85%),veh/In 12 00 123 0.5 7.7 8.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0

Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 21.6 00 248 249 169 168 132 0.0 00 145 0.0 0.0

LnGrp LOS C A C C B B B A A B A A

Approach Vol, veh/h 726 1044 129 221

Approach Delay, s/veh 24.6 17.0 13.2 14.5

Approach LOS © B B B

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 32.0 28.0 32.0 28.0

Change Period (Y+Rc), s *5.4 *5.4 *5.4 *5.4

Max Green Setting (Gmax), s *27 *23 *27 *23

Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 23.0 7.4 21.7 4.9

Green Ext Time (p_c), s 2.1 11 2.2 0.6

Intersection Summary

HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 19.1

HCM 6th LOS B

Notes

* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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HCM 6th TWSC

10: Park View St & Project Dwy 08/21/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 1.9
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 4 T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 12 28 38 84 175 26
Future Vol, veh/h 12 28 38 84 175 26
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 13 30 41 91 190 28
Major/Minor Minor2 Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 377 204 218 0 - 0
Stage 1 204 - - - -
Stage 2 173 - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 625 837 1352
Stage 1 830 - -
Stage 2 857

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 605 837 1352

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 605 - -

Stage 1 803
Stage 2 857
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s  10.1 2.4 0
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLnl SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1352 - 751 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.031 - 0.058
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 0 101
HCM Lane LOS A A B
HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 02
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HCM 6th TWSC

14: 8th St & Proj Dwy 08/21/2020

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations + if

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 656 946 5 0 5

Future Vol, veh/h 0 656 946 5 0 5

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 0 713 1028 5 0 5

Major/Minor Majorl Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow Al 0 - 0 - 517
Stage 1 - - -
Stage 2 -

Critical Hdwy 6.93

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - -

Follow-up Hdwy - 3.319

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 504
Stage 1 0 0 -
Stage 2 0 0

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 504

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver -
Stage 1
Stage 2

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 12.2

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLnl

Capacity (veh/h) 504

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.011

HCM Control Delay (s) 12.2

HCM Lane LOS B

HCM 95th 9%tile Q(veh) 0
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HCM 6th AWSC

1: Park View St & 7th St 06/12/2020
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 14.8

Intersection LOS B

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations Ts b 4 L

Traffic Vol, veh/h 435 36 29 351 32 40
Future Vol, veh/h 435 36 29 351 32 40
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 473 39 32 382 35 43
Number of Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0
Approach EB WB NB
Opposing Approach WB EB

Opposing Lanes 2 1 0
Conflicting Approach Left NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 2

HCM Control Delay 16.6 13.6 9.7

HCM LOS C B A

Lane NBLnl EBLnl1 WBLnl WBLn2

Vol Left, % 44% 0% 100% 0%

Vol Thru, % 0%  92% 0% 100%

Vol Right, % 56% 8% 0% 0%

Sign Control Stop Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 72 471 29 351

LT Vol 32 0 29 0

Through Vol 0 435 0 351

RT Vol 40 36 0 0

Lane Flow Rate 78 512 32 382
Geometry Grp 2 5 7 7

Degree of Util (X) 0.125 0.666 0.049 0.545
Departure Headway (Hd) 5,738 4.686 5.651 5.147
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 619 768 631 698

Service Time 3825 2733 3405 2901

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.126 0.667 0.051 0.547

HCM Control Delay 9.7 166 8.7 14

HCM Lane LOS A C A B

HCM 95th-tile Q 04 5.1 0.2 33
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HCM 6th AWSC

1: Park View St & 7th St 06/12/2020
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 15.6

Intersection LOS ©

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations Ts b 4 L

Traffic Vol, veh/h 418 100 73 308 36 48
Future Vol, veh/h 418 100 73 308 36 48
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 454 109 79 335 39 52
Number of Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0
Approach EB WB NB
Opposing Approach WB EB

Opposing Lanes 2 1 0
Conflicting Approach Left NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 2

HCM Control Delay 19.1 12.2 9.9

HCM LOS C B A

Lane NBLnl EBLnl1 WBLnl WBLn2

Vol Left, % 43% 0% 100% 0%

Vol Thru, % 0% 81% 0% 100%

Vol Right, % 57%  19% 0% 0%

Sign Control Stop Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 84 518 73 308

LT Vol 36 0 73 0

Through Vol 0 418 0 308

RT Vol 48 100 0 0

Lane Flow Rate 91 563 79 335
Geometry Grp 2 5 7 7

Degree of Util (X) 0.147 0.726 0.126 0.486
Departure Headway (Hd) 5785 4645 5735 5231
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 614 77 622 686

Service Time 3.882 2697 3499 2.994

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.148 0.725 0.127 0.488

HCM Control Delay 99 191 93 129

HCM Lane LOS A C A B

HCM 95th-tile Q 05 6.4 04 2.7
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HCM 6th AWSC

1: Park View St & 7th St 08/21/2020
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 15.4

Intersection LOS ©

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations Ts b 4 L

Traffic Vol, veh/h 435 42 32 351 35 56
Future Vol, veh/h 435 42 32 351 35 56
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 473 46 35 382 38 61
Number of Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0
Approach EB WB NB
Opposing Approach WB EB

Opposing Lanes 2 1 0
Conflicting Approach Left NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 2

HCM Control Delay 17.6 13.9 9.9

HCM LOS C B A

Lane NBLnl EBLnl1 WBLnl WBLn2

Vol Left, % 38% 0% 100% 0%

Vol Thru, % 0%  91% 0% 100%

Vol Right, % 62% 9% 0% 0%

Sign Control Stop Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 91 477 32 351

LT Vol 35 0 32 0

Through Vol 0 435 0 351

RT Vol 56 42 0 0

Lane Flow Rate 99 518 35 382
Geometry Grp 2 5 7 7

Degree of Util (X) 0.16 0.684 0.055 0.554
Departure Headway (Hd) 5822 475 573 5226
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 620 757 621 687

Service Time 3.822 2815 3504 2999

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.16 0.684 0.056 0.556

HCM Control Delay 99 176 88 144

HCM Lane LOS A C A B

HCM 95th-tile Q 0.6 55 0.2 34
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HCM 6th AWSC

1: Park View St & 7th St 08/21/2020
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 16.7

Intersection LOS ©

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations Ts b 4 L

Traffic Vol, veh/h 419 117 83 308 38 58
Future Vol, veh/h 419 117 83 308 38 58
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 455 127 90 335 41 63
Number of Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0
Approach EB WB NB
Opposing Approach WB EB

Opposing Lanes 2 1 0
Conflicting Approach Left NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 2

HCM Control Delay 21 12.4 10.2

HCM LOS C B B

Lane NBLnl EBLnl1 WBLnl WBLn2

Vol Left, % 40% 0% 100% 0%

Vol Thru, % 0%  78% 0% 100%

Vol Right, % 60%  22% 0% 0%

Sign Control Stop Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 96 536 83 308

LT Vol 38 0 83 0

Through Vol 0 419 0 308

RT Vol 58 117 0 0

Lane Flow Rate 104 583 90 335
Geometry Grp 2 5 7 7

Degree of Util (X) 0.172 0.758 0.145 0.492
Departure Headway (Hd) 5928 4.683 5799 5.295
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 608 769 613 673

Service Time 3.928 2751 3584 3.078

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.171 0.758 0.147 0.498

HCM Control Delay 10.2 21 96 132

HCM Lane LOS B C A B

HCM 95th-tile Q 0.6 7.2 05 2.7
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FORM GEN. 160A (Rev. 1/82) CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

733 S Park View St/2405 W 8t St
DOT Case No. CEN20-49580

August 31, 2020

Wes Pringle, Transportation Engineer
Department of Transportation

TRANSPORTATION ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROPOSED PARKVIEW MIXED-USE PROJECT
LOCATED AT 733 SOUTH PARK VIEW STREET AND 2405 WEST 8™ STREET (PAR-2020-
1316-TOC)

The Department of Transportation (DOT) has reviewed the transportation assessments prepared by
Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc., dated June 2020, July 2020, and August 2020, for the proposed
ParkView mixed-use project located at 733 South Park View Street and 2405 West 8" Street in the
Central Area Planning Commission and a Transit Oriented Community (TOC) Tier 3. In compliance with
Senate Bill (SB) 743 and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
analysis is required to identify the project’s ability to promote the reduction of green-house gas
emissions, the access to diverse land uses, and the development of multi-modal networks. The
significance of a project’s impact in this regard is measured against the VMT thresholds established in
DOT’s Transportation Assessment Guidelines (TAG), as described below.

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS

A.

Project Description

The project proposes to replace an empty lot with a mixed-use seven-story development on the
northwest corner of 8t Street and Park View Street as illustrated in Attachment A. The
development will include 264 residential dwelling units, 27 of which will be affordable housing
units, and approximately 5,982 square-feet of ground floor commercial uses. The project will
provide 165 (145 long-term and 20 short-term) bicycle parking spaces and 235 vehicle parking
spaces which will be accessed via two full-access driveways along Park View Street and a
driveway restricted to right-turn ingress and egress movements along 8t Street as illustrated in
Attachment A. The project is expected to be completed by 2022.

CEQA Screening Threshold

Prior to accounting for trip reductions resulting from the application of Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Strategies, a trip generation analysis was conducted to determine if the
project would exceed the net 250 daily vehicle trips screening threshold. Using the City of Los
Angeles VMT Calculator tool, which draws upon trip rate estimates published in the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, gth Edition as well as applying trip
generation adjustments when applicable, based on sociodemographic data and the buiit
environment factors of the project’s surroundings, it was determined that the project does
exceed the net 250 daily vehicle trips threshold.
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Additionally, the analysis included further discussion of the transportation impact thresholds:
T-1  Conflicting with plans, programs, ordinances, or policies
T-2.1 Causing substantial vehicle miles traveled
T-3  Substantially increasing hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use.

The assessment determined that the project would not have a significant transportation impact
under Thresholds T-1 and T-3. A project’s impacts per Threshold T-2.1 is determined by using the
VMT calculator and is discussed further below. A copy of the VMT Calculator summary report is
provided as Attachment B to this report.

C. Transportation Impacts
On July 30, 2019, pursuant to SB 743 and the recent changes to Section 15064.03 of the State’s
CEQA Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles adopted VMT as criteria in determining transportation
impacts under CEQA. The new DOT TAG provide instructions on preparing transportation
assessments for land use proposals and defines the significant impact thresholds.

The DOT VMT Calculator tool measures project impact in terms of Household VMT per Capita,
and Work VMT per Employee. DOT identified distinct thresholds for significant VMT impacts for
each of the seven Area Planning Commission (APC) areas in the City. For the Central APC area, in
which the project is located, the following thresholds have been established:

- Household VMT per Capita: 6.0
- Work VMT per Employee: 7.6

As cited in the VMT Analysis report, prepared by Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc., the
project proposes to incorporate the TDM strategies of Reduce Parking Supply and Bicycle Parking
per LAMC as project design features. The proposed project is projected to have a Household
VMT per capita of 3.6 and a Work VMT per employee of 0. Therefore, it is concluded that
implementation of the project would result in no significant VMT impact. A copy of the VMT
Calculator summary report is provided as Attachment B.

D. Access and Circulation
During preparation of the new CEQA guidelines, the State’s Office of Planning and Research
stressed that lead agencies can continue to apply traditional operational analysis requirements to
inform land use decisions provided that such analyses were outside of the CEQA process. The
authority for requiring non-CEQA transportation analysis and requiring improvements to address
potential circulation deficiencies, lies in the City of Los Angeles’ Site Plan Review authority as
established in Section 16.05 of the LAMC. Therefore, DOT continues to require and review a
project’s site access, circulation, and operational plan to determine if any access enhancements,
transit amenities, intersection improvements, traffic signal upgrades, neighborhood traffic
calming, or other improvements are needed. In accordance with this authority, the project has
completed a circulation analysis using a “level of service” screening methodology that indicates
that the trips generated by the proposed development will not likely result in adverse circulation
conditions at several locations. Access to the project will be provided along Park View Street and
8™ Street. DOT has reviewed this analysis and determined that it adequately discioses
operational concerns. A copy of the circulation analysis table that summarizes these potential
deficiencies is provided as Attachment C to this report.
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PROJECT REQUIREMENTS

A. CEQA-Related Requirement

DOT recommends that the applicant be required to implement the following TDM strategies as
project design features:

e Reduce Parking Supply — The project will provide 235 of the 422 Code-required vehicle
parking spaces. Reducing the parking supply encourages alternative transportation
choices by project residents and employees.

. Include Bike Parking per LAMC — The project will provide 20 short-term and 145 long-
term bicycle parking spaces to encourage the use of bicycling as an alternative to driving
and will exceed the LAMC bicycle requirements of 17 short-term and 144 long-term
bicycle parking spaces.

B. Non-CEQA-Related Requirements and Considerations
To comply with transportation and mobility goals and provisions of adopted City plans and
ordinances, the applicant should be required to implement the following:

1. Parking Reguirements
The project would provide parking for 235 vehicles and 165 bicycles on the ground level
and subterranean parking level. The applicant should check with the Departments of
Building and Safety and City Planning on the number of parking spaces required for this
project within a TOC Tier 3.

2, Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements
Per the new Mobility Element of the General Plan, 8t Street, an Avenue I, would require
a 28-foot half-width roadway within a 43-foot half-width right-of-way and Park View
Street, a Local Street, would require an 18-foot half-width roadway within a 30-foot half-
width right-of-way. The applicant should check with the Bureau of Engineering’s Land
Development Group to determine if there are any other applicable highway dedication,
street widening and/or sidewalk requirements for this project.

3. Project Access and Circulation
The conceptual site plan for the project (see Attachment A) is acceptable to DOT. The
project would be accessed via two full-access driveways along Park View Street and a
right-turn only ingress/egress driveway only along 8™ Street. It should be noted that
there will also be a driveway between the 8™ Street driveway and the alley that will be
used for Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) service and maintenance
purposes and should remain fenced or cordoned off when not in use by DWP. Review of
this study does not constitute approval of the dimensions for any new proposed
driveway. Review and approval of the driveway should be coordinated with DOT’s
Citywide Planning Coordination Section (201 North Figueroa Street, 5th Floor, Room 550,
at 213-482-7024). In order to minimize and prevent last minute building design changes,
the applicant should contact DOT for driveway width and internal circulation
requirements prior to the commencement of building or parking layout design. Driveway
placement and design shall be approved by the Department of City Planning (City
Planning) in consultation with DOT, prior to issuance of a Letter of Determination by City
Planning.
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Worksite Traffic Control Requirements

DOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to DOT’s
Citywide Temporary Traffic Control Section or Permit Plan Review Section for review and
approval prior to the start of any construction work. Refer to
http://ladot.lacity.org/businesses/temporary-traffic-control-plans to determine which
section to coordinate review of the work site traffic control plan. The plan should show
the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of
operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting properties. DOT also
recommends that all construction related truck traffic be restricted to off-peak hours to
the extent feasible.

TDM Ordinance Requirements
The TDM Ordinance (LAMC 12.26 J) is currently being updated. The updated ordinance,
which is currently progressing through the City’s approval process, will:

. Expand the reach and application of TDM strategies to more land uses and
neighborhoods,

. Rely on a broader range of strategies that can be updated to keep pace with
technology, and

° Provide flexibility for developments and communities to choose strategies that

work best for their neighborhood context.

Although not yet adopted, DOT recommends that the applicant be subject to the terms
of the proposed TDM Ordinance update expected in 2020. The updated ordinance is
expected to be completed prior to the anticipated construction of this project, if
approved.

Development Review Fees

Section 19.15 of the LAMC identifies specific fees for traffic study review, condition
clearance, and permit issuance. The applicant shall comply with any applicable fees per
this ordinance.

If you have any questions, please contact Jimmy Vivar of my staff at (213) 972-4993.

K:\Letters\2020\CEN20-49580_733 S Parkview Street_2405 W 8th Street mixed-use project_Itr.docx

c: Gerald Gubatan, Council District 1
Matthew Masuda, Central District, BOE

Edward

Yu, Central District, DOT

Taimour Tanavoli, Case Management Office, DOT
Janet Ye, Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc.
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AMBIENT NOISE MODELING
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Figure 1

_‘ /rl.\ DoucrasKim+AssociaTes, LLC Modeled Noise Measurement Locations




Receiver list

Limit Level w/o NP| Level w NP | Difference Conflict
No. [Receiver name Building Floor L(Aeq1h) L(Aeq1h) L(Aeq1h) L(Aeq1h) L(Aeq1h)
side dB(A) dB(A) dB(A) dB dB
1| Carondelet Street South east GF - 51.7 0.0 -51.7 -
2| Grand Park Convalescent Hospital North east GF - 65.3 0.0 -65.3 -
3| Grand View Elementary School North west GF - 63.1 0.0 -63.1 -
4| LA New Times Western School North west GF - 53.2 0.0 -53.2 -

Douglas Kim & Associates LLC 808 Holly Road Belmont, CA 94002




Contribution levels of the receivers

Level w/o NP Level w NP

Source name Traffic lane L(Aeq1h) L(Aeq1h)

dB(A) dB(A)
Carondelet Street GF 51.7 0.0
1 - - -
7th Street b/t Carondelet and Park View - 20.2 -
7th Street b/t Park View St and Grand Vi - 18.9 -
8th St b/t Carondelet St and Park View S - 48.6 -
8th St b/t Park View St and Grand View S - 41.2 -
Carondelet St b/t 7th St and 8th St - 28.9 -
Park View St b/t 7th St and 8th St - 48.0 -
Grand Park Convalescent Hospital GF 65.3 0.0
1 - - -
7th Street b/t Carondelet and Park View - 27.8 -
7th Street b/t Park View St and Grand Vi - 30.0 -
8th St b/t Carondelet St and Park View S - 63.0 -
8th St b/t Park View St and Grand View S - 60.2 -
Carondelet St b/t 7th St and 8th St - 34.6 -
Park View St b/t 7th St and 8th St - 54.7 -
Grand View Elementary School GF 63.1 0.0
1 - - -
7th Street b/t Carondelet and Park View - 37.3 -
7th Street b/t Park View St and Grand Vi - 29.0 -
8th St b/t Carondelet St and Park View S - 50.8 -
8th St b/t Park View St and Grand View S - 38.9 -
Carondelet St b/t 7th St and 8th St - 35.1 -
Park View St b/t 7th St and 8th St - 62.8 -
LA New Times Western School GF 53.2 0.0
1 - - -
7th Street b/t Carondelet and Park View - 22.4 -
7th Street b/t Park View St and Grand Vi - 29.4 -
8th St b/t Carondelet St and Park View S - 49.6 -
8th St b/t Park View St and Grand View S - 47.6 -
Carondelet St b/t 7th St and 8th St - 32.2 -
Park View St b/t 7th St and 8th St - 47.5 -

Douglas Kim & Associates LLC 808 Holly Road Belmont, CA 94002
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CONSTRUCTION NOISE CALCULATIONS



Noise emissions of industry sources

Level Corrections
Source name Reference L(Aeq1h) Cwall Cl CT
dB(A) dB dB dB
Construction Site Lw/ 71.8 -

Douglas Kim & Associates LLC 808 Holly Road Belmont, CA 94002




Receiver list

Coordinates Height| Limit |Level w/o |Level w Nl Difference| Conflict

No. |Receiver name X Y Building | Floor |abv.grd| L(Aeg1h)| L(Aeq1h)| L(Aeqg1h)| L(Aeq1h)| L(Aeq1h)
in meter side m dB(A) dB(A) dB(A) dB dB
1]|Carondelet Street 11381762.3769235.2South east] GF 83.76 - 64.4 54.0 -10.5 -
2| Grand Park Convalescent Hospi|11381778.3769123.7|North east] GF 81.15 - 59.4 51.1 -8.3 -
3| Grand View Elementary School [11381833.3769201.1|North west] GF 83.04 - 61.4 54.9 -6.5 -
4]LA New Times Western School |11381856..3769164.4[North west] GF 82.05 - 54.7 55.9 1.1 -

Douglas Kim & Associates LLC 808 Holly Road Belmont, CA 94002




Contribution levels of the receivers

Level w/o NP Level w NP

Source name L(Aeq1h) L(Aeq1h)

dB(A) dB(A)
Carondelet Street GF 64.4 54.0
Construction Site | 64.4 | -
Grand Park Convalescent Hospital GF 59.4 51.1
Construction Site | 59.4 | -
Grand View Elementary School GF 61.4 54.9
Construction Site | 61.4 | -
LA New Times Western School GF 54.7 55.9
Construction Site ] 54.7 | -

Douglas Kim & Associates LLC 808 Holly Road Belmont, CA 94002
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OPERATIONS NOISE CALCULATIONS



Receiver list

Coordinates Height| Limit |Level w/o |Level w Nl Difference| Conflict

No. |Receiver name X Y Building | Floor |abv.grd| L(Aeg1h)| L(Aeq1h)| L(Aeqg1h)| L(Aeq1h)| L(Aeq1h)
in meter side m dB(A) dB(A) dB(A) dB dB
1]|Carondelet Street 11381762.3769235.2South east] GF 83.76 - 41.0 0.0 -41.0 -
2| Grand Park Convalescent Hospi|11381778.3769123.7|North east] GF 81.15 - 37.7 0.0 -37.7 -
3| Grand View Elementary School [11381833.3769201.1|North west] GF 83.04 - 39.3 0.0 -39.3 -
4]LA New Times Western School |11381856..3769164.4[North west] GF 82.05 - 38.8 0.0 -38.8 -

Douglas Kim & Associates LLC 808 Holly Road Belmont, CA 94002




Noise emissions of industry sources

Level Corrections
Source name Size Reference L(Aeq1h) Cwall Cl CT
m/m? dB(A) dB dB dB
HVAC Roof-Top Unit - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit1 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit3 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit4 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Units - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit6é - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit7 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit8 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit9 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit10 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit11 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit12 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit13 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit14 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit15 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit16 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit17 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit18 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit19 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit20 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit21 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit22 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit23 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit24 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit25 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit26 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit27 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit28 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit29 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit30 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit31 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit32 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit33 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit34 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit36 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit37 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit38 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit38 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit39 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit40 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit41 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit42 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit43 - Lw/unit 85.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit44 - Lw/unit 85.6 -

Douglas Kim & Associates LLC 808 Holly Road Belmont, CA 94002




Contribution levels of the receivers

Level w/o NP Level w NP

Source name L(Aeq1h) L(Aeq1h)

dB(A) dB(A)
Carondelet Street GF 41.0 0.0
HVAC Roof-Top Unit 26.9 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit1 239 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit3 23.0 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit4 22.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit5 29.1 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit6 27.0 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit7 24.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit8 22.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit9 20.9 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit10 21.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit11 19.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit12 21.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit13 22.5 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit14 22.4 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit15 27.4 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit16 23.1 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit17 27.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit18 28.2 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit19 23.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit20 22.0 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit21 19.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit22 22.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit23 22.0 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit24 224 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit25 24.2 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit26 19.5 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit27 21.2 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit28 20.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit29 21.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit30 22.0 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit31 22.4 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit32 22.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit33 22.9 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit34 224 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit36 21.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit37 241 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit38 222 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit38 29.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit39 221 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit40 23.0 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit41 24.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit42 26.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit43 29.4 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit44 28.5 -
Grand Park Convalescent Hospital GF 37.7 0.0
HVAC Roof-Top Unit 15.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit1 16.2 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit3 16.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit4 16.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit5 171 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit6 17.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit7 20.1 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit8 22.1 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit9 24.0 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit10 22.5 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit11 26.5 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit12 221 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit13 19.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit14 18.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit15 16.0 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit16 171 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit17 174 -

Douglas Kim & Associates LLC 808 Holly Road Belmont, CA 94002




Contribution levels of the receivers

Level w/o NP Level w NP

Source name L(Aeq1h) L(Aeq1h)

dB(A) dB(A)
HVAC Roof-Top Unit18 17.2 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit19 204 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit20 23.9 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit21 25.9 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit22 20.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit23 20.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit24 18.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit25 16.4 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit26 26.1 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit27 22.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit28 24.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit29 21.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit30 214 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit31 211 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit32 20.9 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit33 221 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit34 23.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit36 24.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit37 20.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit38 22.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit38 17.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit39 21.9 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit40 19.1 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit41 16.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit42 15.5 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit43 16.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit44 16.5 -
Grand View Elementary School GF 39.3 0.0
HVAC Roof-Top Unit 21.1 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit1 23.0 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit3 24.4 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit4 24.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit5 20.5 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit6 21.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit7 19.2 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit8 19.1 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit9 19.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit10 20.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit11 25.1 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit12 252 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit13 257 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit14 26.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit15 211 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit16 24.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit17 21.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit18 20.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit19 19.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit20 18.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit21 22.5 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit22 24.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit23 25.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit24 26.5 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit25 23.1 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit26 23.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit27 20.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit28 20.1 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit29 23.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit30 229 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit31 22.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit32 22.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit33 18.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit34 18.5 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit36 18.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit37 19.4 -

Douglas Kim & Associates LLC 808 Holly Road Belmont, CA 94002




Contribution levels of the receivers

Level w/o NP Level w NP

Source name L(Aeq1h) L(Aeq1h)

dB(A) dB(A)
HVAC Roof-Top Unit38 19.2 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit38 22.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit39 20.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit40 28.2 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit41 23.4 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit42 21.0 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit43 20.5 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit44 20.8 -
LA New Times Western School GF 38.8 0.0
HVAC Roof-Top Unit 14.5 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit1 17.4 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit3 19.2 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit4 20.1 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit5 18.5 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit6 20.0 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit7 18.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit8 19.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit9 21.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit10 21.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit11 28.1 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit12 271 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit13 26.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit14 222 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit15 14.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit16 19.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit17 19.5 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit18 19.2 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit19 19.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit20 19.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit21 25.6 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit22 26.5 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit23 26.9 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit24 22.7 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit25 17.2 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit26 26.9 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit27 225 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit28 225 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit29 257 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit30 24.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit31 235 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit32 22.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit33 19.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit34 19.2 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit36 20.0 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit37 19.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit38 20.0 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit38 18.1 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit39 21.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit40 21.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit41 17.3 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit42 14.5 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit43 13.8 -
HVAC Roof-Top Unit44 14.2 -

Douglas Kim & Associates LLC 808 Holly Road Belmont, CA 94002
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733 Park View St

Signs and symbols
[Z] Building

WT Point source

Levels in dB(A)

<=20
20 - 25
25 - 30
30 - 35
35 - 40
40 - 45
45 - 50
50 - 55
55 - 60
60 - 65
65 - 70
70 - 75
75 - 80
> 80

1:67

0 12 24 48 72 96

feet

~__
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Federal Transit Administration
Noise Impact Assessment Spreadsheet

Version: 112912019

I Project: 733 South Park View Street |

[Receiver Parameters

Receiver: _ MacArthur Park Elementary School
Land Use Category: |11/, Institutional

Existing Noise (Measured or Generic Value): __ 64 dBA

Noise Impact Criteria
(FTA Manual, Fig 4-2)

[Noise Source Parameters |
I Number of 1 |

[Noise Source Parameters _Source 1

; Source Type: |

Specific Sour
Noisiest hr of
[Activity During !
sitive hrs
Distance 7 Distance from Source to Recelver () |60
" Number of Intervening Rows of Buildings |
[Adjustments Noise Barrier?

No.

_ N r
Joint TrackiCrossover?
; Embedded Track?

Noise Barrier?

85
@
R
g _—
)
¥ —
? e
2
§ 60
Distance to Impact Contours 3
Dist to Mod. Impact Contour 3% Moderata impact
(Source 1): 9 ft E 0 ferate Impac
Dt vt Comwr | H —
ource 1): H
(Source 1): |5 H 45 Adiden
40
40 45 60 65 70 %
Existing Nojss Exposure dBA)
Source 1 Results
Legh: 43.7 dBA
Increase in Cumulative Noise Levels Allowed
(FTA Manual, Figs 4-3 and 4-4)
»
g
% 15
H
§ 1
: \
0 *
22
w0 m w s wm e w7 w®

Moderate mpact

Existing Noiso Exposuro (dBA)




Project:
Receiver:

733 South Park View Street

Doug's House (No Project)

Noise Criteria

Source Distance Project Legh mxmmﬂ:m Legh Mod. Impact Sev. Impact Impact?
1 Parking Garage 60 ft 43.7 dBA 64 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA None
2 -- 50 ft 64 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA
3 -- 50 ft 64 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA
4 -- 70 ft 64 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA
5 -- ft 64 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA
6 -- ft 0.0 dBA 64 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA None
Combined Sources #N/A 64 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA #N/A



Noise Impact Criteria
(FTAManual, Fig 3-1)
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Hourly Distribution of Entering and Exiting Vehicle Trips by Land Use
Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual , 10th Edition

Land Use Code 221
Setting Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise)
Time Period General Urban/Suburban Dense Multi-Use Urban Center City Core 18.9 7.182
Trip Type Weekday Weekday Weekday
# Data Sites Vehicle Vehicle Vehicle
8 4 3
% of 24-Hour Traffic % of 24-Hour Traffic % of 24-Hour Traffic
Time Entering Exiting Entering Exiting Entering Exiting
12-1AM 0.7 0.3 0.8 0.2 2.6 0
1-2AM 0.3 0.2 13 0.1 0.4 0
2-3AM 0.2 0.2 0.8 0.3 0.9 0.9
3-4AM 0.4 0.3 0.6 0.3 0.4 0
4-5 AM 0.3 0.8 0.6 0.0 0.4 1.8
5-6 AM 0.6 2.7 23 1.6 0.4 31
6-7 AM 1.5 6.5 4.1 4.1 1.8 8.0
7-8 AM 2.8 121 4.2 17.7 53 12.0
8-9AM 3.5 8.8 5.1 9.2 4.8 10.2
9-10 AM 2.9 5.7 2.5 5.6 5.7 4.9
10-11 AM 2.7 4.7 4.4 3.8 2.2 4.9
11-12PM 4.5 4.5 31 5.7 39 2.7
12-1PM 4.8 4.6 4.7 5.2 4.4 2.7
1-2PM 4.1 4.8 53 37 39 6.7
2-3PM 5.8 5.0 5.9 33 39 4.9
3-4PM 6.7 4.9 6.2 4.4 6.1 4.0
4-5PM 10.6 6.2 10.0 4.7 4.8 5.8
5-6 PM 12.6 7.7 8.7 4.1 83 7.6
6-7PM 9.3 6.6 6.7 8.6 8.8 4.0
7-8 PM 7.8 4.8 6.7 4.4 7.9 4.4
8-9PM 7.0 33 5.1 4.3 7.0 22
9-10 PM 5.5 2.2 4.6 3.1 5.3 4.9
10-11PM 3.6 1.9 4.4 2.8 7.0 31
11-12 AM 2.0 11 19 2.8 35 13
Hourly Trips Average Daytime Average Nighttime
12-1 AM 1.0 0.5 4 4
1-2 AM 0.5 0.25 2 2
2-3AM 0.4 0.2 2 2
3-4 AM 0.7 0.35 3 3
4-5 AM AL, 0.55 5 5
5-6 AM 33 1.65 14 14
6-7 AM 8.0 4 33 33
7-8 AM 14.9 7.45 61 61
8-9 AM 123 6.15 51 51
9-10 AM 8.6 4.3 35 35
10-11 AM 7.4 3.7 30 30
11-12PM 9.0 4.5 37 37
12-1PM 9.4 4.7 39 39
1-2PM 8.9 4.45 37 37
2-3PM 10.8 5.4 44 44
3-4PM 11.6 5.8 48 48
4-5PM 16.8 8.4 69 69
5-6 PM 203 10.15 84 84
6-7 PM 15.9 7.95 66 66
7-8 PM 12.6 6.3 52 52
8-9PM 10.3 5.15 42 42
9-10 PM 7.7 3.85 32 32
10-11 PM 5.5 2.75 23 23
11-12 AM 3.1 155 13 13

50 19



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

1.0 Project Characteristics

733 South Park View Street Future - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

Page 1 of 1

733 South Park View Street Future

Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

Date: 8/20/2020 11

:03 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric I Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Enclosed Parking with Elevator 235.00 Space 0.00 94,000.00 0
....................... ApartmentledR|se e DweII|ngUn|t120 26068400 e
................................. StrlpMaII e 1000sqftO14 600400 e
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 22 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2022
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
CO2 Intensity 1227.89 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Developer information. Assumes 2.42 density per dwelling unit per City of LA guidance

Construction Phase - Developer information

Trips and VMT - Assumes use of 10CY capacity haul trucks and 30-mile one-way distance to landfill

Grading - Developer information on grading.
Vehicle Trips - City of LA VMT Calculator

Woodstoves - Developer information




Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Assumes SCAQMD Rule 403 control efficiencies

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblConstDustMitigation CleanPavedRoadPercentReduction 0 46
....................... T NumDays T
....................... T NumDays T T I
....................... P NumDays R T R
.............................. ; bIFlrepIaces e T R R
.............................. ; bIFlrepIaces NumberNoF|repIace T R
.............................. ; bIF|repIaces e T T iy
thGradmg ......................................................... 5 cresOfGradlng ............................................................ g g ——
thGradlng ........................................................ MaterlaIExported ........................................................... e T A—
............................... P LandUseSquareFeet S B e Yy —
............................... i LandUseSquareFeet T I v —
............................... i LotAcreage T T
............................... i LotAcreage P
............................... e Populatlon R T R
........................... ; bITnpsAndVMT HauImngpLength L
........................... . bITrlpsAndVMT HauImngpNumber S R S—
........................... : bITrlpsAndVMT VendorTrleumber R 7y R
........................... : bITrlpsAndVMT WorkerTnpNumber R
........................... ; bITnpsAndVMT WorkerTnpNumber Y R
............................ . bIVeh|cIeTr|ps HO_TTP T PR
............................ : bIVehcheTrlps HS_TTP T i
............................ . bIVeh|c|eTr|ps HW_TTP T R Y R
............................ ; bIVeh|cIeTr|ps ST_TR T T R
............................ . bIVeh|cIeTr|ps ST_TR T R
............................ : bIVehcheTrlps SU_TR S
............................ . bIVeh|c|eTr|ps SU_TR R R R
............................ ; bIVeh|cIeTr|ps WD_TR T T
............................ . bIVeh|cIeTr|ps WD_TR 7




tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 13.20 0.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totallj Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2020 2.4631 46.5050 17.0415 0.1090 7.1073 0.8236 7.9044 3.1579 0.7951 3.8953 0.0000 :11,632.649:11,632.649: 1.0968 0.0000 :11,660.070
8 8 0
2021 {22034 18.0848 16.4328 0.0402 0.9524 0.6985 1.6509 0.2590 0.6741 0.9331 0.0000 3,893.9567 :3,893.9567i 0.4487 0.0000 $3,905.1730
............ 2022 225569 182562 195357 00479 14665 06875 21540 03953 06664 10618 00000 46465639 46465639 04679 00000 46582608
Maximum 22.5569 46.5050 19.5357 0.1090 7.1073 0.8236 7.9044 3.1579 0.7951 3.8953 0.0000 |11,632.649|11,632.649| 1.0968 0.0000 [11,660.070
8 8 0
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2020 i 24631 46.5050 17.0415 0.1090 3.2884 0.8236 4.0856 1.3722 0.7951 2.1097 0.0000 :11,632.649:11,632.649: 1.0968 0.0000 :11,660.070
8 8 0
2021 2.2034 18.0848 16.4328 0.0402 0.5918 0.6985 1.2903 0.1705 0.6741 0.8446 0.0000 :3,893.9567 :3,893.9567: 0.4487 0.0000 :3,905.1730
............ 2022 225569 182562 195357 00479 09004 06875 15879 02564 06664 09228 00000 46465639 46465639 04679 00000 46582608
Maximum 22.5569 46.5050 19.5357 0.1090 3.2884 0.8236 4.0856 1.3722 0.7951 2.1097 0.0000 |11,632.649|11,632.649| 1.0968 0.0000 [11,660.070
8 8 0




ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent ReductionI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 49.82 0.00 40.53 52.81 0.00 34.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
0.1206 i 39.2706 39.2706 0.0380 0.0000 40.2199

i21.8284 i

19.4149

1.1500e-

7,149.2763

17,149.2763

7,158.2624

Mobile
Total 7.9787 7.8140 41.5070 0.0753 5.6931 0.2271 5.9203 1.5236 0.2233 1.7469 I 0.0000 |7,976.0146|7,976.0146| 0.4125 0.0144 |7,990.6296
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
0.1206 0.1206 0.1206 0.1206 0.0000 i 39.2706 39.2706 0.0380 0.0000 40.2199

Mobile

i 21.8284 i

19.4149

1.1500e-

7,149.2763

7,149.2763

0.0144

7,158.2624

7,990.6296

Total

41.5070

1.7469 0.0000

7,976.0146

7,976.0146




I ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent ReductionI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days § Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 Grading Grading 10/1/2020 10/31/2020 5 22
- BU|Id|ngConstruct|0n BwldlngConstructlon ........................ T — 5/30/2022 .................
3 .................. Archliectura .Coatln.g ............................. Aréhltectu.ral . Coa.tlng ........................ 2/1./2022 .................. :15/30/.2022 .................

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 2.69
Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 527,885; Residential Outdoor: 175,962; Non-Residential Indoor: 9,006; Non-Residential Outdoor: 3,002; Striped Parking Area:

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Grading Graders 1 6.00 187 0.418
Gradlng ............................................................... T T g — o
Gradmg ............................................................... D e T T gh—— e
BundmgConstruchon .......................................... 5 s — 5ol
éﬂii&i’ﬁé’é&%’s’i’r’d&i};ﬁ .......................................... Y o 550
BundmgConstructmn .......................................... P T Y e ———— 7 |
BuﬂdmgConstruchon .......................................... D e T T gi— e
BundmgConstruchon .......................................... T T G
"Fé'ﬁiié&éiij'r'éi"éaéii}ié .......................................... 5 |rCompressors L s a;iél

Trips and VMT



Phase Name Offroad Equipment Worker Trip Vendor Trip Hauling Trip | Worker Trip Vendor Trip Hauling Trip Worker Vehicle [Vendor VehicleHauling Vehicle}
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Class Class
Grading 3 20.00 0.00 1,800.00 14.70; 6.90 30.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
o dlngConstructlon .......................... S— st 5556 LD_M|x ....................... v DT_M|x ......... s
Arch|tecturalCoat|ng ........................ ; 470 ..................... S 55 D_M|x ........................ v DT_M|x ......... i
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Replace Ground Cover
Water Exposed Area
Clean Paved Roads
3.2 Grading - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 4.7388 0.0000 4.7388 2.5107 0.0000 2.5107 0.0000 0.0000
........ S Y i e e 0629613657183 13657183 e 13767609
Total 1.3498 15.0854 6.4543 0.0141 4.7388 0.6844 5.4231 2.5107 0.6296 3.1403 1,365.7183 | 1,365.7183 | 0.4417 1,376.7609
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day




s TR EYI T R Ry TR E— T T Py
9 9 2
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
T S e R T e s SPTITS
003 003 003 003
Total 1.0950 31.4196 | 8.2044 | 0.0949 2.3685 0.1128 2.4813 0.6472 0.1078 0.7550 10,266.93110,266.931| 0.6551 10,283.309
4 4 1
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |[PM10 Total| Fugitive | Exhaust [PM2.5 Totallf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CcO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 1.7557 0.0000 1.7557 0.9302 0.0000 0.9302 0.0000 0.0000
........ e e e e e o
Total 1.3498 15.0854 | 6.4543 | 0.0141 1.7557 0.6844 2.4401 0.9302 0.6296 1.5598 0.0000 |1,365.7183[1,365.7183| 0.4417 1,376.7609
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |[PM10 Total| Fugitive | Exhaust [PM2.5 Totallf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 31.3542 } 7.3287 | 0.0926 1.3986 0.1109 1.5095 0.4047 0.1061 0.5108 i10,031.708{10,031.708} 0.6477 10,047.901
i 9 9 2
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
......... T s T T e S Ty
003 003 003 003
Total 31.4196 | 8.2044 | 0.0949 1.5327 0.1128 1.6455 0.4420 0.1078 0.5499 10,266.93110,266.931| 0.6551 10,283.309
4 4 1




3.3 Building Construction - 2020

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 2.0305 14.7882 13.1881 0.0220 0.7960 0.7960 0.7688 0.7688 2,001.1595:2,001.1595 0.3715 2,010.4467
Total 2.0305 14.7882 13.1881 0.0220 0.7960 0.7960 0.7688 0.7688 2,001.15952,001.1595| 0.3715 2,010.4467

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day

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
......... Vendor 01565 46804 12263 00114 02817 0022003037 00811 00211 01022 12189087 12189087 00744 12207682
......... kaer 02761 01964 26271 709006_ 06707 56100e-06763 01779 51600e 01830J 7056677 7056677 00223 7062239

003 003 003 :

Total 0.4326 4.8768 3.8534 0.0185 0.9524 0.0276 0.9800 0.2590 0.0262 0.2852 1,924.5764 | 1,924.5764| 0.0966 1,926.9921

Mitigated Construction On-Site




ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalfj Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day I Ib/day
Off-Road 2.0305 147882 i 13.1881 i 0.0220 0.7960 0.7960 0.7688 0.7688 i 0.0000 i2,001.1595i2,001.1595; 0.3715 i2,010.4467
Total 2.0305 14.7882 | 13.1881 | 0.0220 0.7960 0.7960 0.7688 0.7688 I 0.0000 [2,001.1595(2,001.1595| 0.3715 2,010.4467
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totallf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000
......... e R e Rt ST e
......... o T B e 7056677 T
003 003 i
Total 4.8768 3.8534 0.0185 0.0262 0.1967 1,924.5764 |1,924.5764| 0.0966 1,926.9921
3.3 Building Construction - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 1.8125 13.6361 : 12.8994 i 0.0221 0.6843 0.6843 0.6608 0.6608 i2,001.22002,001.2200 0.3573 :2,010.1517




Total 1.8125 13.6361 12.8994 0.0221 0.6843 0.6843 0.6608 0.6608 2,001.22002,001.2200| 0.3573 2,010.1517
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day I Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
""""" Vendor 700113 | 02817 | 8.7400e- | 02904 : 00811 : 8.3500e- 1200.474811,200.4748% 00713 | i1,211.2561
003 003
Worker 6.8600e- 0.6707 5.4200e- 0.6761 0.1779 4.9900e- . : 683.2619 : 683.2619 0.0201 683.7652
003 003 003
Total 0.3909 4.4487 3.5334 0.0182 0.9524 0.0142 0.9665 0.2590 0.0133 0.2723 I 1,892.7367 | 1,892.7367 | 0.0914 1,895.0213
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |[NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 1.8125 13.6361 12.8994 0.0221 0.6843 0.6843 0.6608 0.6608 0.0000 :2,001.2200:2,001.2200: 0.3573 2,010.1517
Total 1.8125 13.6361 12.8994 0.0221 0.6843 0.6843 0.6608 0.6608 0.0000 |2,001.2200(2,001.2200| 0.3573 2,010.1517

Mitigated Construction Off-Site




ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 TotaII Bio- CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day I Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 § 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 i i 0.0000 i 0.0000 } 0.0000 i i 0.0000
......... T 5 o s
H 003 003
Worker 0.2572 0.1768 24166 i 6.8600e- : 0.4025 : 5.4200e- i 0.4079 0.1120 i 4.9900e- i 0.1170 i 683.2619 i 683.2619 i 0.0201 683.7652
003 003 003 H
Total 0.3909 4.4487 3.5334 | 0.0182 0.5918 0.0142 0.6060 0.1705 0.0133 0.1838 I 1,892.7367 | 1,892.7367 | 0.0914 1,895.0213
3.3 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day I Ib/day
Off-Road £ 1.6487 i 125031 } 127264 { 0.0221 i i 05889 } 05889 i i 05689 | 05689 i i2,001.54292,001.5429} 0.3486 | §2,010.2581
Total 1.6487 12,5031 | 12.7264 | 0.0221 0.5889 0.5889 0.5689 0.5689 I 2,001.5429 [ 2,001.5429| 0.3486 2,010.2581
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalfl Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5

Category Ib/day I Ib/day




s TR YT T R T T Ry e s T T
ST T T e s e T s e
003 003
6.6200e- i 0.6707 i 5.2500e- i 0.6759 0.1779 | 4.8400e- 659.2274 i 659.2274 i 0.0182 659.6823
003 003 003
0.0178 0.9524 0.0129 0.9653 0.2590 0.0121 0.2711 1,858.1653 | 1,858.1653 | 0.0870 1,860.3402
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |[PM10 Total| Fugitive | Exhaust [PM2.5 Totallf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CcO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 1.6487 12.5031 i 12.7264 i 0.0221 0.5889 0.5889 0.5689 0.5689 0.0000 i2,001.5429:2,001.5429; 0.3486 2,010.2581
Total 1.6487 12,5031 | 12.7264 | 0.0221 0.5889 0.5889 0.5689 0.5689 0.0000 |2,001.5429]2,001.5429| 0.3486 2,010.2581
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |[PM10 Total| Fugitive | Exhaust [PM2.5 Totallf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
......... e B T B o
003 003
Worker 6.6200e- i 0.4025 i 5.2500e- i 0.4077 0.1120 | 4.8400e- 659.2274 } 659.2274 i 0.0182 659.6823
003 003 003
Total 0.0178 0.5918 0.0129 0.6047 0.1705 0.0121 0.1826 1,858.1653 | 1,858.1653 | 0.0870 1,860.3402




3.4 Architectural Coating - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 20.1525 0.0000 0.0000

Total 20.3571 1.4085 1.8136 2.9700e- 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0183 281.9062
003

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day

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
R Vendor ............... 00000 ......... 00000 ........ 0 0000 00000 ......... 00000 00000 ......... 0 0000 00000 00000 00000 ........................... 00000 ........ 00000 00000 ......................... 00000
......... kaer 01847 01224 17094 507006_ 05142 40200e-05182 01364 37100e 01401, 5054077 5054077 00140 5057564

003 003 003 :
Total 0.1847 0.1224 1.7094 5.0700e- 0.5142 4.0200e- 0.5182 0.1364 3.7100e- 0.1401 505.4077 | 505.4077 0.0140 505.7564
003 003 003

Mitigated Construction On-Site




ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalfj Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 20.1525
et -
003 H
Total 20.3571 1.4085 1.8136 2.9700e- 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0000 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0183 281.9062
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
R Vet e YT
......... et e s 5054077 T Sy R N
003 003 i
Total 5.0700e- 0.3086 4.0200e- 0.3126 0.0859 3.7100e- 0.0896 505.4077 | 505.4077 0.0140 505.7564
003 003 003
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5




Category

Ib/day
Mitigated 1.4626 6.9453 19.4149 i7,149.276317,149.2763} 0.3594 7,158.2624
...... y .r.{r.r.].i.t.ié.é.t;a...... s T B e
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Apartments Mid Rise 720.72 720.72 720.72 2,461,320 2,461,320

Strip Mall

113.52 113.52 215,983 215,983
Total 834.24 834.24 834.24 2,677,302 2,677,302
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W H-Sor C-C | H-Oor C-NW |H-W or C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.00 19.00 41.00 86 1" 3
..... EnclosedParklngwnhElevator1660840690 T R S
...................... StrlpMaII1660840690 T S T R T R B
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
Apartments Mid Rise 0.546501 0.044961 0.204016;  0.120355 0.015740;  0.006196 0.020131;  0.030678:  0.002515 0.002201 0.005142i  0.000687; 0.000876
""" Enclosed Parking with Elevator  : 0546501;  0.044961i  0.204016; 0.120355{  0.015740; 0006196  0.020131i 0.030678i 0.002515; 0.002201 0.005142i 0.000687; 0.000876
StrlpMaII T YT P TTIT R YT R G YTt e T Ry R

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy




ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day I Ib/day
NaturalGas 0.6170 0.2637 i 3.9400e- 0.0499 0.0499 0.0499 i i 787.4678 i 787.4678 i 0.0151 0.0144 i 792.1473
Mitigated i 003 i i i i
NaturalGas 0.6170 0.2637 } 3.9400e- 0.0499 0.0499 0.0499 i 787.4678 i 787.4678 | 0.0151 0.0144 } 792.1473
Unmitigated i 003 i H i H
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGas ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total} Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTUlyr Ib/day Ib/day
Apartments Mid 6666.5 0.0719 0.6144 0.2614 i 3.9200e- : 0.0497 0.0497 0.0497 0.0497 i 784.2940 i 784.2940 i 0.0150 i 788.9547
Rise i 003 i i i
Enclosed Parking 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
with Elevator
Strip Mall 26.9769 2.9000e- i 2.6400e- i 2.2200e- i 2.0000e- 2.0000e- i 2.0000e- 2.0000e- i2.0000e-004 3.1738 3.1738 i 6.0000e- i 6.0000e- i 3.1926
004 003 003 005 004 004 004 005 005
Total 0.0722 0.6170 0.2637 3.9400e- 0.0499 0.0499 0.0499 0.0499 787.4678 | 787.4678 | 0.0151 0.0144 | 792.1473
003
Mitigated
NaturalGas ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust [PM10 Total| Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall| Bio-CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
Use PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5




Land Use kBTUlyr Ib/day Ib/day

Apartments Mid 6.6665 ii 0.0719 i 0.6144 i 0.2614 i 3.9200e- i 0.0497 i 0.0497 i i 0.0497 i 0.0497 i 784.2940 i 784.2940 i 0.0150 i 0.0144 i 788.9547
Rise 003
Enclosed Parking 0 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

with Elevator

Strip Mall 0.0269769 ii 2.9000e- i 2.6400e- i 2.2200e- 2.0000e- 2.0000e- : 2.0000e- 2.0000e- :2.0000e-004 3.1738 3.1738 6.0000e- : 6.0000e- 3.1926
ii 004 003 003 005 004 004 004 005 005
Total 0.0722 0.6170 0.2637 3.9400e- 0.0499 0.0499 0.0499 0.0499 787.4678 | 787.4678 0.0151 0.0144 792.1473
003

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio- CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5

Category Ib/day I Ib/day

Mitigated i 64439 i 02517 | 21.8284 i 1.1500e- 0.1206 0.1206 | 0.0000 ; 39.2706 39.2706 i 0.0380 i 0.0000 40.2199

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5

SubCategory Ib/day I Ib/day




Archltectural 04693 ................................................................................... 00000 ........ 00000 ........................... 00000 ......... 00000 00000 ...................... YT
Coating
Consumer 5.3137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Products
Hearth 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
003
Total 6.4439 0.2517 21.8284 | 1.1500e- 0.1206 0.1206 0.1206 0.1206 0.0000 39.2706 39.2706 0.0380 0.0000 40.2199
003
Mitigated
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural 0.4693 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating
Consumer 5.3137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Products
Hearth 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
reves Landscapmg 06609 ......... 0 2517 ....... 218284 ..... 1 15006 .......................... 01206 ........ 01206 ........................... 01206 ......... 01206 .......................... 3 92706 ....... 3 92706 ....... 00380 ......................... 4 02199
003
Total 6.4439 0.2517 21.8284 | 1.1500e- 0.1206 0.1206 0.1206 0.1206 0.0000 39.2706 39.2706 0.0380 0.0000 40.2199
003

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad



Equipment Type I Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type I Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Boilers

Equipment Type I Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type I Number

11.0 Vegetation




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2

Page 1 of 1 Date: 8/20/2020 11:05 PM
733 South Park View Street Future - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual
733 South Park View Street Future
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual
1.0 Project Characteristics
1.1 Land Usage
Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Enclosed Parking with Elevator 235.00 Space 0.00 94,000.00 0
........................ Apartmentledese 26400Dwell|ngUn|t B 7Y M =
StanaII ...................................................................... < 00ﬁ10005qft ................................................ G — Saage T — r—
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 22 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2022
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
CO2 Intensity 1227.89 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Developer information. Assumes 2.42 density per dwelling unit per City of LA guidance

Construction Phase - Developer information

Trips and VMT - Assumes use of 10CY capacity haul trucks and 30-mile one-way distance to landfill

Grading - Developer information on grading.
Vehicle Trips - City of LA VMT Calculator

Woodstoves - Developer information




Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Assumes SCAQMD Rule 403 control efficiencies

Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblConstDustMitigation

CleanPavedRoadPercentReduction




tblW oodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 13.20 0.00
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive | Exhaust |[PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2020 0.0813 0.9602 0.5350 i 2.0800e- i 0.0983 0.0269 i 0.1252 0.0402 0.0256 0.0658 0.0000 § 192.9456 i 192.9456 : 0.0204 i 0.0000 | 193.4552

2022 0.9801 0.9567 0.9895 2.4200e- 0.0710 0.0355 0.1065 0.0192 0.0344 0.0536 0.0000 213.0611 i 213.0611 0.0222 0.0000 213.6166

003
Maximum 0.9801 2.3724 2.1331 5.1900e- 0.1220 0.0912 0.2131 0.0402 0.0880 0.1212 0.0000 455.8902 | 455.8902 0.0533 0.0000 457.2216
003
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2020 0.0813 0.9602 0.5350 2.0800e- 0.0487 0.0269 0.0756 0.0187 0.0256 0.0444 0.0000 192.9456 i 192.9456 0.0204 0.0000 193.4552
003

2021 0.2881 2.3724 2.1331 5.1900e- 0.0760 0.0912 0.1672 0.0219 0.0880 0.1099 0.0000 455.8899 i 455.8899 0.0533 0.0000 : 457.2213
003

2022 0.9801 0.9567 0.9895 2.4200e- 0.0437 0.0355 0.0793 0.0125 0.0344 0.0469 0.0000 213.0609 : 213.0609 0.0222 0.0000 213.6164
003




Maximum 0.9801 2.3724 2.1331 5.1900e- 0.0760 0.0912 0.1672 0.0219 0.0880 0.1099 0.0000 455.8899 | 455.8899 0.0533 0.0000 457.2213
003
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |[PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent Reduction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 42.15 0.00 27.60 42.61 0.00 16.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 9-1-2020 11-30-2020 0.7868 0.7868
2 12-1-2020 2-28-2021 0.6741 0.6741
3 3-1-2021 5-31-2021 0.6671 0.6671
4 6-1-2021 8-31-2021 0.6666 0.6666
5 9-1-2021 11-30-2021 0.6604 0.6604
6 12-1-2021 2-28-2022 0.8419 0.8419
7 3-1-2022 5-31-2022 1.3272 1.3272
Highest 1.3272 1.3272
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total] Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MTlyr
Area 1.1380 0.0315 2.7286 i 1.4000e- 0.0151 0.0151 0.0151 0.0151 0.0000 4.4532 4.4532 i 4.3100e- i 0.0000 4.5609
004 003
Energy 0.0132 0.1126 0.0481 7.2000e- 9.1000e- i 9.1000e- 9.1000e- i 9.1000e- 0.0000 :1,064.5964 :1,064.5964: 0.0246 6.9600e- :1,067.2831
004 003 003 003 003 003 i
Mobile 0.2523 1.3175 3.4032 0.0123 1.0162 0.0103 1.0265 0.2724 9.6400e- 0.2820 0.0000 :1,139.3245:1,139.3245: 0.0590 0.0000
003
Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 25.9301 0.0000 25.9301 1.5324 0.0000
............ Water 00000 00000 00000 00000 55980 1967516 2023496 05796 00145 Yy
Total 1.4035 1.4615 6.1799 0.0132 1.0162 0.0345 1.0507 0.2724 0.0338 0.3062 31.5281 |2,405.1257|2,436.6538 | 2.1999 0.0215 |2,498.0551




Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 [NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 1.1380 0.0315 2.7286 i 1.4000e- 0.0151 0.0151 0.0151 0.0151 0.0000 4.4532 i 4.3100e- i 0.0000 4.5609
004 : 003
Energy 0.0132 0.1126 0.0481 i 7.2000e- 9.1000e- i 9.1000e- 9.1000e- i 9.1000e- 0.0000 :1,064.5964;1,064.5964: 0.0246 : 6.9600e- :1,067.2831
004 003 003 003 003 003
Mobile 0.2523 1.3175 3.4032 0.0123 1.0162 0.0103 1.0265 0.2724 9.6400e- 0.2820 0.0000 i1,139.3245{1,139.3245: 0.0590 0.0000 :1,140.7984
003
Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 25.9301 25.9301 1.5324 0.0000 64.2406
s N P T B T YrYa R o s
Total 1.4035 1.4615 6.1799 0.0132 1.0162 0.0345 1.0507 0.2724 0.0338 0.3062 31.5281 [2,405.1257|2,436.6538| 2.1999 0.0215 |2,498.0551
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent Reduction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days § Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 Grading Grading 10/1/2020 10/31/2020 5
- BqulngConstrucnon BU|Id|ngConstruct|on ........................ T R T B p———————
r— ArchltecturaICoatmg ............................. ArchltecturaICoatmg ......................... R B

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 2.69




Acres of Paving: 0
Residential Indoor: 527,885; Residential Outdoor: 175,962; Non-Residential Indoor: 9,006; Non-Residential Outdoor: 3,002; Striped Parking Area:

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Grading Graders 1 6.00 187

rchitectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Worker Trip Vendor Trip J Hauling Trip § Worker Trip Vendor Trip Hauling Trip Worker Vehicle [Vendor VehiclefHauling Vehicle}
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Class Class
Grading 3 20.00 0.00 1,800.00 14.70 6.90 30.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
BundmgConstructlon R S T At S —— S T TN VT HDT_M|x .......... i
ArchltecturalCoatmg .............................................. g G pk— G 000 .................... TaTp—— S— S5 LD_M|x HDT_MIX .......... T

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Replace Ground Cover
Water Exposed Area

Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Grading - 2020

Unmitigated Construction On-Site




ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 [NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.0521  0.0000 i 00521 : 0.0276 : 0.0000 : 0.0276 0.0000 : 0.0000 { 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000
R T e S o B P P o P
i 004 003 003 003 003 003
Total 0.0149 0.1659 0.0710 | 1.5000e- | 0.0521 | 7.5300e- | 0.0597 0.0276 | 6.9300e- | 0.0346 0.0000 | 13.6286 | 13.6286 | 4.4100e- | 0.0000 13.7387
004 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust [PM10 Total| Fugitive | Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0111 0.3583 00821 i 1.0100e- | 00232 | 1.2300e- i 0.0244 | 6.3700e- ; 1.1700e- | 7.5400e- i 0.0000  99.6014 i 99.6014 } 6.5400e- | 0.0000 ; 99.7648
003 003 003 i

Worker 1.0200e- 8.2000e- : 9.0600e- : 2.0000e- 2.4100e- : 2.0000e- : 2.4300e- : 6.4000e- : 2.0000e- : 6.6000e- 0.0000 2.2470 2.2470 7.0000e- 0.0000 2.2487
003 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Total 0.0121 0.3591 0.0911 1.0300e- 0.0256 1.2500e- 0.0269 7.0100e- | 1.1900e- | 8.2000e- 0.0000 101.8483 | 101.8483 | 6.6100e- 0.0000 102.0136
003 003 003 003 003 003

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5

Category tons/yr MT/yr




e 00193 ........ 00000 ........ 00193 ......... 00102 ........ 00000 ........ 00102 ......... 0 0000 00000 00000 ........ 00000 ........ 00000 ........ 00000
150006 753009 753006 ......................... 6 93006 ...... 6 9300e ....... 0 0000 ........ 1 36285 ....... 1 36285 ...... 4 41006 ...... 00000 ........ 1 37387
i 004 003 003 003 003 003
Total 0.0149 0.1659 0.0710 1.5000e- 0.0193 7.5300e- | 0.0268 0.0102 6.9300e- 0.0172 0.0000 13.6285 13.6285 | 4.4100e- | 0.0000 13.7387
004 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall] Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0111 0.3583 0.0821 1.0100e- 0.0152 1.2300e- i 0.0164 4.4000e- i 1.1700e- i 5.5700e- 0.0000 99.6014 99.6014 : 6.5400e- : 0.0000 99.7648
i 003 003 003 003 003 003 i

Total 1.0300e- 0.0166 1.2500e- 4.8000e- | 1.1900e- | 5.9900e- 0.0000 101.8483 | 101.8483 | 6.6100e- | 0.0000 102.0136
003 003 003 003 003 003
3.3 Building Construction - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.0447 0.3253 0.2901 4.8000e- 0.0175 0.0175 0.0169 0.0169 0.0000 39.9393 39.9393 : 7.4100e- : 0.0000 40.1246
i 004 003
Total 0.0447 0.3253 0.2901 4.8000e- 0.0175 0.0175 0.0169 0.0169 0.0000 39.9393 39.9393 | 7.4100e- | 0.0000 40.1246
004 003




Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 [NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 .............. 35100e ....... 01049 ......... 0 0284 ...... 25000e ...... 6 1000e ..... 49000e 65900e ...... 17600e ...... 4 7000e ...... 2 2300e ....... 0 0000 240477 240477 ...... 15300e00000 240859
003 004 003 004 003 003 004 003 003
Worker 6.0900e- i 4.9100e- 0.0543 1.5000e- 0.0145 1.2000e- 0.0146 3.8400e- i 1.1000e- i 3.9600e- 0.0000 13.4818 13.4818 i 4.2000e- i 0.0000 13.4925
i 003 003 004 004 003 004 003 004
Total 9.6000e- 0.1098 0.0827 4.0000e- 0.0206 6.1000e- 0.0212 5.6000e- | 5.8000e- | 6.1900e- 0.0000 37.5295 37.5295 | 1.9500e- 0.0000 37.5783
003 004 004 003 004 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total] Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MTlyr
Off-Road 0.0447 0.3253 0.2901 i 4.8000e- 0.0175 0.0175 0.0169 0.0169 0.0000 i 39.9392 39.9392 i 7.4100e- i 0.0000 40.1246
i 004 i i 003 i
Total 0.0447 0.3253 0.2901 4.8000e- 0.0175 0.0175 0.0169 0.0169 0.0000 39.9392 39.9392 7.4100e- 0.0000 40.1246
004 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5




Category

tons/yr

MT/yr

Hauling

i 6.0900e-

4.9100e-

0.0000

1.5000e-

8.7000e-

1.2000e-

8.8200e-

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

2.4300e- 1.1000e- 2.5400e- 0.0000 13.4818 13.4818 4.2000e- i 0.0000 13.4925
003 003 004 003 004 003 003 004 003 004
Total 9.6000e- 0.1098 0.0827 4.0000e- 0.0128 6.1000e- 0.0134 3.7000e- 5.8000e- 4.2800e- 0.0000 37.5295 37.5295 1.9500e- 0.0000 37.5783
003 004 004 003 004 003 003
3.3 Building Construction - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.2365 1.7795 1.6834 i 2.8800e- 0.0893 0.0893 0.0862 0.0862 0.0000 : 236.9197 i 236.9197 i 0.0423 0.0000 § 237.9771
H 003 H H H H
Total 0.2365 1.7795 1.6834 2.8800e- 0.0893 0.0893 0.0862 0.0862 0.0000 236.9197 | 236.9197 0.0423 0.0000 237.9771
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall] Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
.......... Vendor 01536 14600e

003

003

0.0104

1.1000e- :

003

8.6800e- ;
003 i

i 141.7554




8.6000e- 0.0858 7.1000e- 0.0865 0.0228 6.5000e- 0.0234 0.0000 77.4322 77.4322 : 2.2800e- 0.0000 77.4892
004 004 004 003
2.3200e- 0.1220 1.8700e- 0.1238 0.0332 1.7500e- 0.0350 0.0000 218.9705 | 218.9705 0.0110 0.0000 219.2446
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MTl/yr
Off-Road 0.2365 1.7795 1.6834 2.8800e- 0.0893 0.0893 0.0862 0.0862 0.0000 236.9194 : 236.9194 0.0423 0.0000 237.9768
003
Total 0.2365 1.7795 1.6834 2.8800e- 0.0893 0.0893 0.0862 0.0862 0.0000 236.9194 | 236.9194 0.0423 0.0000 237.9768
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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
R Vendor 00178 ......... 05667 ......... 0 1536 14600e- ....... 00244 ....... 1 1600e- ...... 00256 ........ 7 5500e ...... 110006_ ...... 86500e- ....... 0 0000 ....... 1 415383 ..... 1415383 ..... 8 6800e- ...... 00000 ....... 1 417554
003 003 003 003 003 003
Worker 0.0337 0.0262 0.2961 8.6000e- 0.0516 7.1000e- 0.0523 0.0144 6.5000e- 0.0150 0.0000 77.4322 77.4322 : 2.2800e- 0.0000 77.4892
004 004 004 003
Total 0.0515 0.5929 0.4497 2.3200e- 0.0760 1.8700e- 0.0779 0.0219 1.7500e- 0.0237 0.0000 218.9705 | 218.9705 0.0110 0.0000 219.2446
003 003 003

3.3 Building Construction - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site




ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 [NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.0874 i 06627 : 0.6745 : 1.1700e- i i 0.0312 i 0.0312 0.0302 : 0.0302 0.0000 : 96.2358 | 96.2358 : 0.0168 : 0.0000 ; 96.6548
i i o003 i i H i H i i H
Total 0.0874 0.6627 0.6745 | 1.1700e- 0.0312 | 0.0312 0.0302 0.0302 0.0000 | 96.2358 | 96.2358 | 0.0168 | 0.0000 | 96.6548
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust [PM10 Total| Fugitive | Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0128 9.6200e- 0.1108 3.4000e- 0.0349 2.8000e- 0.0351 9.2600e- 2.6000e- 9.5100e- 0.0000 30.3421 30.3421 8.4000e- 0.0000 30.3630

003 004 004 003 004 003 004
Total 0.0196 0.2283 0.1698 9.3000e- 0.0495 6.9000e- 0.0502 0.0135 6.5000e- 0.0141 0.0000 87.3202 87.3202 4.2400e- 0.0000 87.4262

004 004 004 003

Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr

MT/yr




117006_ .......................... 00312 ........ 00312 ............................ 00302 ........ 00302 ......... 0 0000 962357 962357 ....... 00168 ........ 00000 966547
003
1.1700e- 0.0312 0.0312 0.0302 0.0302 0.0000 96.2357 96.2357 0.0168 0.0000 96.6547
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall] Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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 i 0.0000 0.0000

3.9000e-

004 004 003

9.3000e- 0.0309 6.9000e- 0.0316 8.9200e- | 6.5000e- | 9.5600e- 0.0000 87.3202 87.3202 | 4.2400e- 0.0000 87.4262
004 004 003 004 003 003
3.4 Architectural Coating - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 0.8565 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

004 003 003 003 003
0.0771 1.3000e- 3.4700e- | 3.4700e- 3.4700e- | 3.4700e- 0.0000 10.8513 10.8513 | 7.1000e- 0.0000 10.8690
004 003 003 003 003 004




Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 [NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 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 00000 ......... 00000 ......... 0 0000 ........ O 0000 ......... 00000 ........ 00000 ........ 00000 ......... 00000 ........ 00000 ........ 00000 ........ 0 0000 00000 00000 ........ 00000 ........ 00000 ........ 00000
. Worker .......... 78900e 59200e ....... 0 0681 ...... 21000e ....... 00214 ....... 1 7000e ...... 00216 ........ 5 6900e ...... 16000e ...... 58500e ....... 0 0000 ........ 1 86537 ....... 1 86537 ...... 5 1000e 00000 ........ y 86666
i 003 003 004 004 003 004 003 004
Total 7.8900e- 5.9200e- 0.0681 2.1000e- 0.0214 1.7000e- 0.0216 5.6900e- | 1.6000e- | 5.8500e- 0.0000 18.6537 18.6537 | 5.1000e- 0.0000 18.6666
003 003 004 004 003 004 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total] Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MTlyr
Archit. Coating i 0.8565 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Off-Road it 8.6900e- 0.0599 0.0771 1.3000e- 3.4700e- i 3.4700e- 3.4700e- 3.4700e- 0.0000 10.8513 10.8513 7.1000e- 0.0000 10.8690
it 003 004 003 003 003 003 004 i
Total 0.8652 0.0599 0.0771 1.3000e- 3.4700e- | 3.4700e- 3.4700e- 3.4700e- 0.0000 10.8513 10.8513 7.1000e- 0.0000 10.8690
004 003 003 003 003 004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5




Category tons/yr MT/yr
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
Worker i 7.8900e- i 5.9200e- i 0.0681 i 2.1000e- 0.0129 i 1.7000e- i 0.0131 3.5900e- i 1.6000e- i 3.7500e- 0.0000 18.6537 | 18.6537 i 5.1000e- i 0.0000 18.6666
003 003 004 004 003 004 003 004
Total 7.8900e- | 5.9200e- | 0.0681 | 2.1000e- 0.0129 | 1.7000e- | 0.0131 3.5900e- | 1.6000e- | 3.7500e- 0.0000 18.6537 | 18.6537 | 5.1000e- | 0.0000 18.6666
003 003 004 004 003 004 003 004
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 0.2523 1.3175 3.4032 0.0123 1.0162 0.0103 1.0265 0.2724 9.6400e- : 0.2820 0.0000 :1,139.3245:1,139.3245: 0.0590 0.0000 :1,140.7984
003 :
Unmitigated 0.2523 1.3175 3.4032 0.0123 1.0162 0.0103 1.0265 0.2724 9.6400e- i 0.2820 0.0000 i1,139.3245{1,139.3245} 0.0590 0.0000 §1,140.7984
003
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate | Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday I Annual VMT Annual VMT
Apart Rise 720 : 0 461,3

215,

834.24

2,677,302

2,677,302




4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-WorC-W | H-SorC-C | H-Oor C-NW |H-W or C-W| H-Sor C-C | H-Oor C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.00 19.00 41.00 86 11 3
...... = nclosedParklnngthEIevator1660840 s T T S s T
....................... StrlpMaII1660840 T R S T T R
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
Apartments Mid Rise 0.546501 0.044961 0.204016:  0.120355:  0.015740:  0.006196 0.020131;  0.030678:  0.002515 0.002201 0.005142;  0.000687: 0.000876
""" Enclosed Parking with Elevator  § 0546501;  0.044961; 0204016 0.120355; 0.015740; 0006196  0.020131; 0.030678 770002201 0.005142;  0.000687; 0.000876
........................ 5 trlpMaII B B T T T e s
5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 934.2223 i 934.2223 0.0221 4.5700e- § 936.1343
Mitigated i 003
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 934.2223 | 934.2223 0.0221 4.5700e- { 936.1343
Unmitigated i 003
NaturalGas 0.0132 0.1126 0.0481 7.2000e- 9.1000e- : 9.1000e- 9.1000e- 9.1000e- 0.0000 130.3741 130.3741 : 2.5000e- : 2.3900e- : 131.1489
Mitigated 004 003 003 003 003 003 003
NaturalGas 0.0132 0.1126 0.0481 7.2000e- 9.1000e- : 9.1000e- 9.1000e- 9.1000e- 0.0000 130.3741 130.3741 : 2.5000e- 2.3900e- : 131.1489
Unmitigated 004 003 003 003 003 003 i 003




5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGas ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Apartments Mid {2.43327e+03; 0.0131 0.1121 0.0477 7.2000e- 9.0700e- i 9.0700e- 9.0700e- :9.0700e-003: 0.0000 129.8487 : 129.8487 : 2.4900e- : 2.3800e- : 130.6203
Rise 06 i 004 003 003 i i 003 003 003
Enclosed Parking 0 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
with Elevator
Strip Mall 9846.56 5.0000e- i 4.8000e- i 4.1000e- 0.0000 4.0000e- i 4.0000e- 4.0000e- :i4.0000e-005: 0.0000 0.5255 0.5255 1.0000e- i 1.0000e- 0.5286
i 005 004 004 005 005 005 005 005
Total 0.0132 0.1126 0.0481 7.2000e- 9.1100e- | 9.1100e- 9.1100e- |9.1100e-003§ 0.0000 130.3741 | 130.3741 | 2.5000e- | 2.3900e- | 131.1489
004 003 003 003 003 003
Mitigated
NaturalGas ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total§ Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Apartments Mid :2.43327e+0 0.0131 0.1121 0.0477 7.2000e- : 9.0700e- 9.0700e- 9.0700e- :9.0700e-003: 0.0000 129.8487 : 129.8487 : 2.4900e- 2.3800e- 130.6203

Enclosed Parking

with Elevator

Strip Mall 9846.56 5.0000e- : 4.8000e- : 4.1000e- 0.0000 4.0000e- : 4.0000e- 4.0000e- :4.0000e-005: 0.0000 0.5255 0.5255 1.0000e- 1.0000e- 0.5286
005 004 004 005 005 005 005 005
Total 0.0132 0.1126 0.0481 7.2000e- 9.1100e- | 9.1100e- 9.1100e- [9.1100e-003f 0.0000 130.3741 | 130.3741 | 2.5000e- | 2.3900e- | 131.1489
004 003 003 003 003 003

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated



Electricity f§ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Mid :1.04546e+0:i: 582.2816 0.0138 2.8500e- i 583.4733

Enclosed Parking
with Elevator

Total 934.2223 0.0221 4.5700e- | 936.1343

003
Mitigated
Electricity i Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Mid i1.04546e+0i 582.2816 0.0138 2.8500e- : 583.4733

7.2500e- : 1.5000e- i 307.4246
003 003

1.0700e- i 2.2000e-

45.2364

Strip Mall
i 003 004
Total 934.2223 0.0221 4.5700e- | 936.1343
003

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area



ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 [NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

0.0315

i 1.4000e-

004

0.0000

4.4532

4.4532 i 4.3100e- i

003

0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0315 1.4000e- 0.0000 4.4532 4.4532 4.3100e- 0.0000
! 004 ! o003 i
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
_
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total]] Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory tons/yr MTlyr
Architectural i 0.0857 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating
Consumer 0.9698 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Products
Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
- L andscapmg .......... 00826 00315 ........ 27286 ...... 14000e 00151 00151 ............................ 0 0151 ......... 0 0151 ......... 00000 ........ 44532 ......... 44532 ....... 431006
004 003
Total 1.1380 0.0315 2.7286 1.4000e- 0.0151 0.0151 0.0151 0.0151 0.0000 4.4532 4.4532 4.3100e- 0.0000 4.5609
004 003
Mitigated
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural 0.0857 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating




e
Products
Hearth
—— T e e PPt S T e st T T T T T
i 004 003
Total 1.1380 0.0315 2.7286 1.4000e- 0.0151 0.0151 0.0151 0.0151 0.0000 4.4532 4.4532 4.3100e- 0.0000 4.5609
004 003
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated it 202.3496 0.5796 0.0145 i 221.1721

221.1721
7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated
findoor/Outdf Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
oor Use
Land Use Mgal MTlyr

Apartments Mid 17.2007 / i 197.2999 0.5650 0.0142 215.6484

Rise 10.8439

Enclosed Parking 0/0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
with Elevator




Strip Mall 0.444435 ] & 5.0497 0.0146 : 3.7000e- | 5.5237
0.272396 i 004
Total 202.3496  0.5796 | 0.0145 | 221.1721
Mitigated
Nindoor/Outdl| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
oor Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Apartments Mid § 17.2007 / # 197.2999  0.5650 i 0.0142 } 2156484
Rise 10.8439 i
Enclosed Parking 0/0 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000
with Elevator
Strip Mall 0.444435/ i 5.0497 0.0146 i 3.7000e- | 5.5237
0.272396 i 004
Total 202.3496  0.5796 | 0.0145 | 221.1721
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
Category/Year
Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
MT/yr
Mitigated 25.9301 1.5324 0.0000 i 64.2406
T Unmitigated | £ 259301  1.5324 § 0.0000 : 64.2406




8.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated

Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Apartments Mid 121.44 24.6512 1.4569 0.0000 61.0724

Total 25.9301 1.5324 0.0000 64.2406
Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
121.44 24.6512 1.4569 0.0000 61.0724

Apartments Mid

Strip Mall

Total

25.9301

64.2406

9.0 Operational Offroad




11.0 Vegetation

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type I
10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type I
Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type
User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

1.0 Project Characteristics

733 South Park View Street Future - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

Page 1 of 1

733 South Park View Street Future
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

Date: 8/20/2020 11

:06 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric I Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Enclosed Parking with Elevator 235.00 Space 0.00 94,000.00 0
....................... ApartmentledR|se e DweII|ngUn|t120 26068400 e
................................. StrlpMaII e 1000sqftO14 600400 e
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 22 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2022
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
CO2 Intensity 1227.89 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Developer information. Assumes 2.42 density per dwelling unit per City of LA guidance

Construction Phase - Developer information

Trips and VMT - Assumes use of 10CY capacity haul trucks and 30-mile one-way distance to landfill

Grading - Developer information on grading.
Vehicle Trips - City of LA VMT Calculator

Woodstoves - Developer information




Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Assumes SCAQMD Rule 403 control efficiencies

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblConstDustMitigation CleanPavedRoadPercentReduction 0 46
....................... T NumDays T
....................... T NumDays T T I
....................... P NumDays R T R
.............................. ; bIFlrepIaces e T R R
.............................. ; bIFlrepIaces NumberNoF|repIace T R
.............................. ; bIF|repIaces e T T iy
thGradmg ......................................................... 5 cresOfGradlng ............................................................ g g ——
thGradlng ........................................................ MaterlaIExported ........................................................... e T A—
............................... P LandUseSquareFeet S B e Yy —
............................... i LandUseSquareFeet T I v —
............................... i LotAcreage T T
............................... i LotAcreage P
............................... e Populatlon R T R
........................... ; bITnpsAndVMT HauImngpLength L
........................... . bITrlpsAndVMT HauImngpNumber S R S—
........................... : bITrlpsAndVMT VendorTrleumber R 7y R
........................... : bITrlpsAndVMT WorkerTnpNumber R
........................... ; bITnpsAndVMT WorkerTnpNumber Y R
............................ . bIVeh|cIeTr|ps HO_TTP T PR
............................ : bIVehcheTrlps HS_TTP T i
............................ . bIVeh|c|eTr|ps HW_TTP T R Y R
............................ ; bIVeh|cIeTr|ps ST_TR T T R
............................ . bIVeh|cIeTr|ps ST_TR T R
............................ : bIVehcheTrlps SU_TR S
............................ . bIVeh|c|eTr|ps SU_TR R R R
............................ ; bIVeh|cIeTr|ps WD_TR T T
............................ . bIVeh|cIeTr|ps WD_TR 7




tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 13.20 0.00
............................ e R T R
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2020 2.5007 471224 i 16.9466 i 0.1078 7.1073 0.8239 7.9056 3.1579 0.7954 3.8964 0.0000 $11,498.329i11,498.329% 1.1136 i 0.0000 :11,526.170
7 7 0
2021 2.2390 18.0949 i 16.3443 i 0.0395 0.9524 0.6988 1.6511 0.2590 0.6744 0.9334 0.0000 :3,820.8910:3,820.8910} 0.4521 0.0000 :3,832.1944
............ S ra— 226122 e e b ——
Maximum 22,6122 | 471224 | 19.3047 | o0.1078 7.1073 0.8239 7.9056 3.1579 0.7954 3.8964 0.0000 [11,498.329]11,498.329| 1.1136 | 0.0000 [11,526.170
7 7 0
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2020 i 25007 471224 i 16.9466 i 0.1078 3.2884 0.8239 4.0867 1.3722 0.7954 2.1108 0.0000 i11,498.329i11,498.329} 1.1136 i 0.0000 :11,526.170
7 7 0
2021 §2.2390 18.0949 i 16.3443 i 0.0395 0.5918 0.6988 1.2906 0.1705 0.6744 0.8449 0.0000 i3,820.8910:3,820.8910i 0.4521 0.0000 :3,832.1944
............ T T T T B Ry PP P T Py
Maximum 22,6122 | 471224 | 19.3047 | o0.1078 3.2884 0.8239 4.0867 1.3722 0.7954 2.1108 0.0000 [11,498.329]11,498.329| 1.1136 | 0.0000 [11,526.170
7 7 0




ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent ReductionI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 49.82 0.00 40.52 52.81 0.00 34.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
i 39.2706 39.2706 0.0380 0.0000 40.2199

i21.8284 i

18.4391

1.1500e-

6,804.2300

16,804.2300

6,813.1959

Mobile
Total 7.9354 7.9759 40.5312 0.0719 5.6931 0.2274 5.9206 1.5236 0.2236 1.7472 I 0.0000 |7,630.9683|7,630.9683| 0.4117 0.0144 |7,645.5632
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
0.1206 0.1206 0.1206 0.1206 0.0000 i 39.2706 39.2706 0.0380 0.0000 40.2199

Mobile

i 21.8284 i

18.4391

1.1500e-

6,804.2300

6,804.2300

6,813.1959

Total

40.5312

1.7472

0.0000

7,630.9683

7,630.9683

0.0144

7,645.5632




I ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio-CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent ReductionI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days § Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 Grading Grading 10/1/2020 10/31/2020 5 22
- BU|Id|ngConstruct|0n BwldlngConstructlon ........................ T — 5/30/2022 .................
3 .................. Archliectura .Coatln.g ............................. Aréhltectu.ral . Coa.tlng ........................ 2/1./2022 .................. :15/30/.2022 .................

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 2.69
Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 527,885; Residential Outdoor: 175,962; Non-Residential Indoor: 9,006; Non-Residential Outdoor: 3,002; Striped Parking Area:

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Grading Graders 1 6.00 187 0.418
Gradlng ............................................................... T T g — o
Gradmg ............................................................... D e T T gh—— e
BundmgConstruchon .......................................... 5 s — 5ol
éﬂii&i’ﬁé’é&%’s’i’r’d&i};ﬁ .......................................... Y o 550
BundmgConstructmn .......................................... P T Y e ———— 7 |
BuﬂdmgConstruchon .......................................... D e T T gi— e
BundmgConstruchon .......................................... T T G
"Fé'ﬁiié&éiij'r'éi"éaéii}ié .......................................... 5 |rCompressors L s a;iél

Trips and VMT



Phase Name Offroad Equipment Worker Trip Vendor Trip Hauling Trip | Worker Trip Vendor Trip Hauling Trip Worker Vehicle [Vendor VehicleHauling Vehicle}
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Class Class
Grading 3 20.00 0.00 1,800.00 14.70; 6.90 30.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
o dlngConstructlon .......................... S— st 5556 LD_M|x ....................... v DT_M|x ......... s
Arch|tecturalCoat|ng ........................ ; 470 ..................... S 55 D_M|x ........................ v DT_M|x ......... i
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Replace Ground Cover
Water Exposed Area
Clean Paved Roads
3.2 Grading - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 4.7388 0.0000 4.7388 2.5107 0.0000 2.5107 0.0000 0.0000
........ S Y i e e 0629613657183 13657183 e 13767609
Total 1.3498 15.0854 6.4543 0.0141 4.7388 0.6844 5.4231 2.5107 0.6296 3.1403 1,365.7183 | 1,365.7183 | 0.4417 1,376.7609
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day




Ry TR R YT TR Y T T S S
ST P TT i o T o T . T T e B T
T R e e T Y T . S BTy
003 003 003 003
Total 1.1224 32.0370 | 8.4428 | 0.0937 2.3685 0.1139 2.4824 0.6472 0.1089 0.7561 10,132.611/10,132.611| 0.6719 10,149.409
3 3 1
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |[PM10 Total| Fugitive | Exhaust [PM2.5 Totallf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CcO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 1.7557 0.0000 1.7557 0.9302 0.0000 0.9302 0.0000 0.0000
........ e e e e e o
Total 1.3498 15.0854 | 6.4543 | 0.0141 1.7557 0.6844 2.4401 0.9302 0.6296 1.5598 0.0000 |1,365.7183[1,365.7183| 0.4417 1,376.7609
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |[PM10 Total| Fugitive | Exhaust [PM2.5 Totallf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 31.9645 i 7.6408 | 0.0915 1.3986 0.1121 1.5106 0.4047 0.1072 0.5119 i9,911.1273}9,911.1273} 0.6649 9,927.7505
s TR oM YT TR YT TR ST R MY T T YT a— YT TTON MY 77T R T
......... T T T ey T e S ST YT T Ty T v S
003 003 003 003
Total 32.0370 | 8.4428 | 0.0937 1.5327 0.1139 1.6467 0.4420 0.1089 0.5510 10,132.611/10,132.611| 0.6719 10,149.409
3 3 1




3.3 Building Construction - 2020

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 2.0305 14.7882 13.1881 0.0220 0.7960 0.7960 0.7688 0.7688 2,001.1595:2,001.1595 0.3715 2,010.4467
Total 2.0305 14.7882 13.1881 0.0220 0.7960 0.7960 0.7688 0.7688 2,001.15952,001.1595| 0.3715 2,010.4467

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day

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
......... Vendor 01636 46794 13525 00111 02817 0022403041 00811 00214 01025 11855759 11855759 00793 11875578
......... kaer 03066 02175 24061 66700e- 06707 56100e-06763 01779 51600e 01830J 6644522 6644522 00209 6649758

003 003 003 :

Total 0.4702 4.8969 3.7586 0.0178 0.9524 0.0280 0.9803 0.2590 0.0266 0.2855 1,850.02811,850.0281| 0.1002 1,852.5337

Mitigated Construction On-Site




ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalfj Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day I Ib/day
Off-Road 2.0305 147882 i 13.1881 i 0.0220 0.7960 0.7960 0.7688 0.7688 i 0.0000 i2,001.1595i2,001.1595; 0.3715 i2,010.4467
Total 2.0305 14.7882 | 13.1881 | 0.0220 0.7960 0.7960 0.7688 0.7688 I 0.0000 [2,001.1595(2,001.1595| 0.3715 2,010.4467
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totallf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000
......... e R e e e
......... o e e e 6644522 T e
003 003 i
Total 4.8969 3.7586 0.0178 0.0266 0.1971 1,850.0281[1,850.0281| 0.1002 1,852.5337
3.3 Building Construction - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 1.8125 13.6361 : 12.8994 i 0.0221 0.6843 0.6843 0.6608 0.6608 i2,001.22002,001.2200 0.3573 :2,010.1517




Total 1.8125 13.6361 12.8994 0.0221 0.6843 0.6843 0.6608 0.6608 2,001.22002,001.2200| 0.3573 2,010.1517
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day I Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
""""" Vendor 700110 | 02817 { 9.0200e- | 02907 : 0.0811 : 86200e- 1176.3203:1,176.3203F 0.0759 :  i1,178.2188
003 003
Worker 6.4600e- 0.6707 5.4200e- 0.6761 0.1779 4.9900e- . : 643.3507 : 643.3507 0.0189 643.8239
003 003 003
Total 0.4265 4.4588 3.4449 0.0175 0.9524 0.0144 0.9668 0.2590 0.0136 0.2726 I 1,819.6710|1,819.6710| 0.0949 1,822.0427
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |[NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 1.8125 13.6361 12.8994 0.0221 0.6843 0.6843 0.6608 0.6608 0.0000 :2,001.2200:2,001.2200: 0.3573 2,010.1517
Total 1.8125 13.6361 12.8994 0.0221 0.6843 0.6843 0.6608 0.6608 0.0000 |2,001.2200(2,001.2200| 0.3573 2,010.1517

Mitigated Construction Off-Site




ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 TotaII Bio- CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day I Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 § 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 i i 0.0000 i 0.0000 } 0.0000 i i 0.0000
......... T 5 o
H 003 003
Worker 0.2861 0.1957 22095 i 6.4600e- : 0.4025 : 5.4200e- i 0.4079 0.1120 i 4.9900e- i 0.1170 i 643.3507 i 643.3507 i 0.0189 643.8239
003 003 003 H
Total 0.4265 4.4588 3.4449 | 0.0175 0.5918 0.0144 0.6063 0.1705 0.0136 0.1841 I 1,819.6710]1,819.6710 | 0.0949 1,822.0427
3.3 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day I Ib/day
Off-Road £ 1.6487 i 125031 } 127264 { 0.0221 i i 05889 } 05889 i i 05689 | 05689 i i2,001.54292,001.5429} 0.3486 | §2,010.2581
Total 1.6487 12,5031 | 12.7264 | 0.0221 0.5889 0.5889 0.5689 0.5689 I 2,001.5429 [ 2,001.5429| 0.3486 2,010.2581
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalfl Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5

Category Ib/day I Ib/day




s TR YT T R T T Ry e s T T
YT T e e P S P T o S Fre
003 003
6.2300e- i 0.6707 i 5.2500e- i 0.6759 0.1779 | 4.8400e- 620.7417 i 620.7417 i 0.0171 621.1690
003 003 003
0.0171 0.9524 0.0131 0.9655 0.2590 0.0124 0.2714 1,786.6109 | 1,786.6109 | 0.0904 1,788.8700
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |[PM10 Total| Fugitive | Exhaust [PM2.5 Totallf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CcO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 1.6487 12.5031 i 12.7264 i 0.0221 0.5889 0.5889 0.5689 0.5689 0.0000 i2,001.5429:2,001.5429; 0.3486 2,010.2581
Total 1.6487 12,5031 | 12.7264 | 0.0221 0.5889 0.5889 0.5689 0.5689 0.0000 |2,001.5429]2,001.5429| 0.3486 2,010.2581
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |[PM10 Total| Fugitive | Exhaust [PM2.5 Totallf Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
......... e B T T B P
003 003
Worker 6.2300e- i 0.4025 i 5.2500e- i 0.4077 0.1120 | 4.8400e- 620.7417 | 620.7417 i 0.0171 621.1690
003 003 003
Total 0.0171 0.5918 0.0131 0.6050 0.1705 0.0124 0.1829 1,786.6109 [ 1,786.6109 | 0.0904 1,788.8700




3.4 Architectural Coating - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 20.1525 0.0000 0.0000

Total 20.3571 1.4085 1.8136 2.9700e- 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0183 281.9062
003

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day

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
R Vendor ............... 00000 ......... 00000 ........ 0 0000 00000 ......... 00000 00000 ......... 0 0000 00000 00000 00000 ........................... 00000 ........ 00000 00000 ......................... 00000
......... kaer 02060 01355 15602 47800e- 05142 40200e-05182 01364 37100e 01401, 4759020 4759020 00131 4762296

003 003 003 :
Total 0.2060 0.1355 1.5602 4.7800e- 0.5142 4.0200e- 0.5182 0.1364 3.7100e- 0.1401 475.9020 | 475.9020 0.0131 476.2296
003 003 003

Mitigated Construction On-Site




ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalfj Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 20.1525
et -
003 H
Total 20.3571 1.4085 1.8136 2.9700e- 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0817 0.0000 281.4481 | 281.4481 0.0183 281.9062
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
R Vet e YT
......... et e s 4759020 e e e Erprves
003 003 i
Total 4.7800e- 0.3086 4.0200e- 0.3126 0.0859 3.7100e- 0.0896 475.9020 | 475.9020 0.0131 476.2296
003 003 003
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5




Category

Ib/day
Mitigated 1.4194 7.1072 18.4391 i6,804.2300 i 6,804.2300 0.3586 6,813.1959
...... y .r.{r.r.].i.t.ié.é.t;a...... s P T T B B s
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Apartments Mid Rise 720.72 720.72 720.72 2,461,320 2,461,320

Strip Mall

113.52 113.52 215,983 215,983
Total 834.24 834.24 834.24 2,677,302 2,677,302
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W H-Sor C-C | H-Oor C-NW |H-W or C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.00 19.00 41.00 86 1" 3
..... EnclosedParklngwnhElevator1660840690 T R S
...................... StrlpMaII1660840690 T S T R T R B
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
Apartments Mid Rise 0.546501 0.044961 0.204016;  0.120355 0.015740;  0.006196 0.020131;  0.030678:  0.002515 0.002201 0.005142i  0.000687; 0.000876
""" Enclosed Parking with Elevator  : 0546501;  0.044961i  0.204016; 0.120355{  0.015740; 0006196  0.020131i 0.030678i 0.002515; 0.002201 0.005142i 0.000687; 0.000876
StrlpMaII T YT P TTIT R YT R G YTt e T Ry R

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy




ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day I Ib/day
NaturalGas 0.6170 0.2637 i 3.9400e- 0.0499 0.0499 0.0499 i i 787.4678 i 787.4678 i 0.0151 0.0144 i 792.1473
Mitigated i 003 i i i i
NaturalGas 0.6170 0.2637 } 3.9400e- 0.0499 0.0499 0.0499 i 787.4678 i 787.4678 | 0.0151 0.0144 } 792.1473
Unmitigated i 003 i H i H
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGas ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total} Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTUlyr Ib/day Ib/day
Apartments Mid 6666.5 0.0719 0.6144 0.2614 i 3.9200e- : 0.0497 0.0497 0.0497 0.0497 i 784.2940 i 784.2940 i 0.0150 i 788.9547
Rise i 003 i i i
Enclosed Parking 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
with Elevator
Strip Mall 26.9769 2.9000e- i 2.6400e- i 2.2200e- i 2.0000e- 2.0000e- i 2.0000e- 2.0000e- i2.0000e-004 3.1738 3.1738 i 6.0000e- i 6.0000e- i 3.1926
004 003 003 005 004 004 004 005 005
Total 0.0722 0.6170 0.2637 3.9400e- 0.0499 0.0499 0.0499 0.0499 787.4678 | 787.4678 | 0.0151 0.0144 | 792.1473
003
Mitigated
NaturalGas ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust [PM10 Total| Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Totall| Bio-CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
Use PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5




Land Use kBTUlyr Ib/day Ib/day

Apartments Mid 6.6665 ii 0.0719 i 0.6144 i 0.2614 i 3.9200e- i 0.0497 i 0.0497 i i 0.0497 i 0.0497 i 784.2940 i 784.2940 i 0.0150 i 0.0144 i 788.9547
Rise 003
Enclosed Parking 0 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

with Elevator

Strip Mall 0.0269769 ii 2.9000e- i 2.6400e- i 2.2200e- 2.0000e- 2.0000e- : 2.0000e- 2.0000e- :2.0000e-004 3.1738 3.1738 6.0000e- : 6.0000e- 3.1926
ii 004 003 003 005 004 004 004 005 005
Total 0.0722 0.6170 0.2637 3.9400e- 0.0499 0.0499 0.0499 0.0499 787.4678 | 787.4678 0.0151 0.0144 792.1473
003

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalf Bio- CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5

Category Ib/day I Ib/day

Mitigated i 64439 i 02517 | 21.8284 i 1.1500e- 0.1206 0.1206 | 0.0000 ; 39.2706 39.2706 i 0.0380 i 0.0000 40.2199

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5

SubCategory Ib/day I Ib/day




Archltectural 04693 ................................................................................... 00000 ........ 00000 ........................... 00000 ......... 00000 00000 ...................... YT
Coating
Consumer 5.3137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Products
Hearth 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
003
Total 6.4439 0.2517 21.8284 | 1.1500e- 0.1206 0.1206 0.1206 0.1206 0.0000 39.2706 39.2706 0.0380 0.0000 40.2199
003
Mitigated
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust [PM2.5 Totalff Bio-CO2 |NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural 0.4693 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating
Consumer 5.3137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Products
Hearth 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
reves Landscapmg 06609 ......... 0 2517 ....... 218284 ..... 1 15006 .......................... 01206 ........ 01206 ........................... 01206 ......... 01206 .......................... 3 92706 ....... 3 92706 ....... 00380 ......................... 4 02199
003
Total 6.4439 0.2517 21.8284 | 1.1500e- 0.1206 0.1206 0.1206 0.1206 0.0000 39.2706 39.2706 0.0380 0.0000 40.2199
003

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad



Equipment Type I Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type I Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Boilers

Equipment Type I Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type I Number

11.0 Vegetation




UPDATED GEOTECHNICAL
INVESTIGATION

MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT
733-751 SOUTH PARK VIEW STREET
AND 2401-2417 WEST 8™ STREET

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA
TRACT: LAKE VIEW TERRACE
LOTS: 7-10 & FR 11— FR 14

(‘SrEOCON

GEOTECHNICAL
ENVIRONMENTAL

MATERIALS
PREPARED FOR

PACIFIC PARKVIEW, LP
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

PROJECT NO. W1032-06-01

REVISED APRIL 14, 2020



GEOCON
WEST, I N C. N
GEOTECHNICALIENVIRONMENTALlMATERIALSO’)

Project No. W1032-06-01
Revised April 14, 2020

Mr. John Safi, President
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1850 South Sepulveda Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90025

Subject: UPDATED GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
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733-751 SOUTH PARK VIEW STREET AND 2401-2417 WEST 8™ STREET
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Reference: Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Commercial Building Project, 2405-2411 West
8" Street, Los Angeles, California, prepared by GeoTech Services, dated June 30, 2015.

Dear Mr. Safi:

In accordance with your authorization of our proposal dated April 30, 2019, we have performed a
geotechnical investigation for the proposed mixed-use development located at 733-751 South Park
View Street and 2401-2417 West 8th Street in the City of Los Angeles, California. The accompanying
report presents the findings of our study, and our conclusions and recommendations pertaining to the
geotechnical aspects of proposed design and construction. Based on the results of our investigation, it
is our opinion that the sites can be developed as proposed, provided the recommendations of this report
are followed and implemented during design and construction.

If you have any questions regarding this report, or if we may be of further service, please contact the
undersigned.

Very truly yours,

GEOCON WEST, INC.

e

Susan F. Kirkgard

~ al Berliner
PE 87489 CEG 1754 é’“ <~ GE 2576

Petrina Zen

'?f\le

(EMAIL) Addressee

3303 N. San Fernando Blvd., Suite 100 m Burbank, California 91504 m Telephone (818) 841-8388 m Fax (818) 841-1704
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GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
1.  PURPOSE AND SCOPE

This report presents the results of a geotechnical investigation for the proposed mixed-use development
located at 733-751 South Park View Street and 2401-2417 West 8th Street in the City of Los Angeles,
California (see Vicinity Map, Figure 1). The purpose of the investigation was to evaluate subsurface
soil and geologic conditions underlying the sites and, based on conditions encountered, to provide

conclusions and recommendations pertaining to the geotechnical aspects of design and construction.

The scope of this investigation included a review of published geologic information and in-house
geologic/geotechnical information, a site reconnaissance, field exploration, laboratory testing,
engineering analysis, and the preparation of this report. The site was explored on August 13, 2019 by
excavating five 8-inch-diameter borings utilizing a truck-mounted hollow-stem auger drilling machine.
The borings were drilled to depths ranging from approximately 26% to 40% feet below existing ground
surface. The locations of the borings are depicted on the Site Plan (see Figure 2A). A detailed
discussion of the field investigation, including boring logs, is presented in Appendix A.

Laboratory tests were performed on selected soil samples obtained during the investigation to
determine pertinent physical and chemical soil properties. Appendix B presents a summary of the

laboratory test results.

The recommendations presented herein are based on analyses of the data obtained during our
investigation and our experience with similar soil and geologic conditions. References reviewed to

prepare this report are provided in the List of References section.

If project details vary significantly from those described herein, Geocon should be contacted to

determine the necessity for review and possible revision of this report.

2. BACKGROUND REVIEW

As a part of the preparation of this report, we reviewed a prior report provided to us by the Client:

Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Commercial Building Project, 2405-2411 West 8"
Street, Los Angeles, California, prepared by GeoTech Services, dated June 30, 2015.

The referenced report indicates that the subject site was explored on June 12, 2015 by excavating two 8-
inch-diameter borings utilizing a truck-mounted hollow-stem auger drilling machine. The borings were
drilled to depths ranging from approximately 26 to 42 feet below existing ground surface. Boring logs
indicate that the depth of fill varies across the site, but does not exceed a depth of 5 feet. Additionally,
groundwater was not encountered. The locations of the borings are depicted on the Site Plan and
Geologic Cross-Section (see Figures 2A & 2B). A copy of the report dated June 30, 2015, prepared by

Geotech Services, is provided in Appendix C.

Geocon Project No. W1032-06-01 -1- Revised April 14, 2020



Geocon West, Inc. has reviewed the referenced report prepared by GeoTech Services and we concur
with the conclusions and recommendations presented therein. Furthermore, we assume responsibility
for the utilization of the exploration and laboratory data. Where differing, the recommendations

presented herein supersede all previous recommendations.

3. SITE AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The subject site is located at 733-751 South Park View Street and 2401-2417 West 8th Street in the
City of Los Angeles, California. The site is a rectangular-shaped parcel and is currently occupied by a
single-story commercial building, a surface parking lot, and an undeveloped lot. The site is bounded by
South Park View Street to the east, West 8" Street to the south, a single-story commercial development
to the north and an alley to the west. The site is gently sloping to the south-southeast with no
pronounced highs or lows. Total relief across the site is approximately 12 feet ascending from 8" Street
to the northeast. Surface water drainage at the site appears to be by sheet flow along the existing
ground contours to the city streets. Vegetation onsite is limited to some shrubs and trees, which are

located in isolated planter areas in the developed portion of the site.

Based on the information provided by the Client, it is our understanding that the proposed development
will consist of a six-story, mixed-use structure underlain by one level of subterranean parking. Due to
the sloped nature of the site, the parking level will be tucked into the existing grade, approximately
located 12 feet below street level at the greatest depth, and will be partially subterranean. The proposed

structure is shown on the Site Plan and Geologic Cross-Section (see Figures 2A and 2B).

Based on the preliminary nature of the design at this time, wall and column loads were not available.
It is anticipated that column loads for the proposed structure will be up to 650 kips, and wall loads will
be up to 7 kips per linear foot.

Once the design phase and foundation loading configuration proceeds to a more finalized plan, the
recommendations within this report should be reviewed and revised, if necessary. Any changes in
the design, location or elevation of any structure, as outlined in this report, should be reviewed by
this office. Geocon should be contacted to determine the necessity for review and possible revision of
this report.
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4. GEOLOGIC SETTING

The site is located on an uplifted and locally dissected Pleistocene age alluvial plain, approximately
0.5 mile south of the Elysian Park Hills, in the northeastern portion of the Los Angeles Basin.
The basin is a coastal plain bounded by the Santa Monica Mountains on the north, the Elysian Hills and
Repetto Hills on the northeast, the Puente Hills and Whittier Fault on the east, the Palos Verdes
Peninsula and Pacific Ocean on the west and south, and the Santa Ana Mountains and San Joaquin
Hills on the east and southeast. The basin is underlain by a deep structural depression which has been
filled by both marine and continental sedimentary deposits underlain by a basement complex
of igneous and metamorphic composition. Regionally, the site is located within the northern portion
of the Peninsular Ranges geomorphic province. This geomorphic province is characterized by
northwest-trending physiographic and geologic features such as the Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone

located approximately 5.5 miles west-southwest of the site (California Geological Survey, 2014).

5. SOIL AND GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS

Based on our field investigation and published geologic maps of the area, the site is underlain by
artificial fill that is in turn underlain by Pleistocene age alluvium and, locally, by Holocene age
alluvium in the southeastern portion of the site (Lamar, 1970). According to Lamar (1970), the
southeastern portion of the property is situated within a younger stream channel emanating from the
Macarther Park area to the northeast of the site. Detailed stratigraphic profiles are provided on the
boring logs in Appendix A.

5.1 Artificial Fill

Artificial fill was encountered in the borings to a maximum depth of 6 feet below existing ground
surface. As encountered in our explorations, the fill consists of light brown to light yellowish brown,
reddish brown, and gray sandy silt, silt, silty sand and gravel with various amounts of concrete
and brick fragments. The artificial fill is characterized as dry to slightly moist, firm to stiff or dense.

The fill is the result of past grading and construction activities at the site.

5.2 Younger Alluvium

The artificial fill is underlain by Holocene age alluvial deposits. The alluvium generally consists of
dark gray to dark brown, olive brown or grayish brown silty sand, clayey sand clayey silt, sandy clay,
and clay. The alluvium is slightly moist to wet and soft to firm or loose. Younger alluvium was
encountered in borings B1 through B4 to depths at 25 to 30 feet below the ground surface. Younger

alluvium was not encountered in boring BS5.
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5.3 Older Alluvium

The younger alluvium is underlain by Pleistocene age older alluvium. The older alluvial deposits
generally consist of clayey silt and silty sand that can be characterized as hard or very dense. With the
exception of boring B2, the older alluvium was encountered in borings B1 through BS5 at depths of 4 to
28 feet below the ground surface. Older alluvium was not encountered in boring B2, drilled to a

maximum of 30% feet beneath the ground surface.

6. GROUNDWATER

Based on a review of the Seismic Hazard Zone Report for the Hollywood Quadrangle (California
Division of Mines and Geology [CDMG], 1998), the historically highest groundwater level in the area
is approximately 20 feet beneath the ground surface. Groundwater level information in the CDMG
publication is based on data collected from the early 1900’s to the late 1990’s. Based on current
groundwater basin management practices, it is unlikely that the groundwater levels will ever exceed the

historic high levels.

Groundwater was encountered in borings B1 and B2 at depths of approximately 31% and 23 feet below
existing ground surface, respectively. Considering the historic high groundwater level and the depth to
groundwater encountered in our borings, groundwater is not anticipated to be encountered during
construction. However, it is not uncommon for groundwater levels to vary seasonally or for
groundwater seepage conditions to develop where none previously existed, especially in impermeable
fine-grained soils which are heavily irrigated or after seasonal rainfall. In addition, recent requirements
for stormwater infiltration could result in shallower seepage conditions in the immediate site vicinity.
Proper surface drainage of irrigation and precipitation will be critical for future performance of the
project. Recommendations for drainage are provided in the Surface Drainage section of this report (see
Section 8.26).

7. GEOLOGIC HAZARDS
71 Surface Fault Rupture

The numerous faults in Southern California include active, potentially active, and inactive faults.
The criteria for these major groups are based on criteria developed by the California Geological Survey
(CGS, formerly known as CDMG) for the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Program (CGS, 2018).
By definition, an active fault is one that has had surface displacement within Holocene time (about the
last 11,700 years). A potentially active fault has demonstrated surface displacement during Quaternary
time (approximately the last 1.6 million years), but has had no known Holocene movement. Faults that

have not moved in the last 1.6 million years are considered inactive.
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The site is not within a state-designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (CGS, 2014; CGS,
2019a; CGS, 2019b) or a city-designated Preliminary Fault Rupture Study Area (City of Los Angeles,
2019) for surface fault rupture hazards. No active or potentially active faults with the potential for
surface fault rupture are known to pass directly beneath the site. Therefore, the potential for surface
rupture due to faulting occurring beneath the site during the design life of the proposed development is
considered low. However, the site is located in the seismically active Southern California region, and
could be subjected to moderate to strong ground shaking in the event of an earthquake on one of the
many active Southern California faults. The faults in the vicinity of the site are shown in Figure 3,
Regional Fault Map.

The closest active fault to the site is the Raymond Fault located approximately 3.9 miles to the north
(CGS, 2014). Other nearby active faults are the Hollywood Fault, the Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone,
the Santa Monica Fault, and the Verdugo Fault located approximately 4.0 miles north-northwest,
5.5 miles west-southwest, 6.5 miles northwest, and 7.2 miles northeast of the site, respectively (USGS,
2006; Ziony and Jones, 1989). The active San Andreas Fault Zone is located approximately 35 miles
northeast of the site.

Several buried thrust faults, commonly referred to as blind thrusts, underlie the Los Angeles Coastal
Plain at depth. These faults are not exposed at the ground surface and are typically identified at depths
greater than 3.0 kilometers. The October 1, 1987 M,, 5.9 Whittier Narrows earthquake and the
January 17, 1994 M,, 6.7 Northridge earthquake were a result of movement on the Puente Hills Blind
Thrust and the Northridge Thrust, respectively. These thrust faults and others in the Los Angeles area
do not present a potential surface fault rupture hazard at the site. However, these deep thrust faults are
considered active features capable of generating future earthquakes that could result in moderate to

significant ground shaking at the site.

Geocon Project No. W1032-06-01 -5- Revised April 14, 2020



7.2 Seismicity

As with all of Southern California, the site has experienced historic earthquakes from various regional
faults. The seismicity of the region surrounding the site was formulated based on research of an
electronic database of earthquake data. The epicenters of recorded earthquakes with magnitudes equal
to or greater than 5.0 in the site vicinity are depicted on Figure 4, Regional Seismicity Map.
A partial list of moderate to major magnitude earthquakes that have occurred in the Southern California

area within the last 100 years is included in the following table.

LIST OF HISTORIC EARTHQUAKES

el Date of Earthquake Magnitude I;El;s)tiigrclgetro Dmigtlon

(Oldest to Youngest) (Miles) Epicenter
Near Redlands July 23,1923 6.3 59 E
Long Beach March 10, 1933 6.4 35 SE
Tehachapi July 21, 1952 7.5 71 NW
San Fernando February 9, 1971 6.6 25 NNW
Whittier Narrows October 1, 1987 5.9 12 E
Sierra Madre June 28, 1991 5.8 21 NE
Landers June 28, 1992 7.3 106 E
Big Bear June 28, 1992 6.4 84 E
Northridge January 17, 1994 6.7 18 NW
Hector Mine October 16, 1999 7.1 121 ENE
Ridgecrest July 5, 2019 7.1 124 NNE

The site could be subjected to strong ground shaking in the event of an earthquake. However, this
hazard is common in Southern California and the effects of ground shaking can be mitigated if the
proposed structures are designed and constructed in conformance with current building codes and

engineering practices.

7.3 Seismic Design Criteria

The following table summarizes site-specific design criteria obtained from the 2019 California
Building Code (CBC; Based on the 2018 International Building Code [IBC] and ASCE
7-16), Chapter 16 Structural Design, Section 1613 Earthquake Loads. The data was calculated using
the computer program U.S. Seismic Design Maps, provided by the OSHPD. The short spectral response
uses a period of 0.2 second. We evaluated the Site Class based on the discussion in Section 1613.3.2 of
the 2019 CBC and Table 20.3-1 of ASCE 7-16. The values presented in the following table are for the

risk-targeted maximum considered earthquake (MCERg).
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2019 CBC SEISMIC DESIGN PARAMETERS

Parameter Value 2019 CBC Reference
Site Class D Table 1613.2.2
MCER Ground Motion Spectral Response .
Acceleration — Class B (short), Ss 1.976g Figure 1613.2.1(1)
MCERr Ground Motion Spectral Response .
Acceleration — Class B (1 sec), S; 0.703g Figure 1613.2.1(2)
Site Coefficient, Fa 1.0 Table 1613.2.3(1)
Site Coefticient, Fy 1.7% Table 1613.2.3(2)

Site Class Modified MCER Spectral Response
Acceleration (short), Sms

Site Class Modified MCEg Spectral Response
Acceleration — (1 sec), Smi

1.976g Section 1613.2.3 (Eqn 16-36)

1.194g* Section 1613.2.3 (Eqn 16-37)

5% Damped Design

Spectral Response Acceleration (short), Sps 1.317g Section 1613.2.4 (Eqn 16-38)

5% Damped Design
Spectral Response Acceleration (1 sec), Sp)

Note:

*Per Section 11.4.8 of ASCE/SEI 7-16, a ground motion hazard analysis shall be performed
for projects for Site Class “E” sites with Ss greater than or equal to 1.0g and for Site Class “D”
and “E” sites with S1 greater than 0.2g. Section 11.4.8 also provides exceptions which
indicates that the ground motion hazard analysis may be waived provided the exceptions are
followed. Using the code based values presented in the table above, in lieu of a performing a
ground motion hazard analysis, requires the exceptions outlined in ASCE 7-16 Section 11.4.8
be followed.

0.796g* | Section 1613.2.4 (Eqn 16-39)

The table below presents the mapped maximum considered geometric mean (MCEg) seismic design
parameters for projects located in Seismic Design Categories of D through F in accordance with
ASCE 7-16.

ASCE 7-16 PEAK GROUND ACCELERATION

Parameter Value ASCE 7-16 Reference
Mapped MCEg Peak Ground Acceleration, 0.844¢ Figure 22-7
PGA
Site Coefficient, Fpga 1.1 Table 11.8-1
Site Class Modified MCEg Peak Ground 0.929¢ Section 11.8.3 (Eqn 11.8-1)

Acceleration, PGAnm
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The Maximum Considered Earthquake Ground Motion (MCE) is the level of ground motion that has a
2 percent chance of exceedance in 50 years, with a statistical return period of 2,475 years. According to
the 2019 California Building Code and ASCE 7-16, the MCE is to be utilized for the evaluation of
liquefaction, lateral spreading, seismic settlements, and it is our understanding that the intent of the
Building code is to maintain “Life Safety” during a MCE event. The Design Earthquake Ground
Motion (DE) is the level of ground motion that has a 10 percent chance of exceedance in 50 years, with
a statistical return period of 475 years.

Deaggregation of the MCE peak ground acceleration was performed using the USGS online Unified Hazard
Tool, 2014 Conterminous U.S. Dynamic edition (v4.2.0). The result of the deaggregation analysis indicates
that the predominant earthquake contributing to the MCE peak ground acceleration is characterized as a

6.82 magnitude event occurring at a hypocentral distance of 9.58 kilometers from the site.

Deaggregation was also performed for the Design Earthquake (DE) peak ground acceleration, and the
result of the analysis indicates that the predominant earthquake contributing to the DE peak ground
acceleration is characterized as a 6.7 magnitude occurring at a hypocentral distance of 12.9 kilometers
from the site.

Conformance to the criteria in the above tables for seismic design does not constitute any kind of
guarantee or assurance that significant structural damage or ground failure will not occur if a large
earthquake occurs. The primary goal of seismic design is to protect life, not to avoid all damage, since
such design may be economically prohibitive.

7.4 Liquefaction Potential

Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which loose, saturated, relatively cohesionless soil deposits lose shear
strength during strong ground motions. Primary factors controlling liquefaction include intensity and
duration of ground motion, gradation characteristics of the subsurface soils, in-situ stress conditions,
and the depth to groundwater. Liquefaction is typified by a loss of shear strength in the liquefied layers

due to rapid increases in pore water pressure generated by earthquake accelerations.

The current standard of practice, as outlined in the “Recommended Procedures for Implementation of
DMG Special Publication 117, Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating Liquefaction in California”
and “Special Publication 117A, Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in
California” requires liquefaction analysis to a depth of 50 feet below the lowest portion of the proposed
structure. Liquefaction typically occurs in areas where the soils below the water table are composed of
poorly consolidated, fine to medium-grained, primarily sandy soil. In addition to the requisite soil
conditions, the ground acceleration and duration of the earthquake must also be of a sufficient level to
induce liquefaction.
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Based on review of geologic maps of the area and the geologic units encountered in the borings, the
site is predominantly underlain by Pleistocene age alluvium that is typically dense and hard and not
prone too liquefaction. A review of the Seismic Hazard Zone Map for the Hollywood Quadrangle
(CGS, 2014; CDMG, 1999) indicates that the site is not located in an area designated as having a
potential for liquefaction. In addition, a review of the County of Los Angeles Safety Element
(Leighton, 1990) indicates that the site is not located within an area identified as having a potential for
liquefaction. Based on these considerations, it is our opinion that the potential for liquefaction and

associated ground deformations beneath the site is very low.

7.5 Slope Stability

Topography at the site is relatively level to gently sloping to the southeast. The site is not located
within a City of Los Angeles Hillside Ordinance Area or a Hillside Grading Area (City of Los Angeles,
2019). The County of Los Angeles Safety Element (Leighton, 1990), indicates the site is not located
within an area identified as a “Hillside Area” or an area having a potential for slope instability.
Additionally, the site is not located within an area identified as having a potential for seismic slope
instability (CGS, 2014; CDMG, 1999). There are no known landslides near the site, nor is the site in
the path of any known or potential landslides. Therefore, the probability of slope stability hazards
affecting the site is considered very low.

7.6 Earthquake-Induced Flooding

Earthquake-induced flooding is inundation caused by failure of dams or other water-retaining
structures due to earthquakes. The Los Angeles County Safety Element (Leighton, 1990) indicates that
the site is not located within a dam inundation area for upslope reservoirs. Therefore, the potential for

inundation at the site as a result of an earthquake-induced dam failure is considered low.

7.7 Tsunamis, Seiches, and Flooding

The site is not located within a coastal area. Therefore, tsunamis are not considered a significant hazard

at the site.

Seiches are large waves generated in enclosed bodies of water in response to ground shaking. No major
water-retaining structures are located immediately up gradient from the project site. Therefore,

flooding from a seismically induced seiche is considered unlikely.

The site is within a Flood Zone X (0.2%) as designated by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA, 2019; LACDPW, 2019b). Zone X (0.2%) is defined as an area with a 0.2% chance of
flooding on an annual basis (FEMA, 2019).
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7.8 Oil Fields & Methane Potential

Based on a review of the California Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) Well
Finder Website, the site is not located within the limits of an oilfield and oil or gas wells are not located
in the immediate site vicinity (DOGGR, 2019). However, due to the voluntary nature of record
reporting by the oil well drilling companies, wells may be improperly located or not shown on the
location map and undocumented wells could be encountered during construction. Any wells
encountered during construction will need to be properly abandoned in accordance with the current
requirements of the DOGGR.

The site is not located within the boundaries of a city-designated Methane Zone or Methane Buffer
Zone (City of Los Angeles, 2019). Since the site is not located within the boundaries of a known oil
field, the potential for the presence of methane or other volatile gases at the site is considered low.
However, should it be determined that a methane study is required for the proposed development it is
recommended that a qualified methane consultant be retained to perform the study and provide

mitigation measures as necessary.

7.9 Subsidence

Subsidence occurs when a large portion of land is displaced vertically, usually due to the withdrawal of
groundwater, oil, or natural gas. Soils that are particularly subject to subsidence include those with high
silt or clay content. The site is not located within an area of known ground subsidence. No known
large-scale extraction of groundwater, gas, oil, or geothermal energy is occurring or planned at the site
or in the general site vicinity. Therefore, the potential for ground subsidence due to withdrawal of
fluids or gases at the site is considered low.
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8. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
8.1 General

8.1.1 It is our opinion that neither soil nor geologic conditions were encountered during the
investigation that would preclude the construction of the proposed renovations provided the
recommendations presented herein are followed and implemented during design and

construction.

8.1.2 Up to 6 feet of existing artificial fill was encountered during the site investigation.
The existing fill encountered is believed to be the result of past grading and construction
activities at the site. Deeper fill may exist in other areas of the site that were not directly
explored. It is anticipated that excavation for the subterranean parking level will expose
artificial fill and younger alluvium throughout the excavation bottom. The anticipated
geologic conditions with respect to the proposed structure is illustrated on Figure 2B. It is
our opinion that the existing fill and younger alluvial soils, in their present condition, are not
suitable for direct support of proposed foundations or slabs. The existing fill and site soils are
suitable for re-use as engineered fill provided the recommendations in the Grading section of

this report are followed (See Section 8.4).

8.1.3 Based on the results of our laboratory testing, the existing artificial fill and younger alluvium
could yield excessive static and differential settlements upon application of the foundation
loads associated with the proposed structure. Based on this consideration, it is recommended
that soil modification (e.g. rammed aggregate piers) be considered below the structure.

Recommendations for Rammed Aggregate Pier (RAP) foundations are provided in Section 8.8.

8.1.4 Where a structure will be supported on improved ground it is recommended that the upper
5 feet of existing soils within the footprint area of the proposed structure be excavated and
properly compacted for foundation and slab support. The engineered fill blanket should
extend at least 3 feet beyond the edge of foundations or for a distance equal to the depth of
fill below the foundations, whichever is greater. Proposed foundations should be underlain
by at least 3 feet of newly compacted engineered fill. All foundations with an embedment
greater than 2 feet will require deeper grading in order to maintain the required 3-foot-thick
fill blanket beneath foundations. It is recommended that the grading contractor verify the
depth of all building foundations prior to commencement of site grading activities in order to
correctly determine the required grading for foundations. Deeper fill or soft soils
encountered during site grading operations should be completely over-excavated as
necessary at the direction of the Geotechnical Engineer. The limits of existing fill and/or soft
soil removal will be verified by the Geocon representative during site grading operations.
Recommendations for earthwork are provided in the Grading section of this report (see
Section 8.4).
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8.1.8

Subsequent to the recommended grading, the proposed apartment building may be supported
on a grade beam foundation system (Waffle-Slab) deriving support in the newly placed
engineered fill. Recommendations for the design of the grade beam system are provided in

Section 8.9 of this report, respectively.

Soft alluvium is anticipated to be exposed throughout the excavation bottom on the southern
portion of the site. These soils will likely be very moist to wet and subject to excessive
pumping. Operation of rubber tire equipment on these subgrade soils may cause excessive
disturbance of the soils, and equipment may sink and become stuck in the soft soils.
Excavation activities to establish the finished subgrade elevation must be conducted carefully
and methodically to avoid excessive disturbance to the subgrade. Track-mounted equipment
should be considered. Stabilization of the bottom of the excavation may be required in order
to provide a firm working surface upon which heavy equipment can operate.
Recommendations for bottom stabilization and earthwork are provided in the Grading

section of this report (see Section 8.4).

The upper alluvial soils are currently moist to very moist and the grading contractor should
be aware that the existing soils are currently near or above optimum moisture content.
Conditions could change seasonally. If the soils are more than 5 percent above the optimum
moisture content at the time of construction the soils will likely require some spreading and

drying activities in order to achieve proper compaction.

Soil additives, like lime or cement, can also be considered to reduce the moisture content,
reduce the expansion potential, and stabilize the upper soils. Recommendations for soil
stabilization through the use of lime or cement can be addressed under separate cover, if

desired.

Groundwater was encountered in borings B1 and B2 at depths of approximately 3134 and
23 feet below existing ground surface, respectively. Considering the historic high
groundwater level and the depth to groundwater encountered in our borings, groundwater is
likely to be encountered during the construction and installation of rammed aggregate piers.
In addition, it is not uncommon for groundwater levels to vary seasonally or for groundwater
seepage conditions to develop where none previously existed, especially in impermeable

fine-grained soils which are heavily irrigated or after seasonal rainfall.
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8.1.10

8.1.11

8.1.12

8.1.13

Excavations up to 18 feet in vertical height are anticipated for construction of the
subterranean level, including foundation depths. Due to the depth of the excavation and the
proximity to the property lines, city streets and adjacent offsite structures, excavation of the
proposed subterranean level will likely require shoring measures in order to provide a stable
excavation. Where shoring is required it is recommended that a soldier pile shoring system
be utilized. In addition, where the proposed excavation will be deeper than and adjacent to an
offsite structure, the proposed shoring should be designed to resist the surcharge imposed by
the adjacent offsite structure. Excavation recommendations are provided in the Temporary

Excavations section of this report (Section 8.19).

Due to the nature of the proposed design and intent for a subterranean level, waterproofing of
subterranean walls and slabs is suggested. Particular care should be taken in the design
and installation of waterproofing to avoid moisture problems, or actual water seepage
into the structure through any normal shrinkage cracks which may develop in the concrete
walls, floor slab, foundations and/or construction joints. The design and inspection of the
waterproofing is not the responsibility of the geotechnical engineer. A waterproofing
consultant should be retained in order to recommend a product or method, which would

provide protection to subterranean walls, floor slabs and foundations.

Improvements which are not supported on soil modification, such as walkways, paving, and
utilities, may still be subject to static settlement. The client should consider the flexibility of
the products and pavements being installed. It is recommended that all utilities traversing
through existing site soils utilize flexible connections in order to minimize the damage to

underground installations caused by potential soil movements.

Foundations for small outlying structures, such as block walls up to 6 feet high, planter walls
or trash enclosures, which will not be tied to the proposed structure, may be supported on
conventional foundations deriving support on a minimum of 12 inches of newly placed
engineered fill which extends laterally at least 12 inches beyond the foundation area. Where
excavation and proper compaction cannot be performed or is undesirable, foundations may
derive support directly in the undisturbed alluvial soils generally found at or below a depth of
2 feet and should be deepened as necessary to maintain a minimum 12-inch embedment into
the recommended bearing materials. If the soils exposed in the excavation bottom are soft or
loose, compaction of the soils will be required prior to placing steel or concrete. Compaction
of the foundation excavation bottom is typically accomplished with a compaction wheel or
mechanical whacker and must be observed and approved in writing by a Geocon

representative.
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8.1.14

8.1.15

8.1.16

8.2

8.2.1

822

823

824

Where new paving is to be placed, it is recommended that all existing fill and soft alluvial
soils be excavated and properly compacted for paving support. The client should be aware
that excavation and compaction of all existing fill and soft soils in the area of new paving is
not required; however, paving constructed over existing uncertified fill or unsuitable
alluvium may experience increased settlement and/or cracking, and may therefore have a
shorter design life and increased maintenance costs. As a minimum, the upper 12 inches of
soil subgrade should be scarified and properly compacted for paving support. Paving
recommendations are provided in Preliminary Pavement Recommendations section of this

report (see Section 8.13).

Once the design and foundation loading configuration for the proposed structure proceeds to
a more finalized plan, the recommendations within this report should be reviewed and
revised, if necessary. Based on the final foundation loading configurations, the potential for

settlement should be re-evaluated by this office.

Any changes in the design, location or elevation, as outlined in this report, should be
reviewed by this office. Geocon should be contacted to determine the necessity for review

and possible revision of this report.

Soil and Excavation Characteristics

The existing soil can be excavated with light to moderate effort using conventional
heavy-duty grading equipment. Moderate slumping and caving should be anticipated in

unshored excavations, especially where saturated or granular soil is encountered.

It is the responsibility of the contractor to ensure that all excavations and trenches are
properly shored and maintained in accordance with applicable OSHA rules and regulations

to maintain safety and maintain the stability of adjacent existing improvements.

All onsite excavations must be conducted in such a manner that potential surcharges from
existing structures, construction equipment, and vehicle loads are resisted. The surcharge
area may be defined by a 1:1 projection down and away from the bottom of an existing
foundation or vehicle load. Penetrations below this 1:1 projection will require special
excavation measures such as sloping and possibly shoring. Excavation recommendations are

provided in the Temporary Excavations section of this report (see Section 8.19).

3

The soils encountered during this investigation have a “very low” expansive potential
(EI = 4), and which are classified as “non-expansive” in accordance with the 2019 California
Building Code (CBC) Section 1803.5.3. Recommendations presented herein assume that the

building foundations and slabs will derive support in these materials.
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8.3

8.3.1

83.2

833

8.4

8.4.1

8.4.2

8.4.3

Minimum Resistivity, pH, and Water-Soluble Sulfate

Potential of Hydrogen (pH) and resistivity testing as well as chloride content testing were
performed on representative samples of soil to generally evaluate the corrosion potential to
surface utilities. The tests were performed in accordance with California Test Method
Nos. 643 and 422 and indicate that the soils are considered “moderately corrosive” to
“corrosive” with respect to corrosion of buried ferrous metals on site. The results are
presented in Appendix B (Figure B27) and should be considered for design of underground

structures.

Laboratory tests were performed on representative samples of the site materials to measure
the percentage of water-soluble sulfate content. Results from the laboratory water-soluble
sulfate tests are presented in Appendix B (Figure B27) and indicate that the on-site materials
possess “S0” sulfate exposure to concrete structures as defined by 2019 CBC Section 1904
and ACI 318-14 Table 19.3.1.1.

Geocon West, Inc. does not practice in the field of corrosion engineering and mitigation.
If corrosion sensitive improvements are planned, it is recommended that a corrosion engineer
be retained to evaluate corrosion test results and incorporate the necessary precautions to
avoid premature corrosion of buried metal pipes and concrete structures in direct contact

with the soils.

Grading

Earthwork should be observed, and compacted fill tested by representatives of Geocon West,
Inc. The existing fill encountered during exploration is suitable for re-use as an engineered
fill, provided any encountered oversize material (greater than 6 inches) and any encountered

deleterious debris is removed.

A preconstruction conference should be held at the site prior to the beginning of grading
operations with the owner, contractor, civil engineer, geotechnical engineer, and building

official in attendance. Special soil handling requirements can be discussed at that time.

Grading should commence with the removal of all existing vegetation and existing
improvements from the area to be graded. Deleterious debris such as wood and root
structures should be exported from the site and should not be mixed with the fill soils.
Asphalt and concrete should not be mixed with the fill soils unless approved by the
Geotechnical Engineer. All existing underground improvements planned for removal should
be completely excavated and the resulting depressions properly backfilled in accordance
with the procedures described herein. Once a clean excavation bottom has been established it
must be observed and approved in writing by the Geotechnical Engineer (a representative of

Geocon West, Inc.).
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8.4.4

8.4.5

8.4.6

8.4.7

Where a structure will be supported on improved ground it is recommended that the upper
5 feet of existing soils within the footprint area of the proposed structure be excavated and
properly compacted for foundation and slab support. The engineered fill blanket should
extend at least 3 feet beyond the edge of foundations or for a distance equal to the depth of
fill below the foundations, whichever is greater. Proposed foundations should be underlain
by at least 3 feet of newly compacted engineered fill. All foundations with an embedment
greater than 2 feet will require deeper grading in order to maintain the required 3-foot-thick
fill blanket beneath foundations. It is recommended that the grading contractor verify the
depth of all building foundations prior to commencement of site grading activities in order to
correctly determine the required grading overexcavations for foundations. Deeper fill or soft
soils encountered during site grading operations should be completely over-excavated as
necessary at the direction of the Geotechnical Engineer. The limits of existing fill and/or soft

soil removal will be verified by the Geocon representative during site grading operations.

All excavations must be observed and approved in writing by the Geotechnical Engineer (a
representative of Geocon), prior to placing fill. If determined to be excessively soft,
additional removals or stabilization of the excavation bottom may be required in order to
provide a firm working surface upon which engineered fill can be placed and heavy

equipment can operate.

If subgrade stabilization is required at the excavation bottom, rubber tire equipment should
not be allowed in the excavation bottom until it is stabilized or extensive soil disturbance
could result. It is suggested that excavation and grading be performed during the summer
season to promote moisture control of the soils. In addition, the use of track equipment
should be considered to minimize disturbance to the soils if they become wet at the
excavation bottom. Bottom stabilization, if necessary, may be achieved by introducing a thin
lift of 3- to 6-inch diameter crushed angular rock into the soft excavation bottom. The use of
crushed concrete will also be acceptable. The crushed rock should be spread thinly across the
excavation bottom and pressed into the soils by track rolling or wheel rolling with heavy
equipment. It is very important that voids between the rock fragments are not created so the

rock must be thoroughly pressed or blended into the soils.

At the time of site exploration, the upper alluvial soils at the site were very moist and the
grading contractor should be aware that the existing soils are currently near or slightly above
optimum moisture content. Conditions could change seasonally. If the soils are in excess of
5 percent above optimum moisture content at the time of construction the soils will likely

require some spreading and drying activities in order to achieve proper compaction.
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8.4.8 The City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety requires a minimum compactive
effort of 95 percent of the laboratory maximum dry density in accordance with ASTM D
1557 (latest edition) where the soils to be utilized in the fill have less than 15 percent finer
than 0.005 millimeters. Soils with more than 15 percent finer than 0.005 millimeters may be
compacted to 90 percent of the laboratory maximum dry density in accordance with ASTM
D 1557 (latest edition). All fill and backfill soils should be placed in horizontal loose layers
approximately 6 to 8 inches thick, moisture conditioned to two percent above optimum
moisture content, and properly compacted to the required degree of compaction in
accordance with ASTM D 1557 (latest edition). The site soils are variable; therefore, Geocon

will provide direction on the compaction requirement during site grading activities.

8.4.9 It is anticipated that stable excavations for the recommended grading can be achieved with
sloping measures throughout a majority of the site. However, if excavations in close
proximity to an adjacent property line and/or structure are required, special excavation
measures may be necessary in order to maintain lateral support of the existing offsite
improvements. Excavation recommendations are provided in the Temporary Excavations

section of this report (Section 8.19).

8.4.10. Where new paving is to be placed, it is recommended that all existing fill and soft alluvium
be excavated and properly compacted for paving support. As a minimum, the upper
12 inches of soil should be scarified, moisture conditioned to 2 percent above optimum
moisture content, and compacted to at least 92 percent relative compaction, as determined by
ASTM Test Method D 1557 (latest edition). Paving recommendations are provided in
Preliminary Pavement Recommendations section of this report (see Section 8.13).

8.4.11  Foundations for small outlying structures, such as block walls up to 6 feet high, planter walls
or trash enclosures, which will not be tied to the proposed building, may be supported on
conventional foundations deriving support on a minimum of 12 inches of newly placed
engineered fill which extends laterally at least 12 inches beyond the foundation area.
Where excavation and proper compaction cannot be performed or is undesirable, foundations
may derive support directly in the undisturbed alluvial soils generally found at or below a
depth of 2 feet, and should be deepened as necessary to maintain a minimum 12 inch
embedment into the recommended bearing materials. If the soils exposed in the excavation
bottom are soft or loose, compaction of the soils will be required prior to placing steel or
concrete. Compaction of the foundation excavation bottom is typically accomplished with a
compaction wheel or mechanical whacker and must be observed and approved by a Geocon

representative.
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8.4.12

8.4.13

8.4.14

8.5

8.5.1

It is recommended that flexible utility connections be utilized for all rigid utilities to
minimize or prevent damage to utilities from minor differential soil movements and
subsidence. Ultility trenches should be properly backfilled in accordance with the
requirements of the Green Book (latest edition). The pipe should be bedded with clean sands
(Sand Equivalent greater than 30) to a depth of at least 1 foot over the pipe, and the bedding
material must be inspected and approved in writing by the Geotechnical Engineer (a
representative of Geocon). The use of gravel is not acceptable unless used in conjunction
with filter fabric to prevent the gravel from having direct contact with soil. The remainder of
the trench backfill may be derived from onsite soil or approved import soil, compacted as
necessary, until the required compaction is obtained. The use of minimum 2-sack slurry is
also acceptable as backfill (see Section 8.5). Prior to placing any bedding materials or pipes,
the excavation bottom must be observed and approved in writing by the Geotechnical

Engineer (a representative of Geocon).

Although not anticipated for this project, all imported fill shall be observed, tested, and
approved by Geocon West, Inc. prior to bringing soil to the site. Rocks larger than 6 inches
in diameter shall not be used in the fill. If necessary, import soils used as structural fill
should have an expansion index less than 20 and soil corrosivity properties that are equally

or less detrimental to that of the existing onsite soils (see Figure B10).

All trench and foundation excavation bottoms must be observed and approved in writing by
the Geotechnical Engineer (a representative of Geocon), prior to placing bedding materials,

fill, steel, gravel or concrete.

Controlled Low Strength Material (CLSM)

Controlled Low Strength Material (CLSM) may be utilized in lieu of compacted soil as
engineered fill where approved in writing by the Geotechnical Engineer. Where utilized

within the City of Los Angeles use of CLSM is subject to the following requirements:

Standard Requirements

1.  CLSM shall be ready-mixed by a City of Los Angeles approved batch plant;

2. CLSM shall not be placed on uncertified fill, on incompetent natural soil, nor below

water;

3. CLSM shall not be placed on a sloping surface with a gradient steeper than 5:1

(horizontal to vertical);

4.  Placement of the CLSM shall be under the continuous inspection of a concrete deputy

inspector;

5. The excavation bottom shall be accepted by the soil engineer and the City Inspector

prior to placing CLSM.
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8.6

8.6.1

7.4.2

8.7

8.7.1

8.7.2

Requirements for CLSM that will be used for support of footings

1.  The cement content of the CLSM shall not be less than 188 pounds per cubic yard

(min. 2 sacks);

2. The excavation bottom must be level, cleaned of loose soils and approved in writing
by Geocon prior to placement of the CLSM;

3. The ultimate compressive strength of the CLSM shall be no less than 100 pounds per
square inch (psi) when tested on the 28th-day per ASTM D4832 (latest edition),
Standard Test Method for Preparation and Testing of Controlled Low Strength
Material Test Cylinders. Compression testing will be performed in accordance with
ASTM C39 and City of Los Angeles requirements;

4.  Samples of the CLSM will be collected during placement, a minimum of one test

(two cylinders) for each 50 cubic yards or fraction thereof;

5. Overexcavation for CLSM placement shall extend laterally beyond the footprint of any
proposed footings as required for placement of compacted fill, unless justified
otherwise by the soil engineer that footings will have adequate vertical and horizontal

bearing capacity.

Shrinkage

Shrinkage results when a volume of material removed at one density is compacted to a
higher density. A shrinkage factor of up to 15 percent should be anticipated when excavating
and compacting the upper 5 feet of existing earth materials on the site to an average relative

compaction of 92 percent.

If import soils will be utilized in the building pad, the soils must be placed uniformly and at
equal thickness at the direction of the Geotechnical Engineer (a representative of Geocon
West, Inc.). The sandy soils can be borrowed from the northern portion of the site for use on

the southern portion as necessary.
Foundation Design — General

Foundation excavations should be observed and approved in writing by the Geotechnical
Engineer (a representative of Geocon West, Inc.), prior to the placement of reinforcing steel
and concrete to verify that the excavations and exposed soil conditions are consistent with
those anticipated. If unanticipated soil conditions are encountered, foundation modifications

may be required.

It is recommended that flexible utility connections be utilized for all rigid utilities to

minimize or prevent damage to utilities from minor differential movements.
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8.7.3

8.74

8.8

8.8.1

8.8.2

8.8.3

This office should be provided a copy of the final construction plans so that the excavation

recommendations presented herein could be properly reviewed and revised if necessary.

Once the design and foundation loading configurations for the proposed structures proceeds
to a more finalized plan, the estimated settlements presented in this report should be
reviewed and revised, if necessary. If the final foundation loading configurations are greater
than the assumed loading conditions, the potential for settlement should be reevaluated by
this office.

Rammed Aggregate Piers (RAP)

Due to the compressible younger alluvial soils, it is recommended that soil improvement
(e.g. Rammed Aggregate Piers) be considered below the proposed structure. Subsequent to
construction of the Rammed Aggregate Pier (RAP), the proposed structure may be supported
on a reinforced concrete grade beam system (Waffle-Slab) deriving support in the engineered
fill underlain by improved soils. The foundation should be designed to derive vertical
support from the RAP improved soils and may develop lateral resistance at the foundation

perimeter, as well as by friction beneath the foundations, if necessary.

The RAP system is based on soil improvement that consists of installing densified, aggregate
columns to the older alluvium, which varies in depth as indicated on the Geologic Cross-
Section (see Figure 2B). The system increases density and lateral stress in the surrounding
soil and claims improvement in bearing capacity and settlement potential (potential
settlement). RAP elements are constructed by creating shafts (commonly 30 inches in
diameter) by drilling or displacement methods, and backfilling the open shaft with specially
rammed/compacted, open graded crushed rock and Class 2 AB in 10- to 12-inch lifts.
It should be noted that creating the shaft using the displacement method, advancing the shaft
with a displacement mandrel, reduces the soil cuttings generated during the creation of the
shaft. It is anticipated that the displacement method will be suitable for penetrations in the

younger alluvium underlying the site.

The pattern and depth of ground improvements may vary depending upon the purposes of
mitigation and stratigraphic conditions. The specialty contractor should design the RAP to
incorporate allowable static settlements in accordance with the recommendations of the
project structural engineer. The RAP contractor should evaluate the post-installation static
and dynamic settlement within the remediation zone of the RAP. In addition, the project
structural engineer should evaluate if the planned structure can tolerate the planned
settlements after the installation of the RAP.
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8.8.4

8.8.5

8.8.6

8.9

8.9.1

89.2

893

8.94

Spacing and diameter should be selected by the specialty contractor to obtain the necessary
remediation as outlined herein. The RAP mitigation should extend laterally outside the edge

of planned building structures, where practical.

RAP design should be based on settlement criteria of a maximum combined static and

differential settlement of 1 inch between adjacent columns.

The RAP design package should be submitted to Geocon West, Inc. for review at least two
weeks prior to mobilization for construction. Within the design package, the specialty
contractor should outline a performance and load testing program to verify the effectiveness
of the ground improvement and to confirm the bearing capacity of the improved soils with a
full-scale load test. During the load testing, a representative of Geocon should be present to
observe RAP installation and testing. The information obtained from the load testing should
be used to modify the depth necessary to achieve design capacities, as well as develop

installation criteria that can be used during construction.

Grade Beam (Waffle-Slab) Foundation System

The proposed structure may be supported on a reinforced concrete grade beam foundation
system deriving support on the RAP ground improvement. All foundation excavations must
be observed and approved in writing by the Geotechnical Engineer (a representative of

Geocon), prior to placing steel or concrete

The grade beam foundation system consists of a continuous perimeter reinforced concrete
grade beam foundation, which is interconnected with interior grade beams and a concrete
slab. The system of grade beams, in conjunction with the slab, provides a stiff foundation
system capable of distributing building loads and resisting differential settlements. The grade
beams and slab should be poured monolithically where possible. Grade beam foundations
should derive support in the newly placed engineered fill and be underlain by at least 3 feet

of newly placed engineered fill.

Foundations constructed over RAP ground improvement can achieve relatively high bearing
pressures. For preliminary design purposes, a bearing pressure of 5,000 pounds per square
foot (psf) may be assumed; however, the design bearing pressure should be provided by the
RAP contractor.

The allowable bearing pressures may be increased by one-third for transient loads due to

wind or seismic forces.
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8.9.5

8.9.6

8.9.7

8.9.8

8.9.9

8.9.10

The maximum expected static settlement for a structure supported on a grade beam
foundation system deriving support in the recommended bearing materials and designed with
a maximum bearing pressure of 5,000 psf is estimated to be approximately 1 inch and occur
below the heaviest loaded structural element. A majority of the settlement of the foundation
system is expected to occur on initial application of loading; however, additional settlements
are expected within the first twelve months. Differential settlement is not expected to exceed

Y inch over a distance of 20 feet.

For preliminary design purposes, a modulus of subgrade reaction of 100 pounds per cubic
inch (pci) may be utilized for design of the foundations where directly underlain by
compacted fill. However, the RAP contractor should provide the structural engineer a revised
modulus value incorporating the planned improvement techniques. Additionally, where a
higher subgrade modulus is required beneath the foundation system, the site soils can be
stabilized using lime, or can be replaced with a more granular imported soil. This value is a
unit value for use with a 1-foot square footing. The modulus should be reduced in

accordance with the following equation when used with larger foundations:

B+112

KR:K[E

where: Kr = reduced subgrade modulus
K = unit subgrade modulus
B = foundation width (in feet)

If depth increases are utilized for the exterior wall footings, this office should be provided a
copy of the final construction plans so that the excavation recommendations presented herein

could be properly reviewed and revised if necessary

Unless specifically designed by the project structural engineer, the concrete slab-on-grade for
the grade beam system should be a minimum of 5-inches thick with minimum slab
reinforcement of No. 4 steel reinforcing bars placed 16 inches on center in both horizontal
directions. Steel reinforcing should be positioned vertically near the slab midpoint.
The thickness of and reinforcement for the foundation should be designed by the project

structural engineer.

Foundation excavations should be observed and approved in writing by the Geotechnical
Engineer (a representative of Geocon West, Inc.), prior to the placement of reinforcing steel
and concrete to verify that the exposed soil conditions are consistent with those anticipated.

If unanticipated soil conditions are encountered, foundation modifications may be required.

This office should be provided a copy of the final construction plans so that the

recommendations presented herein could be properly reviewed and revised if necessary.
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8.10

8.10.1

8.10.2

8.11

8.11.1

8.11.2

8.11.3

Lateral Design

Resistance to lateral loading may be provided by friction acting at the base of foundations,
slabs and by passive earth pressure. An allowable coefficient of friction of 0.4 may be
used with the dead load forces in the competent alluvial soils or in properly compacted

engineered fill.

Passive earth pressure for the sides of foundations and slabs poured against properly
compacted engineered fill or competent alluvial soils may be computed as an equivalent
fluid having a density of 250 pounds per cubic foot (pcf) with a maximum earth pressure of
2,500 psf. When combining passive and friction for lateral resistance, the passive component
should be reduced by one-third.

Miscellaneous Foundations

Foundations for small outlying structures, such as block walls up to 6 feet in height, planter
walls or trash enclosures which will not be tied to the proposed structure may be supported
on conventional foundations bearing on a minimum of 12 inches of newly placed engineered
fill which extends laterally at least 12 inches beyond the foundation area. Where excavation
and compaction cannot be performed or is undesirable, such as adjacent to property lines,
foundations may derive support in the undisturbed alluvial soils found at or below a depth of
2 feet, and should be deepened as necessary to maintain a minimum 12 inch embedment into

the recommended bearing materials.

If the soils exposed in the excavation bottom are soft, compaction of the soft soils will be
required prior to placing steel or concrete. Compaction of the foundation excavation bottom
is typically accomplished with a compaction wheel or mechanical whacker and must be
observed and approved by a Geocon representative. Miscellaneous foundations may be
designed for a bearing value of 1,500 psf, and should be a minimum of 12 inches in width,
24 inches in depth below the lowest adjacent grade and 12 inches into the recommended
bearing material. The allowable bearing pressure may be increased by up to one-third for

transient loads due to wind or seismic forces.

Foundation excavations should be observed and approved in writing by the Geotechnical
Engineer (a representative of Geocon West, Inc.), prior to the placement of reinforcing steel
and concrete to verify that the excavations and exposed soil conditions are consistent with

those anticipated.
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8.12

8.12.1

8.12.2

8.12.3

Concrete Slabs-on-Grade

Slabs-on-grade at the ground surface that may receive moisture-sensitive floor coverings or
may be used to store moisture-sensitive materials should be underlain by a vapor retarder
placed directly beneath the slab. The vapor retarder and acceptable permeance should be
specified by the project architect or developer based on the type of floor covering that will be
installed. The vapor retarder selection and design should be consistent with the guidelines
presented in Section 9.3 of the American Concrete Institute’s (ACI) Guide for Concrete
Slabs that Receive Moisture-Sensitive Flooring Materials (ACI 302.2R-06) and should be
installed in general conformance with ASTM E 1643 (latest edition) and the manufacturer’s
recommendations. A minimum thickness of 15 mils extruded polyolefin plastic is
recommended; vapor retarders which contain recycled content or woven materials are not
recommended. The vapor retarder should have a permeance of less than 0.01 perms
demonstrated by testing before and after mandatory conditioning. The vapor retarder should
be installed in direct contact with the concrete slab with proper perimeter seal. If the Los
Angeles Green Building Code requirements apply to this project, the vapor retarder should
be underlain by 4 inches of clean aggregate. It is important that the vapor retarder be
puncture resistant since it will be in direct contact with angular gravel. As an alternative to
the clean aggregate suggested in the Los Angeles Green Building Code, it is our opinion that
the concrete slab-on-grade may be underlain by a vapor retarder over 4 inches of clean sand
(sand equivalent greater than 30), since the sand will serve a capillary break and will

minimize the potential for punctures and damage to the vapor barrier.

Due to the nature of the proposed design and intent for a subterranean level, waterproofing of
subterranean walls and slabs is suggested. Particular care should be taken in the design and
installation of waterproofing to avoid moisture problems, or actual water seepage into the
structure through any normal shrinkage cracks which may develop in the concrete walls,
floor slab, foundations and/or construction joints. The design and inspection of the
waterproofing is not the responsibility of the geotechnical engineer. A waterproofing
consultant should be retained in order to recommend a product or method, which would

provide protection to subterranean walls, floor slabs and foundations.

For seismic design purposes, a coefficient of friction of 0.4 may be utilized between concrete
slabs and subgrade soils without a moisture barrier, and 0.15 for slabs underlain by a

moisture barrier.
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8.12.4

8.12.5

8.13
8.13.1

8.13.2

8.13.3

Exterior slabs for walkways or flatwork, not subject to traffic loads, should be at least
4 inches thick and reinforced with No. 3 steel reinforcing bars placed 18 inches on center in
both horizontal directions, positioned near the slab midpoint. Prior to construction of slabs, the
upper 12 inches of subgrade should be moistened to optimum moisture content and properly
compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction, as determined by ASTM Test Method D
1557 (latest edition). Crack control joints should be spaced at intervals not greater than 10 feet
and should be constructed using saw-cuts or other methods as soon as practical following
concrete placement. Crack control joints should extend a minimum depth of one-fourth the slab

thickness. The project structural engineer should design construction joints as necessary.

The recommendations of this report are intended to reduce the potential for cracking of slabs
due to settlement. However, even with the incorporation of the recommendations presented
herein, foundations, stucco walls, and slabs-on-grade may exhibit some cracking due to
minor soil movement and/or concrete shrinkage. The occurrence of concrete shrinkage
cracks is independent of the supporting soil characteristics. Their occurrence may be reduced
and/or controlled by limiting the slump of the concrete, proper concrete placement and
curing, and by the placement of crack control joints at periodic intervals, in particular, where

re-entrant slab corners occur.

Preliminary Pavement Recommendations

Where new paving is to be placed, it is recommended that all existing fill and soft or
unsuitable alluvial materials be excavated and properly compacted for paving support.
The client should be aware that excavation and compaction of all existing artificial fill and
soft alluvium in the area of new paving is not required; however, paving constructed over
existing unsuitable material may experience increased settlement and/or cracking, and may
therefore have a shorter design life and increased maintenance costs. As a minimum, the
upper 12 inches of paving subgrade should be scarified, moisture conditioned to optimum
moisture content, and properly compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction, as
determined by ASTM Test Method D 1557 (latest edition).

The following pavement sections are based on an assumed R-Value of 20. Once site grading
activities are complete an R-Value should be obtained by laboratory testing to confirm the

properties of the soils serving as paving subgrade, prior to placing pavement.

The Traffic Indices listed below are estimates. Geocon does not practice in the field of traffic
engineering. The actual Traffic Index for each area should be determined by the project civil
engineer. If pavement sections for Traffic Indices other than those listed below are required,
Geocon should be contacted to provide additional recommendations. Pavement thicknesses
were determined following procedures outlined in the California Highway Design Manual
(Caltrans). It is anticipated that the majority of traffic will consist of automobile and large
truck traffic.
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8.13.5

8.13.6

8.14

8.14.1

8.14.2

PRELIMINARY PAVEMENT DESIGN SECTIONS

Location Estimated Traffic Asphalt Concrete Class 2 Aggregate
Index (TT) (inches) Base (inches)
Automobile Parking
and Driveways 4.0 3.0 4.0
Trash Truck &
Fire Lanes 7.0 4.0 12.0

Asphalt concrete should conform to Section 203-6 of the “Standard Specifications for Public
Works Construction” (Green Book). Class 2 aggregate base materials should conform to
Section 26-1.02A of the “Standard Specifications of the State of California, Department of
Transportation” (Caltrans). The use of Crushed Miscellaneous Base (CMB) in place of
Class 2 aggregate base is acceptable. Crushed Miscellaneous Base should conform to Section
200-2.4 of the “Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction” (Green Book).

Unless specifically designed and evaluated by the project structural engineer, where exterior
concrete paving will be utilized for support of vehicles, it is recommended that the concrete
be a minimum of 6 inches of concrete reinforced with No. 3 steel reinforcing bars placed
18 inches on center in both horizontal directions. Concrete paving supporting vehicular
traffic should be underlain by a minimum of 4 inches of aggregate base and a properly
compacted subgrade. The subgrade and base material should be compacted to 95 percent
relative compaction, as determined by ASTM Test Method D 1557 (latest edition).

The performance of pavements is highly dependent upon providing positive surface drainage
away from the edge of pavements. Ponding of water on or adjacent to the pavement will
likely result in saturation of the subgrade materials and subsequent cracking, subsidence and
pavement distress. If planters are planned adjacent to paving, it is recommended that the
perimeter curb be extended at least 12 inches below the bottom of the aggregate base to

minimize the introduction of water beneath the paving.

Retaining Wall Design

The recommendations presented below are generally applicable to the design of rigid
concrete or masonry retaining walls having a maximum height of 15 feet. In the event that
walls significantly higher than 15 feet are planned, Geocon should be contacted for

additional recommendations.

Retaining wall foundations may be designed in accordance with the recommendations
provided in the Grade Beam (Waffle-Slab) Foundation Design section of this report (see
Section 8.9).
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8.14.3

8.14.4

8.14.5

8.14.6

Retaining walls with a level backfill surface that are not restrained at the top should be
designed utilizing a triangular distribution of pressure (active pressure). Restrained walls are
those that are not allowed to rotate more than 0.001H (where H equals the height of the
retaining portion of the wall in feet) at the top of the wall. Where walls are restrained from
movement at the top, walls may be designed utilizing a triangular distribution of pressure
(at-rest pressure). The table below presents recommended pressures to be used in retaining

wall design, assuming that proper drainage will be maintained.

RETAINING WALL WITH LEVEL BACKFILL SURFACE

ACTIVE PRESSURE AT-REST PRESSURE
HEIGHT OF EQUIVALENT FLUID EQUIVALENT FLUID
RETAINING WALL PRESSURE PRESSURE
(Feet) (Pounds Per Cubic Foot) | (Pounds Per Cubic Foot)
Upto 15 41 63

The wall pressures provided above assume that the proposed retaining walls will support
relatively undisturbed alluvial soils or engineered fill derived from onsite soil. If import soil
is used to backfill proposed walls, revised earth pressures may be required to account for the
geotechnical properties of the soil placed as engineered fill. This should be evaluated once
the use of import soil is established and once the geotechnical characteristics of the

engineered backfill soils can be further evaluated.

The wall pressures provided above assume that the retaining wall will be properly drained
preventing the buildup of hydrostatic pressure. If retaining wall drainage is not implemented,
the equivalent fluid pressure to be used in design of undrained walls is 90 pcf. The value

includes hydrostatic pressures plus buoyant lateral earth pressures.

Additional active pressure should be added for a surcharge condition due to sloping ground,
vehicular traffic or adjacent structures and should be designed for each condition as the

project progresses.
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8.14.7 It is recommended that line-load surcharges from adjacent wall footings, use horizontal
pressures generated from NAV-FAC DM 7.2. The governing equations are:

For x/H <04

For x/H > 0.4

o 1.28 x (%)2 x (%) O

@& +@T "

where x is the distance from the face of the excavation or wall to the vertical line-load, H is

the distance from the bottom of the footing to the bottom of excavation or wall, zis the depth
at which the horizontal pressure is desired, ; is the vertical line-load and ou(z) is the

horizontal pressure at depth z.

8.14.8 It is recommended that vertical point-loads, from construction equipment outriggers or
adjacent building columns use horizontal pressures generated from NAV-FAC DM 7.2.
The governing equations are:

For x/H <04

0.28 x (%)2 L0

oy(2) = —
! [0.16 + (%)2]3 H
and
For X/H > 0.4
X\ (2)
o 1.77x>< 2(H) Zx gb;) ) %
[(ﬁ) +(7) ]
then

o'y (2) = 04(2)cos?(1.16)

where x is the distance from the face of the excavation/wall to the vertical point-load, A is
distance from the outrigger/bottom of column footing to the bottom of excavation, z is the
depth at which the horizontal pressure is desired, @pis the vertical point-load, oy(z) is the
horizontal pressure at depth z 6 is the angle between a line perpendicular to the
excavation/wall and a line from the point-load to location on the excavation/wall where the

surcharge is being evaluated, and ox(Zz) is the horizontal pressure at depth z.
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8.14.9

8.14.10

8.15

8.15.1

8.15.2

8.16

8.16.1

8.16.2

In addition to the recommended earth pressure, the upper 10 feet of the retaining wall
adjacent to the street or driveway areas should be designed to resist a uniform lateral pressure
of 100 psf, acting as a result of an assumed 300 psf surcharge behind the shoring due to
normal street traffic. If the traffic is kept back at least 10 feet from the wall, the traffic

surcharge may be neglected.

Seismic lateral forces should be incorporated into the design as necessary, and

recommendations for seismic lateral forces are presented below.

Dynamic (Seismic) Lateral Forces

The structural engineer should determine the seismic design category for the project in
accordance with Section 1613 of the CBC. If the project possesses a seismic design category
of D, E, or F, proposed retaining walls in excess of 15 feet in height should be designed with
seismic lateral pressure (Section 1803.5.12 of the 2019 CBC).

A seismic load of 10 pcf should be used for design of walls that support more than 6 feet of
backfill in accordance with Section 1803.5.12 of the 2019 CBC. The seismic load is applied
as an equivalent fluid pressure along the height of the wall and the calculated loads result in
a maximum load exerted at the base of the wall and zero at the top of the wall. This seismic
load should be applied in addition to the active earth pressure. The earth pressure is based on
half of two thirds of PGAwm calculated from ASCE 7-16 Section 11.8.3.

Retaining Wall Drainage

Retaining walls should be provided with a drainage system extended at least two-thirds
the height of the wall. At the base of the drain system, a subdrain covered with a minimum of
12 inches of gravel should be installed, and a compacted fill blanket or other seal placed at
the surface (see Figure 6). The clean bottom and subdrain pipe, behind a retaining wall,
should be observed by the Geotechnical Engineer (a representative of Geocon), prior to

placement of gravel or compacting backfill.

As an alternative, a plastic drainage composite such as Miradrain or equivalent may be
installed in continuous, 4-foot wide columns along the entire back face of the wall, at 8 feet
on center. The top of these drainage composite columns should terminate approximately
18 inches below the ground surface, where either hardscape or a minimum of 18 inches
of relatively cohesive material should be placed as a cap (see Figure 7). These vertical
columns of drainage material would then be connected at the bottom of the wall to a 4-inch

subdrain pipe.

Geocon Project No. W1032-06-01 -29- Revised April 14, 2020



8.16.3

8.16.4

8.17

8.17.1

8.17.2

8.17.3

8.17.4

8.18

8.18.1

Subdrainage pipes at the base of the retaining wall drainage system should outlet to an
acceptable location via controlled drainage structures. Drainage should not be allowed to

flow uncontrolled over descending slopes.

Moisture affecting below grade walls is one of the most common post-construction
complaints. Poorly applied or omitted waterproofing can lead to efflorescence or standing
water. Particular care should be taken in the design and installation of waterproofing to avoid
moisture problems, or actual water seepage into the structure through any normal shrinkage
cracks which may develop in the concrete walls, floor slab, foundations and/or construction
joints. The design and inspection of the waterproofing is not the responsibility of the
geotechnical engineer. A waterproofing consultant should be retained in order to recommend
a product or method, which would provide protection to subterranean walls, floor slabs and

foundations.

Elevator Pit Design

The elevator pit slab and retaining wall should be designed by the project structural engineer.
Elevator pit may be designed in accordance with the recommendations in the Grade Beam
(Waffle-Slab) Foundation Design and Retaining Wall Design sections of this report (see
Sections 8.9 and 8.14).

Additional active pressure should be added for a surcharge condition due to sloping ground,
vehicular traffic, or adjacent foundations and should be designed for each condition as the

project progresses.

If retaining wall drainage is to be provided, the drainage system should be designed in

accordance with the Retaining Wall Drainage section of this report (see Section 8.16).

It is suggested that the exterior walls and slab be waterproofed to prevent excessive moisture
inside of the elevator pit. Waterproofing design and installation is not the responsibility of

the geotechnical engineer.

Elevator Piston

If a plunger-type elevator piston is installed for this project, a deep drilled excavation will be
required. It is important to verify that the drilled excavation is not situated immediately
adjacent to a foundation or shoring pile, or the drilled excavation could compromise the
existing foundation or pile support, especially if the drilling is performed subsequent to the

foundation or pile construction.
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8.18.2

8.18.3

8.19

8.19.1

8.19.2

8.19.3

8.20

8.20.1

Casing may be required if caving is experienced in the drilled excavation. The contractor
should be prepared to use casing and should have it readily available at the commencement
of drilling activities. Continuous observation of the drilling and installation of the elevator

piston by the Geotechnical Engineer (a representative of Geocon West, Inc.) is required.

The annular space between the piston casing and drilled excavation wall should be filled
with a minimum of 1%2-sack slurry pumped from the bottom up. As an alternative, pea gravel

may be utilized. The use of soil to backfill the annular space is not acceptable.

Temporary Excavations

Excavations on the order of 18 feet in vertical height are anticipated for the construction of
the partial subterranean parking level, including foundations. The excavations are expected
to expose artificial fill and alluvial soils, which may be subject to caving where granular
material is encountered. Vertical excavations up to 5 feet in height may be attempted where

not surcharged by adjacent foundations or traffic.

Vertical excavations greater than five feet will require sloping or shoring measures in order
to provide a stable excavation. Where sufficient space is available, temporary unsurcharged
embankments could be sloped back at a uniform 1:1 slope gradient or flatter up to a
maximum height of 10 feet. A uniform slope does not have a vertical portion. Where space is
limited and sloping cannot be performed, shoring measures will be required.

Recommendations for shoring are provided in the following section.

Where temporary construction slopes are utilized, the top of the slope should be barricaded
to prevent vehicles and storage loads at the top of the slope within a horizontal distance
equal to the height of the slope. If the temporary construction slopes are to be maintained
during the rainy season, berms are suggested along the tops of the slopes where necessary to
prevent runoff water from entering the excavation and eroding the slope faces. Geocon
personnel should inspect the soils exposed in the cut slopes during excavation so that
modifications of the slopes can be made if variations in the soil conditions occur.

All excavations should be stabilized within 30 days of initial excavation.

Shoring — Soldier Pile Design and Installation

The following information on the design and installation of shoring is preliminary. Review
of the final shoring plans and specifications should be made by this office prior to bidding

or negotiating with a shoring contractor.
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8.20.2  One method of shoring would consist of steel soldier piles, placed in drilled holes and
backfilled with concrete. The steel soldier piles may also be installed utilizing high
frequency vibration; however, this is not recommended due to the proximity and age of the
existing structure. If desired, recommendations for shoring installed using high frequency

vibration can be provided under separate cover.

8.20.3  Where maximum excavation heights are less than 15 feet the soldier piles are typically
designed as cantilevers. Where excavations exceed 15 feet or are surcharged, soldier piles
may require lateral bracing utilizing drilled tie-back anchors or raker braces to maintain an
economical steel beam size and prevent excessive deflection. The size of the steel beam, the
need for lateral bracing, and the acceptable shoring deflection should be determined by the

project shoring engineer.

8.20.4  The design embedment of the shoring pile toes must be maintained during excavation
activities. The toes of the perimeter shoring piles should be deepened to take into account

any required excavations necessary for foundations and/or adjacent drainage systems.

8.20.5  Piles utilized for shoring can also be incorporated into a permanent retaining wall system
(shotcrete wall) and should be designed in accordance with the earth pressure provided in the

Retaining Wall Design section of this report (see Section 8.14).

8.20.6  Drilled cast-in-place soldier piles should be placed no closer than 3 diameters on center.
The minimum diameter of the piles is 18 inches. Structural concrete should be used for the
soldier piles below the excavation; lean-mix concrete may be employed above that level. As an
alternative, lean-mix concrete may be used throughout the pile where the reinforcing consists
of a wideflange section. The slurry must be of sufficient strength to impart the lateral bearing
pressure developed by the wideflange section to the soil. For design purposes, an allowable
passive value for the soils below the bottom plane of excavation may be assumed to be 250 psf
per foot. The allowable passive value may be doubled for isolated piles, spaced a minimum of
three times the pile diameter. To develop the full lateral value, provisions should be

implemented to assure firm contact between the soldier piles and the undisturbed alluvium.
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8.20.7  Local seepage may be encountered during excavations for the proposed soldier piles,
especially if conducted during the rainy season. If more than 6 inches of water is present in
the bottom of the excavation, a tremie is required to place the concrete into the bottom of the
hole. A tremie should consist of a rigid, water-tight tube having a diameter of not less than
6 inches with a hopper at the top. The tube should be equipped with a device that will close
the discharge end and prevent water from entering the tube while it is being charged with
concrete. The tremie should be supported so as to permit free movement of the discharge end
over the entire top surface of the work and to permit rapid lowering when necessary to retard
or stop the flow of concrete. The discharge end should be closed at the start of the work to
prevent water entering the tube and should be entirely sealed at all times, except when the
concrete is being placed. The tremie tube should be kept full of concrete. The flow should be
continuous until the work is completed and the resulting concrete seal should be monolithic
and homogeneous. The tip of the tremie tube should always be kept about 5 feet below the
surface of the concrete and definite steps and safeguards should be taken to insure that the tip

of the tremie tube is never raised above the surface of the concrete.

8.20.8 A special concrete mix should be used for concrete to be placed below water. The design
should provide for concrete with an unconfined compressive strength psi of 1,000 psi over
the initial job specification. An admixture that reduces the problem of segregation of
paste/aggregates and dilution of paste should be included. The slump should be
commensurate to any research report for the admixture, provided that it should also be the

minimum for a reasonable consistency for placing when water is present.

8.20.9  The frictional resistance between the soldier piles and retained earth may be used to resist a
vertical component load. The coefficient of friction may be taken as 0.4 based on uniform
contact between the steel beam and lean-mix concrete and retained earth. The portion of
soldier piles below the plane of excavation may also be employed to resist the downward

loads. The downward capacity may be determined using a frictional resistance of 600 psf.

8.20.10 Due to the nature of the site soils, it is expected that continuous lagging between soldier piles
will be required. However, it is recommended that the exposed soils be observed by the
Geotechnical Engineer (a representative of Geocon West, Inc.), to verify the presence of any

cohesive soils and the areas where lagging may be omitted.

8.20.11 The time between lagging excavation and lagging placement should be as short as possible.
Soldier piles should be designed for the full-anticipated pressures. Due to arching in the
soils, the pressure on the lagging will be less. It is recommended that the lagging be designed

for the full design pressure but be limited to a maximum of 400 psf.
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8.20.12

8.20.13

8.20.14

For the design of unbraced shoring, it is recommended that an equivalent fluid pressure be
utilized for design. A trapezoidal distribution of lateral earth pressure may be used where
shoring will be restrained at the top by bracing or tie backs. The recommended active and
trapezoidal pressure are provided in the following table. A diagram depicting the trapezoidal
pressure distribution of lateral earth pressure is provided below the table. Calculation of the

recommended shoring pressure is provided on Figure 8.

HEIGHT OF EQUIVALENT FLUID [ gQUIVALENT FLUID PRESSURE
SHORING PRESSURI.E (Pounds Per Square Foot per Foot)
(FEET) (Pounds Per Cubic Foot) Trapezoidal —Active (Where H is the
(ACTIVE PRESSURE) height of the shoring in feet)
Upto 18 35 22H

Trapezoidal Distribution of Pressure

—————
0.2H
H 0.6H
0.2H

—————

Where a combination of sloped embankment and shoring is utilized, the pressure will be
greater and must be determined for each combination. Additional active pressure should be
added for a surcharge condition due to slopes, vehicular traffic or adjacent structures and
should be designed for each condition. The surcharge pressure should be evaluated in

accordance with the recommendations in Section 8.25 of this report.

In addition to the recommended earth pressure, the upper ten feet of the shoring adjacent to
the street or driveway areas should be designed to resist a uniform lateral pressure of
100 psf, acting as a result of an assumed 300 psf surcharge behind the shoring due to normal
street traffic. If the traffic is kept back at least ten feet from the shoring, the traffic surcharge

may be neglected.
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8.20.15 It is difficult to accurately predict the amount of deflection of a shored embankment.
It should be realized that some deflection will occur. It is recommended that the deflection be
minimized to prevent damage to existing structures and adjacent improvements.
Where public right-of-ways are present or adjacent offsite structures do not surcharge the
shoring excavation, the shoring deflection should be limited to less than 1 inch at the top of
the shored embankment. Where offsite structures are within the shoring surcharge area it is
recommended that the beam deflection be limited to less than 'z inch at the elevation of the
adjacent offsite foundation, and no deflection at all if deflections will damage existing
structures. The allowable deflection is dependent on many factors, such as the presence of
structures and utilities near the top of the embankment, and will be assessed and designed by

the project shoring engineer.

8.20.16 Because of the depth of the excavation, some means of monitoring the performance of the
shoring system is suggested. The monitoring should consist of periodic surveying of the
lateral and vertical locations of the tops of all soldier piles and the lateral movement along

the entire lengths of selected soldier piles.

8.20.17 Due to the depth of the excavation and proximity to adjacent structures, it is suggested that
prior to excavation the existing improvements be inspected to document the present
condition. For documentation purposes, photographs should be taken of preconstruction
distress conditions and level surveys of adjacent grade and pavement should be considered.
During excavation activities, the adjacent structures and pavement should be periodically
inspected for signs of distress. In the event that distress or settlement is noted, an
investigation should be performed and corrective measures taken sot that continued or
worsened distress or settlement is mitigated. Documentation and monitoring of the offsite

structures and improvements is not the responsibility of the geotechnical engineer.

8.21 Temporary Tie-Back Anchors

8.21.1  Temporary tie-back anchors may be used with the soldier pile wall system to resist lateral
loads. Post-grouted friction anchors are recommended. For design purposes, it may be
assumed that the active wedge adjacent to the shoring is defined by a plane drawn 35 degrees
with the vertical through the bottom plane of the excavation. Friction anchors should extend
a minimum of 20 feet beyond the potentially active wedge and to greater lengths if necessary
to develop the desired capacities. The locations and depths of all offsite utilities should be

thoroughly checked and incorporated into the drilling angle design for the tie-back anchors.
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8.21.2

8.21.3

8.22

8.22.1

8.23

8.23.1

The capacities of the anchors should be determined by testing of the initial anchors as
outlined in a following section. Only the frictional resistance developed beyond the active
wedge would be effective in resisting lateral loads. Anchors should be placed at least 6 feet
on center to be considered isolated. For preliminary design purposes, it is estimated that
drilled friction anchors constructed without utilizing post-grouting techniques will develop

average skin frictions as follows:
. 5 feet below the top of the excavation — 700 pounds per square foot

Depending on the techniques utilized, and the experience of the contractor performing the
installation, a maximum allowable friction capacity of 2.5 kips per linear foot for
post-grouted anchors (for a minimum 20-foot length beyond the active wedge) may be
assumed for design purposes. Only the frictional resistance developed beyond the active
wedge should be utilized in resisting lateral loads.

Anchor Installation

Tied-back anchors are typically installed between 20 and 40 degrees below the horizontal;
however, occasionally alternative angles are necessary to avoid existing improvements and
utilities. The locations and depths of all offsite utilities should be thoroughly checked prior to
design and installation of the tie-back anchors. Caving of the anchor shafts, particularly
within sand and gravel deposits or seepage zones, should be anticipated during installation
and provisions should be implemented in order to minimize such caving. It is suggested that
hollow-stem auger drilling equipment be used to install the anchors. The anchor shafts
should be filled with concrete by pumping from the tip out, and the concrete should extend
from the tip of the anchor to the active wedge. In order to minimize the chances of caving, it
is recommended that the portion of the anchor shaft within the active wedge be backfilled
with sand before testing the anchor. This portion of the shaft should be filled tightly and
flush with the face of the excavation. The sand backfill should be placed by pumping; the

sand may contain a small amount of cement to facilitate pumping.

Anchor Testing

All of the anchors should be tested to at least 150 percent of design load. The total deflection
during this test should not exceed 12 inches. The rate of creep under the 150 percent test load
should not exceed 0.1 inch over a 15-minute period in order for the anchor to be approved

for the design loading.
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8.23.2

8.23.3

8.23.4

8.23.5

8.24

8.24.1

8.25

8.25.1

At least ten percent of the anchors should be selected for "quick" 200 percent tests and three
additional anchors should be selected for 24-hour 200 percent tests. The purpose of the
200 percent tests is to verify the friction value assumed in design. The anchors should be
tested to develop twice the assumed friction value. These tests should be performed prior to
installation of additional tiebacks. Where satisfactory tests are not achieved on the initial
anchors, the anchor diameter and/or length should be increased until satisfactory test results

are obtained.

The total deflection during the 24-hour 200 percent test should not exceed 12 inches.
During the 24-hour tests, the anchor deflection should not exceed 0.75 inches measured after

the 200 percent test load is applied.

For the "quick" 200 percent tests, the 200 percent test load should be maintained for
30 minutes. The total deflection of the anchor during the 200 percent quick tests should not
exceed 12 inches; the deflection after the 200 percent load has been applied should not
exceed 0.25 inch during the 30-minute period.

After a satisfactory test, each anchor should be locked-off at the design load. This should be
verified by rechecking the load in the anchor. The load should be within 10 percent of the
design load. The installation and testing of the anchors should be observed by a

representative of this firm.

Internal Bracing

Rakers may be utilized to brace the soldier piles in lieu of tieback anchors. The raker bracing
could be supported laterally by temporary concrete footings (deadmen) or by the permanent,
interior footings. For design of such temporary footings or deadmen, poured with the bearing
surface normal to rakers inclined at 45 degrees, a bearing value of 2,000 psf may be used,
provided the shallowest point of the footing is at least one foot below the lowest adjacent
grade. The structural engineer should review the shoring plans to determine if raker footings
conflict with the structural foundation system. The client should be aware that the utilization
of rakers could significantly impact the construction schedule due to their intrusion into the

construction site and potential interference with equipment.

Surcharge from Adjacent Structures and Improvements

Additional pressure should be added for a surcharge condition due to sloping ground,
vehicular traffic or adjacent structures and should be designed for each condition as the

project progresses.
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8.25.2 It is recommended that line-load surcharges from adjacent wall footings, use horizontal

pressures generated from NAV-FAC DM 7.2. The governing equations are:

For x/H <04

oy(z) =

and
For x/H > 0.4

b 1.28 x (%)2 x (%) O

@& +@T "

where x is the distance from the face of the excavation or wall to the vertical line-load, H is

the distance from the bottom of the footing to the bottom of excavation or wall, zis the depth
at which the horizontal pressure is desired, ; is the vertical line-load and ox(z) is the

horizontal pressure at depth z.
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8.25.3 It is recommended that vertical point-loads, from construction equipment outriggers or
adjacent building columns use horizontal pressures generated from NAV-FAC DM 7.2.
The governing equations are:

For x/H <04
£ 2
= 0.28 X (H)2 " %
[0.16 +(%) ]
and
For x/H > 0.4
X\ (2
b 1.77x>< SH) Zx S’é) ) %
[(ﬁ) +(7) ]
then

o'y (2) = oy(2)cos?*(1.10)

where x is the distance from the face of the excavation/wall to the vertical point-load, A is
distance from the outrigger/bottom of column footing to the bottom of excavation, z is the
depth at which the horizontal pressure is desired, @pis the vertical point-load, oy(Z) is the
horizontal pressure at depth z 6 is the angle between a line perpendicular to the
excavation/wall and a line from the point-load to location on the excavation/wall where the

surcharge is being evaluated, and ox(z) is the horizontal pressure at depth z.

8.26 Surface Drainage

8.26.1  Proper surface drainage is critical to the future performance of the project. Uncontrolled
infiltration of irrigation excess and storm runoff into the foundation supporting soils can
adversely affect the performance of the planned improvements. Saturation of a soil can cause
it to lose internal shear strength and increase its compressibility, resulting in a change in the
original designed engineering properties. Proper drainage in building areas should be

maintained at all times.
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8.26.2  All site drainage should be collected and controlled in non-erosive drainage devices.
Drainage should not be allowed to pond anywhere on the site, and especially not against any
foundation or retaining wall. The site should be graded and maintained such that surface
drainage is directed away from structures in accordance with 2019 CBC 1804.4 or other
applicable standards. In addition, drainage should not be allowed to flow uncontrolled over
any descending slope. The proposed structure should be provided with roof gutters.
Discharge from downspouts, roof drains and scuppers not recommended onto unprotected
soils within 5 feet of the building perimeter. Planters which are located adjacent to
foundations should be sealed to prevent moisture intrusion into the engineered fill providing
foundation support. Landscape irrigation is not recommended within 5 feet of the building

perimeter footings except when enclosed in protected planters.

8.26.3  Positive site drainage should be provided away from structures, pavement, and the tops of
slopes to swales or other controlled drainage structures. The building pad and pavement

areas should be fine graded such that water is not allowed to pond.

8.26.4  Landscaping planters immediately adjacent to paved areas are not recommended due to
the potential for surface or irrigation water to infiltrate the pavement's subgrade and
base course. Either a subdrain, which collects excess irrigation water and transmits it to
drainage structures, or an impervious above-grade planter boxes should be used. In addition,
where landscaping is planned adjacent to the pavement, it is recommended that consideration
be given to providing a cutoff wall along the edge of the pavement that extends at least

12 inches below the base material.

8.27 Plan Review

8.27.1  Grading, foundation, and shoring plans should be reviewed by the Geotechnical Engineer (a
representative of Geocon West, Inc.), prior to finalization to verify that the plans have been
prepared in substantial conformance with the recommendations of this report and to provide
additional analyses or recommendations.
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Retaining Wall Design with Transitioned Backfill

(Vector Analysis)
Input:
Retaining Wall Height (H) 15.00 feet
Slope Angle of Backfill (b) 0.0 degrees
Height of Slope above Wall (hs) 0.0 feet
Horizontal Length of Slope (Is) 0.0 feet
Total Height (Wall + Slope) (Hy) 15.0 feet
Unit Weight of Retained Soils (9) 125.0 pcf
Friction Angle of Retained Soils ) 30.0 degrees
Cohesion of Retained Soils (c) 160.0 psf
Factor of Safety (FS) 1.50
Factored Parameters: (frs) 21.1 degrees
(CFS) 106.7 pSf
Failure Height of Area of Weight of Length of Active
Angle Tension Crack Wedge Wedge Failure Plane Pressure
(a) (He) (A (W) (Ler) a b (Pn) P
degrees feet feet? Ibs/lineal foot feet Ibs/lineal foot Ibs/lineal foot Ibs/lineal foot A
45 28 109 13581.3 173 4240.1 93412 41489
46 27 105 13134.1 17.1 4029.6 9104.6 42355
47 2.7 102 12698.4 16.9 3836.0 8862.5 4312.6
48 26 98 12273.8 16.7 3657.5 8616.3 4380.4 b
49 26 95 11859.9 16.4 34926 8367.3 4439.3
50 26 92 11456.2 16.2 3340.0 8116.2 4489.3
51 25 88 11062.4 16.0 3198.4 7864.0 4530.8
52 25 85 10677.9 15.8 3066.8 7611.1 4563.8
53 25 82 10302.3 15.7 2944.3 7358.0 4588.6 ‘ x 7
54 25 79 9935.2 15.5 2830.0 7105.2 4605.1 N
55 25 77 9576.1 15.3 2723.2 6853.0 4613.4
56 25 74 9224.7 15.1 2623.1 6601.6 4613.6
57 25 71 8880.5 14.9 2529.2 6351.2 4605.7 a
58 25 68 8543.1 14.7 2441.0 6102.1 4589.6
59 25 66 8212.2 14.6 2357.9 5854.2 4565.3
60 25 63 7887.3 14.4 2279.5 5607.8 4532.7 _—
61 26 61 7568.2 14.2 2205.4 5362.8 4491.7 \ ®]
62 26 58 7254.5 14.1 2135.2 5119.4 4442 1 Crs™ Lcr
63 26 56 6945.9 13.9 2068.5 4877.4 4383.7
64 2.7 53 6642.0 13.7 2004.9 4637.1 4316.3
65 27 51 6342.6 13.6 1944.3 4398.3 4239.7 Design Equations (Vector Analysis):
66 2.8 48 6047.3 13.4 1886.2 4161.1 4153.6 a = Crs*Ler"sin(90+rs)/sin(a-frs)
67 238 46 5755.8 13.2 1830.3 39255 4057.6 b=W-a
68 2.9 44 5467.9 13.0 1776.5 3691.4 3951.4 Pa= b*tan(a-frs)
69 3.0 41 5183.2 12.9 1724.3 3459.0 3834.6 EFP = 2*Py/H?
70 3.1 39 4901.5 12.7 1673.4 3228.0 3706.7

Maximum Active Pressure Resultant

I:)A, max

Equivalent Fluid Pressure (per lineal foot of wall)

EFP =

EFP

2*Pp/H?

Design Wall for an Equivalent Fluid Pressure:

4613.6 Ibs/lineal foot
At-Rest= y*(1-sin(¢))
41.0 pcf 62.5 pcf

41 pcf 63 pcf

GEOCON

W E ST, I N C.

RETAINING WALL CALCULATION

ENVIRONMENTAL
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FAX (818) 841-1704

MATERIALS

733-751 SOUTH PARK VIEW STREET AND
2401-2417 WEST 8TH STREET
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

DRAFTED BY: JAO

CHECKED BY: NDB

APRIL 2020 PROJECT NO. W1032-06-01

FIG.5



Berliner N
Placed Image


GROUND SURFACE J\

N

RETAINING
WALL

PROPERLY
COMPACTED
BACKFILL

R

N

<

8

NN

WATERPROOF
WALL

=
S

a4

RN

¢y

4

N

\Ef

\ //\//\//AX

~
N

/ //\//\///

Ly

+ MAT FOUNDATION
< 4

agq ag agq

4

- .
‘A” mzj ﬁ A)ﬁ pa mzz

FILTER FABRIC LAYER
MIRAFI 500X OR EQUIVALENT

\1/\ N /@ S5

3/4" CRUSHED ROCK (DENSIFIED)

H

2/3H

z AZA A‘”MANA& vy

OPTIONAL

// 7 3/4" CRUSHED

ROCK

— FILTER FABRIC ENVELOPE

MIRAFI 140N OR EQUIVALENT

4" DIA. PERFORATED ABS
—7

OR ADS PIPE - EXTEND TO
DRAINAGE SYSTEM

NO SCALE

GEOCON

I N C.

W E S T,

&

RETAINING WALL DRAIN DETAIL

ENVIRONMENTAL

GEOTECHNICAL

MATERIALS

3303 N. SAN FERNANDO BLVD. - SUITE 100 - BURBANK, CA 91504

PHONE (818) 841-8388

FAX (818) 841-1704

733-751 SOUTH PARK VIEW STREET AND
2401-2417 WEST 8TH STREET
LOS ANGELES CALIFORNIA

DRAFTED BY: JAO

CHECKED BY: NDB

APRIL 2020

PROJECT NO. W1032-06-01

FIG. 6




GROUND SURFACE

BASEMENT

RETAINING WALL .

&, ~ MAT FEOUNDATION
< A
4

«4":7<14<1M YA M
4 5 4 %gfe@
-4- ‘ - é - - -—— 1A'<TO §
NN
FILTER FABRIC LAYER
MIRAFI 500X OR EQUIVALENT

3/4" CRUSHED ROCK (DENSIFIED)

NOTE: TOP OF DRAINAGE PANEL NOT MORE THAN
18 INCHES FROM GROUND SURFACE

} DN N INIINIINIIND
18"
* PROPERLY
COMPACTED
BACKFILL

% DRAINAGE PANEL (J-DRAIN 1000
OR EQUIVALENT)

‘A WATER PROOFING
BY ARCHITECT

3/4" CRUSHED ROCK
(1 CU. FTFT)

L ‘A FILTER FABRIC ENVELOPE

MIRAFI 140N OR EQUIVALENT
4" DIA. SCHEDULE 40 PERFORATED
PVC PIPE EXTENDED TO APPROVED
OUTLET

OPTIONAL

ELIMINATION OF THE ROCK POCKET REQUIRES A MODIFICATION
BE FILED WITH THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES AND UTILIZATION
OF A CITY APPROVED DRAINAGE PANEL

NO SCALE

GEOCON &

W E ST, TN C.

RETAINING WALL DRAIN DETAIL

ENVIRONMENTAL GEOTECHNICAL MATERIALS
3303 N. SAN FERNANDO BLVD. - SUITE 100 - BURBANK, CA 91504
PHONE (818) 841-8388 FAX (818) 841-1704

733-751 SOUTH PARK VIEW STREET AND
2401-2417 WEST 8TH STREET
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

DRAFTED BY: JAO CHECKED BY: NDB

APRIL 2020 PROJECT NO. W1032-06-01 FIG.7




Shoring Design with Transitioned Backfill

(Vector Analysis)
Input:
Shoring Height (H) 18.00 feet
Slope Angle of Backfill (b) 0.0 degrees
Height of Slope above Shoring (hs) 0.0 feet
Horizontal Length of Slope (Is) 0.0 feet
Total Height (Shoring + Slope) (Hy) 18.0 feet
Unit Weight of Retained Soils (9) 125.0 pcf
Friction Angle of Retained Soils (f) 30.0 degrees
Cohesion of Retained Soils (c) 160.0 psf
Factor of Safety (FS) 1.25
Factored Parameters: (frs) 24.8 degrees
(Cps) 128.0 pSf
Failure Height of Area of Weight of Length of Active
Angle Tension Crack Wedge Wedge Failure Plane Pressure
(a) (He) (A) (W) (Ler) a b (Pa) P
degrees feet feet? Ibs/lineal foot feet Ibs/lineal foot Ibs/lineal foot Ibs/lineal foot A
45 38 155 19344.7 20.1 6752.6 12592.1 4635.2
46 3.7 150 18729.3 19.9 6385.8 12343.4 4789.9
47 3.6 145 18125.5 19.7 6050.6 12074.9 4929.8
48 35 140 17533.8 19.5 5743.4 11790.4 5055.5 b
49 35 136 16954.3 19.3 5461.2 114931 5167.3
50 3.4 131 16387.1 19.1 5201.5 11185.6 5265.6
51 33 127 15831.9 18.9 4961.8 10870.1 5350.8
52 33 122 15288.5 18.7 4740.2 10548.3 5423.1
53 33 118 14756.5 18.4 4534.8 10221.6 5482.8 ‘ x 7
54 32 114 142355 18.2 4344.2 9891.3 5530.1 N
55 3.2 110 13725.1 18.0 4166.7 9558.4 5565.1
56 3.2 106 13224.8 17.8 4001.3 9223.6 5587.9
57 3.2 102 12734.3 17.6 3846.7 8887.6 5598.7 a
58 3.2 98 12252.9 17.4 3702.0 8550.9 5597.4
59 3.2 94 11780.3 17.3 3566.2 8214.1 5584.1
60 3.2 91 11316.1 17.1 3438.6 7877.5 5558.8 —
61 3.2 87 10859.7 16.9 3318.3 7541.4 5521.2 ‘/ ®
62 3.3 83 10410.8 16.7 3204.8 7206.0 5471.4 Crs CR
63 3.3 80 9968.9 16.5 3097.3 6871.6 5409.1
64 3.4 76 9533.5 16.3 2995.3 6538.2 5334.1
65 34 73 9104.4 16.1 2898.2 6206.1 5246.2 Design Equations (Vector Analysis):
66 35 69 8681.0 15.9 2805.6 5875.4 5145.1 a = Crs*Ler™sin(90+fs)/sin(a-frs)
67 35 66 8262.9 15.7 2716.8 5546.1 5030.4 b=W-a
68 36 63 7849.8 15.5 2631.5 5218.3 4901.8 Pa= b*tan(a-frs)
69 3.7 60 7441.2 15.3 2549.1 4892.1 4758.8 EFP = 2*P/H?
70 3.8 56 7036.7 15.1 2469.1 4567.6 4601.0

Maximum Active Pressure Resultant
Pa, max 5598.7 Ibs/lineal foot
Equivalent Fluid Pressure (per lineal foot of shoring)
EFP = 2*Py/H?

EFP 34.6 pcf

Design Shoring for an Equivalent Fluid Pressure: 35 pcf

SHORING CALCULATION

GEOCON

W E S T, I N C.

ENVIRONMENTAL GEOTECHNICAL  MATERIALS
3303 N. SAN FERNANDO BLVD. - SUITE 100 - BURBANK, CA 91504
PHONE (818) 841-8388 - FAX (818) 841-1704

733-751 SOUTH PARK VIEW STREET AND
2401-2417 WEST 8TH STREET
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA
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APPENDIX A
FIELD INVESTIGATION

The site was explored on August 13, 2019 by excavating five 8-inch-diameter borings utilizing a
truck-mounted hollow-stem auger drilling machine. The borings were drilled to depths ranging from
approximately 26% to 40% feet below existing ground surface. Representative and relatively
undisturbed samples were obtained from the borings by driving a 3 inch, O. D., California Modified
Sampler into the “undisturbed” soil mass with blows from a 140-pound auto-hammer falling 30 inches.
The California Modified Sampler was equipped with 1-inch high by 2 3/8-inch diameter brass sampler
rings to facilitate soil removal and testing. Bulk samples were obtained.

The soil conditions encountered in the borings were visually examined, classified and logged in general
accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS). The logs of the borings are presented
on Figures A1 through AS. The logs depict the soil and geologic conditions encountered and the depth
at which samples were obtained. The logs also include our interpretation of the conditions between
sampling intervals. Therefore, the logs contain both observed and interpreted data. We determined the
lines designating the interface between soil materials on the logs using visual observations, penetration
rates, excavation characteristics and other factors. The transition between materials may be abrupt or
gradual. Where applicable, the logs were revised based on subsequent laboratory testing. The location

of the borings are shown on Figures 2A and 2B.

Geocon Project No. W1032-06-01 Revised April 14, 2020



PROJECT NO. W1032-06-01

. |E BORING 1 Buc| Z wE
DEPTH 8 <] so EZ E ZJ ° & =
IN SAMPLE 6] 2| cuass 22| @ g
NO. T |z ELEV. (MSL.) 256 DATE COMPLETED 8/13/19 TRTES o 2=
FEET E |3]| wscs) — — 202 2= 23
> |O© W@
% EQUIPMENT HOLLOW STEM AUGER BY: JUK ot e ©
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
0 BULK |4 ARTIFICIAL FILL
— =4 05 ¥ Silty Sand, stiff, dry to slightly moist, reddish brown, fine-grained. —
{ 1'x 1.5' piece of concrete.
[ 1 s1as i [ 30 | %48 | 104
-4 e 04l
- ] Silt, firm, slightly moist, brown with gray layers, brick fragments. |
Bl@>' - 14 101.8 19.0
-6 . 1| YOUNGER ALLUVIUM
— — -1 Silty Sand, loose, slightly moist, dark brown, fine-grained. —
Bi@7 M l.* l SM o e & 8 1057 | 11.0
- 8] S ] O S S B
» _ D Sandy Clay, soft, very moist, grayish brown, medium-grained, some wood =
’ fragments.
C % el [ 2 1094 | 174
B ] Bl@15' : ' . / CL - no recovery, soft, wet B 2
- 16 ' -
- 20 ’ -
Bl@2o M - dark gray 8 959 | 21.9
» ] / Clay, soft, moist, olive gray, large rock in sampler. |
i | Bl@2s CL [ 9 49.1 | 437
L ] OLDER ALLUVIUM |
ML Clayey Silt, hard, slightly moist, olive gray, abundant mica, strong sulfur
Figure A1 , W1032-06-01 BORING LOGS.GPJ
Log of Boring 1, Page 1 of 2
[] ... SAMPLING UNSUCCESSFUL ] .. STANDARD PENETRATION TEST B .. ORIVE SAMPLE (UNDISTURBED)
SAMPLE SYMBOLS
B ... DISTURBED OR BAG SAMPLE Al .. cHUNK SAMPLE Y ... WATER TABLE OR SEEPAGE

NOTE: THE LOG OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS SHOWN HEREON APPLIES ONLY AT THE SPECIFIC BORING OR TRENCH LOCATION AND AT THE DATE INDICATED.
IT IS NOT WARRANTED TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND TIMES.

GEOCON



PROJECT NO. W1032-06-01

BORING 1

i Gur | £ wE
DEPTH 8 2 SOIL Z % E 2 I % :
IN SAMPLE o) % CLASS SO | &S g
NO. 2 |2 ELEV. (MSL.) 256  DATE COMPLETED 8/13/19 Foz | ag | QF
FEET E (3] wscs) _— — 2o S o 22
= |O W
& EQUIPMENT HOLLOW STEM AUGER BY: JJK ol a o
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
- 30
B1@30' odor. 506" | 88.1 | 316
A 4
- 34 =
- — ML |
Bl@3s I - no sulfur odor 503" | 909 | 322
- 40 | miga A - slightly moist [ s0(4m) | 884 | 346

Total depth of boring: 40.5 feet

Fill to 6 feet.

Groundwater encountered at 31.75 feet.
Backfilled with spoils.

*Penetration resistance for 140-pound hammer falling 30 inches by
auto-hammer.

Figure A1 W1032-06-01 BORING LOGS.GPJ
J
Log of Boring 1, Page 2 of 2
SAMPLE SYMBOLS |:| ... SAMPLING UNSUCCESSFUL I:l ... STANDARD PENETRATION TEST . ... DRIVE SAMPLE (UNDISTURBED)
& ... DISTURBED OR BAG SAMPLE n ... CHUNK SAMPLE ! ... WATER TABLE OR SEEPAGE

NOTE: THE LOG OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS SHOWN HEREON APPLIES ONLY AT THE SPECIFIC BORING OR TRENCH LOCATION AND AT THE DATE INDICATED.
IT IS NOT WARRANTED TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND TIMES.

GEOCON



PROJECT NO. W1032-06-01

o —
e BORING 2 zuc| 2 | s
DEPTH 8 || sov Ezlk | @2~ X
IN SAMPLE = CLASS c20 | & 5 = &
NO. 2 |2 ELEV. (MSL.) 251 DATE COMPLETED 8/13/19 Foz | of Y=
FEET £ (5] wses — — 229 2= | 28
4 [y}
% EQUIPMENT HOLLOW STEM AUGER BY: JUK ot e ©
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
0 ARTIFICIAL FILL
B - Silty Sand, dense, slightly moist, light brown, fine-grained, concrete —
fragments.
| 2 — —
i 1 B2 A [ 40 1156 | 83
C 4] T ]| YOUNGER ALLUVIUM
= — el SM Silty Sand, loose, slightly moist, dark brown, fine-grained. —
Bas BT, 1 £/ ey & 13 | 1177 | 129
- 5 -4 4]
Clay, firm, moist, olive gray, some organics.
i 1 B2ar A [ 17 1169 | 12.0
| 8 — —
| ./ i
B2@10' CL 11 938.9 18.2
— 182a@15 /% <4+ ————~_ _ - soft, moist to very moist, darkk gray T 6 T 7008 T 255 ]
L 5 - @ LV / / Clayey Sand, loose, very moist, dark gray, medium-grained sand. B ’ )
. A | sc
- — /. -_/ |
- 18 S S ——————————— - ———]
Clayey Silt, soft, very moist, dark gray.
B2@20' "4 5 1020 | 177
ML
N i A 4 |
i 1@ 1 ] [ s | 884 | 356 |
L o5 — / Clay, soft, wet, dark gray with some gray silt lenses. |
- 28 - cL -
Figure A2 W1032-06-01 BORING LOGS.GPJ
3
Log of Boring 2, Page 1 of 2
[] ... SAMPLING UNSUCCESSFUL ] .. STANDARD PENETRATION TEST B .. ORIVE SAMPLE (UNDISTURBED)
SAMPLE SYMBOLS
B ... DISTURBED OR BAG SAMPLE Al .. cHUNK SAMPLE Y ... WATER TABLE OR SEEPAGE

NOTE: THE LOG OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS SHOWN HEREON APPLIES ONLY AT THE SPECIFIC BORING OR TRENCH LOCATION AND AT THE DATE INDICATED.

IT IS NOT WARRANTED TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND TIMES.

GEOCON




PROJECT NO. W1032-06-01

. |E BORING 2 Buc| Z wE
DEPTH 8 <] so EZ E g ° & =
IN SAMPLE 3 % CLASS EEO | g i
NO. o |2 ELEV.(MSL.) 251  DATE COMPLETED 8/13/19 FoZ [ o 0P
FEET T = = = w5 O a
E (3] weos 203 x| 23
- W~ m
% EQUIPMENT HOLLOW STEM AUGER BY: JUK x> o ©
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
30 _BZ@DJ CI - olive gray with areas of oxidation 11 101.0 273
Total depth of boring: 30.5 feet
Fill to 4 feet.
Groundwater encountered at 23 feet.
Backfilled with spoils.
*Penetration resistance for 140-pound hammer falling 30 inches by
auto-hammer.
Figure A2 W1032-06-01 BORING LOGS.GPJ
H
Log of Boring 2, Page 2 of 2
SAMPLE SYMBOLS [] ... SAMPLING UNSUCCESSFUL ] .. STANDARD PENETRATION TEST B .. ORIVE SAMPLE (UNDISTURBED)
B ... DISTURBED OR BAG SAMPLE Al .. cHUNK SAMPLE Y ... WATER TABLE OR SEEPAGE

NOTE: THE LOG OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS SHOWN HEREON APPLIES ONLY AT THE SPECIFIC BORING OR TRENCH LOCATION AND AT THE DATE INDICATED.
IT IS NOT WARRANTED TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND TIMES.

GEOCON



PROJECT NO. W1032-06-01

. |E BORING 3 Bur| WE
DEPTH 8 <] so Esk | @~ x -
IN SAMPLE 3 % CLASS c20 | & 5 = &
NO. o |g ELEV. (MSL.) 257 DATE COMPLETED 8/13/19 TRTES o 2=
FEET E |35]| wscs) _— —_— o3| = | 22
3 |9 Wwyd
% EQUIPMENT HOLLOW STEM AUGER BY: JUK ot e ©
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
0 ARTIFICIAL FILL
— — Sandy Silt, stiff, dry, brown, piece of concrete, fine-grained, fine gravel. —
| 2 — —
i 1 B3a> A [ 28 1142 | 42
- 4 VO
0/ YOUNGER ALLUVIUM
— — CI; Sand, medium d , moist, reddish brown, fine- to medium-grained. -
B3@s' 8 / // sC ayey Sand, medium dense, moist, reddish brown, fine- to medium-graine 23 1164 13.9
B coV oo
» ] o Sandy Clay, soft, very moist, dark gray, medium-grained. |
Bar M 4 1137 | 18.0
| 8 — —
- 10 ’ ‘ ‘ n
B3@10' | CL - light yellowish brown and dark gray 5 104.3 243
» . ._ZI 4 el —_ _Clay, soft, very moist, dark gray. 5 Rt I U —
B3@l15' ] | __ST_S_(TI______'_E_k__?i___'_d __________ 9 93.9 393
L 5 4 N 1 i 1lty Sand, loose, very moist, dark gray, fine-grained. |
N i
» _ I// Clay, firm, very moist, dark gray. =
[ 20 T @20 [ 12 959 | 275
| _ oL |
i | B3@2s' OLDER ALLUVIUM 41 649 | 615
— 26 Clayey Silt, stiff, slightly moist to moist, olive gray and dark gray. —
ML
Figure A3 W1032-06-01 BORING LOGS.GPJ
J
Log of Boring 3, Page 1 of 2
[] ... SAMPLING UNSUCCESSFUL ] .. STANDARD PENETRATION TEST B .. ORIVE SAMPLE (UNDISTURBED)
SAMPLE SYMBOLS
B ... DISTURBED OR BAG SAMPLE Al .. cHUNK SAMPLE Y ... WATER TABLE OR SEEPAGE

NOTE: THE LOG OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS SHOWN HEREON APPLIES ONLY AT THE SPECIFIC BORING OR TRENCH LOCATION AND AT THE DATE INDICATED.
IT IS NOT WARRANTED TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND TIMES.
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PROJECT NO. W1032-06-01

o —
DEPTH 8 || sou Ezu | 205 X
IN SAMPLE 3 % CLASS Ei0 | & o i
NO. o |5 ELEV. (MSL.) 257  DATE COMPLETED 8/13/119 Foz | o o 1
FEET T uscs _ _— YnS = Qz
E (3] “5® z02 | & =5

3 Wy
% EQUIPMENT HOLLOW STEM AUGER BY: JUK o o ©

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

- 30 _BS.@DM 8% MI - hard, slightly moist, dark gray with gray mottles 50.(5") 541 697

Total depth of boring: 30.5 feet
Fill to 4 feet.

No groundwater encountered.
Backfilled with spoils and tamped.

*Penetration resistance for 140-pound hammer falling 30 inches by
auto-hammer.

W1032-06-01 BORING LOGS.GPJ

Figure A3,
Log of Boring 3, Page 2 of 2
|:| ... SAMPLING UNSUCCESSFUL I:l ... STANDARD PENETRATION TEST . ... DRIVE SAMPLE (UNDISTURBED)
SAMPLE SYMBOLS
& ... DISTURBED OR BAG SAMPLE n ... CHUNK SAMPLE ! ... WATER TABLE OR SEEPAGE

NOTE: THE LOG OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS SHOWN HEREON APPLIES ONLY AT THE SPECIFIC BORING OR TRENCH LOCATION AND AT THE DATE INDICATED.
IT IS NOT WARRANTED TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND TIMES.

GEOCON
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Log of Boring 4, Page 1 of 2

o —
e BORING 4 gu| = | w2
DEPTH 8 || sou FZL | 2F L
IN SAMPLE 3 % CLASS EEO | g i
NO. g = ELEV. (MSL.) 257 DATE COMPLETED 8/13/19 o2 o 2=
FEET E (3] wscs) _— — 202 2= 23
3 |9 Wwyd
% EQUIPMENT HOLLOW STEM AUGER BY: JUK ot e ©
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
0 ARTIFICIAL FILL
— — Sandy Silt, stiff, dry, brown, fine-grained. —
| 2 —] |
i | B4@3' l; 7 / YOUNGER ALLUVIUM 42 107.7 | 105
- 4 f / / SC Clayey Sand, medium dense, slightly moist, reddish brown, fine- to —
d /4 medium-grained.
B4@5' _1 | M Silty Sand, dense, slightly moist, light brown, fine-grained. 68 114.4 59
- 6 o BULK ' 1 -
- | >0 T 1 | sandysil, fim, moist, dark brown. | I
B4@7' i 16 71.8 48.4
- 8 — : -
B | o
- Y Ums@oIE 1 s o7 1078 | 169 ]
B 7] L / / Clayey Sand, loose, very moist, medium- to coarse-grained, trace fine gravel.
- 12 / Ve B
d // SC
B VA | | Clayeysil, firm, moist, dark gray. | | ]
i | Ba@rs 15 1058 | 197
ML
n _ (4jaq4 1 1
/ Clay, stiff, moist, alternating 1/4" lens of reddish brown and gray.
" 2 T Ba@zo A 23 1066 | 144
CL
i | B4@25' - soft, olive gray 7 72.0 49.7
ML OLDER ALLUVIUM
Figure A4, W1032-06-01 BORING LOGS.GPJ

SAMPLE SYMBOLS

|:| ... SAMPLING UNSUCCESSFUL

I:l ... STANDARD PENETRATION TEST

& ... DISTURBED OR BAG SAMPLE n ... CHUNK SAMPLE

. ... DRIVE SAMPLE (UNDISTURBED)

! ... WATER TABLE OR SEEPAGE

NOTE: THE LOG OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS SHOWN HEREON APPLIES ONLY AT THE SPECIFIC BORING OR TRENCH LOCATION AND AT THE DATE INDICATED.
IT IS NOT WARRANTED TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND TIMES.
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PROJECT NO. W1032-06-01

. |B BORING 4 Zu~| & s
DEPTH 8 < SoIL =2 E g w 5 &
N SAMPLE ot % CLASS ER® | &G Ea
FEET NO. g = ELEV. (MSL.) 257 DATE COMPLETED 8/13/19 i @% o 2=
E |3 (uscs) - - =2 2 o CE) 5
3 wypo
% EQUIPMENT HOLLOW STEM AUGER BY: JUK ot e ©
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
- 30 - - P
B4@30' Clayey Silt, hard, slightly moist, dark gray. 50(3") 74.0 47.2
- 32 =
— — ML —
B4@35 I 505" | 764 | 437
- 36 =
— 38 =
- 40 | Ba@ao W [ so@an | 7133 469
Total depth of boring: 40.5 feet
Fill to 3 feet.
No groundwater encountered.
Backfilled with spoils and tamped.
*Penetration resistance for 140-pound hammer falling 30 inches by
auto-hammer.
Figure A4, W1032-06-01 BORING LOGS.GPJ

Log of Boring 4, Page 2 of 2

SAMPLE SYMBOLS

|:| ... SAMPLING UNSUCCESSFUL

& ... DISTURBED OR BAG SAMPLE

I:l ... STANDARD PENETRATION TEST

n ... CHUNK SAMPLE

. ... DRIVE SAMPLE (UNDISTURBED)

! ... WATER TABLE OR SEEPAGE

NOTE: THE LOG OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS SHOWN HEREON APPLIES ONLY AT THE SPECIFIC BORING OR TRENCH LOCATION AND AT THE DATE INDICATED.
IT IS NOT WARRANTED TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND TIMES.
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PROJECT NO. W1032-06-01

i BORING 5 Zu~| uE
DEPTH 8 2l soL 2 E| 2 ° x
IN SAMPLE 3 % CLASS c20 | & o i
NO. g = ELEV. (MSL.) 265 DATE COMPLETED 8/13/19 =0 = oy 2=
FEET £ (5] wses —_— — 229 2= | 28
= Wwe
% EQUIPMENT HOLLOW STEM AUGER BY: JUK o o o
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
0 AC: 3" BASE:2"
— — ARTIFICIAL FILL —
Silty Gravel, dense, slightly moist, light yellowish brown, gray gravel, fine- to
- 2 coarse-grained. B
i | Bs@3> W [ s04m | 1114 | 107
-4 T ]| OLDER ALLUVIUM
— - . el Silty Sand, very dense, slightly moist, light yellowish brown and gray, — "
) Bs@s' 1 | ll fine.grained, trace clay. 504 | 1192 | 15.1
i | Bs@? lf}j 1'} - moist, gray [ 506m | 1104 | 154
= 8 - . .
i | o
- 10 , ':]:1'-|- ‘ ‘ : B
B5@10 ! Il - dense, light yellowish gray, fine-grained sand 66 98.0 24.2
- o BUK M f ! u
1015 g1y
12 onl i I
B ] H l* l B
".u‘ -
— 14 NAATA B S [ I
[ Clayey Silt, stiff, moist, olive gray.
i | Bs@15' - hard, slightly moist, dark gray [ 25 672 | 593
ML
B5@20' 56 65.2 57.4
- 24 - s
i | Bs@2s' [ 503" | 696 | 435
- 26 7 ! | s0am
\__ -refusal /
Total depth of boring: 26.5 feet
Fill to 4 feet.
No groundwater encountered.
Backfilled with spoils and tamped.

Figure A5 W1032-06-01 BORING LOGS.GPJ
Log of Boring 5, Page 1 of 2

[] ... SAMPLING UNSUCCESSFUL ] .. STANDARD PENETRATION TEST Il .. oRIVE SAMPLE (UNDISTURBED)
SAMPLE SYMBOLS

& ... DISTURBED OR BAG SAMPLE n ... CHUNK SAMPLE ! ... WATER TABLE OR SEEPAGE

NOTE: THE LOG OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS SHOWN HEREON APPLIES ONLY AT THE SPECIFIC BORING OR TRENCH LOCATION AND AT THE DATE INDICATED.
IT IS NOT WARRANTED TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND TIMES.
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PROJECT NO. W1032-06-01

. |E BORING 5 Bur| WE
DEPTH 8 <] so EZ E g ° & =
IN SAMPLE 3 % CLASS EEO | g i
NO. g = ELEV. (MSL.) 265 DATE COMPLETED 8/13/19 o2 o D=
FEET E (3] wscs) _— — 202 2= 23
3 |9 Wwyd
% EQUIPMENT HOLLOW STEM AUGER BY: JUK ot e ©
MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
*Penetration resistance for 140-pound hammer falling 30 inches by
auto-hammer.
Figure A5, W1032-06-01 BORING LOGS.GPJ
Log of Boring 5, Page 2 of 2
SAMPLE SYMBOLS [] ... SAMPLING UNSUCCESSFUL ] .. STANDARD PENETRATION TEST B .. ORIVE SAMPLE (UNDISTURBED)
B ... DISTURBED OR BAG SAMPLE Al .. cHUNK SAMPLE Y ... WATER TABLE OR SEEPAGE

NOTE: THE LOG OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS SHOWN HEREON APPLIES ONLY AT THE SPECIFIC BORING OR TRENCH LOCATION AND AT THE DATE INDICATED.

IT IS NOT WARRANTED TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND TIMES.
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APPENDIX B
LABORATORY TESTING

Laboratory tests were performed in accordance with generally accepted test methods of the “American
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM)”, or other suggested procedures. Selected samples were
tested for direct shear strength, consolidation and expansion characteristics, corrosivity, in-place dry
density and moisture content. The results of the laboratory tests are summarized in Figures B1 through
B27. The in-place dry density and moisture content of the samples tested are presented on the boring
logs in Appendix A.

Geocon Project No. W1032-06-01 Revised April 14, 2020
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2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
Normal Stress (ksf)
Boring No. B1 Normal Strest (kip/ft2) 1 3 5
Sample No. B1@3' Peak Shear Stress (kip/ft2) ® 075 m 193 A 3.10
Depth (ft) 3 Shear Stress @ End of Test (ksf) O 0.70 0 1.93 A 307
Sample Type: Ring Deformation Rate (in./min.) 0.05 0.05 0.05
Soil Identification: Initial Sample Height (in.) 1.0 1.0 1.0
Ring Inside Diameter (in.) 2.375 2.375 2.375
Reddish Brown Silty Sand (SM)
Initial Moisture Content (%) 9.9 11.1 10.4
Strength Parameters Initial Dry Density (pcf) 89.7 97.3 99.3
C (psf) 0 (°) Initial Degree of Saturation (%) 30.6 40.8 40.1
Peak 161 30.5 Soil Height Before Shearing (in.) 1.2 1.2 1.2
Ultimate 122 30.6 Final Moisture Content (%) 23.1 18.7 17.1
Project No.: W1032-06-01

GEOCON

DIRECT SHEAR TEST RESULTS

Consolidated Drained ASTM D-3080

Checked by: RP

733 SOUTH PARKVIEW STREET
AND 2401 WEST 8TH STREET
LOS ANGELES, CA

April 2020 Figure B1
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4.0
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n 2.0 —
2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
Normal Stress (ksf)
Boring No. B1 Normal Strest (kip/ft2) 1 3 5
Sample No. B1@7' Peak Shear Stress (kip/ft2) @ 090 m 219 A 3.69
Depth (ft) 7 Shear Stress @ End of Test (ksf) O 0.80 O 217 A 363
Sample Type: Ring Deformation Rate (in./min.) 0.05 0.05 0.05
Soil Identification: Initial Sample Height (in.) 1.0 1.0 1.0
Ring Inside Diameter (in.) 2.375 2.375 2.375
Dark Brown Silt Sand (SM)
Initial Moisture Content (%) 14.9 14.1 11.0
Strength Parameters Initial Dry Density (pcf) 92.6 102.3 110.1
C (psf) 0 (°) Initial Degree of Saturation (%) 48.8 58.7 55.9
Peak 163 34.9 Soil Height Before Shearing (in.) 1.2 1.2 1.2
Ultimate 80 35.2 Final Moisture Content (%) 23.3 18.4 13.4
Project No.: W1032-06-01

GEOCON

DIRECT SHEAR TEST RESULTS

Consolidated Drained ASTM D-3080

Checked by: RP

733 SOUTH PARKVIEW STREET
AND 2401 WEST 8TH STREET
LOS ANGELES, CA

April 2020 Figure B2
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0.0
0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
Normal Stress (ksf)
Boring No. B1 Normal Strest (kip/ft2) 1 3 5
Sample No. B1@10' Peak Shear Stress (kip/ft2) @ 0.89 m 237 A 3.76
Depth (ft) 10 Shear Stress @ End of Test (ksf) O 0.73 O 212 A 348
Sample Type: Ring Deformation Rate (in./min.) 0.05 0.05 0.05
Soil Identification: Initial Sample Height (in.) 1.0 1.0 1.0
Ring Inside Diameter (in.) 2.375 2.375 2.375
Grayish Brown Sandy Clay (CL)
Initial Moisture Content (%) 17.4 18.2 17.4
Strength Parameters Initial Dry Density (pcf) 110.8 107.7 111.2
C (psf) 0 (°) Initial Degree of Saturation (%) 90.3 87.0 91.1
Peak 192 35.6 Soil Height Before Shearing (in.) 1.2 1.2 1.2
Ultimate 53 34.5 Final Moisture Content (%) 14.0 13.4 12.9
Project No.: W1032-06-01

DIRECT SHEAR TEST RESULTS

GEOCON

Consolidated Drained ASTM D-3080

Checked by: RP

733 SOUTH PARKVIEW STREET
AND 2401 WEST 8TH STREET
LOS ANGELES, CA

April 2020 Figure B3
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D
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0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
Normal Stress (ksf)
Boring No. B3 Normal Strest (kip/ft2) 1 3 5
Sample No. B3@10 Peak Shear Stress (kip/ft2) @ 090 | 236 A 314
Depth (ft) 10 Shear Stress @ End of Test (ksf) O 0.72 0 2.09 A 301
Sample Type: Ring Deformation Rate (in./min.) 0.05 0.05 0.05
Soil Identification: Initial Sample Height (in.) 1.0 1.0 1.0
Ring Inside Diameter (in.) 2.375 2.375 2.375
Light Yellowish Brown Sandy Clay (CL)
Initial Moisture Content (%) 24.7 24.3 26.5
Strength Parameters Initial Dry Density (pcf) 101.2 106.7 98.0
C (psf) 0 (°) Initial Degree of Saturation (%) 100.1 112.9 99.5
Peak 448 29.3 Soil Height Before Shearing (in.) 1.2 1.2 1.2
Ultimate 226 29.7 Final Moisture Content (%) 22.2 19.4 19.9
Project No.: W1032-06-01

GEOCON

DIRECT SHEAR TEST RESULTS

Consolidated Drained ASTM D-3080

Checked by: RP

733 SOUTH PARKVIEW STREET
AND 2401 WEST 8TH STREET
LOS ANGELES, CA

April 2020 Figure B4
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0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
Normal Stress (ksf)
Boring No. B1 Normal Strest (kip/ft2) 1 3 5
Sample No. B1@20' Peak Shear Stress (kip/ft2) @ 063 m 125 A 227
Depth (ft) 20 Shear Stress @ End of Test (ksf) O o0.61 0 1.23 A 226
Sample Type: Ring Deformation Rate (in./min.) 0.05 0.05 0.05
Soil Identification: Initial Sample Height (in.) 1.0 1.0 1.0
Ring Inside Diameter (in.) 2.375 2.375 2.375
Dark Gray Sandy Clay (CL)
Initial Moisture Content (%) 26.4 24.8 21.9
Strength Parameters Initial Dry Density (pcf) 87.4 92.1 101.2
C (psf) 0 (°) Initial Degree of Saturation (%) 76.9 80.5 88.8
Peak 157 22.3 Soil Height Before Shearing (in.) 1.2 1.2 1.2
Ultimate 127 22.4 Final Moisture Content (%) 27.3 21.3 16.5
Project No.: W1032-06-01

GEOCON

DIRECT SHEAR TEST RESULTS

Consolidated Drained ASTM D-3080

Checked by: RP

733 SOUTH PARKVIEW STREET
AND 2401 WEST 8TH STREET
LOS ANGELES, CA

April 2020 Figure B5
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0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
Normal Stress (ksf)
Boring No. B1 Normal Strest (kip/ft2) 1 3 5
Sample No. B1@30' Peak Shear Stress (kip/ft2) @ 122 W 265 A 350
Depth (ft) 30 Shear Stress @ End of Test (ksf) O o0.77 0 2.24 A 325
Sample Type: Ring Deformation Rate (in./min.) 0.05 0.05 0.05
Soil Identification: Initial Sample Height (in.) 1.0 1.0 1.0
Ring Inside Diameter (in.) 2.375 2.375 2.375
Olive Gray Clayey Silt (ML)
Initial Moisture Content (%) 31.6 31.8 37.4
Strength Parameters Initial Dry Density (pcf) 88.0 85.3 83.3
C (psf) 0 (°) Initial Degree of Saturation (%) 93.3 87.8 98.5
Peak 741 29.7 Soil Height Before Shearing (in.) 1.2 1.2 1.2
Ultimate 224 31.8 Final Moisture Content (%) 36.9 37.6 39.2
Project No.: W1032-06-01

GEOCON

DIRECT SHEAR TEST RESULTS

Consolidated Drained ASTM D-3080

Checked by: RP

733 SOUTH PARKVIEW STREET
AND 2401 WEST 8TH STREET
LOS ANGELES, CA

April 2020 Figure B6
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0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
Normal Stress (ksf)
Boring No. B1 Normal Strest (kip/ft2) 1 3 5
Sample No. B1@40' Peak Shear Stress (kip/ft2) @ 129 | 276 A 3.95
Depth (ft) 40 Shear Stress @ End of Test (ksf) O 0.78 O 212 A 344
Sample Type: Ring Deformation Rate (in./min.) 0.05 0.05 0.05
Soil Identification: Initial Sample Height (in.) 1.0 1.0 1.0
Ring Inside Diameter (in.) 2.375 2.375 2.375
Olive Gray Clayey Silt (ML)
Initial Moisture Content (%) 32.9 34.6 33.4
Strength Parameters Initial Dry Density (pcf) 87.6 86.8 87.7
C (psf) 0 (°) Initial Degree of Saturation (%) 96.0 99.1 97.9
Peak 672 33.6 Soil Height Before Shearing (in.) 1.2 1.2 1.2
Ultimate 121 33.6 Final Moisture Content (%) 37.0 37.2 35.9
Project No.: W1032-06-01

GEOCON

DIRECT SHEAR TEST RESULTS

Consolidated Drained ASTM D-3080

Checked by: RP

733 SOUTH PARKVIEW STREET
AND 2401 WEST 8TH STREET
LOS ANGELES, CA

April 2020 Figure B7




0.0 pe—
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Consolidation Pressure (ksf)
DRY DENSITY INITIAL FINAL
SAMPLE 1D. SOIL TYPE (PCF) MOISTURE (%0) | MOISTURE (%0)
Brown to Gray Silt
B1@5 98. 19.0 25.1
@ (ML) 8.3
Project No.: W1032-06-01

CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS

2

ASTM D-2435

GEOCON Checked by: RP

733 SOUTH PARKVIEW STREET
AND 2401 WEST 8TH STREET
LOS ANGELES, CA

April 2020 Figure B8




WATER ADDED AT 2.0 KSF
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Consolidation Pressure (ksf)
DRY DENSITY INITIAL FINAL
SAMPLE 1D. SOIL TYPE (PCF) MOISTURE (96) | MOISTURE (%)
Pale Olive Brown Silt
B1@7 've brown Sl 86.3 16.3 23.4
(ML)
Project No.: W1032-06-01
&) CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS 733 SOUTH PARKVIEW STREET
AND 2401 WEST 8TH STREET
ASTM D-2435
S LOS ANGELES, CA
GEOCON |checkedby: RrP April 2020 Figure B9




WATER ADDED AT 2.0 KSF
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Consolidation Pressure (ksf)
DRY DENSITY INITIAL FINAL
SAMPLE ID. SOIL TYPE (PCF) MOISTURE (%) | MOISTURE (%)
Grayish Brown Sandy
B1@10 105.2 17. 13.5
@ Clay (CL) 3 3
Project No.: W1032-06-01
&) CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS 733 SOUTH PARKVIEW STREET
ASTM D-2435 AND 2401 WEST 8TH STREET
- LOS ANGELES, CA
GEOCON |checkedby:  RP April 2020 Figure B10
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SAMPLE ID.

SOIL TYPE
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MOISTURE (%6)

FINAL
MOISTURE (%6)

B2@10

Olive Gray Clay (CL)
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15.5
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CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS
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ASTM D-2435
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SAMPLE ID.

SOIL TYPE
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(PCF)

INITIAL
MOISTURE (%6)

MOISTURE (%6)

FINAL

B2@15

Dark Gray Clayey
Sand (SC)
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CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS
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WATER ADDED AT 2.0 KSF
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SAMPLE 1D. SOIL TYPE (PCF) MOISTURE (%0) | MOISTURE (%0)
Dark Brown POOTTy
B2@20 Graded Sand with Silt 101.5 17.7 16.8
and Asnhalt (SP_MID
Project No.: W1032-06-01

CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS

2

ASTM D-2435

GEOCON Checked by: RP
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WATER ADDED AT 2.0 KSF
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DRY DENSITY INITIAL FINAL
SAMPLE 1D. SOIL TYPE (PCF) MOISTURE (%) | MOISTURE (%6)
B2@30 | Olive Gray Clay (CL) 97.2 27.3 24.0
Project No.: W1032-06-01
t) CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS 733 SOUTH PARKVIEW STREET
AND 2401 WEST 8TH STREET
ASTM D-2435
S LOS ANGELES, CA
GEOCON |checkedby: RrP April 2020 Figure B14




WATER ADDED AT 2.0 KSF
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DRY DENSITY INITIAL FINAL
SAMPLE ID. SOIL TYPE (PCF) MOISTURE (%) | MOISTURE (%)
Reddish Brown
B3@5 114, 13.9 14.5
3@ Clayey Sand (SC) 8 3
Project No.: W1032-06-01
&) CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS 733 SOUTH PARKVIEW STREET
ASTM D-2435 AND 2401 WEST 8TH STREET
- LOS ANGELES, CA
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WATER ADDED AT 2.0 KSF
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SAMPLE ID. SOIL TYPE (PCF) MOISTURE (%) | MOISTURE (%6)
Dark Gray Sandy
B3@7 Clay (CL) 111.5 18.0 16.5
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WATER ADDED AT 2.0 KSF
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SAMPLE 1D. SOIL TYPE (PCF) MOISTURE (%6) | MOISTURE (26)
TTgNT YENowrsn
B3@10 Brown and Dark Gray 99.9 22.9 19.4
Sandv Clav (Cl1Y
Project No.: W1032-06-01
t) CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS 733 SOUTH PARKVIEW STREET
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WATER ADDED AT 2.0 KSF
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SAMPLE 1D. SOIL TYPE (PCF) MOISTURE (%) | MOISTURE (%)
B3@15 | DAk Gray Sandy Silt 77.3 39.3 34.7
(ML)
Project No.: W1032-06-01
t) CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS 733 SOUTH PARKVIEW STREET
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WATER ADDED AT 2.0 KSF
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Dark Gray Clayey Silt
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WATER ADDED AT 2.0 KSF
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DRY DENSITY INITIAL FINAL
SAMPLE ID. SOIL TYPE (PCF) MOISTURE (%) | MOISTURE (%)
Light Yellowish Gray
B5@10 . 99.4 24.0 23.7
@ Silty Sand (SM) 3
Project No.: W1032-06-01
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WATER ADDED AT 2.0 KSF
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SAMPLE 1D. SOIL TYPE (PCF) MOISTURE (%) | MOISTURE (%)
Dark Gray Clayey Silt
B5@15 y Clayey S 63.9 59.3 56.1
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WATER ADDED AT 2.0 KSF

0.0 —
\\l\
2.0 —
3.0
5 40
&
T
S
2 50
[@]
O
=
D]
S 6.0
[)]
o
7.0
8.0
9.0
10.0
0 1 10
Consolidation Pressure (ksf)
DRY DENSITY INITIAL FINAL
SAMPLE 1D. SOIL TYPE (PCF) MOISTURE (%) | MOISTURE (%)
Dark Gray Clayey Silt
B5@25 y Clayey S 73.7 43.5 45.9
(ML)
Project No.: W1032-06-01
&) CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS 733 SOUTH PARKVIEW STREET
AND 2401 WEST 8TH STREET
ASTM D-2435
- LOS ANGELES, CA
GEOCON |checkedby: RrP April 2020 Figure B23




B5@10-15'

MOLDED SPECIMEN BEFORE TEST AFTER TEST
Specimen Diameter (in.) 4.0 4.0
Specimen Height (in.) 1.0 1.0
Wt. Comp. Soil + Mold (gm) 762.1 787.5
Wt. of Mold (gm) 368.7 368.7
Specific Gravity (Assumed) 2.7 2.7
Wet Wt. of Soil + Cont. (gm) 494.4 787.5
Dry Wt. of Soil + Cont. (gm) 464.8 354.6
Wt. of Container (gm) 194.4 368.7
Moisture Content (%) 10.9 18.1
Wet Density (pcf) 118.7 126.2
Dry Density (pcf) 107.0 106.8
Void Ratio 0.6 0.6
Total Porosity 0.4 0.4
Pore Volume (cc) 75.6 76.4
Degree of Saturation (%) [Smeas] 51.7 84.1
Date Time Pressure (psi) |Elapsed Time (min)| Dial Readings (in.)
9/6/2019 10:00 1.0 0 0.1825
9/6/2019 10:10 1.0 10 0.182
Add Distilled Water to the Specimen
9/7/2019 10:00 1.0 1430 0.1855
9/7/2019 11:00 1.0 1490 0.1855
Expansion Index (El meas) = 3.5
Expansion Index ( Report) = 4

Expansion Index, Elsq CBC CLASSIFICATION * UBC CLASSIFICATION **
0-20 Non-Expansive Very Low
21-50 Expansive Low
51-90 Expansive Medium
91-130 Expansive High
>130 Expansive Very High

* Reference: 2016 California Building Code, Section 1803.5.3
** Reference: 1997 Uniform Building Code, Table 18-1-B.
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Sample No:

B1@0-5 Reddish Brown to Gray Sandy Silt (ML)
TEST NO. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Wt. Compacted Soil + Mold (9) 6188 6231 6198 6073
Weight of Mold (9) 4158 4158 4158 4158
Net Weight of Soil (9) 2030 2073 2040 1915
Wet Weight of Soil + Cont. (9) 726.1 694.4 710.6 840.9
Dry Weight of Soil + Cont. (9) 677.4 640.5 646.6 796.8
Weight of Container (@) 1254 134.8 135.8 146.2
Moisture Content (%) 8.8 10.7 12,5 6.8
Wet Density (pcf)| 134.4 137.2 135.1 126.8
Dry Density (pch)| 1235 124.0 120.0 118.7
Maximum Dry Density (pcf)] 124.5 Optimum Moisture Content (20)| 10.0
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Sample No:

B5@10-15' Yellowish to Olive Gray Silty Sand and Clayey Silt (SM & ML)
TEST NO. 1 2 3 4 5 6

Wt. Compacted Soil + Mold (9) 6109 6196 6188 6122

Weight of Mold (9) 4158 4158 4158 4158

Net Weight of Soil (9) 1951 2038 2031 1964

Wet Weight of Soil + Cont. (9) 673.9 636.4 670.0 647.6

Dry Weight of Soil + Cont. (9) 629.8 586.2 608.5 581.7

Weight of Container (g)| 145.1 135.1 135.7 147.2

Moisture Content (%) 9.1 11.1 13.0 15.2

Wet Density (pcH| 129.2 134.9 134.4 130.0

Dry Density (pcf)| 118.4 121.4 119.0 112.9

Maximum Dry Density (pcf)] 122.0

Optimum Moisture Content (%0)] 11.5
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SUMMARY OF LABORATORY POTENTIAL
OF HYDROGEN (pH) AND RESISTIVITY TEST RESULTS
CALIFORNIA TEST NO. 643

Resistivity
Sample No. pH (ohm centimeters)
B1 @ 0-5' 7.9 1500 (Corrosive)
B5 @ 10-15' 8.0 2600 (Moderately Corrosive)

SUMMARY OF LABORATORY CHLORIDE CONTENT TEST RESULTS

EPA NO. 325.3
Sample No. Chloride lon Content (%)
B1@0-5' 0.003
B5@10-15' 0.003

SUMMARY OF LABORATORY WATER SOLUBLE SULFATE TEST RESULTS
CALIFORNIA TEST NO. 417

S le N Water Soluble Sulfate Sulfate E -
ample No. (% SQ,) ulfate Exposure
B1@0-5' 0.000 SO
B5@10-15' 0.016 SO
Project No.: W1032-06-01

AND 2401 WEST 8TH STREET
LOS ANGELES, CA

GEOCON |checkedby:  RP April 2020 Figure B27




APPENDIX




APPENDIX C

PRIOR GEOTECHNICAL REPORT

Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Commercial Building Project, 2405-2411 West 8th Street, Los
Angeles, California, prepared by GeoTech Services, dated June 30, 2015.

Geocon Project No. W1032-06-01 Revised April 14, 2020
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GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
PROPOSED COMMERCIAL BUILDING PROJECT
TRACT: WEST LAKE TERRACE, LOT: 12, 13

2405-2411 WEST 8™ STREET
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA

FOR

John Safi

PROJECT NO. 15-420

JUNE 30, 2015



GTS GeoTech Services
1545 Verdugo Road Suite 7
Glendale, California 91208
Tel: 818 441- 6585 VICGEOTECH@GMAIL.COM

June 30, 2014 15-420

John Safi

c/o B. Raeen Construction
11040 Santa Monica Boulevard
Suite No. 326

Los Angeles, Ca 90025

Subject: Geotechnical Investigation
Proposed Commercial Building Project
Tract: West Lake Terrace, Lot: 12, 13
2405-2411 West 8'" Street
Los Angeles, California

Gentlemen:

INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of a geotechnical investigation for the subject
projects. During the course of this investigation, the engineering properties of the sub-
surface materials were evaluated in order to provide recommendations for design and
construction of foundations and grading. The investigation included subsurface explo-
ration, soil sampling, laboratory testing, engineering evaluation and analysis, consulta-
tion and preparation of this report.

The attached Appendix |, describes the method of field exploration. Appendix Il
describes the laboratory testing procedures. Plate No. 1 shows the Site Location. Plate
Nos. 2, 3, and 4 show the Seismic Hazard Zone Map, Historically Highest Groundwater
Contour, and Alluvium Condition.

The enclosed Site Plan & Cross Sections A-A’, B-B’, Drawing Nos. 1, 2, & 3,

show the approximate location of the proposed building, offsite properties and drilled

GeoTech Services
15-420



borings in relation to the site boundaries. Figure Nos. I-1.1, 1-1.2 and [-2 present
summaries of the materials encountered at the location of our borings (Logs of
Borings). Figure No.I-3 presents the Uniform Soil Classification System Chart; a guide
to the Log of Exploratory Borings.

Figure Nos. II-1 and II-2 present the results of direct shear and consolidation
tests performed on selected undisturbed soil samples.

Figure No.1 presents the soil bearing capacity calculations. USGS Design Maps
Summary Report & Seismic Parameters follow Figure 1.

Table 1: Wall Design, and the diagrams that follow, presents the result of the
lateral pressure calculations on basement retaining walls restrained condition and
seismic. Calculations on pages 20 through 26 of 29.

Table 2: Shoring Design, presents the result of the lateral pressure calculations
on shoring system, cantilevered and braced shoring. Calculations on pages 27 through
29.

It should be noted that the presented recommendations in this report are based
on our understanding of the depth of excavation, structural setback and assumed
loading data. This office should be notified if the actual loading and excavation depths

are different from those used during this investigation.

PROJECT CONSIDERATIONS

It is our understanding that the proposed project will consist of construction of a
multi-residential building at the subject site. The building is expected to be five stories,
over two levels of parking. One to one and half subterranean.

The proposed building above the garage is expected to be constructed of wood
frame. The garage structure will be constructed of concrete block exterior walls with a
rigid diaphragm (structural concrete deck) at the top.

It is anticipated that the perimeter walls of the basement garage of the proposed
building would be extended to close proximity of the respective property lines.
Assuming that the parking garage level will be established at some 15 feet below grade,
it is anticipated that maximum height of excavation to the perimeter wall footing levels of

the basement garage would on the order of 17 feet.
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Due to the anticipated height of excavation and the planned extension of the line
of excavation to close proximity of the respective property lines, temporary shoring will
be required during the course of basement garage construction. The temporary shoring
system should be in a form of cantilevered soldier piles.

Where adequate horizontal distance beyond the planned line of basement gar-
age excavation is available, unsupported, open excavation slopes in accordance with
the recommendations of this report may be used.

Structural loading data was not available at the time of this investigation. For the
purpose of this report, it is assumed that maximum concentrated loads of the interior
columns will be on the order of 75 kips, combined dead plus frequently applied live
loads. Perimeter and interior wall footings of the structure are expected to exert loads

of on the order of 3 kips per lineal foot.

SITE CONDITIONS
SURFACE CONDITIONS
The site of the proposed commercial building project is located at 2405-2411
West 8" Avenue, Los Angeles, California. The site is a total of two lot occupied with two
buildings and a parking lot. The sits is rectangular in shape and, practically level and a
plan area of about 30,000 square feet.
The site is bounded on the east and south by Park View and 8" streets, by west

an alley and by north a property line wall and neighbor’s parking.

SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

SOIL PROFILE

Correlation of the subsoil between the borings was considered to be good. Gen-
erally, the site, to the depths explored, was found to be underlain by surficial fill and na-
tive soils. Thickness of the surficial fill was found to be less than five feet at the location
of our borings. Deeper fill, however, may be present beneath the existing building and
in utility lines. The surficial fill, however, is expected to be automatically removed by the
planned basement garage excavations.
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The existing soil profile as depicted in the boring to the depths explored consists
of sand, sandy clay, silt and sandy silt in a moist and dense condition. For a description
of the soils encountered in the exploratory boring, please refer to the Logs of Borings

enclosed with this report.

GROUNDWATER

No groundwater was encountered in exploratory borings to the maximum depth
drilled, 42 feet below existing ground surface.

According to the map included in the "Seismic Hazard Evaluation of the Holly-
wood 7.5-Minute Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California" dated 1998 by the De-
partment of Conservation - Division of Mines and Geology, historical highest groundwa-
ter level has been on the order of 20 feet from the ground surface. Groundwater level
may fluctuate because of seasonal changes, injection or extraction of water, variations

in temperature and other causes.

EVALUATION OF LIQUEFACTION POTENTIAL
Since the site is not located within a State of California Ligquefaction Seismic
Hazard Zone, a liquefaction analysis was not performed. Because of the very stiff or
dense condition of the on-site soils, it is our opinion that the possibility of soil liquefac-

tion at the site is low.

TEMPORARY EXCAVATION
Where space limitations permit, unshored temporary excavation slopes could be
used. Based upon the engineering characteristics of the site upper soils, it is our

opinion that temporary excavation slopes in accordance with the following table should

be used:
Maximum Depth of Cut Maximum Slope Ratio
(Ft) (Horizontal:Vertical)
0-5 Vertical
>5 1:1 (overall gradient)
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Water should not be allowed to flow over the top of the excavation in an
uncontrolled manner. No surcharge should be allowed within a 45-degree line drawn
from the bottom of the excavation. Excavation surfaces should be kept moist but not
saturated to retard raveling and sloughing during construction.

It would be advantageous, particularly during wet season construction, to place
polyethylene plastic sheeting over the slopes. This will reduce the chances of moisture

changes within the soil banks and material wash into the excavation.

SEISMIC DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS
All structures shall be designed per the 2014 LABC. Geologic seismic parame-

ters per current LABC are as follows:

Ss=2.366 g Sws = 2.366 g Sps=1577g
S,=0.835¢g Swi=1.252g Sp:=0.835 g

A copy of the detailed USGS output is included with this report.

EVALUATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
GENERAL

The property is suitable for the proposed construction from a geotechnical engi-
neering standpoint. The construction plans should take into account the appropriate
soils engineering features of the site. The on-site soils are Dense. No ground water was
encountered in the exploratory boring to the maximum depth explored, 42 feet below
existing surface.

The following sections present our specific recommendations for site grading,
foundations, lateral design, grade slabs, minor walls, and observation during construc-
tion.

SITE PREPARATION
Debris from demolition and underground utility lines to be abandoned should be

removed from the building area. All excavations resulting from removal of existing ob-
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structions should be backfilled with soil compacted to at least 90 percent of the maxi-
mum density as determined by ASTM:D-1557. If any cesspools or seepage pits are en-
countered during shoring, they should be backfilled with vibrated gravel or slurry mix to
5 feet below finish grade. The upper 5 feet should be backfilled with soil compacted by

mechanical means.

FILL PLACEMENT

Fill soils, if any, should be cleansed of deleterious debris, placed in 6 to 8 inch
lifts, brought to about optimum moisture content, and compacted to at least 90 percent
of the maximum density for granular soils. The placement of the fill should be per-

formed under our observation and testing.

CANTILEVERED SOLDIER PILES

Cantilevered soldier piles should be used as a means of temporary shoring
where minor lateral deflection at the top of the pile can be tolerated. The deflection of
the soldier beams should be limited to not more than 1/2 of an inch. Soldier piles
consist of structural steel beams encased in concrete (below the basement garage
level) and slurry mix within the exposed depths of excavation.

The lateral resistance for cantilevered soldier piles may be assumed to be
offered by available passive pressure below the basement level. An allowable passive
pressure of 370 pounds per square foot per foot of depth may be used below the
basement level for soldier piles. Maximum allowable passive pressure should be limited
to 4200 pounds per square foot. The maximum center-to-center spacing of the vertical
shafts should be maintained no greater than 10 feet.

For temporary construction excavations, the active pressure on cantilever soldier
piles may be computed using an equivalent fluid density 40 pcf as demonstrated in the
provided table 2.

When using cantilevered soldier piles for temporary shoring, the point of fixity (for
the purpose of moment calculations), may be assumed to occur at some 2 feet below

the base of the excavation. The maximum allowable lateral deflection at the top of the
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shoring system should not exceed one half of an inch, adjacent building, and one inch,
adjacent public way.

In order to limit local sloughing, it is recommended that lagging be used between
the soldier piles where sand is exposed. All wood members left in ground should be
pressure treated. The lagging should be designed based on 400 pounds per square
foot uniform pressure.

If the construction cuts are open, they should be covered by a plastic membrane
kept in place by holding blocks or driven re-bars at the top and bottom of the
membrane. No equipment or personnel should stand closer than 10 feet from the top of
the temporary cut. We should examine the construction cuts periodically to verify
performance. All construction cuts should comply with the State of California
Construction Safety Orders (CAL/OSHA).

Braced Shoring

Where total height of excavation exceeds 15 feet, and in the areas where minor
lateral movement at the top of the piles cannot be tolerated, the vertical shafts should
be held back with lateral bracing system. If internal bracing are used against the vertical
piles, the footings of the bracing should be pre-loaded to the anticipated final loads.
Pre-loading of the brace footings would take out the initial settlements, and would
reduce the chances of excessive rotations occurring at the top of the vertical shafts.

For the purpose of design, the footings of the bracing that are normally inclined
at 45-degree angles should be designed based on a lower allowable maximum soil
pressure (2/3 of the allowable maximum bearing value recommended in this report for
normal spread footings).

When internal bracing is used against the soldier piles, trapezoidal pressure
distribution should be used to calculate the lateral thrust. The following sketch shows
the recommended lateral earth pressure distribution behind restrained shoring system.

In order to limit local sloughing, it is recommended that lagging be used between
the soldier piles. Lagging may be designed based on a lateral pressure of 590 pounds

per square foot. All wood members left in ground should be pressure treated.
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The recommendations in this section are for use in design and cost estimating
purposes prior to construction. The contractor is solely responsible for safety during
construction.

All temporary shoring should be permanently supported within 4 weeks.

FOUNDATIONS

The proposed building may be supported on conventional shallow spread
(isolated) and continuous footing. Exterior and interior footings should be founded on
the natural soils with a minimum depth of 24 inches below the lowest adjacent final
grades. Minimum reinforcement in continuous footings should consist of four No.4 bars;

two placed about 4 inches from the top and two placed about 4 inches from the bottom.

SOIL BEARING PRESSURE
Footing founded on the natural soils at the proposed depth may be designed for
a maximum soil bearing pressure of 2300 pounds per square foot. See attached

calculations Figure No. 1. This value could be increased at a rate of 150 pounds per
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square foot for each additional foot of footing depth, to a maximum value of 3,000
pounds per square foot.

The above given values are for the total of dead and frequently applied live
loads. For short duration transient loading, such as wind or seismic forces, the given
values may be increased by one-third.

The above given values are for the total of dead and frequently applied live
loads. For short duration transient loading, such as wind or seismic forces, the given

values may be increased by one-third.

EXPECTED SETTLEMENTS
Footings are supported on the natural soils and are sized for the recommended bearing
pressure, differential settlements are not expected to exceed 1/4 inch. Total settlements

are anticipated to be less than 3/4 inch.

LATERAL DESIGN

Lateral resistance at the base of footings in contact with native soils may be
assumed to be the product of the dead load forces and a coefficient of friction of 0.30
Passive pressure on the face of footings may also be used to resist lateral forces.

A passive pressure of zero at the finished grades and increasing at a rate of 370
pounds per square foot per foot of depth to a maximum value of 4200 pounds per

square foot may be used for footings poured against native soils.

BASEMENT WALLS
Restrained walls (walls for which horizontal movement is restricted at the
top and are part of the building) should be design for the at-rest fluid weight and
should be utilize a trapezoidal distribution of lateral earth pressure as demonstrated in

the Table-1, Wall design recommendation.

In accordance with new City Code requirements, the basement garage walls
should be designed not only for static, but also for seismic lateral earth pressures.
During the course of strong ground motion earthquake, an additional lateral earth
pressure will be applied to the retaining walls. For this project, seismically induced
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earth pressure indicated in the Table -1. The resultant of the seismic pressure should
be applied at a level 0.6 times the wall height above the base of the wall. In addition
to the lateral earth pressure, the basement garage walls should also be designed
for any applicable uniform surcharge loads imposed on the adjacent grounds. Uni-
form surcharge effects may be computed using a coefficient of 0.35 times the as-

sumed uniform loads.

Proper subdrain should be installed behind the basement garage walls. Subdrain
for basement perimeter walls normally consists of weep holes with a cubic feet of gravel
per each weep hole.

Where adequate space is available, granular fill should be placed and
compacted behind the retaining walls (after the subdrain is installed) to a relative
compaction of at least 90 percent. At least one field density tests should be taken for
each 2 feet of the backfill. The degree of compaction of the wall backfill should be
verified by the Soil Engineer.

Where space is limited, free-draining gravel should be placed behind the
retaining walls. The gravel should then be capped with at least 18 inch thick site soils
also compacted to a relative compaction of at least 90 percent. It should be noted that
the backfill placed behind the basement garage walls should be made after the
concrete decking is cast. All grading surrounding the building should be such to ensure

that water drains freely from the site and does not pond.

DRAINAGE

Adequate site drainage is absolutely essential at the site and it should be provid-
ed. Roof drainage should be connected to an appropriate drainage system and carried
away from the building and to the street. Yard drainage should be kept adequate to
prevent ponding of water and saturation of the soils. Water should be directed to the
street in an approved manner. Future performance of the building and appurtenances
will be significantly influenced by the site drainage conditions. Planters and lawns adja-
cent to the building should be avoided. If planters are planned adjacent to the building,
they should have the bottom and walls waterproofed and a drain installed to carry irriga-

tion water away from the footing areas. Site drainage should be provided to divert roof
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and surface waters from the property through non-erodible drainage devices to the
street. In no case should the surface waters be allowed to pond adjacent to building or
behind the basement garage walls. A minimum slope of one and two percent are rec-

ommended for paved and unpaved areas, respectively.

SOLDIER BEAM SURVEY MONITORING (BY OWNER)

1. Soldier beam survey monitoring shall be conducted on a periodic until the permanent
structure is capable of supporting the imposed lateral loads.

2. A photographic/video survey of the adjacent street and structures should beper-
formed to establish the pre-excavation base-line conditions. Prior to any excavation,
survey monitoring control points and initial soldier beam offsets shall be established to
monitor the horizontal and vertical movement of the soldier beams and adjacent struc-
tures.

3. Control points, initial soldier beam offsets and monitoring performance of compo-
nents of tieback anchor system for vertical and horizontal movement shall be estab-
lished weekly by a licensed Surveyor under the direction and to the satisfaction of the
Soil Engineer. The monitoring shall consist of readings of the vertical and lateral move-

ment of the shoring wall.

4. Initial and periodic soldier beam readings shall be submitted to Department of Public
Works, Building & Safety, General Contractor, Shoring Sub-contractor, Shoring Engi-

neer and Soils Engineer.

5. Monitoring readings shall be submitted within 3 working days after they are conduct-

ed. Additional reading shall be obtained when requested.

6. Control points shall be established outside the areas of influence of the shoring sys-

tem to ensure the accuracy of the monitoring readings.

7. If any horizontal or vertical movement of the soldier beams reaches one inch (one-
half inch adjacent to existing structures), the Soils Engineer and Shoring Engineer shall
evaluate such movements and recommend corrective measures, if necessary, before

excavation continues.
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FLOOR SLAB ON GRADE

The slabs-on-grade thickness and reinforcement should reflect the anticipated
use of the slab and should be designed by the Structural Engineer. The floor slabs-on-
grade should be a minimum of 6 inches thick with minimum reinforcement consisting of
#4 bars spaced maximum at 16 inches each way (#4 @ maximum 16" o.c. each way)
placed slightly above the slab mid-height. In areas where floor coverings or equipment
that are sensitive to moisture are contemplated, a 10-mil visqueen moisture barrier
should be placed beneath the slab with one inch of clean sand between the concrete
slabs and the visgeen to aid in curing and to prevent puncture of the visgeen. Cracking
of reinforced concrete is a relatively common occurrence. Some cracking of reinforced
concrete, including slabs, can be anticipated. Irregularities in new slabs are also
common. If cracking of slabs cannot be tolerated, heavily reinforced structural slabs are

an option.

GENERAL GUIDELINES
SITE GRADING
Site grading for the proposed project is expected to include excavation in
order to create the basement garage grades and backfilling behind the basement walls
and ramp areas. Prior to placing any fill, the Soil Engineer should observe the excava-
tion bottoms. The areas to receive compacted fill should be scarified to a depth of
about 8 inches, moistened as required to bring to approximately optimum moisture con-
tent, and compacted to at least 90 percent of the maximum dry density as determined
by the ASTM Designation D 1557-12 Compaction Method.
General guidelines regarding site grading are presented below which may
be included in the earthwork specification. It is recommended that all fill be placed un-

der engineering observation and in accordance with the following guidelines.

1. All fill should be granular in nature. Therefore, the excavated silty

sand soil from the site may be reused in the areas of compacte fill.

2. Before wall backfilling, subdrain should be installed. The subdrain system
should consist of 4-inch diameter perforated pipes embedded in about 1
cubic feet of free draining gravel per foot of pipe. An approved filter fabric
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should then be wrapped around the free draining gravel in order to reduce
the chances of siltation. Non-perforated outlet pipes should then be used
to pass through the wall into an interior sump. The sub drain pipes should
be laid at a minimum grade of two percent for self-cleaning.

The excavated sandy soils from the site are considered to be satisfactory
to be reused in the areas of compacted fill and wall backfill provided that
rocks larger than 6 inches in diameter are removed.

Fill material, approved by the Soil Engineer, should be placed in con-
trolled layers. Each layer should be compacted to at least 90 percent of
the maximum unit weight as determined by ASTM designation D 1557-12
for the material used.

The fill material shall be placed in layers which, when compacted, shall
not exceed 8 inches per layer. Each layer shall be spread evenly and
shall be thoroughly mixed during the spreading to insure uniformity of ma-
terial in each layer.

When moisture content of the fill material is too low to obtain adequate
compaction, water shall be added and thoroughly dispersed until the
moisture content is near optimum.

When the moisture content of the fill material is too high to obtain ade-
guate compaction, the fill material shall be aerated by blading or other
satisfactory methods until near optimum moisture condition is achieved.

Inspection and field density tests should be conducted by the Soll
Engineer during grading work to assure that adequate compaction is
attained. Where compaction of less than 90 percent is indicated,
additional compactive effort should be made with adjustment of the
moisture content or layer thickness, as necessary, until at least 90 percent
compaction is obtained.

OBSERVATION DURING CONSTRUCTION

The presented recommendations in this report assume that all structural

foundations will be established in dense native soils. All footing excavations should be

observed by a representative of this office before reinforcing is placed.

GeoTech Services

15-420
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The depths of cantilevered soldier piles should be confirmed by a representative
of this office before concrete is placed. It is essential to assure that soldier piles are
drilled to proper depths and diameters, and in accordance with the project plans and
specifications.

Site grading work, such as wall backfilling, and subgrade preparation for
basement slab support, should be conducted under observation and testing by a
representative of this firm. All backfill soils should be properly compacted to at least 90
percent relative compaction. For proper scheduling, please notify this office at least 24

hours before any observation work is required.

WORKMAN SAFETY-EXCAVATIONS
It is necessary for the contractor to provide adequate shoring and safety
equipment as required by the State or Federal OSHA regulations. All regulations of the
State or Federal OSHA should be followed before allowing workmen in a trench or other
excavation.If excavations are to be made during the rainy season, particular care
should be given to insure that berms or other devices will prevent surface water from

flowing over the top of the excavations or ponding at the top of the excavations.

CLOSURE

The findings and recommendations presented in this report were based on the
results of our field and laboratory investigations combined with professional engineering
experience and judgment. The report was prepared in accordance with generally ac-
cepted engineering principles and practice. We make no other warranty, either express
or implied.

It is noted that the conclusions and recommendations presented are based on
exploration "window" borings and excavations which is in conformance with accepted
engineering practice. Some variations of subsurface conditions are common between

"windows" and major variations are possible.

-000-

GeoTech Services
15-420
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The following Figures and Appendices are attached and complete this report:

Appendix I-Method of Field Exploration

Appendix lI-Methods of Laboratory Testing

Site location Plate No. 1

Seismic Hazard Zone Map Plate No. 2

Historically Highest Groundwater Contour Map Plate No. 3
Seismic Hazard Map (Alluvium Condition) Plate No. 4

Site Plan — Drawing No. 1

Cross Sections A- A’ & B - B’ - Drawing Nos. 2 & 3

Figure Nos. 1-1.1,1-1.2,1-2 & 1-3

Figure Nos. II-1 and 1I-2

USGS Design Maps Summary Report — Seismic Parameters

Summary of Calculation Figure No. 1, Figure No. 2

Calculations Sheets For Earth Pressure on Structures Analysis

Respectfully Submitted,

GeoTech Services

VahikHacopian Aralitechian

Civil Engineer
CE 54893

GeoTech Services

15-420
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APPENDIX |

METHOD OF FIELD EXPLORATION

Subsurface conditions were explored by drilling two (2) exploratory borings at the
locations shown on the Site Plan. The boring were drilled to a maximum depth of 42
feet below existing grade using a truck mounted 8-inch diameter hollow stem flight

auger.

The drilling of the borings was supervised by our field engineer who logged the
materials brought up from the borings. Undisturbed and bulk samples were collected at
depths appropriate to the investigation. The undisturbed sampler utilized in our
investigation included our 2.50 inch I.D. drive barrel lined with 1 inch brass rings. The
sampler used in the exploratory borings was driven to a depth of 12 inches with a 140-
pound hammer falling through a height of 30 inches. The number of blows to drive the

sampler 12 inches is shown on the attached Logs of Borings.

GeoTech Services
15-420
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APPENDIX Il

LABORATORY TESTING PROCEDURES
Moisture Density
The moisture-density information provides a summary of soil consistency for
each stratum and can also provide a correlation between soils found on this site and
other nearby sites. The dry unit weight and field moisture content were determined for

each undisturbed sample, and the results are shown on the log of exploratory borings.

Shear Tests

Shear tests were made with a direct shear machine at a constant rate of strain.
The machine is designed to test the soil without completely removing the samples from
the brass rings. A range of normal stresses were applied vertically, and the shear
strength was progressively determined at each load in order to determine the internal
angle of friction and the cohesion. The results of direct shear tests are presented on

Figure No. II-1 within this Appendix.

Consolidation

The apparatus used for the consolidation tests is designed to receive the
undisturbed brass ring of soil as it comes from the field. Loads were applied to the test
specimen in several increments, and the resulting deformations were recorded at
selected time intervals. Porous stones were placed in contact with the top and bottom
of the specimen to permit the ready addition or release of water.

Undisturbed specimens were tested at the field and added water conditions. The

test results are shown on Figure No. II-2 within this Appendix.

GeoTech Services
15-420
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DATE EXCAVATED: 06/12/2015

BORING No. 1

LOGGED BY: Behnam

= = 5 6‘
T Sz | § 2 g =
|2 28 | & & r 5
P4 Z = L
| Es| 82 2 & 2 2 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
Y >~ Qi ) = i &
u a wQ o - = =
o [T é 2 E‘ =S <§(
2_ Fill: Silty Sand with slightly Clay and Brick fragment
| 100 18 13 SAND 5” (in) Asphalt, Loose, Moist, Dark Brown
_ (SM)
S : L : :
| 103 17 19 SAND ggtl}‘/(ISBargSw:vnh slightly Clay, Medium Dense, Moist,
_ (SM)
10_|
| 100 19 31 SAND Silty fine grained Sand, medium Dense, very Moist,
Yellowish Brown
_ (SM)
15|
4 90 26 18 CLAY Sandy Clay, Stiff, very Moist, green Gray
_ (CL)
20
-4 92 25 23 CLAY Grades to Silty-Sandy Clay
_ (CL)
25 |
| 88 25 19 CLAY Grades to Dark Brown
_ (CL)
30 /
7] / Sandy Silt, Hard, Moist, very Dark Brown
| 84 21 50/6” SILT
(ML)

LOG OF BORING

JOB NAME: 2405-2411 8th Street, Los Angeles

JOB No. 15-420

GeoTech Services

FIGURE NO : |-1.1
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BORING No. 1 (continued)

DATE EXCAVATED: 06/12/2015

LOGGED BY: Behnam

E e | 8 S w 3
=|g5 (g2 |z w 2 2 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
2% 3% | 2 2 & i
8|6 22| & 3 | 2 <
i Continued from previous page
35: L
| 94 20 50/6” Sandy Silt, Hard, Moist, very Dark Brown
40 | L
| 95 22 50/5”

End of Boring @ 42 feet,
No Water
No Caving

LOG OF BORING

JOB NAME: 2405-2411 8th Street, Los Angeles

JOB No. 15-420

GeoTech Services

FIGURE NO : I-1.2

Page 9 of 29




DATE EXCAVATED: 06/12/2015

BORING No. 2

LOGGED BY: Behnam

- W e S 3
sz | 25| § | ® g 2
cles| 2u|lo | & s
=z Z = L
= | 88| 22| 2 | o = : | MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
51z | 98| ¢ = ui &
o w o ' < =
° LE | @ = <
2: SAND l Fill: '\S/Iilt.ythndkwéth 5” (in) Asphalt, Medium Dense,
| 103 15 16 (SM) oist, Dark Brown
5] i : : :
| o7 19 28 SAND Silty fine grained Sand, medium Dense, Moist, Dark Brown
- (SM)
10_|
| 94 22 25 CLAY Sandy Clay, Stiff, Moist, light Brown
- (CL)
15|
| 92 27 21 CLAY Grades to very Moist
- (CL)
20
| 93 24 48 SILT Sandy Silt, very Stiff, very Moist, Dark Brown
- (ML)
25 |
4 90 26 50/6” | SILT Grades to Hard
- (ML)
: End of Boring @ 26 feet
No Water
7] No Caving

LOG OF BORING

JOB NAME: 2405-2411 8th Street, Los Angeles

JOB No. 15-420

GeoTech Services

FIGURE NO : -2

Page 10 of 29




MAJOR DIVISIONS

GRAVELS

(More than 50% of
coarse fraction is
LARGER than the
No. 4 sieve size)

COARSE
GRAINED

CLEAN
GRAVELS

(Little or no fines)

GROUP

SYMBOLS

TYPICAL NAME

Well graded gravels, gravel - sand mixtures,
little or no fines.

Poorly graded gravels or gravel-sand mixtures,
little or no fines.

GRAVELS
WITH FINES

(Appreciable amt.
of fines)

Silty gravels, gravel-sand-silt mixtures.

Clayey gravels, gravel-sand-clay mixtures.

SOILS

(More than 50% of
material is LARGER
than No. 200 sieve
size)

CLEAN SANDS

(Little or no fines)

Well graded sands, gravelly sands,
little or no fines.

Poorly graded sands or gravelly sands,

SANDS little or no fines.
(More than 50% of
coarse fraction is
SMALLER than the SANDS Silty sands, sand-silt mixtures.
No. 4 sieve size) WITH FINES
(Appreciable amt.
of fines) Clayey sands, sand-clay mixtures.
Organic silts and very fine sands, rock flour,
ML silty or clayey fine sands or clayey
silts with slight plasticity.
SILTS AND CLAYS / CL Organic clay of low to medium plasticity, gravelly clays,
(Liquid limit LESS than 50) sandy clays, silty clays, lean clays.
FINE
GRAINED oL Organic silts and organic silty clays of low plasticity.
SOILS
(More than 50% of NN R
material is SMALLER INENEN MH Organic silts, micaceous or diatomaceous fine
than No. 200 sieve N sandy or silty soils, elastic silts.
size) N NN
SILTS AND CLAYS 4
(Liquid limit GREATER than 50) A /< CH Organic clays of high plasticity, fat clays.
L
y 4
.
OH Organic clays of medium to high plasticity, organic silts.
HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS Pt Peat and other highly organic soils.

BOUNDARY_ CLASSIFICATIONS:

combinations of group symbols.

SILT OR CLAY

FEaEaEE

Soils possessing characteristics of two groups are designated by

NO. 200

PARTICLE SI1ZE LIMITS
SAND GRAVEL
COBBLES BOULDERS
FINE MEDIUM COARSE FINE COARSE
NO. 40 NO. 10 NO. 4 ¥, in. 3in. (12in.)
U.s. STANDARD SIEVE SIZE

UNIFIED  SOIL  CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

JOB NAME :

2405 - 2411 8th. Street, Los Angeles, California

JOB No. 15

- 420

Geo Tech Services

FIGURE No.
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IN KIPS/SQUARE FOOT

SHEAR STRENGTH

NORMAL STRESS IN KIPS/SQUARE FOOT

B-1@15'| @ =26° vyd=90pcf W =26% Before Test

\ C=240psf ys =120 W = 33% After test

I

B-1 @100 @=25° vyd=100 pcf W = 19% Before Test
C=150psf ys=125W =25% After test

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

O FIELD MOISTURE @ WATER ADDED

DIRECT SHEAR TESTS

JOB NAME o
2405 - 2411 8th. Street, Los Angeles, California JOB No. 15 - 420

Geo Tech Services FIGURE No.
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CONSOLIDATION -- SWELL

(PERCENT OF SAMPLE HEIGHT)

©

PRESSURE IN KIPS PER SQUARE FOOT
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2405 - 2411 8th. Street, Los Angeles, California
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JOB No. 15-420
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GeoTech Services

Summary of Calculation
Bearing Capacity Calculations

Input
Soil Density @) 119 pcf
Friction Angle (®) 25 degrees
Cohesion (©) 150 psf
Footing Width (B) 1ft
Footing Depth (D) 2 ft
Factor of Safety (FS) 3
Continuous Footing Square Footing
quit = cNc+yDNg+yBNy/2 Quit = 1.3cNc+yDNg+0.4yBNy
Qallow = qui/FS Qallow = qui/FS
Qfallow = 2300 psf Cfallow = 2600 psf
Increase per foot of Depth and Width
Qincrease, depth = 350 psf
Increase per foot of Width
gincrease, width = 150 psf
Job Name: 2405 8th Street, Los Ageles, CA Job No. | 15-420
GeoTech Services FIGURE No. 1
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Design Maps Summary Report http://ehp3-earthquake.wr.usgs.gov/designmaps/us/summary.php?templa...

=2USGS Design Maps Summary Report
User-Specified Input

Report Title (GeoTech Services), Job No.15-420, (2405 8th Street, CA)
Fri June 12, 2015 19:44:58 UTC

Building Code Reference Document ASCE 7-10 Standard
(which utilizes USGS hazard data available in 2008)

Site Coordinates 34.05676°N, 118.28104°W
Site Soil Classification Site Class D - “Stiff Soil”
Risk Category I/II/III

od Alhambra

Beverly Hills
@ :

West Olym% Bivd @

West Pico BNd

_G_E;E Monterey F

p‘CO B’V

yaﬁ +’on ‘@O

\se"‘& \
Y mapauest @ < West Slauson Ave i -
Pq -w\\ §@; daa@étly p © MapQuest
USGS-Provided Output

Ss
S:

2.366 g Sws
0.835¢g S

2.366 g Sos
1.252 g So.

1.577 g
0.835 g

For information on how the SS and S1 values above have been calculated from probabilistic (risk-targeted) and
deterministic ground motions in the direction of maximum horizontal response, please return to the application and
select the "2009 NEHRP” building code reference document.

MCEr Response Spectrum Design Response Spectrum

- -

) o

S -

n n

w wu
_ + N — . oo R — —
0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40 1.60 180 2.00 0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40 1.60 1.80 2.00

Period, T (sec) Period, T (sec)

For PGA,, T, Crs, and Cy, values, please view the detailed report.

Although this information is a product of the U.S. Geological Survey, we provide no warranty, expressed or implied, as to the accuracy of
the data contained therein. This tool is not a substitute for technical subject-matter knowledge.
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% Contribution to Hazard
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PSH Deaggregation on NEHRP D sail

2405 8th Street 118.281° W, 34.057 N.
Peak Horiz. Ground Accel.>=0.4645 ¢

<>
P Ann. Exceedance Rate .211E-02. Mean Return Time 475 years
™ Mean (R,M,g;) 15.9 km, 6.67, 0.91
Modal (R,M,g;) = 6.0km, 6.47, 0.57 (from peak R,M bin)
Moda (R,M,e*) = 6.4km, 6.47, 1to 2 sigma (from peak R,M, e bin)
S Binning: DeltaR 10. km, deltaM=0.2, Deltae=1.0
e
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<> PSH Deaggregation on NEHRP D soil

2405 8th Street 118.281° W, 34.057 N.

N Peak Horiz. Ground Accel.>=0.7229 g

] Ann. Exceedance Rate .406E-03. Mean Return Time 2475 years
Mean (R,M,g;) 10.4 km, 6.68, 1.42

Modal (R,M,g;) = 5.8 km, 6.48, 1.42 (from peak R,M bin)

Modal (R,M,e*) = 5.2 km, 6.60, 1 to 2 sigma (from peak R,M,e bin)
~ || Binning: DeltaR 10. km, deltaM=0.2, Deltae=1.0

15
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Table 1: Wall Design

Wall Design Recommendations

i : Active At-Rest Restrained Seismically Induced
BRelialrlled I-glgg't& t Pressure Pressure Design Earth Earth Pressure -
ack-siope taradien Fluid Weight | Fluid Weight Pressure Fluid Weight
(maximum) (pch) (pcf) (psf) (pcf) *?
17 (ft) &LEVEL ] 84 53xH 23

*1 Where H is the height of retained soil
*2 _ The seismically induced earth pressure should be applied as an_inverted triangular pressure

Restrained Wall Desian Based on At Rest Earth Pressure

7
= o
Pe
H 0.6 H
0.6 H
= |
- -
53 H (psf) 23 H (psf)

Trapezoidal Distribution of Earth Pressure  Triangular Inverse Distribution of Earth Pressure (Seismic)

Restrained walls, walls for which horizontal movement is restricted at the top, shall be designed
for an At-Rest earth pressure and the restrained condition. Retaining walls designed for the
restrained condition should be designed for the At-Rest fluid weight, and should utilize a
trapezoidal pressure distribution with the Restrained Condition Designed Earth Pressure.

GeoTech Services 15-420
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Table 2: Shoring Design

Shoring Lateral Pressures Recommendations

Surface Slope of Static Equivalent Restrained Condition

Retained Material Fluid Weight Design Earth Pressure
Horizontal to Vertical (pcf) (psf)*
Level 40 25xH

* -Where H is the retained height of the excavation soil

Shorina Desian Based on Active Earth Pressure

[ &
02H
H
0.6H
P,
<.
13H 1
02H
i -
40 pcf 25 H (psf)
Triangular Distribution of Trapezoidal Distribution of Earth Pressure
Active Earth Pressur (Restrained Condition)

Cantilevered soldier pile should be designed to resist an active earth pressure. The active earth
pressure condition assumes that a triangular pressure distribution is utilized in the shoring design.
If the soldier piles are not allowed to deflect, they shall be designed for the Restrained Condition.
Soldier piles designed for the restrained condition should utilize a trapezoidal pressure
distribution.

GeoTech Services 15-420
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GeoTech Services Earth Pressure Restrained Condition
Behnam M. Khani

Earth pressure on structure analysis

Input data

Project

Task : Earth Pressure Restrained Condition
Descript. : 2405 8th Street, Los Angeles
Author : Behnam M. Khani

Customer : Mr. John S&fi

Date . 6/12/2015
Name : Project Stage : 1
1
[0.00; °/0/0 Ak
© o 7
0.00] /A y 0// o
o/ °
S s
S
N /° /o /
+ 14 J 4
o o/ o
L S S
oo g
Sy e S
1700 SR
4 P 5 s
o, L
° s /o
© A ST A
S e 0 S
Se oS e A
VA /
VR4
e So 0
e &0
S S e S
S K0 S
s e
D //o A
70.00; ‘ o/o //o/o
17.00] S S 2
o S
o S o s
S a s s
Settings

USA - Safety factor-GeoTech (Parameters Reduce) (2)
Excavations

Active earth pressure calculation :  Mazindrani (Rankin)
Passive earth pressure calculation : Mazindrani (Rankin)

Earthquake analysis : Mononobe-Okabe

Shape of earth wedge : Calculate as skew

Verification methodology : Limit states (LSD)

Reduction coeff. of soil parameters
Permanent design situation

Reduction coeff. of internal friction : Yme = 1.50 [-]
Reduction coeff. of cohesion : Yme = 1.50 [-]
Reduction coeff. of Poisson's ratio : Yy = 1.00 [-]
Coefficient of unit weight behind construction : Ymy = 1.00 []
Coefficient of unit weight in front of constr. : Yy = 1.00 [-]

[GeoStructural Analysis - Earth Pressures | version 5.15.14.0 | Copyright © 2013 Fine spol. s r.o. All Rights Reserved | www.finesoftware.eu]
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GeoTech Services
Behnam M. Khani

Earth Pressure Restrained Condition

Geometry of structure

No Coordinate Depth
' X [ft] Z [ft]
1 0.00 0.00
2 0.00 17.00
3 0.00 0.00

The origin [0,0] is located at the most upper point of the structure.

Basic soil parameters

c
Numbel Name Pattern (P:’f ef Y Ysu iS
[ [psf] [pcf] [pcf] [
1 SAND (SM) 25.00 150.0 119.00  62.50 0.00
All soils are considered as cohesionless for at rest pressure analysis.
Soil parameters
SAND (SM)
Unit weight : y = 119.0 pcf
Stress-state : effective
Angle of internal friction : QPef = 25.00°
Cohesion of soil : Cef = 150.0 psf
Angle of friction struc.-soil : 8§ = 0.00°
Soil : cohesionless
Saturated unit weight : Ysat = 125.0 pcf
Geological profile and assigned soils
L
Numbel e[lf)tl]e ‘ Assigned soil Pattern
1 25.00 SAND (SM)
2 - SAND (SM)
Terrain profile
Terrain behind the structure is flat.
Water influence
Ground water table is located below the structure.
Settings of the stage of construction
Design situation : permanent
Analysis No. 1
Pressure at rest behind the structure - partial results
Layer Thickness a 0d Cd Y Ky Comment
No. [ft] 1 [ [psf] [pcf]
1 17.00 0.00 16.67 100.0 119.00 0.713

2|
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GeoTech Services
Behnam M. Khani

Earth Pressure Restrained Condition

Pressure at rest distribution behind the structure (without surcharge)

Layer Start [ft] oz ow Pressure Hor. comp. Vert. comp.
No. End [ft] [psf] [psf] [psf] [psf] [psf]
1 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
17.00 2023.0 0.0 1442.8 1442.8 0.0
Forces acting on construction
Name Fhor App.Pt. Fvert App.Pt. Design
[Ibf/ft] Z [ft] [Ibf/ft] X [ft] coefficient
Pressure at rest 12263.8 11.33 0.0 0.00 1.000
Overall pressure acting on the structure
Point Depth Hor. comp. Vert. comp.
No. [ft] [psf] [psf]
1 0.00 0.0 0.0
2 17.00 1442.8 0.0

Resultant forces
Total horizontal pressure acting on construction

12263.78 Ibf/ft

Application point of horiz. comp. lies in depth = 11.33 ft
Total vertical pressure acting on construction = 0.00 Ibf/ft
Dist. of vertical comp. from top of constr. = 0.00 ft
Name : Analysis Stage : 1; Analysis : 1
Geometry of structure Horizontal component Vertical component
Length of structure = 17.00ft Overall force = 12263.78Ibf/ft Overall force = 0.00Ibf/ft
Depth of centroid =11.33ft Shift of centroid =0.00ft
o
/
- N\1442.8
I S A | ‘\\\\‘\\\ ‘ ‘\\\\‘\\\\‘\\\\‘\\\\‘
O\\\\\\\\O'éo ‘_]\-5\000‘\\ T ‘1500.0‘-0.1\\‘\\\\0\\\\‘\\\\‘01

[psf]
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GeoTech Services
Behnam M. Khani

Seismic Condition

Earth pressure on structure analysis

Input data
Project
Task : Seismic Condition
Descript. : 2405 8th Street, Los Angeles
Author : Behnam M. Khani
Customer : Mr. John Safi
Date . 6/12/2015
Name : Project Stage : 1
1
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17.00] e o /e
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Settings
USA - Safety factor-GeoTech (Parameters Reduce) (2)
Excavations
Active earth pressure calculation :  Mazindrani (Rankin)
Passive earth pressure calculation : Mazindrani (Rankin)
Earthquake analysis : Mononobe-Okabe
Shape of earth wedge : Calculate as skew
Verification methodology : Limit states (LSD)
Reduction coeff. of soil parameters
Seismic design situation
Reduction coeff. of internal friction : Yme = 1.00 [-]
Reduction coeff. of cohesion : Yme = 1.00 [-]
Reduction coeff. of Poisson's ratio : Yy = 1.00 [-]
Coefficient of unit weight behind construction : Ymy = 1.00 []
Coefficient of unit weight in front of constr. : Yy = 1.00 [-]
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GeoTech Services
Behnam M. Khani

Seismic Condition

Geometry of structure

No Coordinate Depth
' X [ft] Z [ft]
1 0.00 0.00
2 0.00 17.00
3 0.00 0.00

The origin [0,0] is located at the most upper point of the structure.

Basic soil parameters

c
Numbel Name Pattern (p:f ef Y Ysu ii
[ [psf] [pcf] [pcf] [

1 SAND (SM) 25.00 150.0 119.00  62.50 0.00
All soils are considered as cohesionless for at rest pressure analysis.
Soil parameters
SAND (SM)
Unit weight : y = 119.0 pcf
Stress-state : effective
Angle of internal friction : QPef = 25.00°
Cohesion of soil : Cef = 150.0 psf
Angle of friction struc.-soil : 8§ = 0.00°
Soil : cohesionless
Saturated unit weight : Ysat = 125.0 pcf
Geological profile and assigned soils

L

Numbel e[lf)tl]e ‘ Assigned soil Pattern

1 25.00 SAND (SM)

2 - SAND (SM)

Terrain profile
Terrain behind the structure is flat.

Water influence
Ground water table is located below the structure.

Earthquake

Horizontal seismic coefficient kn = 0.2800
Vertical seismic coefficient ky = 0.0000
Coeff. to compute point of application k.H =  0.60

Water below the GWT is restricted.

Settings of the stage of construction
Design situation : seismic

2|
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GeoTech Services
Behnam M. Khani

Seismic Condition

Analysis No. 1
Active pressure behind the structure - partial results
Layer Thickness a ?d (o Y dd Ka Comment
No. [ft] [l [l [psf] [pcf] [
1 3.96 0.00 25.00 150.0 119.00 0.00 0.000
2 13.04 0.00 25.00 150.0 119.00 0.00 0.311
Active pressure distribution behind the structure (without surcharge)
Layer Start [ft] oz ow Pressure Hor. comp. Vert. comp.
No. End [ft] [psf] [psf] [psf] [psf] [psf]
1 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3.96 470.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5 3.96 470.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
17.00 2023.0 0.0 629.9 629.9 0.0
Earthquake effects (active earth pressure) - partial results
Layer  Thickness Pd B " Ka Kae Kae-Ka Comment
No. [ft] [l [l [l
1 3.96 25.00 0.00 15.64 0.406 0.654 0.248
2 13.04 25.00 0.00 15.64 0.406 0.654 0.248
Earthquake effects (active earth pressure)
Layer Start [ft] oz oD Pressure Hor. comp. Vertical comp.
No. End [ft] [psf] [psf] [psf] [psf] [psf]
1 0.00 0.0 2023.0 501.8 501.8 0.0
3.96 470.9 1552.1 385.0 385.0 0.0
5 3.96 470.9 1552.1 385.0 385.0 0.0
17.00 2023.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Forces acting on construction
Name Fhor App.Pt. Fyert App.Pt. Design
[Ibf/ft] Z [ft] [1bf/ft] X [ft] coefficient
Active pressure 4108.0 12.65 0.0 0.00 1.000
Earthq.- act.pressure 4264.9 6.80 0.0 0.00 1.000
Overall pressure acting on the structure
Point Depth Hor. comp. Vert. comp.
No. [ft] [psf] [psf]
1 0.00 401.4 0.0
2 3.96 331.3 0.0
3 17.00 730.3 0.0
Resultant forces
Total horizontal pressure acting on construction = 8372.91 Ibf/ft
Application point of horiz. comp. lies in depth = 9.67 ft
Total vertical pressure acting on construction = 0.00 Ibf/ft
Dist. of vertical comp. from top of constr. = 0.00 ft
I 3

[GeoStructural Analysis - Earth Pressures | version 5.15.14.0 | Copyright © 2013 Fine spol. s r.o. All Rights Reserved | www.finesoftware.eu]

Page 25 of 29



GeoTech Services
Behnam M. Khani

Seismic Condition

Name : Analysis

Stage : 1; Analysis : 1

Geometry of structure
Length of structure = 17.00ft

=

EEEEEEE
[ft]

Overall force = 8372.911bf/ft

Horizontal component

Depth of centroid =9.67ft

Vertical component
Overall force = 0.00Ibf/ft
Shift of centroid =0.00ft
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GeoTech Services Earth Pressure Temporary Condition
Behnam M. Khani

Earth pressure on structure analysis

Input data

Project

Task . Earth Pressure Temporary Condition
Descript. : 2405 8th Street, Los Angeles
Author : Behnam M. Khani

Customer : Mr. John Safi

Date . 6/12/2015
Name : Project Stage : 1
1
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Settings

USA - Safety factor-GeoTech (Parameters Reduce) (2)
Excavations

Active earth pressure calculation :  Mazindrani (Rankin)
Passive earth pressure calculation : Mazindrani (Rankin)

Earthquake analysis : Mononobe-Okabe

Shape of earth wedge : Calculate as skew

Verification methodology : Limit states (LSD)

Reduction coeff. of soil parameters
Transient design situation

Reduction coeff. of internal friction : Yme = 1.25 [-]
Reduction coeff. of cohesion : Yme = 1.25 [-]
Reduction coeff. of Poisson's ratio : Yy = 1.00 [-]
Coefficient of unit weight behind construction : Ymy = 1.00 []
Coefficient of unit weight in front of constr. : Yy = 1.00 [-]
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Behnam M. Khani

Earth Pressure Temporary Condition

Geometry of structure

No Coordinate Depth
' X [ft] Z [ft]
1 0.00 0.00
2 0.00 17.00
3 0.00 0.00

The origin [0,0] is located at the most upper point of the structure.

Basic soil parameters

c
Numbel Name Pattern (P:’f ef Y Ysu ii
[ [psf] [pcf] [pcf] [
1 SAND (SM) 25.00 150.0 119.00  62.50 0.00
All soils are considered as cohesionless for at rest pressure analysis.
Soil parameters
SAND (SM)
Unit weight : y = 119.0 pcf
Stress-state : effective
Angle of internal friction : QPef = 25.00°
Cohesion of soil : Cef = 150.0 psf
Angle of friction struc.-soil : 8§ = 0.00°
Soil : cohesionless
Saturated unit weight : Ysat = 125.0 pcf
Geological profile and assigned soils
L
Numbel e[lf)tl]e ‘ Assigned soil Pattern
1 25.00 SAND (SM)
2 - SAND (SM)
Terrain profile
Terrain behind the structure is flat.
Water influence
Ground water table is located below the structure.
Settings of the stage of construction
Design situation : transient
Analysis No. 1
Active pressure behind the structure - partial results
Layer Thickness o od Cd Y Sd Ka Comment
No. [ft] 1 1 [psf] [pcf] [
1 2.88 0.00 20.00 120.0 119.00 0.00 0.000

2|
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GeoTech Services
Behnam M. Khani

Earth Pressure Temporary Condition

Layer Thickness a ?d (o Y dd Ka Comment
No. [ft] [l [l [psf] [pcf] [
2 14.12 0.00 20.00 120.0 119.00 0.00 0.407
Active pressure distribution behind the structure (without surcharge)
Layer Start [ft] oz ow Pressure Hor. comp. Vert. comp.
No. End [ft] [psf] [psf] [psf] [psf] [psf]
1 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2.88 342.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
5 2.88 342.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
17.00 2023.0 0.0 823.8 823.8 0.0
Forces acting on construction
Name Fhor App.Pt. Fyert App.Pt. Design
[Ibf/ft] Z [ft] [1bf/ft] X [ft] coefficient
Active pressure 5816.0 12.29 0.0 0.00 1.000
Overall pressure acting on the structure
Point Depth Hor. comp. Vert. comp.
No. [ft] [psf] [psf]
1 0.00 0.0 0.0
2 2.88 0.0 0.0
3 17.00 823.8 0.0

Resultant forces

Total horizontal pressure acting on construction
Application point of horiz. comp. lies in depth
Total vertical pressure acting on construction
Dist. of vertical comp. from top of constr.

5815.96 Ibf/ft
12.29 ft
0.00 Ibf/ft
0.00 ft

Name : Analysis

Stage : 1; Analysis : 1

Geometry of structure
Length of structure = 17.00ft

Horizontal component
Overall force = 5815.96Ibf/ft
Depth of centroid =12.29ft

Vertical component
Overall force = 0.00Ibf/ft
Shift of centroid =0.00ft

[psf]

1000.0 [iT
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PHASE |

ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT

2401 West 8" Street
Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, California 90057

Date Issued: July 15, 2020

Project Number: 5605.20

Prepared by:

UES CONSULTING SERVICES, INC.
100 East 7t Street
Suite 200
Kansas City, Missouri 64106
816.221.0627

100 E. Seventh Street, Suite 200 — Kansas City, MO 64106 — 816.221.0627 — uesconsulting.com



July 15, 2020

nur Development | Consulting
864 South Robertson Boulevard
Suite 200

Los Angeles, California 90035

RE: Phase | Environmental Site Assessment
2401 West 8th Street
Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, California 90057

UES Consulting Services is pleased to submit the enclosed Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment performed on the above-referenced subject property.

This assessment was conducted in accordance with the American Standards for
Testing and Materials (ASTM) Practice E1527-13. The results of the assessment were
based upon historical documentation and observations made on the subject property at
the time of the on-site inspection. This report may be relied upon by the entities listed
above, and their respective successors and/or assigns. There are no third-party
beneficiaries (intended or unintended) to this report, except as expressly stated herein.

Thank you for the opportunity to be of service. Should you have any questions, please
feel free to contact our office.
Sincerely,

UES CONSULTING SERVICES, INC.

- i, v/ 2 %ﬁf«:fm
Ed Taylor (0] Kri§ta Kdsper¥Plous

Environmental Professional Environmental Professional
CEO

100 E. Seventh Street, Suite 200 — Kansas City, MO 64106 — 816.221.0627 — uesconsulting.com



PHASE |
ENVIRONMENTAL

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS SITE ASSESSMENT

SUBJECT PROPERTY

CURRENT CONDITIONS

Date of Inspection

July 6, 2020

Property location

2401 West 8th Street
Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, California 90057

Description of improvements

The subject property is vacant land.

Land Size 1.35 acres
Current tenant(s) none
Water wells none
Septic systems none
Hazardous materials none
Hazardous waste none
Underground storage tanks none
Above-ground storage tanks none
Drums none
Suspect PCB equipment none
Monitoring wells none
Other environmental items none

HISTORICAL RESEARCH

The subject property has previously been occupied by a lithographing company, various medical and
commercial office tenants, a church, residential development, and vacant land.

DATABASE LISTINGS

The subject property is registered in California’s Hazardous Waste Tracking System (HWTS) due to the
registrations of three previous tenants (see Section 5.7).

UES CONSULTING SERVICES, INC.
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ADJACENT PROPERTIES

DIRECTION CURRENT USES PAST USES

NORTH Multi-tenant retalll building: electric supply Vacant land, various retail & office tenants
shop, parcel service, church

EAST Vacant land, elementary school X:t‘gﬁrg Ic?frf}géliaebncgrnlglon offices, various
Multi-tenant retail/office building: medical Vacant land. vulcanizing shop. auto repair
offices, pharmacies, convenience store, T ng P, ep

SOouTH ) shop, gas station, various retail & office
insurance agency, laundromat, auto parts tenants
store

WEST Apartments Vacant land, residential development

Based upon a visual reconnaissance and a review of available historical records, there was no
evidence to suggest that any current or past uses on the adjacent properties have impacted the
subject property. Adjacent properties are further discussed below and in Section 8.

DATABASE LISTINGS/ADJACENT PROPERTIES AND SURROUNDING AREA

NUMBER OF SITES/DISTANCE FROM SUBJECT PROPERTY

DATABASE

ADJACENT

1/8 MILE 1/4 MILE 1/2 MILE 1 MILE

NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST/SUPERFUND SITE

o

o
o
o

0

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE/FUDS

STATE HAZARDOUS WASTE

CORRECTIVE ACTION

0
0
0

CERCLIS/SEMS

TRANSPORT, STORAGE, DISPOSAL FACILITIES

STATE LANDFILL

VOLUNTARY CLEAN-UP PROGRAM

BROWNFIELDS

oO|lolo|lo|j]o|]o|o|oO

LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

—_
©

LEAKING ABOVE-GROUND STORAGE TANKS

oO|N|o|l|lo|jloj]o|o|[o|O | O

o

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

N
N

ABOVE-GROUND STORAGE TANKS

HAZARDOUS WASTE GENERATORS

o|o|~|]OJlO|]O|O|O|O|J]O|OC|O|O

Ojloflw|lojlo|j]o|o|lo|]oo|j]o|o|oOo | O

The south adjacent property is registered as an underground storage tank (UST) site under the
name Linkletter Construction, Inc. According to the database report, there are zero (0) USTs at
this site, and its status is “inactive”. In addition, there are no reported releases associated with
this address. Based on its regulatory status and downgradient location, this site has not likely
impacted the subject property. Based upon the review of federal and state records, a visual
reconnaissance, presumed groundwater flow, distance, and/or geological characteristics in the
area, there is no evidence to suggest any of the surrounding sites listed in the database report
have impacted the subject property.
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CONCLUSIONS

We have performed a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment in conformance with the scope
and limitations of ASTM Practice E1527-13 of the aforementioned subject property. The
purpose of the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment is to ascertain if there are any
recognized environmental conditions, controlled recognized environmental conditions,
historical recognized environmental conditions, and/or de minimis conditions associated
with the subject property.

Recoqgnized Environmental Conditions

According to ASTM Practice E1527-13, recognized environmental conditions
means the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum
products in, on, or at a property: due to a release to the environment; under
conditions indicative of a release to the environment; or under conditions that
pose a material threat of a future release to the environment. A release or
threatened release of a hazardous substance includes any spilling, leaking,
pumping, pouring, emitting, emptying, discharging, injecting, escaping, leaching,
dumping or disposing into the environment (including the abandonment or
discarding of barrels, containers and other closed receptacles containing any
hazardous substance, pollutant or contaminant).

This assessment has determined there are no recognized environmental conditions
associated with the subject property.

Controlled Recognized Environmental Conditions

According to ASTM Practice E1527-13, controlled recognized environmental
conditions is defined as recognized environmental conditions resulting from a past
release of hazardous substances or petroleum products that has been addressed
to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority (for example, as
evidenced by the issuance of a no further action letter or equivalent, or meeting
risk-based criteria established by regulatory authority), with hazardous substances
or petroleum products allowed to remain in place subject to the implementation of
required controls (for example, property use restrictions, activity and use
limitations, institutional controls, or engineering controls).

This assessment has determined there are no controlled recognized environmental
conditions associated with the subject property.

Historical Recognized Environmental Conditions

According to ASTM Practice E1527-13, historical recognized environmental conditions is
a past release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products that has occurred in
connection with the property and has been addressed to the satisfaction of the
applicable regulatory authority or meeting unrestricted use criteria established by a
regulatory authority, without subjecting the property to any required controls.

This assessment has determined there are no historical recognized environmental
conditions associated with the subject property.
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De Minimis Conditions

According to ASTM Practice E1527-13, de minimis conditions are environmental
conditions that generally do not present a material risk of harm to public health or the
environment, and that generally would not be the subject of an enforcement action if
brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies. Conditions determined to
be de minimis are not recognized environmental conditions nor controlled recognized
environmental conditions.

This assessment has determined there are no de minimis conditions associated with
the subject property.

RECOMMENDATIONS

No further environmental studies are recommended at this time.
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1.0

2.0

PHASE |

ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT

INTRODUCTION

UES Consulting Services, Inc. (UES) was retained by nur Development |
Consulting (hereafter referred to as Client) to perform a Phase | Environmental
Site Assessment (ESA) of 2401 West 8th Street, Los Angeles, California (subject
property). UES performed the ESA in conformance with the provisions of the
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard Practice for
Environmental Site Assessments: Phase | Environmental Site Assessment
Process E 1527-13, thereby satisfying United States Environmental Protection
Agency’s (U.S. EPA) “Standards and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries (AAl);
Final Rule” (40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 312) 78 Federal Register
79319 (December 30, 2013).

This report presents the results of a Phase | ESA of the subject property
conducted by UES. The purpose of the Phase | is to identify historical, existing,
or potential environmental hazards.

ScoPE oF WORK

This Phase | environmental assessment has been performed in accordance with
the guidelines set forth in the American Standard for Testing and Materials
(ASTM) Practice E1527-13. The purpose of the Phase | is to identify any
recognized environmental conditions associated with the subject property. This
is accomplished by an on-site visual inspection of the interior and exterior of the
subject property, a visual reconnaissance of the adjacent properties and
surrounding area, a regulatory database review, historical records research, and
interviews.

The investigation and inclusion of the following environmental items are NOT
currently required by ASTM Practice E1527-13:

Asbestos Mold Industrial Hygiene
Radon Health and Safety High-voltage Power Lines
Lead-based Paint Ecological Resources Regulatory Compliance

Lead in Drinking Water Endangered Species Historic Site Registry
Indoor Air Quality Wetlands
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DEVIATIONS FROM ASTM PRACTICE E1527-13

There were no deviations from the scope and limitations of ASTM Practice
E1527-13 in this report.

ADDITIONAL SERVICES

There were no additional services performed for this site assessment above the
scope and limitations of ASTM Practice E1527-13.

SPECIAL CONTRACTUAL CONDITIONS

There were no special contractual conditions placed on UES Consulting Services
in completion of the Phase | assessment.

DATA GAPS
There were no significant data gaps that affected the ability of UES Consulting

Services to determine if there were any recognized environmental conditions in
connection with the subject property.
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3.0 ON-SITE INSPECTION

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

DATE OF INSPECTION

The on-site inspection of the subject property was conducted on

July 6, 2020. The subject property was inspected at its perimeter and
walked in a grid pattern. There were no limitations during the site
inspection.

SITE LOCATION

The subject property is located on the northwest corner of West 8 Street
and South Park View Street, east of South Carondelet Street, in Los
Angeles, California. An area location map is included as Figure 1.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The subject property includes approximately 1.35 acres of vacant land.
The legal description of the subject property is included as Appendix A,
and photographs of the subject property and adjacent properties are
included in Appendix B.

CURRENT USE

The subject property is currently unoccupied.

WATER WELLS/SOURCE OF POTABLE WATER

Water to the subject property is available from Los Angeles Department of
Water and Power, and meets all state and federal standards for safe
drinking water. There are no water wells located on the subject property.
HEATING SOURCE

There are no petroleum fuel sources for heat on the subject property.

SEPTIC SYSTEMS/SEWAGE DISPOSAL

The subject property has access to the municipal sewer system. There are
no known septic tanks located on the subject property.

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES

There were no hazardous substances observed on the subject property
during the site inspection.
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3.9

3.10

3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

3.15

3.16

HAazARDOUS WASTE

There was no hazardous waste noted on the subject property during the
site inspection.

PETROLEUM PRODUCTS

There were no petroleum products noted on the subject property during
the site inspection.

STORAGE TANKS

There were no pump islands, vent pipes, fill ports, or fill caps typically
associated with underground storage tanks observed on the subject
property during the site inspection.

ODORS

There were no unusual odors detected on the subject property during the
site inspection.

PooLs oF LiQuib

There were no pools of liquid noted on the subject property during the site
inspection.

DRUMS/TOTES

There were no drums or totes located on the subject property during the
site inspection.

UNIDENTIFIED SUBSTANCE CONTAINERS

There were no unidentified substance containers located on the subject
property during the site inspection.

PCBs

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are toxic organic compounds also
known as chlorinated hydrocarbons. PCBs were used as insulating liquids
in electric transformers, capacitors, and hydraulic fluid from 1929 to 1979.
The manufacture, process, distribution in commerce, or use of any PCBs
in equipment in concentrations greater than 50 ppm was prohibited after
July 2, 1979. The following equipment that commonly contains electrical
insulating fluid or hydraulic fluid was noted on the subject property:
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3.17

3.18

3.19

3.20

3.21

3.22

TYPE none

LOCATION

NON-PCB LABEL

TRANSFORMERS
SIGNS OF DAMAGE, LEAKS, FIRE

OWNERSHIP

ELECTRIC COMPANY

NUMBER OF ELEVATORS none

ELEVATOR EQUIPMENT | TYPE

SIGNS OF DAMAGE, LEAKS, FIRE

NUMBER OF LIFTS none

HYDRAULIC LIFTS UNDERGROUND

ABOVE-GROUND

INTERIOR STAINS OR CORROSION

Not applicable; the subject property is vacant land.

INTERIOR DRAINS/SEPARATORS/SUMP PUMPS

Not applicable; the subject property is vacant land.
PITS/PONDS/LAGOONS

There were no pits, ponds, or lagoons located on the subject property.
STAINED SOIL/PAVEMENT

There was no stained soil or pavement noted on the subject property other
than minor staining on parking surfaces from vehicles.

STRESSED VEGETATION

There was no stressed vegetation of environmental concern detected on
the subject property during the site inspection.

SoLID WASTE/LAND FiLL
There was no evidence of land filling, garbage dump, or any significant

areas of solid waste disposal observed on the subject property during the
site inspection.
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3.23 WASTE WATER
There was no waste water discharge detected on the subject property
during the site inspection. In the event of rain, storm water would appear
to flow in a southwesterly direction.

3.24 MONITORING WELLS
There were no monitoring wells observed on the subject property.

3.25 PETROLEUM PIPELINES

There were no visible markings or signage designating petroleum
pipelines on or adjacent to the subject property.
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4.0

INTERVIEWS

Interviews with the current owner of the subject property, and the previous owner
of the subject property are required by ASTM Practice E1527-13 if the name and
contact information have been provided by the client.

Current and/or previous owners interviewed, and the contents of each interview
conducted to obtain information regarding the subject property, are as follows:

Current Owner

Mr. John Safi
Owner Representative/Safco Capital Corp
Interviewed: July 1, 2020

Mr. Safi stated that his company acquired the subject property approximately 5
years ago, at which time the property included two medical buildings, which have
since been demolished. Mr. Safi indicated was not aware of any underground or
above-ground storage tanks, hazardous material releases, septic systems, water
wells, or any other items of environmental interest on the subject property.

Previous Owner(s)

Information to contact the previous owner(s) was not provided by the client.

Persons knowledgeable with the subject property, and local, state, and/or federal
agencies contacted for information are detailed below:

Los Angeles Fire Department
Contacted: July 6, 2020

The Fire Department has not responded to a request for information at this time.
An update will be issued should information be received that alters the
conclusions of this report.
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5.0 HisTORICAL RESEARCH

ASTM Practice E1527-13 requires the review of only as many historical sources
necessary, reasonably ascertainable, and likely to be useful to determine prior
uses of the subject property back to 1940, or the subject property’s first
development (whichever is earlier).

51 CITY DIRECTORIES

Historical city directories were reviewed at approximate 5-year intervals (if
available) to ascertain if past tenants would pose an environmental
concern to the subject property. Listings for the subject property were as

follows:

YEAR OF
DIRECTORY

LISTING

1929

Residential listing

1933

Residential listings

1937

Residential listings

1942

Residential listings

1958

Meany Phillip J Co advg agcy, Internatl Business Machs Corp, Serv DP
Div, Schmidt Lithograph Co

1962

Wilshire Art Associates, Meany Philip J Co Advg Agcy, Schmidt
Lithograph Co, Heart Assn of LA County, American Standard, Industrial
Division American Blower Br Ofc, Clan Genl Advertising Sales
Promotion, Copley Newspapers Greater LA Area, Dixie Cup Div
American Can Co, Electrowriter Sales & Service, Muehlstein H & Co Inc
Rubber, Redisco Inc Branch Ofc, Refrigeration Discount Corp, Shaw
John B Co Inc, So California Associated Newspapers, Victor Business
Machs Co Div, Victor Comptometer Corporation Sales & Serv,
Electrowriter Sales & Serv, Heart Assn of LA County San Fernando
Valley Ofc, LA County Heart Assn, Comptometer Div Of Victor
Comptometer Corp

1967

Meany Philip J Co advg agcy, Public Lands Leasing Inc, Heart Assn Of
LA County, Confidential Reporting Serv, Copley Newspapers Greater
LA Area, Courier Citizen Co, Industrial Research Inc, Interchemical
Corp, Copying Products Div, Muehlistein H & Co Inc rubber, So
California Associated Newspapers, Vandercook & Sons Inc,
VANDERCOOK & SONS INC prntng equip, Walker Robt W Co
publshrs reps

1971

Meany Philip J Co advg agcy, Project Echo Research Institute, Heart
Assn of LA County, Artloon Inc Automation, C P S Communications,
California Industrial Vision Services, California Optometric Assn,
Chapman Publication Services, Confidential Reporting Service, Courier
Citizen Company, Industry Week, Lloyd Investigation Agency, Machine
Design, Muehlstein H & Co Inc rubbr, Vandercok Division ITW Inc, The
Nathaniel F Penton Wood Publishing Company, The Penton Publishing
Company

UES CONSULTING SERVICES, INC.

PAGE 15



1976

Meany Philip J Co advg agcy, Project Echo Research Institute, Heart
Assn of LA County, Artloon Inc Automation, C P S Communications,
California Industrial Vision Services, California Optometric Assn,
Courier Citizen Company, Chapman Publication Services, Confidential
Reporting Service, Industry Week, Lloyd Investigation Agency, Machine
Design, Muehlstein H & Co Inc rubbr, The Penton Publishing Company,
Vandercok Division ITW Inc

1981

American Heart Association Greater Los Angeles Affiliate, Courier
Citizen Company, Builders Realty Div of G H Staehling Co, City of Hope
Deferred Giving Department, Data Comm Service, Los Angeles CPR
Consortium, Muehlstein H & Co Inc Rubbr, Office & Professional
Employees International Union Local No 30 AFL CIO, Ryanco Inc,
Staehling G H Co Builders, Realty Div Of G H Staetling Co, Warren
Ryan & Associates Upholsterers, International Local 15 AF L-C 1O

1986

Connex, Dean S Maintenance Co, Excelsior Building Maintenance,
Golden Medical Group, Grand Park Medical Group, Keith K C
Construction, Koram Import Export Corp, Southland Properties

1990

East West Drug Store Prescrptn Phrmcy, Ace Telephone Supply, C S &
K, Chabenir Inc, Chang Design, Dean S Construction Co, Deep Rooted
Tree Western Co, Design Us, Educational Services, Golden Gate
Painting, Golden Medical Group, Handy Pay Phones Inc, J & |
Enterprises, Keith K C Construction, Mcs Type & Graphics, Mcs
Typesetting & Graphics, M & S Electrical, Maxi-Med Management Corp,
New World Trading Co, Peniel Corp, Posh Plush, individual medical
provider listings

1994

Amko Investigations, Pediatric Group, So Cal Medical Pharmacy,
Shahan Tele Sys, Handy Pay Phones Inc, B & B Enterprises, Anaheim
Construction, individual medical provider listings

1999

Korean Gynecological Center, Advantage Home Healthcare Services,
So Cal Pharmacy, individual medical provider listings

2004

Ime Corp, Kangs Art Studio, Choe Song Corp, World Hope
Presbyterian Church, Sharp L A, individual medical provider listings

2009

So Cal Medical Pharmacy, East West Inc, Insung Natural, Global
Medical Info Inc, Herbal Village Acupuncture Cli, California Go
Association, individual medical provider listings

2014

Sims Medical Center, Mgr Physical Therapy Inc, Socal Medical
Pharmacy, Firstline Health Inc, Hae Ya Inc, Bestcom Inc, individual
medical provider listings

5.2 FIRE INSURANCE MAPS

Sanborn fire insurance maps were originally produced for the fire
insurance industry and often identified environmental items, such as fuel
tanks, and also identified structures that existed on a property at the time
the map was produced. The availability of Sanborn fire insurance maps for
certain areas is limited or non-existent.

Sanborn fire insurance maps of the subject property were obtained and
reviewed. The year of the map, and a description of the subject property
and adjacent properties as viewed on the map, are as follows:
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YEAR OF
MapP

DESCRIPTION

1900

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with residence & outbuildings on north
side; vacant land

NORTH Vacant land
EAsT Vacant land
SOUTH Vacant land
WEST Residence, vacant land

1906

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with residence & outbuildings on north
side; vacant land

NORTH Residence, vacant land

EAsT Vacant land

SOUTH Vacant land

WEST Residences & outbuildings, vacant land

1950-1953

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with residence & flats with outbuildings on
north side; 2-story lithographing building on
southeast portion; vacant land

NORTH Residence, vacant land

EAST Office building, shops, parking lot, vacant land
SOUTH Vulcanizing shop, vacant land

WEST Residences & outbuildings, apartments

1955

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with flats with outbuilding on north side; 2-
story lithographing building with shop on
southeast portion; vacant land

NORTH Vacant land

EAST Office building, shops, parking lot, vacant land
SOUTH Vulcanizing shop, vacant land

WEST Residences & outbuildings, apartments, flats,

parking lot

1958

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with residential outbuilding on north side;
2-story lithographing building with shop on
southeast portion; vacant land

NORTH Vacant land

EAST Union hall building, shops, parking lot, vacant
land

SOUTH Vulcanizing shop, vacant land

WEST Residences & outbuildings, apartments, flats,

parking lot
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1960-1963

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with office building on north side; 2-story
lithographing building with shop on southeast
portion; 2-story office building on southwest
portion; parking lots

NORTH Parking lot

EAST Union hall building, shops, parking, vacant land
SOUTH Vulcanizing shop, vacant land

WEST Residences & outbuildings, apartments, flats,

parking lot

1967-1970

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with office building on north side; 2-story
building with shops on southeast portion; 2-story
office building on southwest portion; parking lots

NORTH Parking lot

EAST Union hall building, shops, parking, vacant land
SOUTH Vulcanizing shop, vacant land

WEST Residences & outbuildings, apartments, flats,

parking

Copies of the Sanborn fire insurance maps are included as Figure 2.

5.3

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY

Aerial photographs of the subject property were obtained and reviewed.
The year of the aerial photograph, and a description of the subject
property and adjacent properties as viewed on the photographs, are as

follows:

YEAR OF
PHOTOGRAPH

DESCRIPTION

1923

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with residential development, vacant land

NORTH Residential development
EAST Vacant land
SOUTH Vacant land
WEST Residential development

1938

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with residential development, vacant land

NORTH Vacant land

EAST Vacant land, commercial development
SOUTH Commercial development

WEST Residential & commercial development
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1948

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with residential development, vacant land

NORTH Vacant land

EAST Vacant land, commercial development
SOUTH Commercial development

WEST Residential & commercial development

1952

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with residential development, commercial

development

NORTH Commercial development
EAST Commercial development
SOUTH Commercial development
WEST Residential & commercial development

1964

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with commercial development

NORTH Commercial development
EAST Commercial development
SOUTH Commercial development
WEST Residential & commercial development

1977

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with commercial development

NORTH Commercial development
EAST Commercial development
SOUTH Commercial development
WEST Residential & commercial development

1983

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with commercial development

NORTH Commercial development
EAST Commercial development
SOUTH Commercial development
WEST Residential & commercial development

1994

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with commercial development

NORTH Commercial development
EAST Commercial development
SOUTH Commercial development
WEST Residential & commercial development

2005

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Shown with commercial development

NORTH Commercial development
EAST Commercial development, vacant land
SOUTH Commercial development
WEST Residential & commercial development
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SUBJECT PROPERTY | Shown with commercial development
NORTH Commercial development
2016 EAST Commercial development
SOUTH Commercial development
WEST Residential & commercial development

Copies of the aerial photographs are included in Appendix C.
5.4  TOPOGRAPHIC MAP

The U.S.G.S. topographic map of the subject property was reviewed for
structures, objects, or items of environmental concern, such as landfills,
dumps, tank farms, and petroleum pipelines, on the subject property. A
review of the map revealed no items of environmental concern on or
adjacent to the subject property. A copy of the topographic map is
included as Figure 3.

55 CHAIN-OF-TITLE

Recorded land titles are records usually maintained by the county recorder
of deeds which detail ownership fees, leases, land contracts, easements,
liens, deficiencies, and other encumbrances attached to or recorded
against the subject property. Due to state land trust regulations and laws,
land title records will often only provide trust names, bank trust numbers,
owner’s names, or easement holders, and not information concerning
previous uses or occupants of the subject property. For these reasons,
this report has relied upon other standard historical information sources
assumed to be more accurate or informative than recorded land titles.

5.6  PRIOR ENVIRONMENTAL REPORTS
There were no prior environmental reports provided by the client.
5.7  AGENCY FILE REVIEWS

The subject property is listed in California’s Hazardous Waste Tracking
System (HWTS) due to the registrations of three previous tenants. 1X JCH
Typsetting and Graphics is registered at 2411 West 8™ Street for
photochemicals and photoprocessing waste. Two medical providers are
registered at 2405 West 8" Street for medical waste. There are no
violations or reported releases associated with any of these listings, and
none of these prior tenants were required to register as Federal RCRA
facilities. Therefore, the subject property HWTS registrations do not
represent an environmental concern for the subject property.

The south adjacent property is registered as an underground storage tank
(UST) site under the name Linkletter Construction, Inc. According to the

UES CONSULTING SERVICES, INC. PAGE 20



database report, there are zero (0) USTs at this site, and its status is
“‘inactive”. In addition, there are no reported releases associated with this
address. Based on its regulatory status and downgradient location, this
site has not likely impacted the subject property.

Sufficient information on these listings was provided in the database
report, and the subject property and adjacent properties were not listed in
any other significant state or federal regulatory databases. Therefore, file
reviews were not conducted.

58 DATA FAILURE

There was no significant historical data failure encountered that prohibited
the determination of the history of the subject property.

59 SITE HISTORY SUMMARY

The subject property has previously been occupied by a lithographing
company, various medical and commercial office tenants, a church,
residential development, and vacant land. Based on historical records
reviewed, there does not appear to be prior uses, tenants, or structures on
the subject property that would constitute any recognized environmental
conditions.
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6.0 USER PROVIDED INFORMATION

In order to meet the required guidelines of ASTM E1527-13, and the EPA’s All
Appropriate Inquiries (AAl) Rule, certain information is to be provided by the
user. The user is defined as the potential purchaser of the property, a potential
tenant of the property, an owner of the property, a lender, or a property manager.
The following information was provided by Mr. Daniel Ahadian.

6.1 TiTLE RECORDS

The purpose of the title report is to identify environmental liens or activity
and use limitations that may be recorded against the subject property.

An environmental lien is a charge or encumbrance upon the title of a
property to secure payment of costs, damages, or debts incurred out of
response actions, clean-up, or other remediation of hazardous substances
or petroleum products on the property.

Activity and use limitations (AULs) are legal or physical restrictions on the
use of, or access to, a property to reduce or eliminate potential exposure
to hazardous materials in the soil or ground water on a property. AULs
may also be in place to prevent activities on the property that could
interfere with the effectiveness of a response action put into effect to
protect against exposure of hazardous materials in the soil and/or ground
water.

Mr. Ahadian was not aware of any environmental liens or AULs recorded
against the subject property.

6.2 SPECIALIZED KNOWLEDGE

According to ASTM guidelines, specialized knowledge or experience
would include the involvement of the user in the same line of business as
the current or former occupants of the subject property, or an adjoining
property, so that the user would have specialized knowledge of the
possible chemicals and/or processes used by the same type of business.

Mr. Ahadian had no specialized knowledge of the subject property.

6.3 COMMONLY KNOWN/REASONABLY ASCERTAINABLE INFORMATION
Mr. Ahadian stated that the subject property was previously occupied by a
church and a medical office building, which were demolished following

fires at both structures. He had no additional information about the subject
property.

UES CONSULTING SERVICES, INC. PAGE 22



6.4  VALUATION REDUCTION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Mr. Ahadian stated that the purchase price for the subject property does
not reasonably reflect its fair-market value, but that the lower purchase
price is not due to known or possible contamination at the property.

6.5 REASON FOR REQUESTING PHASE |

According to Mr. Ahadian, the Phase | was requested due to new
development at the subject property.

6.6 USER QUESTIONNAIRE

A copy of the user questionnaire is included in Appendix D.
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7.0 PHYSICAL SETTING

According to the USDA Soil Survey, the soil in the area
of the subject property is classified as Urban Land. This
SolLs unit is covered with streets, buildings, parking lots, and
other structures that obscure or alter the soils to the
extent that the original soil is no longer identifiable.

Era: Cenozoic
GEOLOGY System: | Tertiary
Series: Miocene
GROUNDWATER FLOW presumed southwest

Note: To determine exact soils, geology, and groundwater flow/depth on the subject property, additional geological
and subsurface studies would be required.

SURFACE GROUND SLOPE southwest

none; MacArthur Park Lake is located approximately
PONDS/RIVERS/LAKES/TRIBUTARIES | 500 feet northeast of the subject property, and the
Pacific Ocean is approximately 12 miles southwest.

RETENTION PONDS/DRAINAGE CANALS | none

UNUSUAL CHARACTERISTICS none
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8.0

ADJACENT PROPERTIES

ASTM Practice E1527-13 describes an adjacent property as any property or
properties with boundaries that are contiguous or partially contiguous with that of
the subject property, or that would be contiguous or partially contiguous with that
of the subject property if not for a street, road, or other public thoroughfare

separating them.

8.1

8.2

ADJACENT ROADS/STREETS/THOROUGHFARES

DIRECTION STREETS # OF LANES
NORTH none
EAST South Park View Street
SOuUTH | West 8™ Street 4
WEST unnamed access road/alleyway 1

CURRENT USES

DIRECTION UsEes
NORTH Multi-tenant_retail pujlding: Pa_kygw Wholesale Electric, Inc., MazatEx
(parcel service), Ministerio Cristiano (church)
EAsT Vacant land, MacArthur Park Visual and Performing Arts Elementary
SOUTH Multi-tepant retail/office building: medical offices, pharmacies,
convenience store, insurance agency, laundromat, auto parts store
WEST Apartments
CURRENT OCCUPANT DATABASE LISTINGS
DIRECTION NAME REGISTRATION
NORTH none
EAST none
SOUTH none
WEST none
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8.3 PAST USES

A review of available historical information was performed to determine
the past uses of the adjacent properties.

DIRECTION PAsT USES

NORTH Vacant land, various retail & office tenants

EAST Vacant land, labor union offices, various retail & office tenants

Vacant land, vulcanizing shop, auto repair shop, gas station, various retail

SouTH & office tenants

WEST Vacant land, residential development

PAST OCCUPANT DATABASE LISTINGS
DIRECTION NAME REGISTRATION
NORTH none
EAST none
SOuUTH Linkletter Construction Inc UST site: inactive
WEST none

84 SUMMARY OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES

A visual reconnaissance, a review of state and federal databases, and a
review of available historical records were performed to determine if any
environmental concerns existed that could impact the subject property.

There was no evidence to suggest that any of the current or past uses of
the adjacent properties have impacted the subject property. The subject
property is located in an area consisting of commercial and residential
development. There were no extensive industrial or manufacturing
activities observed within a close proximity of the subject property.

According to historical sources reviewed, a gas station with auto repair
shop(s) was located on the south adjacent property from approximately
1942 to 1962. Gas stations and auto repair shops are generally
considered environmental concerns due to the use of large quantities of
hazardous materials and petroleum products, generation of hazardous
wastes, and the use of underground storage tanks (USTs). These facilities
operated prior to the introduction of environmental regulations in the late
1970s, so there are no records of any hazardous material releases or
USTs at the site. However, based on the following circumstances, this
past adjacent use is not likely to have impacted the subject property and
does not represent an environmental concern:
e The site is strongly down-gradient from the subject property; it is
therefore unlikely that an unreported release at this site would have
impacted the subject property.
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e The site was redeveloped with the current office building circa 1985
with no residual contamination reportedly encountered during
excavation and construction activities.

e The site has not been used as a gas station or auto repair shop for
at least 50 years; it is therefore likely that natural attenuation has
largely dissipated any residual contamination at the site.
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9.0 DATABASE REVIEW

UES Consulting reviewed available information provided by Environmental Data
Resources (EDR) to evaluate potential environmental concerns with respect to
the subject property and the area where the subject property is located. A brief
description of each database searched, the designated search distance, and the
sites found in each designated search area, are described below. The database
report, including a map of the identified sites, is included in Appendix E.

Note: The following section lists only primary federal and state databases. For a
review of all properties with environmental listings in the area, please refer to the

database report.

9.1 NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST (NPL)/SUPERFUND SITE INVENTORY

SEARCH RADIUS: 1 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY

The NPL is a result of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,

Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, and Re-authorization
Act (SARA) of 1986. The NPL sites are those identified by the EPA which
require remediation of hazardous material.

NAME OF SITE

DISTANCE

DIRECTION

STATUS

None

9.2  DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE (DOD)/ FORMERLY USED DEFENSE SITES (FUDS)
SEARCH RADIUS: 1 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY

The DOD database identifies federally-owned or administered lands of the
Department of Defense with greater than 630 acres. FUDS are former
military sites that the US Army Corps of Engineers are investigating for

potential contamination.

NAME OF SITE

DISTANCE

DIRECTION

STATUS

None

9.3  STATE HAZARDOUS WASTE (SHWS)
SEARCH RADIUS: 1 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY

SHWS records are the states’ equivalent to CERCLIS. These sites may or
may not be listed on the federal CERCLIS list. Priority sites planned for
clean-up using state funds are identified, along with sites where clean-up

will be paid for by potentially responsible parties.

NAME OF SITE

DISTANCE

DIRECTION

STATUS

None
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9.4  CORRECTIVE ACTION (CORRACTS)
SEARCH RADIUS: 1 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY

The CORRACTS database identifies hazardous waste handlers with
corrective action activity.

NAME OF SITE DISTANCE DIRECTION STATUS

None

9.5 CERCLIS/SEMS
SEARCH RADIUS: 1/2 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY

The EPA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Information System (CERCLIS) list, now known as the Superfund
Enterprise Management System (SEMS) was reviewed as part of this
assessment. CERCLIS-listed sites are identified by the EPA as sites with
potential environmental problems related to the presence or release of
hazardous substances.

NAME OF SITE DISTANCE DIRECTION STATUS

None

9.6  TRANSPORT, STORAGE, DISPOSAL (TSD) FACILITIES
SEARCH RADIUS: 1/2 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY

The EPA’s Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Program
identifies and tracks hazardous waste from the point of generation to the
point of disposal. The RCRA facilities database is a compilation by the
EPA of facilities that report generation, storage, transportation, treatment,
or disposal of hazardous waste.

NAME OF SITE DISTANCE DIRECTION STATUS

None

9.7  STATE LANDFILL (SWLF)
SEARCH RADIUS: 1/2 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY

This database lists solid waste landfills.

NAME OF SITE DISTANCE DIRECTION STATUS

None

9.8  VOLUNTARY CLEAN-UP PROGRAM (VCP)
SEARCH RADIUS: 1/2 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY

This database lists sites participating in the voluntary clean-up program.
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NAME OF SITE DISTANCE DIRECTION STATUS

None

99 BROWNFIELDS
SEARCH RADIUS: 1/2 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY

The EPA describes brownfields as abandoned, idle, or under-used
industrial or commercial facilities or sites where expansion or
redevelopment is complicated by real or perceived environmental
contamination.

US BROWNFIELDS

NAME OF SITE DISTANCE DIRECTION STATUS

None

STATE BROWNFIELDS

None

9.10 ENGINEERING CONTROLS
SEARCH RADIUS: 1/2 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY

Engineering controls include various forms of caps, building foundations,
liners, and treatment methods to create pathway elimination for regulated
substances to enter environmental media or effect human health.

NAME OF SITE DISTANCE DIRECTION STATUS

None

9.11 INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS
SEARCH RADIUS: 1/2 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY

Institutional controls include administrative measures, such as
groundwater use restrictions, construction restrictions, property use
restrictions, and post remediation care requirements intended to prevent
exposure to contaminants remaining on a site. Deed restrictions are
generally required as part of the institutional controls.

NAME OF SITE DISTANCE DIRECTION STATUS

None

9.12 LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS (LUST)
SEARCH RADIUS: 1/2 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY

This database identifies leaking underground storage tank sites.
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NAME OF SITE DISTANCE | DIRECTION STATUS
Former International Tire Facility 1/4 mile west active*
Pacific Bell Telephone Co 1/4 mile northwest closed; no further action required
Pacific Bell 1/4 mile northwest closed; no further action required
76 Station #2124 1/4 mile west active*
Hamer Bros. Auto Repair 1/4 mile WSw closed; no further action required
Unocal (Former) 1/4 mile southeast closed; no further action required
Chevron #9-1446 1/4 mile north closed; no further action required
19 sites 1/2 mile various see database report*

*Based on their distant and/or downgradient locations, and/or petroleum contaminants of
concern, these sites have not likely impacted the subject property.

9.13 LEAKING ABOVE-GROUND STORAGE TANKS (LAST)
SEARCH RADIUS: 1/2 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY

This database identifies leaking above-ground storage tank sites.

NAME OF SITE DISTANCE DIRECTION STATUS

None

9.14 UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS (UST)
SEARCH RADIUS: 1/4 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY
This database identifies underground storage tank sites.

NAME OF SITE DISTANCE | DIRECTION STATUS
Linkletter Construction Inc adjacent south inactive
No name - 743 S Carondelet St 1/8 mile WNW historical
No name - 2477 W 7th St 1/8 mile NNW historical
No name - 2600-2606 W 7th St 1/8 mile NNW historical
22 sites™ 1/4 mile various see database report

*Several sites are listed multiple times with different names at the same address. Based
on the addresses provided in the database report, there are twenty-two (22) UST, CA FID
UST, and HIST UST sites within 1/4 mile of the subject property. Based on their
regulatory status and/or distant and/or downgradient locations, none of these sites are
likely to have impacted the subject property.

9.15 ABOVE-GROUND STORAGE TANKS (AST)
SEARCH RADIUS: 1/4 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY

This database identifies above-ground storage tank sites.
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NAME OF SITE DISTANCE DIRECTION STATUS

None

9.16 HazaARDOUS WASTE GENERATORS
SEARCH RADIUS: 1/4 MILE + SUBJECT PROPERTY

The EPA RCRA generators database is a list maintained by the EPA of
facilities that have obtained an EPA |.D. number for generators.

NAME OF SITE DISTANCE | DIRECTION STATUS
Home Savings of America 1/8 mile south no violations
Belmont Hollywood New P C No 3 1/8 mile ENE no violations
Daniel Lee Medical Clinic 1/8 mile WSw no violations
LA St Barnabus Center 1/8 mile north no violations
Image Graphics Systems Inc 1/8 mile SSwW no violations
5 sites 1/4 mile various see database report

9.17 EMERGENCY RESPONSE NOTIFICATION SYSTEM (ERNS)
SEARCH RADIUS: SUBJECT PROPERTY

The ERNS database is a national list collecting information on reported
releases of oil and hazardous substances. The database contains
information from spill reports made to federal authorities, including the
EPA, the U.S. Coast Guard, the National Response Center, and the
Department of Transportation.

SUBJECT PROPERTY DESCRIPTION OF RELEASE

Not listed

9.18 SPILLS
SEARCH RADIUS: SUBJECT PROPERTY

This database tracks reported spills.

SUBJECT PROPERTY DESCRIPTION OF SPILL

Not listed

9.19 ORPHAN SITES

Due to poor or inadequate address information, certain sites within the
database search were not mapped. Upon review, it was determined that
none of the sites listed in the orphan summary would pose an
environmental concern to the subject property.
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9.20 SUMMARY OF DATABASE SITES

Based upon the review of federal, state, and tribal records, a visual
reconnaissance, review of prior environmental reports, presumed
groundwater flow, distance, and/or geological characteristics in the area,
there is no evidence to suggest any of the sites listed in the database
report have impacted the subject property.

9.21 VAPOR MIGRATION

A Vapor Encroachment Screen was conducted for the subject property
using Environmental Data Resources’ (EDR) quick screen application.
There were no sites identified within the search distance/designated area
of concern that would pose a potential for vapor migration to impact the
subject property. A copy of the vapor screen report is included in
Appendix E.
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Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments:
Phase | Environmental Site Assessment Process
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7.5 Minute Topographic Map
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United States Geological Survey

EDR Vapor Encroachment Screen
Environmental Data Resources, Inc.
Shelton, Connecticut

Certified Sanborn Map Report
Environmental Data Resources, Inc.
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Environmental Data Resources, Inc.
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Aerial Photographs
Environmental Data Resources, Inc.
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Environmental Data Resources, Inc.
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11.0 PROFESSIONAL STATEMENT

| declare that, to the best of my professional knowledge and belief, | meet the
definition of Environmental Professional as defined in §312.10 of 40 CFR 312. |
have the specific qualifications based on education, training, and experience to
assess a property of the nature, history, and setting of the subject property. |
have developed and performed the all appropriate inquiries in conformance with
the standards and practices set forth in 40 CFR Part 312.

Krista Kaspe®Plous

Environmental Professional
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12.0 STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS
LIMITATIONS
ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS

STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS

UES Consulting Services, Inc. (UES) is an engineering and environmental consulting firm for commercial
real estate transactions specializing in Property Condition Assessments, Phase | Environmental
Assessments, Phase Il Subsurface Investigations, and Remediation and Removal.

Founded in 1989, UES personnel have over 100 years combined experience in property assessments
and petroleum remediation. In addition, UES has experience performing asbestos, lead, radon and mold
surveys.

Since our inception, UES continues to grow to meet the needs of our diverse and changing client base.
We currently provide our consulting services to Freddie Mac, Fannie Mae, Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD), various financial institutions, mortgage brokers and numerous life insurance
companies, real estate companies and developers.

With offices located in Kansas City, Missouri, and Irvine, California, we currently provide our services to
clients throughout the United States. Our staff of in-house professionals allows UES to address your
issues quickly, confidentially and in the most cost-effective manner. Our success and growth can be
attributed directly to the quality of our service and customer satisfaction.

UES has performed Property Condition Assessments, Phase | Environmental Assessments and Phase |l
Subsurface Investigations in various cities across the country and on many different property types,
including office buildings, industrial buildings, warehouses, condominiums, townhomes, retail centers,
retirement and assisted living facilities, gas stations and multi-family housing.

LIMITATIONS

The findings and conclusions presented in this report are based on the tasks stated in the scope of work.
Professional judgments expressed herein are based on the facts currently available within the limits of the
existing data, scope of work, budget and schedule limitations. No conclusions are intended or implied
beyond those stated herein. UES Consulting Services, Inc. exercised reasonable standards applicable to
the industry today in completing this Phase | environmental assessment.

UES Consulting Services, Inc. does not warrant the work of regulatory agencies or other third parties
supplying information which may have been used during the performance of this assessment.

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS

1. The inspection procedures and this report have been developed considering various federal, state,
and local laws and regulations, including the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA/Superfund), and its 1986 Amendments (SARA).

2. The information in this report has been compiled from sources believed to be reliable. We cannot,
however, guarantee the accuracy of information supplied by others.

3. The inspector has visually assessed the property, both the land and improvements thereon, where
applicable. It is impossible to personally observe conditions that may exist below the surface or that
may be hidden within the structure of the improvements. Therefore, no representations are made
regarding such matters unless they are specifically considered in this report.
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4. The extent of the activities carried out during the inspection and documented in this report are
governed by the scope of work. No activity, including the sampling, assessment, or evaluation of any
material or by-product, may be assumed to be included in the screening unless specifically
considered therein.

5. The findings of the inspection that are contained in this report are based upon quantitative and
qualitative factors that exist on the date of the inspection. There can be no assurance that intervening
factors will not arise that will affect the report's conclusions.

6. If a preliminary inspection for suspect asbestos-containing materials was conducted on the subject
property, no assurances can be made that no other asbestos-containing materials not visibly
apparent during the site inspection exist in the structure(s) on the subject property. It is recommended
that a comprehensive asbestos survey be conducted prior to any major remodeling or demolition.

7. Sketches, floor plans, and maps used in this report are included to aid the visual understanding of the
reader and should not be considered surveys or engineering studies.

8. The report is intended only for the internal use of the addressee or their authorized representative,
and possession does not imply the right of publication or the use for any other purpose without the
written consent of UES Consulting Services, Inc.

9. Neither all nor any part of this report shall be conveyed to the public through advertising, public
relations, news, sales, or other media without the prior written consent of UES Consulting Services,
Inc.

10. Testimony, depositions, or interviews by any member of the staff of UES Consulting Services, Inc. in
connection with any legal action is beyond the scope of this screening. If required, prior agreement as
to the time and compensation for the additional services must be made in writing.
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Subject Property

Subject Property
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Subject Property
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View of Adjacent Properties - Facing North from Subject Property

View of Adjacent Properties - Facing North from Subject Property
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View of Adjacent Properties - Facing East from Subject Property

View of Adjacent Properties - Facing East from Subject Property
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View of Adjacent Properties - Facing South from Subject Property

View of Adjacent Properties - Facing South from Subject Property
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View of Adjacent Properties - Facing West from Subject Property

View of Adjacent Properties - Facing West from Subject Property
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USER QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire is to be completed by the PROSPECTIVE BUYER OR LENDER in the event of
a property sale or by the lender or owner of the property in the event of refinancing. Please provide
answers to the questions based on YOUR knowledge of the property.

In order to qualify for one of the Landowner Liability Protections (LLPs)' under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), ASTM standards and the
EPA’s AAl Rule require the user to provide the following information to the environmental
professional. Failure to provide this information could result in a determination that “all appropriate
inquiry” defined by CERCLA is not complete.

Property Address: 2401 W 8th St

Los Angeles, CA 90057

<
}
ag

al

1. Environmental cleanup liens that are filed or recorded against the site (40
CFR 312.25).
Are you aware of any environmental clean-up liens against the property that are
filed or recorded under federal, tribal, state or local law? If yes, explain:

2. Activity and land-use limitations (AULs) that are in place onthe siteorthat 0O
have been filed or recorded in a registry (40 CFR 312.26).
Are you aware of any engineering controls, land-use restrictions, institutional
controls or any other limitations that are in place at the property and/or have been
filed or recorded in a registry under federal, tfribal, state or local law? If yes,
explain:

3. Specialized knowledge or experience of the property or nearby properties 0O [
(40 CFR 312.28).
As the user, do you have any specialized knowledge or experience related to the
property or nearby properties? (For example, are you involved in the same line
of business as the current or former occupants of the property or an adjoining
property, so that you would have specialized knowledge of the chemicals and
processes used by this type of business?) If yes, explain:

4. Relationship of the purchase price to the fair-market value of the property 0O
if it were not contaminated (40 CFR 312.29).
Does the purchase price being paid for this property reasonably reflect the fair-
market value of the property?
If no, is the lower purchase price due to known or possible contamination atthe 0O @
property? [f yes, explain



Yes No
5. Commonly known or reasonably known or reasonably ascertainable
information about the property (40CFR 312.30).
Are you aware of commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information
about the property that would help the environmental professional to identify
releases or threatened releases? For example:

a. Do you know the past uses of the property? If yes, explain: X a
Church and medical office building. Homeless began fires

to both previous buildings requiring demolition.
b. Do you know of specific chemicals that are present or once were present 0O X
at the property? If yes, explain:

¢. Do you know of spills or other chemical releases that have taken place O [}
at the property? If yes, explain:

d. Do you know of any environmental clean-ups that have taken place at O K
the property? If yes, explain:

6. The degree of obviousness of the presence or likely presence of contamination at the
property and the ability to detect the contamination by appropriate Investigation (40
CFR 312.31).

Based on your knowledge and/or experience related to the property, are there any obvious
indicators that point to the presence or likely presence of contamination at the property? If
yes, explain:

7. Please state the reason the Phase | has been requested:

Purchase of property a
Financing of property O
Sale of property a
Ground Lease O
Build-to-Suit Lease a

Other: hew development

It is understood that the information in this form will be used in the development of the Phase |
report.

6/26/2020
User Signature Date
Daniel Ahadian
Print Name

Principle @ nar Development
Title

Note:

The scope of services for this Phase | ESA is based on guidelines which are designed to be consistent with both ASTM E 1527-13 for

commercial real estate site assessments and the United States Environmenta! Protection Agency's (the “EPA") “all appropriate inquires

requirements in order to allow UES Consulting Services to establish the innocent-landowner defense, as well as obtain the liability protections

;velziia%le to a bona fide prospective purchaser or contiguous property owner under 40 CFR Part 312 (40 CFR 312.1-312.31) ( the *EPA
ules®).

‘Landowner Liability Protections, or LLPs, is the term used to describe the three types of potential defenses to Superfund fiability in EPA’s
Interim Guidance Regarding Criteria Landowners Must Meet in Order to Qualify for Bona Fide Prospective Purchaser, Contiguous Property
Owner, or Innocent Landowner Limitations on CERCLA Liability (“Common Elements” Guide) issued on March 6, 2003.
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Vacant Lot
2401 W 8th St
Los Angeles, CA 90057

Inquiry Number: 6108436.2s
June 30, 2020

The EDR Radius Map™ Report with GeoCheck®

6 Armstrong Road, 4th floor
Shelton, CT 06484

Toll Free: 800.352.0050
www.edrnet.com

FORM-LBC-JUS
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Disclaimer - Copyright and Trademark Notice

The EDR FieldCheck ®System enables EDR’s customers to make certain online modifications to the maps and text contained in

EDR Radius Map Reports. As a result, the maps and text contained in this Report may have been so modified. EDR has not taken

any action to verify any such maodifications, and this report and the findings set forth herein must be read in light of this fact. The EDR
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environmental risk levels or risk codes provided in this Report are provided for illustrative purposes only, and are not intended to provide, nor
should they be interpreted as providing any facts regarding, or prediction or forecast of, any environmental risk for any property. Only a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment performed by an environmental professional can provide information regarding the environmental risk for any
property. Additionally, the information provided in this Report is not to be construed as legal advice.

Copyright 2020 by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. All rights reserved. Reproduction in any media or format, in whole
or in part, of any report or map of Environmental Data Resources, Inc., or its affiliates, is prohibited without prior written permission.

EDR and its logos (including Sanborn and Sanborn Map) are trademarks of Environmental Data Resources, Inc. or its affiliates. All other
trademarks used herein are the property of their respective owners.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A search of the environmental records was conducted by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR). UES
CONSULTING SERVICES, INC used the EDR FieldCheck System to review and/or revise the results of this
search, based on independent data verification by UES CONSULTING SERVICES, INC. The report was
designed to assist parties seeking to meet the search requirements of EPA’s Standards and Practices
for All Appropriate Inquiries (40 CFR Part 312), the ASTM Standard Practice for Environmental Site
Assessments (E 1527-13) or custom requirements developed for the evaluation of environmental risk

associated with a parcel of real estate.
TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

2401 W 8TH ST
LOS ANGELES, CA 90057

COORDINATES

Latitude (North):
Longitude (West):

34.0568990 - 34° 3' 24.83"
118.2809300 - 118° 16’ 51.34”

Universal Tranverse Mercator: Zone 11

UTM X (Meters):
UTM Y (Meters):
Elevation:

381781.4
3769010.2
263 ft. above sea level

USGS TOPOGRAPHIC MAP ASSOCIATED WITH TARGET PROPERTY

Target Property Map:
Version Date:

5630741 HOLLYWOOD, CA
2012

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY IN THIS REPORT

Portions of Photo from:
Source:

20140515, 20140513
USDA
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Target Property Address:

2401 W 8TH ST
LOS ANGELES, CA 90057

Click on Map ID to see full detail.

[ MAPPED SITES SUMMARY

MAP RELATIVE DIST (ft. & mi.)
ID SITE NAME ADDRESS DATABASE ACRONYMS ELEVATION DIRECTION
Al CHARLES KOO DDS 2405 W 8TH ST STE 20 HAZNET, HWTS TP
A2 YOUNG S KIM, MD 2405 W 8TH ST HAZNET, HWTS TP
A3 1X JCH TYPSETTING AN 2411 WEST 8TH STREET HAZNET, HWTS TP
A4 PITTELMH 2400 W 8TH ST EDR Hist Auto Lower 56, 0.011, SSW
A5 SEIBERT J P 2410 W 8TH ST EDR Hist Auto Lower 58, 0.011, SSW
A6 LEONARDO CLEANERS 2426 W 8TH ST STE 11 EDR Hist Cleaner Lower 107, 0.020, SW
A7 CLAPPES 2426 W 8TH ST EDR Hist Auto Lower 107, 0.020, SW
A8 AUTO PARTS HOUSE 2426 W 8TH ST SU 105 HAZMAT Lower 107, 0.020, SW
A9 LINKLETTER CONSTRUCT 2426 W 8TH ST SWEEPS UST, CA FID UST Lower 107, 0.020, SW
A10 TOBO CONSTRUCTION IN 2323 W 8TH ST UNIT 2 HAZMAT, HAZNET, HWTS Lower 112, 0.021, SE
Bl1 MELAUN W R 710 S CARONDELET ST EDR Hist Auto Higher 179, 0.034, NNW
B12 NIEMEYER B E 2424 W 7TH ST EDR Hist Auto Higher 185, 0.035, North
C13 CENTRAL REGION MACAR  PARK VIEW STREET/GRA  ENVIROSTOR, SCH Higher 188, 0.036, East
Al4 COMPTON J H 2303 W 8TH ST EDR Hist Auto Lower 207, 0.039, SSE
A15 PRESTON E F MRS 2301 W 8TH ST EDR Hist Auto Lower 211, 0.040, SSE
D16 GRAND PARK CO