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I. SUMMARY

A. PROJECT LOCATION

The Project Site is located at 19601 Nordhoff Street in the Chatsworth area of the City of Los
Angeles, California, within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area. The Project
Site is square in shape, consisting of approximately 35.5-acres. The Site is bounded by Prairie
Street to the north, Corbin Avenue to the west, Nordhoff Street to the south, and Shirley Avenue
to the east.

The Project Site includes an approximately eight acre parcel of land previously approved for the
development of a senior housing facility. This parcel is located at the southeast corner of Prairie
Street and Corbin Avenue.

Pursuant to the request of the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning (LADCP) staff,
approximately fifteen parcels of land, consisting of approximately fifteen acres (“Add Area”)
have been included as part of the analysis of the potential Zone Change and Plan Amendment.
The Add Area is rectangular in shape and generally bounded by commercial properties that front
Plummer Street to the north, Corbin Avenue to the west, Prairie Street to the south, and Shirley
Avenue to the east. The Add Area is not currently under the Applicant’s control. 

B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

As defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) is an informational document which will inform public agency decisionmakers and
the public generally of the significant environmental effect of a project, identify possible ways to
minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. Because the
proposed Project will require approval of various discretionary actions by the City of Los
Angeles, the proposed Project is subject to CEQA. The LADCP has been designated as the Lead
Agency for the proposed Project under CEQA. Under CEQA Article 11, there are many
variations of EIRs, as all environmental documents are intended to be tailored to different
situations and project conditions.

The proposed Project at the Project Site includes a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change.
While a specific development proposal has not yet been determined for the Project Site, a range
of potential future development scenarios that will fit within the proposed Plan Amendment and
Zone Change has been determined. Due to the nature of the proposed Project scenarios, it was
determined by the Lead Agency that a Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) would be
the most appropriate environmental document. 
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1The Homeplace Retirement Community included 389 senior housing units and 35 assisted living units at the time the EIR was
prepared. However, the revised application for the Homeplace facility included 390 senior housing units and 35 assisted living units, within
505,000 square feet.

2Development scenarios for the project site were determined based on the assumption that surface parking would be provided for
retail services and structured parking would be provided for commercial services. Additionally, it was assumed that any retail development on
site would not exceed three stories. Based on these assumptions, the amount of parking that could fit on the project site was determined. The
corresponding square footage of floor area for retail and office use was calculated. Potential development scenarios that include residential units
were also determined. These square footage calculations were then extrapolated to the Add Area properties (total acreage) to determine the
allowable floor area for retail, office, and residential land uses. 

2

The MEIR (CEQA Section 15175) is intended to identify potential mitigation measures early to
streamline later environmental analysis. As part of this Draft Master Environmental Impact
Report (Draft MEIR), a Project Area Initial Study (attached in Section IX) is proposed to be
utilized for subsequent projects if this MEIR is certified. At the time that a subsequent project is
proposed at the Project Site or Add Area, an Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) must be
filed with the LADCP. Following the filing of an EAF, LADCP will utilize the Project Area
Initial Study to determine whether the subsequent project is in conformance with the analysis
provided in the MEIR and whether the subsequent project is within the scope of the MEIR. After
completion of the Project Area Initial Study, LADCP will determine all feasible mitigation
measures identified in the MEIR that should be adopted as part of the approval of the subsequent
project. Prior to a public hearing on the subsequent project, LACDP will provide notice of its
intent to utilize the MEIR for the subsequent project. The content of this notice will include, but
is not limited to, a brief description of the subsequent project; dates of the review period and
locations where the MEIR can be reviewed; notice of any pending public meetings or hearings
regarding the subsequent project; a list of significant environmental impacts anticipated as a
result of the subsequent project; and the mitigation measures identified by LADCP to be adopted
as part of the subsequent project approval. At the time of subsequent project approval, the Lead
Agency will recertify the MEIR and make a formal finding of conformance of the subsequent
project with the MEIR and make the identified mitigation measures a condition of the subsequent
project approval.

This Draft MEIR was prepared for the proposed Project at the property located at 19601
Nordhoff Street, Los Angeles, California. The property is located within the Chatsworth - Porter
Ranch Community Plan Area. As stated above and fully examined in Section II of this
document, the proposed Project includes a General Plan Amendment from Light Industrial to
Community Commercial and Zone Change from [T][Q]M1-1, MR2-1 and P-1 to C2-1 over 35.5
acres of land. The proposed Project at the Project Site also includes the previously approved
Homeplace Retirement Community consisting of 389 senior housing units and 35 assisted living
units.1 The Project Site is currently under the control of the applicant and the current tenant plans
to vacate the Site upon termination of the lease in 2005 or possibly sooner. While a specific
development scenario has not been determined for the Project Site, for planning and analysis
purposes, four potential worst-case development scenarios have been identified as follows:2
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Scenario 1: Retail Scenario 2: Office
340,000 square feet Retail 930,000 square feet Office
389 Senior Housing units 389 Senior Housing units
35 Assisted Living units 35 Assisted Living units

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Scenario 4: Office/Residential
250,000 square feet Retail 690,000 square feet Office
300 Condominium units 300 Condominium units
389 Senior Housing units 389 Senior Housing units
35 Assisted Living units 35 Assisted Living units

 The potential development scenarios were determined under the following assumptions:

• Due to the additional cost associated with mechanical and emergency systems,
that the proposed development will not exceed six stories or seventy-five feet in
height.

• Surface parking would be provided for all retail uses, and structured parking
would be provided for all office and residential uses.

• Due to the cost associated with soil conditions, ground water, potential
liquefaction and land value, development proposed for the southern half of the
Project Site will not include subterranean levels, such as basement levels or
subterranean parking. However, subterranean parking could occur on the
northwestern portion of the Project Site that is not affected by liquefaction, in
association with the Homeplace Retirement Community.

• Parking associated with the proposed commercial development will adhere to the
City of Los Angeles Code requirements.

• Vehicular access to the project area will be provided from each of the following
roadways: Prairie Street, Corbin Avenue, Nordhoff Street, and Shirley Avenue. It
is anticipated that full access (both ingress and egress) turning movements will be
accommodated at the project driveways.

• The proposed development build out year for the Project Site is 2005.

• The proposed Project at the Project Site will be constructed primarily in one
phase. However, ancillary buildings may be added after the initial construction.
The length of construction cannot be accurately estimated until the project design
is finalized.
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• The proposed Homeplace Retirement facility, previously approved for the
northwestern corner of the Project Site (ZA 2002-6851-ZV), consisting of
approximately 389 independent senior housing units and 35 assisted living units 
could be fully constructed prior to full development of the proposed Project.

Each of the potential development scenarios was analyzed for probable environmental impacts.
In many of the environmental impact sections, the identified impacts of the potential
development scenarios were similar. Where the impacts of the potential development scenarios
were similar, there is a single discussion of the impacts. Where the impacts of the potential
development scenarios were dissimilar, there is a discussion of the impacts of each of the
potential development scenarios. Where there is a discussion of each of the potential
development scenarios, the scenario with the most significant impact is identified and utilized in
determining the level of significance of the environmental impact and the appropriate mitigation
measures.

The LADCP staff identified fifteen properties located to the north of Prairie Street (Add Area),
comprising approximately fifteen acres, for a potential additional area to coincide with the
General Plan Amendment and Zone Change at the Project Site. As a result, potential
environmental impacts resulting from the development scenarios analyzed for this Add Area
have been included using the same development assumptions as the Project Site. The Add Area
properties are not currently under the applicant’s control and each property has a separate owner.
Application and initiation of project proposals can either be completed by the LADCP or the Add
Area property owners. While a specific development scenario has not been determined for the
Add Area, for planning and analysis purposes, the following potential development scenarios
have been determined and were analyzed throughout the document:

Scenario 1: Retail Scenario 2: Office
200,000 square feet Retail 586,000 square feet Office

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Scenario 4: Office/Residential
150,000 square feet Retail 435,000 square feet Office
100 Condominium units 100 Condominium units

An Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) was submitted on March 11, 2002. A preliminary
scope of significant impacts for the Draft MEIR was determined by the LADCP, Environmental
Review Section (ERS). Due to the size of the Project, it was determined that an EIR would be
required and an Initial Study was not prepared. The LADCP ERS circulated a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) from May 23 to June 24, 2002 and held a Public Scoping Meeting on June 4,
2002 at California State University–Northridge to elicit comments regarding the proposed scope
of the EIR. A final scope for the Draft MEIR includes the following areas of potential impact:
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• Aesthetics • Air quality • Biological resources
• Geology and soils • Hazardous materials • Hydrology
• Land use and planning • Noise • Population/housing
• Recreation • Transportation • Utilities

Potential impacts to areas such as agricultural resources, cultural resources, and mineral
resources were determined to be less than significant based on the lack of identification of a
substantial concentration of these resources in the General Plan Framework EIR, the developed
nature of the Project Site and Add Area, and the considerable length of time that the Project Site
and Add Area have been developed.  
 
The four development scenarios proposed for the Project Site were analyzed for potential
environmental impacts, and are referred to throughout the document as “the proposed Project at
the Project Site”. The four potential development scenarios determined for the Add Area were
analyzed separately for potential environmental impacts, and are referred to throughout the
document as the “development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area”. Therefore, within each
impact section, a total of eight future potential development scenarios were analyzed. Analysis
was conducted separately to differentiate between potential impacts resulting from the project
applied for under CPC 2002-7295-PPR-BL filed December 17, 2002 (the proposed Project) and
potential impacts resulting from the extrapolation of the General Plan Amendment and Zone
Change to the Add Area properties, as requested by the City of Los Angeles (development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area). Potential impacts of the eight development scenarios were
based on the worst-case scenario and, based on economic conditions at the time of development,
may be less substantial than originally anticipated. 

As required by CEQA, this Draft MEIR must assess both impacts generated by the anticipated
development and the potential cumulative impacts on the environment of the proposed Project
combined with applicable related projects. It should be noted that cumulative impacts for this
Draft MEIR were assessed based on the proposed Project at the Project Site combined with
related projects, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area combined with related
projects, and then the potential cumulative impact of related projects combined with both the
proposed Project at the Project Site and the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area. 

The City of Los Angeles has adopted thresholds of significance (LA CEQA Thresholds Guide) to
assist City Departments in assessing the level of significance of environmental impacts resulting
from development projects within the City. These thresholds were applied throughout this Draft
MEIR. However, for individual environmental impact sections, where appropriate, additional
thresholds were utilized to further determine potential impacts of the proposed Project at the
Project and the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area. For each impact section,
mitigation measures proposed to reduce significant impacts to a less than significant level are
identified as Office(O), Retail(C), and/or Residential(R) corresponding to the type of
development that will trigger the mitigation measure.
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C. SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

1. AESTHETICS

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site

Current views looking westward from Shirley Avenue include the foreground, middleground,
and background; looking northward from Nordhoff Street include the foreground and very
limited portions of the background; looking southward from Prairie Street include the foreground
and background; and looking eastward from Corbin Avenue include the foreground. 

Due to the existing low rise development on the southern portion of the Project Site and the
vacancy of the northern portion of the Project Site, development of six stories or 75 feet in height
could result in a significant impact on foreground, some middleground, and background views
from and into the Project Site. However, current views in the area include existing industrial and
office developments that are not considered significant by the Community Plan. Far background
views of the Santa Susana Mountains that are not identified by the Plan as significant but might
be considered desirable by the community are sporadic and located at such a distance from the
Project Site that the proposed development would not result in a significant impact to these
background views. Therefore, the proposed development at the Project Site will result in a less
than significant impact on views due to incompatibility with the Community Plan.

The proposed zoning for the Project Site is C2-1. This zoning designation allows for unlimited
height and an FAR of 1.5: 1. The existing zone designation allows for unlimited height.
Buildings on properties adjacent to the Project Site are two and three-stories in height. However,
buildings of six, eight and ten stories are located in the nearby project area within the viewshed.
Therefore, proposed development of six stories or 75 feet would not exceed allowable height or
zoning regulations and will result in a less than significant impact to views due to incompatibility
with zoning regulations. 

The project area is currently characterized as a major commercial corridor. The Project would
result in continuity with the current commercial nature of the project area. This would not
eliminate any natural feature in the area. Further, the Project proposes to continue an existing use
and will not result in the insertion of a prominent feature that would change the existing visual
character of the area. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site will result in a less than
significant impact to the visual character of the area. 

The western San Fernando Valley is developed with no significant views identified by the
Community Plan. Further, the Project Site has been developed for over 30 years with office and
industrial buildings. The Project Site is surrounded by developed commercial, retail, and
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industrial building to the north, west, south, and east. The proposed construction will be similar
style, density, height, bulk, and setback to existing buildings in the area. Therefore, the proposed
Project at the Project Site will result in a less than significant impact to the existing aesthetic
image or value of the area.

Add Area

Current views looking westward from Shirley Avenue include the foreground, middleground,
and background; looking northward from Nordhoff Street include foreground and very limited
portions of the background; looking northward from Prairie Street include the foreground and
limited views of the background; looking southward from Plummer Street include the foreground
and limited views of the background; and looking eastward from Corbin Avenue include the
foreground. 

The development scenarios analyzed could result in construction of buildings six stories or 75
feet in height. Due to the existing low rise development of the Add Area, development of six
stories or 75 feet in height could result in a significant impact on foreground views into the Add
Area and background views from this location. However, views in the area are of retail,
industrial and office developments that are not considered significant by the Community Plan.
Far background views of the Santa Susana and Santa Monica Mountains that can be seen from
portions of the Add Area are sporadic and located at such a distance from the Add Area that the
proposed development would not result in a significant impact to these background views.
Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than
significant impact on views due to conflict with the Community Plan.

The proposed zoning for the Add Area is C2-1. This zoning designation allows for unlimited
height and an FAR of 1.5: 1. Buildings on properties adjacent to the Project Site are two and
three-stories in height. However, buildings of six, eight and ten stories are located in the nearby
project area within the viewshed. Therefore, a proposed development of six stories or 75 feet in
height would not exceed allowable height or zoning regulations and will result in a less than
significant impact to views due to non-compliance zoning regulations. 
 
The project area is characterized as a major commercial corridor. There are no natural features or
significant views in the project area. The development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area
would result in continuity with the current commercial and enclosed industrial nature of the Add
Area and project area. This would not eliminate any natural feature in the area. Further, the
development scenarios propose to continue an existing office-type use and will not result in the
insertion of a prominent feature that would change the existing visual character of the area.  
Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than
significant impact to the visual character of the area. 
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The western San Fernando Valley is developed with no significant views identified by the
Community Plan. Further, the Add Area has been developed with office and industrial buildings
for several decades. The Add Area is surrounded by developed commercial, retail, and industrial
building to the north, west, south, and east. Construction will be similar style, density, height,
bulk, and setback to existing buildings in the area. Therefore, the development scenarios
analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to the existing aesthetic
image or value of the area.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Although no significant impacts to views in the project area have been identified, environmental
impacts to the character and aesthetics of the area may result from Project implementation at the
Project Site and Add Area. However, potential impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant
level by the following measures:
 

1. A master landscape plan for the entire Site shall be prepared by a licensed
landscape architect and submitted to the LADCP for review and approval prior to
the issuance of any building permit for a structure. A detailed landscape and
irrigation plan shall be prepared for each individual building. (O, C, R)

2. A minimum of one 24-inch box tree (minimum trunk diameter of two inches and
a height of eight feet at the time of planting) shall be planted for every four new or
reconstructed surface parking spaces. (O, C, R)

3. The owners shall maintain the subject property clean and free of debris and
rubbish and to promptly remove any graffiti from the walls, pursuant to Municipal
Code Sections 91.8101-F, 91.8904-1, and 91.1707-E. (O, C, R)

4. Exterior walls of new commercial and residential buildings of other than glass
may be covered with clinging vines, screened by oleander trees or similar
vegetation capable of covering or screening entire walls up heights of at least 9-
feet, excluding windows and signs. (O, C, R)

5. Screening of rooftop equipment, to preclude visibility of mechanical equipment
from nearby residential areas and the street, shall be incorporated into the building
design of each structure. (O, C, R)

6. Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so that the light
source cannot be seen from nearby residential properties. (O, C, R)
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LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less Than Significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects may have a potentially significant impact on the existing viewshed. However, as
shown in Figure 5: Related Projects, related projects are located at a minimum of one half mile
from the Project Site. None of the related projects are located within the direct viewshed of the
Project Site and Add Area. Further, none of the related projects is of significant height, massing,
or bulk to affect the project viewshed from their locations. 

Related projects may also have the potential to significantly impact the existing visual character
of the area. Due to the developed, urban nature of the San Fernando Valley, Related Projects
1,2,3,6,7,9, and 10 would not have a significant impact on the visual character of project area.
However, within the Porter Ranch area, located approximately 3.0 miles north of the Project Site,
some undeveloped land still exists. Related Projects 4 and 5, located in this area, could result in a
potentially significant impact to the visual character of the Porter Ranch area due to the existing
undeveloped nature of that area. However, Related Projects 4 and 5 are located a minimum of
three miles north of the Project Site and will not significantly affect the visual character of the
immediate project area. Therefore, related projects will result in a less than significant impact to
the viewshed or visual character of the project area. 

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects 

The proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area,
in combination with related projects, will result in a less than significant impact to the existing
viewshed or visual character of the project area. Therefore, a significant cumulative impacts to
aesthetics is not anticipated.

2. AIR

CONSTRUCTION PHASE IMPACTS 

Project Site Only

Estimated daily construction emissions for the proposed Project at the Project Site Only are
anticipated to exceed the SCAQMD threshold for ROG during the finishing phase. Estimated
daily construction emissions for Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only are anticipated to exceed the
SCAQMD threshold for PM10 during the Grading/Excavation phase. The proposed Project at the
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Project Site could result in a significant impact to air quality during construction activities.
However, implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, including implementation of
SCAQMD Rule 403, will reduce any construction air quality impacts to a less than significant
level.

Full Build Out Project 

Estimated daily construction emissions for the Full Build-Out scenarios are anticipated to exceed
the SCAQMD threshold for ROG during the finishing phase and PM10 during the
Grading/Excavation Phase. The proposed Full Build Out Project could result in significant
impacts to air quality during construction activities. However, with implementation of the
proposed mitigation measures, including SCAQMD Rule 403, will reduce any construction air
quality impacts to a less than significant level.

CONSTRUCTION PHASE MITIGATION MEASURES

A significant construction air quality impact will result from the proposed full build out Project.
However, the following mitigation measures will reduce any potential impacts to the greatest
extent possible: 

7. The construction area and vicinity (500-foot radius) shall be swept (preferably
with water sweepers) and watered at least twice daily.  Site-wetting shall occur
often enough to maintain a 10 percent surface soil moisture content during all
earth-moving activities. (O, C, R)

8. All unpaved roads, parking, and staging areas shall be watered at least once every
two hours of active operations. (O, C, R)

9. Site access points shall be swept/washed within thirty minutes of visible dirt
deposition. (O, C, R)

10. On-site stockpiles of debris, dirt, or rusty material shall be covered or watered at
least twice daily. (O, C, R)

11. All trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall covered. (O, C, R)

12. All haul trucks shall have a capacity of no less than twelve and three-quarter
(12.75) cubic yards. (O, C, R)

13. At least 80 percent of all inactive disturbed surface areas shall be watered on a
daily basis when there is evidence of wind-driven fugitive dust. (O, C, R)

14. Operations on any unpaved surfaces shall be suspended when winds exceed 25
mph. (O, C, R)
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15. Traffic speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour. (O, C, R)

16. Operations on any unpaved surfaces shall be suspended during first and second
stage smog alerts. (O, C, R)

17. Haul truck routes shall be planned to avoid residential areas, schools, and parks.
(O, C, R)

18. The proposed Project shall use coating transfers or spray equipment with a
transfer efficiency rate of no less than 65 percent. (O, C, R)

19. A person shall not cause or allow the emissions of fugitive dust from any active
operation, open storage pile, or disturbed surface area such that the presence of
such dust remains visible in the atmosphere beyond the property line of the
emission source. (O, C, R)

20. Any person in the South Coast Air Basin shall:
(A) prevent or remove within one hour the track-out of bulk material onto public
paved roadways as a result of their operations; or (O, C, R)
(B) take at least one of the actions listed from SCQAMD Rule 403 and: (O, C, R)

(i) prevent the track-out of bulk material onto public paved roadways and
remove such material at any time track-out extends for a cumulative
distance of greater than 50 feet on any paved public road during active
operations; and
(ii) remove all visible roadway dust tracked-out upon public paved
roadways as a result of active operations at the conclusion of each work
day when active operations cease.

LEVEL OF CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION

With implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, the proposed development scenarios
at the Project Site and Add Area will result in a less than significant construction air quality
impact.

OPERATIONAL PHASE IMPACTS 

Project Site Only

Operation emissions from the proposed Project at the Project Site are anticipated to exceed the
SCAQMD significance threshold for ROG, NOX, and CO.  Therefore, the proposed Project at the
Project Site may result in significant operational air quality impacts.
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Full Build Out Project

Operational emissions from the Full Build Out Project at the Project Site and Add Area are
anticipated to exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold for CO, ROG, and NOX. Therefore,
the Full Build Out Project at the Project Site and Add Area would result in significant operational
air quality impacts.

OPERATIONAL PHASE MITIGATION MEASURES

A significant impact to air quality will result due to operation of the proposed full build out
Project. However, any potential impacts will be mitigated to the greatest extent possible by the
following measures:

21. A person conducting active operations within the boundaries of the South Coast
Air Basin shall utilize one or more of the applicable best available control
measures to minimize fugitive dust emissions from each fugitive dust source type
which is part of the active operation. (O, C, R)

20. Any person in the South Coast Air Basin shall:
(A) prevent or remove within one hour the track-out of bulk material onto public
paved roadways as a result of their operations; or (O, C, R)
(B) take at least one of the actions listed from SCQAMD Rule 403 and: (O, C, R)

(i) prevent the track-out of bulk material onto public paved roadways as a
result of their operations and remove such material at anytime track-out
extends for a cumulative distance of greater than 50 feet on to any paved
public road during active operations; and
(ii) remove all visible roadway dust tracked-out upon public paved
roadways as a result of active operations at the conclusion of each work
day when active operations cease.

22. The proposed Project shall include bicycle parking facilities, such as bicycle
lockers and racks. (O, C)

LEVEL OF OPERATIONAL IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION

Daily operational emissions after implementation of mitigation measures would still exceed
SCAQMD significance thresholds for CO, ROG, and NOX. Therefore, the proposed Project Site
Only and Full Build Out Projects could result in a significant and unavoidable impact to air
quality during the operational phase. 
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CONSISTENCY WITH THE AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN

Criteria for determining consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) is defined
in Chapter 12, Section 12.2 and Section 12.3, of the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 

Consistency Criterion No. 1:  The proposed Project will not result in an increase in the
frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations,
or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions
specified in the AQMP.

Consistency Criterion No. 2:  The proposed Project will not exceed the assumptions in the
AQMP in 2010 or increments based on the year of project build-out phase.

Project Site Only

Consistency Criterion No. 1 Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to violations of the CAAQS.  The
SCAQMD has identified CO as the best indicator pollutant for determining whether air quality
violations would occur since it is most directly related to automobile traffic.  The CO hotspot
analysis indicates that the development scenarios would not exacerbate existing violations of the
State CO concentration standard and no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.  Therefore,
the proposed development scenarios comply with Consistency Criterion 1.

Consistency Criterion No. 2  The AQMP growth assumptions are generated by the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG).  SCAG derives its assumptions, in part, from
the general plans of cities located within the SCAG region.  Therefore, if a project does not
exceed the growth projections in the general plan, it is consistent with the growth assumptions in
the AQMP.  

The proposed development scenarios would not exceed the City of Los Angeles General Plan or
SCAG growth projections for population, housing, and employment.  Thus, the proposed
development scenarios are considered consistent with the growth assumptions in the AQMP and
complies with Consistency Criterion No. 2. Therefore, the proposed development scenarios are
considered consistent with the AQMP.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects in the project area were included in the air quality analysis conducted for the
proposed Project. 
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Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

As discussed above, related projects were included in the air quality analysis conducted for the
proposed development scenarios. As shown in the impact analysis section, the proposed
development scenarios would result in a less than significant construction air quality impact. The
proposed development scenarios would result in a significant operational air quality impact.
Therefore, a significant cumulative operational air quality impact is anticipated.

3. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Due to the existing urban development on and around the project area, the amount of impervious
surface at the Project Site and Add Area, and the length of time that these conditions have
existed, there are no known or identified biological resources, including endangered or threatened
species, on the Project Site or Add Area. Additionally, the City of Los Angeles Citywide General
Plan Framework EIR does not identify the project area as a Biological Resource Area, an area
known for providing habitat for threatened or endangered species. The project area is not located
within an existing or proposed Significant Ecological Area (SEA) known for providing habitat
and movement corridors for both endangered and non-endangered species. Therefore, the
proposed development scenarios at the Project Site and Add Area will result in a less than
significant biological resources impact due to the loss or destruction or listed endangered,
threatened, rare, protected, candidate, or sensitive species or their habitats and will not interfere
with the movement of wildlife. 

MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental impacts from project implementation may result due to the loss of trees on the
Project Site. However, potential impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant level by the
following measure:

23. Any tree removed from the Site will be replaced at a 1:1 ratio, by a minimum of
24-inch box tree, as required by the City of Los Angeles Code of Regulations. (O,
C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                                 I. SUMMARY
ENV 2002-1230-EIR C. SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

15

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Although no biological issues are known to exist at related Project Sites due to the urban nature
of the San Fernando Valley, any significant impacts must be determined on a project specific
basis. 

Project Site, Add Area, and Related Projects

A significant cumulative biological resources impact is not anticipated.

4. GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

The Project Site and Add Area are located in the northwestern portion of the alluvium-filled San
Fernando Valley.  The area is surrounded by the Santa Monica Mountains to the south, the Santa
Susana Mountains to the northwest, the Simi Hills to the west, the San Gabriel Mountains to the
northeast, and the Verdugo Mountains to the east.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Although the most recent depth to groundwater beneath the project area is estimated between
approximately 41 to 66 feet, water levels could reach the historic high of 35 to 40 feet in the
future. Based on historic groundwater levels in nearby wells, there is a potential for shallow
groundwater to have an adverse impact on the proposed development.

The Project Site and Add Area are not located within a currently established Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone for surface fault rupture hazards. Based on available geologic data, active
or potentially active faults with the potential for surface fault rupture are not known to be located
directly beneath or projecting toward the Project Site or Add Area. The Project Site and Add
Area could be subjected to strong ground shaking in the event of an earthquake however, this
hazard is common in Southern California and can be mitigated.

According to the City and County of Los Angeles Safety Elements, the Project Site and Add
Area are not within an area identified as having a potential for slope instability.

According to the California Division of Mines and Geology, the southern portion of the Project
Site is located within an area identified as having a potential for liquefaction. However, the
northern portion of the Project Site and the Add Area are not within an area identified as having a
potential for liquefaction. As a result, a site specific liquefaction analysis must be completed
prior to completion of the proposed Project.
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The project area is not located within an area of potential inundation by earthquake induced dam
failure, a coastal area, or an area prone to flooding. Therefore, the proposed development
scenarios will result in a less than significant geologic hazards impact to the project area due to
tsunamis, seiches, and flooding. 

The Project Site is not within an area of known subsidence associated with fluid withdrawal
(groundwater or petroleum), peat oxidation, or hydrocompaction.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Seismic

Environmental impacts may result to the safety of future occupants at the Project Site and Add
Area due to the location of the Project Site and Add Area within an area of potential seismic
activity. However, any potential impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant level by the
following measure:

24. The design and construction of the Project at the Project Site and Add Area shall
conform to the Uniform Building Code seismic standards as approved by the
Department of Building and Safety. (O, C, R)

Liquefaction 

Environmental impacts may result due to the location of a portion of the Project Site within a
designated liquefaction zone. However, any potential impacts will be mitigated to a less than
significant level by the following measure:

25. Potential impacts from liquefaction may arise on the southern portion of the
Project Site which is within a designated liquefaction zone. Building design shall
comply with the Uniform Building Code Chapter 18, Division 1, Section 1804.5
Liquefaction Potential and Soil Strength Loss, requirements for the preparation of
a building specific geotechnical report assessing potential consequences of any
liquefaction and soil strength loss, estimation of settlement, lateral movement, or
reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, and discussion of mitigation
measures that may include building design consideration. Building design
considerations may include, but are not limited to ground stabilization, selection
of appropriate foundation type and depths, selection of appropriate structural
systems to accommodate anticipated displacements, or any combination of these
measures. (O, C, R)
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Subsidence 

Although a specific significant impact has not been identified for the Project Site or Add Area,
environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the location of the project
in an area prone to subsidence. However, any potential impact will be further reduced to a less
than significant impact with the following mitigation measure: 

26. Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the applicant shall submit a
geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering
geologist to the Department of Building and Safety for approval. (O, C, R)

Grading

For potential impacts and mitigation measures regarding grading and earth movement, see
Section IV B: Air Quality.

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION 

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

The project area and related Project Sites would be subject to potential ground shaking, a
common hazard in Southern California. Due to the distance between related projects sites and the
project area, related projects are not anticipated to present a seismic impact to the proposed
development scenarios. 

Project Site, Add Area, and Related Projects

The proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area
will result in a less than significant geologic hazards impact. Seismic impacts resulting from
related projects must be identified on a site specific basis. Therefore, a significant cumulative
geologic hazards impact is not anticipated.

5. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND HAZARDOUS WASTE 

The LAFD has identified that hazardous materials have been used, stored, and disposed of within
the Project Site and Add Area. These materials would be stored and dispensed in accordance
with state and local regulations and industry standards. By complying with the generally
applicable administrative procedures required by the municipal code, including the requirement
to maintain a copy of the Business Emergency Response Plan on file with the LAFD and the
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industry wide safety procedures for the use and storage of these materials, the Project will result
in a less than significant impact due to hazardous materials. Development on the Project Site or
Add Area would be required to develop and maintain a Business Plan if it handles or intends to
handle a hazardous material or a mixture containing a hazardous material in the City which has a
quantity at any one time during the reporting year equal to, or greater than, a total weight of 500
pounds, or a total volume of 55 gallons, or 200 cubic feet at standard temperature and pressure
for a compressed gas; or exceeds the applicable federal threshold planning quantity for an
Extremely Hazardous Substance specified in Title 40, CFR, Par 355, Appendix A.3

Contaminated soil is not known to exist on site from previously reported accidents and was not
identified during the Phase I investigation. A regulatory agency database search identified
hazardous substance and/or hazardous waste sites within the ASTM specified distances of the
Project Site. However, all cases identified are either closed or under remediation and are unlikely
to impact the environmental integrity of the Project Site and Add Area at this time.4 Therefore,
with proper site investigation of the Project Site and Add Area with respect to possible soil
contamination prior to demolition and adherence to code requirements, the proposed Project at
the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will not result in
cumulative impacts to soil contamination.

Groundwater contamination was not identified on the Project Site or adjacent properties,
including the Add Area, during the Phase I investigation performed. Groundwater contamination
due to a hazardous materials release on-site or in the project area is not anticipated as a result of
the proposed Project at the Project Site or development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area.
With proper investigation of groundwater conditions prior to demolition and adherence to code
requirements, the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area will not result in significant cumulative impacts to groundwater.  

However, due to the age of the existing structures on the Project Site and Add Area, the potential
for asbestos and lead-based paint does exist. A survey of asbestos containing materials and lead
based paint was not included in the scope of the Phase I Environmental Assessment conducted.
The demolition of any structures with asbestos containing materials or lead-based paint would
have the potential to release these substances if they are not properly stabilized or removed prior
to demolition activity. Therefore, a significant hazardous materials impact due to the occurrence
of asbestos containing materials and lead-based paint on site could occur. With incorporation of
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the proposed mitigation measures to appropriately stabilize and/or remove asbestos containing
materials and lead-based paints, any potential impact would be reduced to a less than significant
level. Therefore, a significant cumulative hazardous materials impact due to the release of
asbestos containing materials or lead based materials is not anticipated.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Due to the age of the building(s) to be demolished, asbestos-containing materials (ACM) may be
located in the structure. Exposure to ACM during demolition could be hazardous to the health of
the demolition workers as well as area residents and employees. However, these impacts can be
mitigated to a less than significant level by the following measure:

27. Prior to the issuance of the demolition permit, the applicant shall provide a letter
to the Department of Building and Safety from a qualified asbestos abatement
consultant that no ACM are present in the building. If ACM are found to be
present, it will need to be abated in compliance with the South Coast Air Quality
Management District’s Rule 1403 as well as all other state and federal rules and
regulations. (O, C, R)

Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the use, storage, and
creation of hazardous materials. However, these impacts can be mitigated to a less than 
significant level by the following measure

28. Prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall provide a
letter from the LAFD stating that the agency has been permitted the facility’s use,
storage, and creation of hazardous substances. (O, C, R)

IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

Any adverse effects of the proposed Project related to soil and/or groundwater contamination,
and asbestos or lead-based paint, would be avoided with implementation of the recommended
mitigation measures. This is because adherence to the recommended mitigation measures would:
(1) avoid project demolition or construction prior to remediation of listed hazardous
material/waste sites, sites of potential concern, or sites which exceed maximum regulatory
requirements for hazardous materials; and (2) avoid project demolition of any existing structures
found to contain asbestos or lead-based paint prior to appropriate stabilization and/or removal of
such materials in accordance with applicable regulations.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects 

Due to the inherently industrial nature of the project area, it is anticipated that hazardous
materials will continue to be transported, used, and disposed of in the project area. However,
none of the related projects identified in the project area include the development of additional
industrial lands or operations.

Two of the related projects have been identified as residential projects that may increase the
resident population which could be adversely affected by a release of existing hazardous
materials: Porter Ranch and Deer Lake Ranch. Both of these projects are located north of the SR-
118 freeway. Due to the distance between the Project Site and proposed related projects,
groundwater and/or soil contamination on the Project Site or Add Area that could be released as
a result of new development will not adversely affect these developments. 

The closest related project to the Project Site and Add Area is Related Project 9, the Northridge
Office Building. However, this project is located approximately one half mile west of the Site.
Due to the distance between the related Project Site and the Project Site and Add Area, the
proposed Project will result in a less than significant impact on related projects due to a release
of hazardous materials. 

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

Due to the inherently industrial nature of the project area, it is anticipated that hazardous
materials will continue to be transported, used, and disposed of in the project area. However, the
proposed Project at the Project Site and Add Area in combination with related projects, do not
include the addition of industrially-designated land or operations. Therefore, a significant
cumulative impact to the project area as a result of hazardous materials is not anticipated. 

6. HYDROLOGY

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The proposed development will result in an increase in the amount of impervious surface on the
Project Site due to the removal of a small stand of trees located on the Project Site. However, the
drainage pattern will substantially remain the same. Further, due to the developed and impervious
nature of the rest of the Project Site, Add Area, and the surrounding San Fernando Valley, the
removal of this small piece of undeveloped land will increase the downstream flow by an
unsubstantial amount, approximately 1 cfs or 0.4 percent of the existing capacity. Therefore, the
proposed Project will result in a less than significant impact to hydrology in the area based on 
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alteration of the movement or quantity of surface water sufficient to produce a substantial change
in the current or direction of water flow.  

MITIGATION MEASURES

Although no significant impacts to hydrology have been identified, environmental impacts to
water quality and flow may result from the proposed Project at the Project Site and development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area. Further, in the event that development includes a restaurant
facility at either the Project Site or Add Area, environmental impacts may result from the release
of toxins into the stormwater drainage channels during the routine operation of restaurants,
bakeries, and food producers. 

However, the potential impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant level by incorporating
stormwater pollution control measures. Ordinance No. 172,176 and Ordinance No. 173,494
specify Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control which requires the application of Best
Management Practices (BMPs). Chapter IX, Division 70 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code
addresses grading, excavation, and fills. Applicants must meet the requirements of the Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) approved by Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board, including the following: (a copy of the SUSMP can be downloaded at
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4/)

29. Project applicants are required to implement stormwater BMPs to retain or treat
the runoff from a storm event producing 3/4 inch of rainfall in a 24 hour period.
The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development Best
Management Practices Handbook Part B Planning Activities. A signed certificate
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed
BMPs meet this numerical threshold standard is required. (O, C, R)

30. The owner of the property will prepare and execute a covenant and agreement
satisfactory to the Department of City Planning binding the owners to post
construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in accordance with the Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan. (O, C, R)

31. Runoff must be treated prior to release into the storm drain. Three types of
treatments are available: (1) dynamic flow separator, (2) filtration, (3) infiltration.
Dynamic flow separator uses hydrodynamic force to remove debris, and oil and
grease, and are located underground. Filtration involves catch basins with filter
inserts. Filter inserts must be inspected every six months and after major storms,
cleaned at least twice a year. Infiltration methods are typically constructed on site
and are determined by various factors such as soil types and groundwater table.
(O, C, R)
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32. Prior to the issuance of building permits for replacement buildings or new parking
areas within the Add Area, a hydrologic analysis shall be conducted to determined
if the project will create additional runoff. If the project proposed at that time will
generate additional runoff, an analysis must be conducted to determine if the
existing storm drain has adequate capacity to accommodate the additional runoff.
If the existing system can not provide adequate capacity, the applicant at that time
may be required to install a relief sewer along Shirley Avenue southward from
Prairie Street to Teledyne Way. (O, C, R)

33. Cleaning of oily vents and equipment to be performed within a designated
covered area, sloped for wash water collection, and with a pretreatment facility for
wash water before discharging to properly connected sanitary sewer with a CPI
type oil/water separator. The separator unit must be: designed to handle the
quantity of flows; removed for cleaning on a regular basis to remove any solids;
and the oil absorbent pads must be replaced regularly according to manufacturer’s
specifications. (C)

34. Store trash dumpsters either under cover and with drains routed to the sanitary
sewer or use non-leaking and water tight dumpsters with lids. Wash containers in
an area with properly connected sanitary sewer. (C)

35. Reduce and recycle wastes, including oil and grease. (C)

36. To prevent downstream flooding, the existing ridge along the westerly property
boundary shall be maintained unless additional storm drains capable of
accommodating additional flow are developed. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Properties that may undergo substantial changes in the existing impervious conditions are of
concern to stormwater hydrology in the project area.  Due to the existing urban and fully-
developed nature of the project area, there are few areas that could significantly alter the existing
hydrologic conditions of the area. However, areas to the north of the Project Site and Add Area,
primarily north of State Route 118, including the Porter Ranch and Deer Lake Ranch related
projects, include unadulterated natural lands that, as a result of development, could change
stormwater hydrology in the area. 



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                                 I. SUMMARY
ENV 2002-1230-EIR C. SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

23

The Porter Ranch related project (No. 4) does contain natural, vegetated lands that upon
development, could cause a change in stormwater hydrology. It was determined in the Porter
Ranch Specific Plan EIR that build out of the specific plan area would increase the amount of
runoff from a 50-year-frequency storm. However, this runoff would be controlled by storm drain
systems designed in accordance with the standards of the City of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works. With the application of all mitigation measures outlined in the Porter Ranch EIR
and adherence to the recommendations and requirements of the responsible agencies, impacts
would be reduced to a less than significant level. Stormwater collected in the Porter Ranch area
will be piped southward by the Oakdale Drain, extending southward from the Porter Ranch area,
eastward along Devonshire Street, and southward along Winnetka Avenue where it connects with
the Limekiln Creek Channel. Therefore, as determined by the EIR prepared for the Porter Ranch
Specific Plan, related project No. 4 will result in a less than significant impact to people,
property, or sensitive biological resources due to stormwater hydrology. Further, it will not result
in a permanent, adverse change to the movement of surface water sufficient to produce a
substantial change in the current or direction of water flow.

Other related projects upstream of the proposed Project include Deer Lake Ranch (No. 5) and the
proposed Northridge office building (No. 9). Deer Lake Ranch is located west of Browns Canyon
Wash to which future stormwater from this development would flow. The proposed Northridge
Office building site is located in a  fully-developed, urban area. Due to the existing impervious
nature of the area, this related project will not increase the quantity of stormwater in the area.
Therefore, related projects would result in a less than significant impact to stormwater hydrology
in the project area.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

Based on the existing fully-developed, urban nature of the project area, the proposed Project at
the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area, in combination with
related projects, would result in a less than significant impact on hydrology due to an increase in
stormwater quantity, substantial change in the direction of stormwater flow, or damage due to
insufficient flood control.

7. LAND USE

Zoning

All of the commercial and residential uses included in the proposed development scenarios are
allowable under the C2-1 zoning designation. The C2-1 zoning designation is with Height
District 1, which allows for unlimited height and a 1.5 Floor Area Ratio (FAR). The Project Site
covers approximately 1,546,400 square feet (35.5 acres) of land area, which allows for a floor
area of approximately 2,319,600 square feet. The maximum yield of the proposed development



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                                 I. SUMMARY
ENV 2002-1230-EIR C. SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

5Assumes a worst case scenario of 1,300 square feet of floor area per condominium, 588,000 square feet of senior housing and
assisted living units and 690,000 square feet of office space.

24

scenarios is approximately 1,668,000 square feet5 of floor area on the Project Site, or an FAR of
1.08:1. The proposed FAR would not exceed the FAR allowed by the proposed zoning. Further,
based on the unlimited height district, the proposed Project at the Project Site will not exceed the
allowable development height. As a result, with the approval of a General Plan Amendment and
Zone Change, the proposed Project will result in a less than significant impact as a result of
inconsistencies with the existing and proposed zoning.

Due to the fact that the remaining uses at the Project Site are of an office nature, a Zone Change
from MR2-1 to C2-1 would not result in a legal non-conforming use on the Site. As a result, the
proposed Project at the Project Site would not create a substantial conflict with relevant zoning
regulations and would result in a less than significant impact to zoning.

General Plan

Framework Element

The General Plan Framework Element has identified Targeted Growth Areas throughout the
City. Within these Targeted Growth Areas, the City has acknowledged that due to a reduction of
industrial activity, some industrial land may be converted to non-industrial uses. As identified
previously, the Project Site is located within a Targeted Growth Area known as a Regional
Center. Therefore, loss of industrially designated land due to the expansion and concentration of
commercially designated land such as the Project proposes, would not result in an inconsistency
with the Framework Element. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site would result in
a less than significant land use impact.

The proposed Zone Change and General Plan Amendment would result in a decrease of 35.5
acres, or 0.1 percent, of industrially designated land on a Citywide basis and a corresponding
increase of 35.5 acres, or 0.2 percent, in commercially designated land on a Citywide basis. The
scale of changes in land use designations is not considered significant. With adoption of the
General Plan Amendment from Light Industrial to Community Commercial, the proposed Zone
Change would be considered consistent. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site will
result in a less than significant impact due to an inconsistency between the Zoning and Land Use
designation.

Impacts to other Citywide Elements of the General Plan are discussed in the respective sections
of the Draft MEIR. A potentially significant impact to the existing Public Facilities and Services
are of a cumulative nature and cannot be mitigated solely by the Project, but must be addressed in
the pending Public Facilities and Service Element. Therefore, the proposed Zone Change and 
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General Plan Amendment will result in a less than significant impact to the General Plan and
land use.

Land Use Element

Although the proposed General Plan Amendment will result in a reduction of industrially
designated land, lands on three sides of the General Plan Amendment Request area are already
zoned, designated, and developed with commercial uses; the General Plan Amendment Request
area is separated from other industrially designated lands by Corbin Avenue; and non-industrial
uses have previously been permitted within the project vicinity (Homeplace Retirement facility,
public storage, skate park, tennis facility). The General Plan Amendment is requested because it
will encourage consistency between the existing land use designation and the existing use of the
property. Further, with coordination of land use designation and use for commercial purposes, the
General Plan Amendment could encourage the conservation of other industrial lands in the
Community Plan that are actually utilized for industrial purposes currently. Therefore, the
proposed General Plan Amendment and Zone Change will result in a less than significant impact
to the Land Use Element due to an incompatibility with land uses in the area.

The proposed Zone Change and General Plan Amendment would result in a decrease of
approximately 35.5 acres, or 1.9 percent, of industrially designated land and a corresponding
increase of 35.5 acres, or 5.7 percent, of commercially designated land within the Chatsworth -
Porter Ranch Community Plan. The scale of change in land use designation is not considered
significant. With adoption of the General Plan Amendment from Light Industrial to Community
Commercial the proposed Zone Change would be considered consistent. Therefore, the proposed
Project at the Project Site will result in a less than significant impact to the Land Use Element
due to an inconsistency between Zoning and Land Use designation.

While the proposed General Plan Amendment would conflict with a land use policy identified in
the Community Plan, it would not prevent implementation of any land use policies identified.
Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site will result in a less than significant impact to
the Land Use Element.

Community Plans

Community Plan Objectives

Objectives of the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan that relate to the
proposed Project include:
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• To designate lands in quantities and at densities, at appropriate locations,
for various private uses; and to designate the need for public facilities and 
the general locations thereof, as required to accommodate population and
activities projected to the year 2010.

• To promote economic well-being and public convenience through:

S Allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail, service,
and other facilities in quantities and patterns based on Los Angeles
City Planning Department accepted planning principles and
standards.

S Designating lands for industrial development that can be used
without detriment to adjacent uses of other types, and imposing
such restrictions on the types and intensities of industrial uses as
are necessary to this purpose.

The proposed Project will reallocate approximately 35.5 acres, or
0.1 percent, of land that is currently industrially designated on a
Citywide basis to commercial uses, which equates to
approximately 0.2 percent of commercially designated land on a
Citywide basis. Within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community
Plan Area, this reallocation includes a decrease of approximately
1.9 percent in industrially designated land and a corresponding
increase of 5.7 percent in commercially designated lands.

Currently, the General Plan Amendment request area, which used to be an internal
part of the Northridge Industrial Core, is surrounded on three sides by commercial
development. Over time, the surrounding land uses have changed and now include
retail to the north, retail to the east, and various commercial and retail uses to the
south. Moreover, the approval of the Homeplace Retirement facility on the Project
Site indicates that the City of Los Angeles may not oppose transition of this area
from industrial to commercial. Uses currently within the Add Area such as the
tennis facility, skate park, and public storage also indicate the change of land use
in the immediate project vicinity. Therefore, the proposed change to the General
Plan and corresponding Zone Change is consistent with trends in the community
and will result in a less than significant impact to land use due to an inconsistency
with the Community Plan.

Further, the Project Site is developed with research and development type uses,
occupied by Litton Guidance and Control Systems. The current lease on the
building and property extends until 2005 at which time the tenant intends to
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vacate the property and move operations elsewhere. As discussed in the No
Project Alternative section, the applicant has made numerous attempts to identify
a future user of the property with the same land use.

Due to current marker forces within the San Fernando Valley, the applicant has
been unable to identify a future industrial tenant for the Project Site and the
current industrial designation of the property is not beneficial. The proposed
Project would result in redevelopment of the Site with commercial uses which
would promote the economic well-being of the community. This would be
consistent with objectives of the Community Plan. Therefore, the proposed
Project will result in a less than significant impact to land use as a result of
inconsistencies with the objectives of the Community Plan.

Community Plan Policies

Policies included within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan that
relate to the proposed Project include:

Commerce

The commercial lands (not including associated parking) designated by this Plan
to serve suburban residential areas in this Plan are adequate to meet the needs of
the projected population to the year 2010, as computed by the following:

• 0.6 acres per 1,000 residents for commercial uses for neighborhood or
convenience-type commercial areas;

• 0.2 acres per 1,000 residents for commercial uses for community shopping
and business districts, including service uses and specialized commercial
uses. Without effective transportation demand management strategies,
such as carpool and vanpool or transit, off-street parking should be
provided at a ratio of one parking space per 300 gross square feet of
building. Surface parking areas shall be located between commercial and
residential uses, where appropriate, to provide a buffer, and shall be
separated from residential uses by means of a wall and/or landscaped
setback.

The Plan indicates the presence of several highway-oriented commercial facilities
located throughout Chatsworth. It is a policy of the Plan that existing Highway-
Oriented Commercial sites should not be expanded. Marginal or temporary
commercial uses in designated industrial areas will be phased out as industrial
development takes place.
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The proposed Zone Change and General Plan Amendment will result in the
creation of additional commercial uses in the Community Plan Area. This will
help to meet the plan agenda of the provision of neighborhood commercial uses
and community shopping and business districts. The proposed Project at the
Project Site does not consist of highway-oriented, marginal, or temporary
commercial facilities and will therefore not result in a significant impact to land
use as a result of an inconsistency with policies of the Community Plan regarding
commerce.

 
Industry

Industrial lands are located on a citywide basis without regard to the boundaries
of individual communities under the general principle that such employment
should be available within a reasonable commuting distance from residential
locations.

The [Q]M1 Zone classification is permitted on those properties fronting on the
following corridors: (1) the north and south sides of Nordhoff Street between De
Soto Avenue and Topanga Canyon Boulevard; (2) the east side of Topanga
Canyon Boulevard, from Nordhoff Street to the south side of Lassen Street; and
(3) the south side of Lassen Street between Topanga Canyon Boulevard and De
Soto Avenue. Such conditions of approval shall prohibit smoke stacks, metal
plating, toxic and noxious industrial uses, and any new retail commercial uses
within these zone classifications.

Industrial acreage shown on the Plan should be protected from intrusion by non-
industrial uses, except those corridors described above on Nordhoff Street,
Topanga Canyon Boulevard, and Lassen Street should allow uses similar to those
permitted in the M1 and M2 Zones. In keeping with the low-density residential
character of the Community, to the extent possible, the Plan proposes
preservation of all existing MR zoned lands, and classification of all undeveloped
industrial land in the MR1 and MR2 Zones.

The Plan encourages continued development of research and development type
industries which do not generate excessive noise, dust, and fumes and are
compatible with the residential character of the north and west San Fernando
Valley.

The Plan designates approximately 1,821 acres of land for industrial uses. To
preserve this valuable land resource from the intrusion of other uses and insure
its development with high quality industrial uses, in keeping with the urban
residential character of the Community, to the extent possible, the Plan proposes
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classifying all undeveloped industrial land, as well as all industrial land used for
industrial purposes, in restricted industrial zoning categories, such as the MR
Zones. 

The Project Site is currently zoned MR2-1. While the plan encourages
preservation of this zoning, the intent of the preservation is to prohibit
intensification of industrial uses beyond the MR zone except where identified by
the Plan in the M1 and M2 zones. The proposed Project at the Project Site
includes a Zone Change from MR2 to C2 which does not impact the Community
Plan policy regarding MR designated lands. Therefore, the proposed Project at the
Project Site will not result in a significant impact to land use due to an
inconsistency with policies of the Community Plan. 

Regional Plans

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the areawide clearinghouse for
regionally significant projects in the project area. SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans,
projects, and programs with regional plans. This activity is based on SCAG’s responsibilities as a
regional planning organization pursuant to state and federal laws and regulations. Guidance
provided by these review is intended to assist local agencies and project sponsors to take actions
that contribute to the attainment of regional goals and policies.

Policies of SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) and Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) which may be applicable to the proposed Project at the Project Site
are shown in Table 26: SCAG Policies, Section IV, G: Land Use. The proposed Project at the
Project Site would not conflict with policies provided by SCAG and would therefore not result in
a significant impact to land use as a result of an inconsistency with applicable regional plans.

Further, as discussed in Section IV, B: Air Quality, although the proposed Project at the Project
Site may result in a significant impact to air quality, the proposed Project at the Project Site will
not conflict with any of the policies provided by the SCAQMD. Therefore, the proposed Project
at the Project Site will not result in a significant impact to land use as a result of an inconsistency
with applicable regional plans.

Add Area

Zoning

All of the commercial and residential uses included in the development scenarios are allowable
under the C2-1 zoning designation.  The C2-1 zoning designation is within Height District 1,
which allows for a 1.5 FAR.  The Add Area properties cover 673,437 square feet (15.4 acres) of
land area, which allows for a floor area of approximately 1,010,156 square feet. The maximum
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yield of the proposed development scenario at the Add Area is approximately 586,000 square
feet of floor area, or an FAR of 0.58:1.  The proposed FAR would not exceed the FAR allowed
by the proposed zoning. Further, based on the unlimited height district of the proposed zoning,
the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will not exceed the allowable development
height. With the approval of a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change, the development
scenarios analyzed will result in a less than significant impact as a result of inconsistencies with
the existing and proposed zoning.

The analyzed development scenarios at the Add Area assume that the City will approve a Zone
Change from MR2-1 and P-1 to C2-1 and a General Plan Amendment from Light Industrial to
Community Commercial concurrent with the proposed Project at the Project Site. Due to the
industrial nature of the Add Area, existing land uses in the Add Area including manufacturing
and public storage would be considered legal, non-conforming uses. If the requested Zone
Change and General Plan Amendment are approved, this land use inconsistency is considered a
potentially significant impact before mitigation. However, with incorporation of the proposed
mitigation measure, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less
than significant land uses impact due to inconsistencies with the Zoning and General Plan
designations. 

Land Use Compatibility

Land use compatibility issues are related to potential conflicts of the Project Site and Add Area
with existing off-site land uses and potential conflicts of existing off-site uses with future on-site
uses. 

A land use compatibility analysis for the Add Area concluded that the proposed residential and
commercial uses would not conflict with the existing commercial type land uses located to the
north and east of the Add Area.   The properties zoned and designated for Light Industrial uses to
the west and south of the Add Area which are fully contained within their respective buildings
and do not generate potentially objectionable noise, odors, or smoke. As a result, these uses are
considered to be compatible with the proposed adjacent commercially designated properties. A
significant impact to land use compatibility at the Add Area is not anticipated from off-site uses.  

The Homeplace Retirement facility may be fully constructed on the Project Site prior to
completion of development resulting from the proposed Project at the Project Site, a residential
use will eventually be constructed on the Project Site which may be impacted by industrial uses
within the Add Area. The fully-contained nature of the existing office and industrial uses in the
Add Area and adjacent to the Homeplace development, the residential uses will not be adversely
affected. A significant land use conflict with the proposed residential uses is not anticipated. 

The expansion of commercial uses in the area, has not resulted in any known significant
incompatibilities with residential uses; therefore, expansion of commercial and residential uses in



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                                 I. SUMMARY
ENV 2002-1230-EIR C. SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

31

the Add Area should not create conflicts for the existing off-site uses. As a result, with the
approval of the Zone Change and General Plan Amendment for the Add Area would not create a
significant impact to land use compatibility.

General Plan

Framework Element

The General Plan Framework Element has identified Targeted Growth Areas within the City of
Los Angeles. Within these Targeted Growth Areas, the City has acknowledged that due to the
loss of industrial activity, some industrial land may be converted for re-use as non-industrial
uses.  As identified previously, the Add Area is located within a Targeted Growth Area known as
a Regional Center. Therefore, loss of industrially designated land due to the expansion and
concentration of commercially designated land such as the Project proposes, would result in a
less than significant land use impact due to conflict with the Framework Element.

The proposed Zone Change and Plan Amendment at the Add Area would result in a decrease of
approximately 15.4 acres, or 0.1 percent, in industrially designated land. Further, the
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would increase commercially designated lands
by 15.4 acres, or 0.1 percent. However, the scale of change in land use designation resulting from
the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area is not considered significant by itself. With
adoption of the General Plan Amendment from Light Industrial to Community Commercial, the
proposed Zone Change would be considered consistent. Therefore, the development scenarios
analyzed for the Add Area will not result in a significant impact due to an inconsistency between
the Zoning and Land Use designation.  

Impacts of the development scenarios at the Add Area to Citywide Elements are similar to the
Project Site. 

Land Use Element

The proposed General Plan Amendment at the Add Area will result in a reduction of industrially
designated land. However, lands on three sides of the General Plan Amendment Request Area
are already zoned, designated, and developed with commercial uses; the study area is separated
from other industrially designated lands by Corbin Avenue; and non industrial uses have
previously been permitted within the project vicinity (Homeplace Retirement facility, public
storage, skate park, tennis facility). The General Plan Amendment is considered appropriate as it
will encourage consistency between land use designation and the existing use of the Add Area
properties. The proposed General Plan Amendment and Zone Change will not result in a
significant land use impact due to an incompatibility with surrounding land uses in the area.
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The proposed Zone Change and Plan Amendment at the Add Area would result in a decrease in
industrially designated lands of approximately 15.4 acres, or 0.8 percent and the development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would increase commercially designated lands by
approximately 15.4 acres, or 2.5 percent. The percentage of change in land use designation is not
considered significant. Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will not
result in a significant impact to land use due to an inconsistency between Zoning and Land Use
designation.

Community Plans

Policies included within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan that relate to the
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area are similar to those of the Project Site. See
above text. 

Commercial 

The proposed Zone Change and General Plan Amendment will result in the creation of additional
commercial uses in the Community Plan Area. This will help to meet the plan agenda of the
provision of 0.6 acres of neighborhood commercial uses and 0.2 acres of community shopping
and business districts. The development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area do not consist of
highway-oriented, marginal, or temporary commercial facilities and will therefore not result in a
significant impact to land use as a result of an inconsistency with policies of the Community Plan
regarding commerce.

Industrial

The Add Area properties are currently zoned MR2-1 and P-1. While the plan encourages
preservation of this zoning, the intent of the preservation is to prohibit densification of industrial
uses beyond the MR zone except where identified by the Plan in the M1 and M2 zones. The
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area include a Zone Change from MR2 to C2
which does not affect the Community Plan policy regarding MR designated lands. Therefore, the
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will not result in a significant impact to land
use due to an inconsistency with policies of the Community Plan. 

Regional Plans

Due to the proximity of the Add Area properties to the Project Site, regional plans applicable to
the Add Area are similar to those for the Project Site. Therefore, refer to the Regional Plan
discussion for the Project Site.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

Project Site

None required.

Add Area

Due to the small size of the parcels in the Add Area, it is possible that future projects proposed 
in the Add Area could be exempt from environmental review, and may result in inconsistencies
between zoning and land use.  To mitigate potential impacts of inconsistencies between zoning
and land use in the Add Area, the following “Q” conditions shall be placed on any property
undergoing a Zone Change and Plan Amendment without an identified specific development
plan:

37. When the use of this property formerly designated as “Light Manufacturing” is
proposed  to be discontinued, the proposed use shall be approved by the
appropriate decision-maker through a procedure similar to a conditional use.  The
decision-maker shall determine that the proposed use is consistent with the
objectives of the General Plan and is compatible with the land uses, zoning, or
other restrictions of adjacent and surrounding properties. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

None of the related projects are known to result in a significant land use impact. However,
potential land use impacts from related projects in the area must be determined on a site and
project specific basis.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

Potential impacts with respect to the General Plan Framework are determined on a site specific
basis. The proposed Project at the Project Site and the development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area will not result in a significant land use impact. Therefore, a significant cumulative land
use impact due to conflict with the General Plan is not anticipated.
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Impacts due to conflicts with the Community Plan and applicable Regional Plans are determined
on a site specific basis. The proposed Project at the Project Site and the development scenarios
analyzed for the Add Area will not result in a significant land use impact. Therefore, a significant
cumulative impact to land use due to conflict with the Community Plan and applicable Regional
Plans is not anticipated.

8. NOISE

CONSTRUCTION PHASE IMPACTS

Construction of the proposed Project will result in temporary increases in ambient noise levels in
the project area on an intermittent basis.  The increase in noise would likely result in a temporary
annoyance to nearby sensitive receptors. However, the incremental increase in noise levels is less
than the significance threshold of a five decibel increase over the existing ambient noise level.
Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area will result in a less than significant noise impact.

OPERATIONAL PHASE IMPACTS

The predominant operational noise source at the Project Site and Add Area, as with most
urbanized areas, is vehicular traffic. However, the incremental increase in the noise level would
not be perceptible by the general public and would not exceed the significance threshold
determined by the Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environment for an increase in
noise level.  Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios
analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to noise levels at sensitive
receptors.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental impacts to noise may result due to project implementation. However, the potential
impacts will be mitigated to a level os less than significance by the following measures:

38. The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code Chapter
XI - Noise regulations. (O, C, R)

39. Locate any haul routes as far from the noise sensitive land uses as possible to the
extent feasible. (O, C, R)

40. The staging of construction equipment shall be conducted as far from noise
sensitive land uses as possible to the extent feasible. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Due to the developed nature of the San Fernando Valley, the predominant noise source in the
area is vehicular traffic. Future traffic and noise impacts, including related projects, were studied
for the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add
Area. The noise study completed for the proposed Project at the Project Site and development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area indicates a less than significant noise impact.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

When calculating future traffic impacts, the traffic consultant took eight additional projects into
consideration. Thus, future traffic volumes with and without the proposed Project at the Project
Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area accounted for the cumulative impacts
of related projects. The noise study completed for the proposed Project at the Project Site and
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area indicates a less than significant noise impact.
Therefore, a significant cumulative noise impact is not anticipated.

9. POPULATION AND HOUSING

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The population of the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area as a result of the
proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will
not exceed the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR population projection for the
Plan Area. Therefore, the proposed development scenarios for the Project Site and Add Area will
result in a less than significant impact to population or public services. 

The housing unit total within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area as a result of
the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area
will not exceed the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR housing projection for
the Plan Area. Therefore, the proposed development scenarios analyzed for the Project Site and
Add Area will result in a less than significant housing impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                                 I. SUMMARY
ENV 2002-1230-EIR C. SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

36

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects 

The population of the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area, as a result of related
projects, will not exceed population projections established by the City of Los Angeles Citywide
General Plan Framework EIR. Additionally, the increase in housing units within the Chatsworth -
Porter Ranch Community Plan Area, as a result of related projects, will not exceed housing
projections established by the City of Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR.
Therefore, related projects will result in a less than significant impact to population or housing. 

Project Site, Add Area, and Related Projects

The proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area in
combination with applicable related projects will not increase the population or housing units in
the area such that they exceed projections established by the Citywide General Plan Framework
EIR. Therefore, a significant cumulative impact to population and housing are not anticipated. 

10. EMPLOYMENT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The number of employees generated by the proposed Project at the Project Site and development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will not exceed employment thresholds established by the
SCAG for the year 2010. Therefore, the proposed development scenarios at the Project Site and
Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to employment.

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects in the project area may generate employees as a result of their development.
However, the number of employees generated by related projects is not expected to exceed
employments projections established by the SCAG for the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch
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Community Plan Area. Therefore, related projects in the area will result in a less than significant
employment impact.

Project Site, Add Area, and Related Projects

As a result of the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area in combination with related projects in the area, employment within the Chatsworth -
Porter Ranch Community Plan Area could increase. However, the increase would not exceed
employment projections established by the SCAG for the year 2010. Therefore, a significant
cumulative employment impact is not anticipated.

11. FIRE PROTECTION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A hydraulic analysis was performed on the existing water distribution system, in the vicinity of
the proposed development, to simulate additional demands at critical locations in the system.6
The existing water distribution system is capable of handling a variable amount of additional
flow, as determined by the Los Angeles Water Distribution Engineer. 

Based on response distance criteria, fire protection of the Project Site would be considered
inadequate. However, with incorporation of mitigation measures, any potential impacts due to
response time will be mitigated to a less than significant level.

The LAFD has indicated that intersections operating with a Level of Service (LOS) of E or F
could have a significant adverse impact on fire protection services. The proposed Project at the
Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will not increase the number
of intersections operating at a LOS of E or F. Therefore, the proposed Project will result in a less
than significant impact to fire protection services as a result of intersection conditions in the
project area. Further, incorporation of mitigation measures will reduce any significant impacts to
a less than significant level.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the location of the Project
Site and Add Area in an area having marginal fire protection facilities. However, any potential
impacts resulting from the proposed Project would be reduced to a less than significant level by
the following measures: 
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41. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required, their
number and location to be determined after the LAFD reviews plot plan. (O, C, R)

42. Private streets and entry gates will be built to City standards to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer and the LAFD. (O, C, R)

43. In order to mitigate the inadequacy of fire protection in travel distance, sprinkler
systems will be required throughout any structure to be built, in accordance with
the Los Angeles Municipal Code, Section 57.09.07. (O, C, R)

44. Construction of public or private roadways in the proposed development shall not
exceed 15 percent in grade. (O, C, R)

45. Private development shall conform to the standard street dimensions shown on
Department of Public Works Standard Plan D-22549. (O, C, R)

46. Standard cut-corners will be used on all turns. (O, C, R)

47. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be
less than 20 feet clear to the sky. (O, C, R)

48. Fire lanes, where required, and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de-sac
or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be greater
than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. (O, C, R)

49. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one-
or two-family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. (R)

50. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must accommodate
the operation of LAFD aerial ladder apparatus or where fire hydrants are installed,
those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. (O, C, R)

51. Where aboveground floors are used for residential purposes, the access
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the
street, driveway, alley or designated fire lane to the main entrance or exit of
individual units. (R)

52. Where access for a given development requires accommodation of LAFD
apparatus, minimum outside radius of the paved surface shall be 35 feet. An
additional six feet of clear space must be maintained beyond the outside radius to
a vertical point 13 feet 6 inches above the paved surface of the roadway. (O, C, R)
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53. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet from
the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane.
(O, C, R)

54. Where access for a given development requires accommodation of LAFD
apparatus, overhead clearance shall not be less than 14 feet. (O, C, R)

55. Access for LAFD apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall be
required. (O, C, R)

56. The LAFD may require additional vehicular access where buildings exceed 28
feet in height. (O, C, R)

57. Where fire apparatus will be driven onto the road level surface of the subterranean
parking structure, that structure shall be engineered to withstand a bearing
pressure of 8,600 pounds per square foot. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Based on the first due engine company distance and response time, the proposed Project at the
Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would be considered to be
inadequately served. However, implementation of the proposed mitigation measures wold result
in the maximum feasible fire protection and access for emergency vehicles. Any potential fire
protection service impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects in the immediate area may result in the need for increased staff at existing fire
facilities, additional fire protection facilities, or relocation of present fire protection facilities
which may produce some area-wide impacts. As with the proposed Project however, related
projects would be subject to individual review and approval by the LAFD.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

As discussed above, development of the proposed Project at the Project Site and the development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to fire protection
services. Related project development in the area may result in the need for increased staff at
existing fire protection facilities, additional fire protection facilities, or relocation of present fire
facilities, which may produce some area-wide cumulative impacts. However, as with the
proposed Project and development scenarios analyzed, related projects would be subject to 
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individual review and approval by the LAFD. Therefore, a significant cumulative impact to fire
protection services is not anticipated.

12. POLICE PROTECTION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The proposed Project has the potential to increase population in the area by approximately1,797
residents and approximately 5,089 employees. Based on LAPD staffing requirements, this
increase could require the need for approximately seven additional officers. Due to existing
understaffed conditions in the Devonshire Area, a potential increase in required officers may
result in a significant impact on police services in the project area due to increased staffing needs
and delayed response times.

The LAPD has indicated that intersections operating at a LOS of E or F could have a significant
adverse impact on police protection services. The proposed Project will not increase the number
of intersections operating at a LOS of E or F and will not decrease the LOS at intersections
already operating at these conditions. Therefore, the proposed Project will result in a less than
significant impact on police services due to intersection conditions. 

Incorporation of the proposed mitigation measures will reduce any potential impacts to the
greatest extent possible. However, the proposed Project may result in a significant impact to
police protection services.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential impacts identified at the Project Site and Add Area are a result of existing understaffed
conditions within the Devonshire Division of the LAPD. The applicant does not have control
over staffing within the LAPD and therefore can attempt to mitigate existing and potential
impacts only through physical design measures. Therefore, potential impacts at the Project Site
and Add Area will be mitigated to the greatest extent possible by the following measures:

58. A comprehensive security plan that includes uniformed security and video
monitoring; (O, C, R)

59. A graffiti removal plan; (O, C, R)

60. The establishment of a Business Coalition/Neighborhood Watch program; (O, C,
R)

61. A comprehensive traffic control plan; and (O, C)
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62. Incorporate into plans the design guidelines relative to security in semi-public and
private spaces, which may include, but not be limited to, access control of
building, secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-
illuminated public and semi-public space designed with a minimum of dead space
to eliminate areas of concealment, location of toilet facilities or building entrances
in high foot traffic areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the
Project Site if needed. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

With the incorporation of the proposed mitigation measures, significant impacts anticipated from
the proposed Project and related projects will be reduced to the greatest extent possible.
However, the LAPD does not have plans to increase staffing within the Devonshire Division that
would mitigate the existing understaffed conditions. Therefore, the proposed Project will result in
a significant impact to police protection services after the incorporation of mitigation measures.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects in the area have the potential to increase the permanent population by
approximately 11,258 residents. Further, approximately 9,442 employees could be introduced to
the area as a result of related projects. Based on the LAPD staffing requirements, related projects
could result in a significant impact on police services due to increased staffing needs. Due to
existing understaffed conditions within the LAPD, the potential for an increased need for officers
could result in a significant impact on police protection services due to staffing needs and
subsequent delayed response times.

Ambient traffic increases, as well as potential traffic impacts resulting from the related projects,
could result in a LOS of E or F during peak hours at intersections throughout the San Fernando
Valley. However, related projects will not increase the number of intersections operating at a
LOS of E or F and will not decrease the LOS at intersections already operating at these
conditions. Therefore, related projects will result in less than significant impact on police
services due to intersection conditions. 

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects 

Development of the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for
the Add Area, in combination with any related project, could result in a significant impact on
police services in the western San Fernando Valley. This development could result in an increase
in the permanent population of approximately 13,055 people. Additionally, development could
introduce approximately 9,442 employees into the area. Due to police staffing requirements of
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one officer per 758 residents and existing understaffed conditions, an increase in residents and
employees could result in a significant cumulative police impact due to staffing conditions. 

However, the number of intersections operating at an LOS of E or F will not increase and the
LOS at intersections already operating at these conditions will not decrease. Therefore, a
significant cumulative impact on police protection services is not anticipated due to intersection
conditions.

13. LIBRARIES

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The proposed Project could generate a maximum of 1,797 new residents to 86,531 residents.
However, based on the current service capacity of the Porter Ranch Library (approximately
100,000 residents), the demand for library services would not exceed the level of service
available at the library branch currently serving the project area. Additionally, the Northridge
Branch and the Chatsworth Branch Libraries are anticipated to open in late 2003 which will
increase the capacity of library services in the project area. Therefore, the proposed Project at the
Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than
significant impact to Los Angeles Public Library services in the area. 

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Only two of the related projects have residential elements that have the potential to affect library
services by altering the permanent population in the area. Related Project 5 has the potential to
generate approximately 9,443 new residents in the area. Related Project 6 has the potential to
generate approximately 1,815 new residents. Based on these two related projects, the resident
population in the project area could increase by approximately 11,258 resident to approximately
95,992 residents. This population would be accommodated by existing library services and any
additional services that will open in the near future such as the Chatsworth and Northridge
Library Branches.
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Project Site, Add Area, and Related Projects

The proposed Project at the Project Site, development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area, and
related projects will increase the population by approximately 13,055 new residents to 97,789
residents. Based on the current capacity of library services, demand for library services will not
exceed the level of service currently available at the library branch serving the area. Therefore, a
significant cumulative impact on Los Angeles Public Library services is not expected.

14. SCHOOLS

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Schools serving the project area include Calahan Elementary School, Nobel Middle School, and
Cleveland High School. School service needs are related to the size of the residential population,
the geographic area served, and community characteristics.

Condominium units associated with the proposed Project at the Project Site and development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would have the potential to generate a maximum of twenty
eight new students: twelve elementary school  students, eight middle school students, and eight
high school students.

Both Calahan and Nobel schools are anticipated to have the necessary capacity to accommodate
the maximum number of potential students generated by the proposed Project. Cleveland High
School is projected to have a population that exceeds its operating capacity. However, as within
other LAUSD schools, Cleveland High School could begin to operate on a four-track, year-round
school calendar, as opposed to the current one-track, traditional calendar. The four-track, year-
round calendar allows for an increase of approximately twenty five percent in the enrollment at a
particular school annually. Implementation of a four-track, year round calendar at Cleveland
High School could increase enrollment from 3,831 students to 4,789 students, which would
accommodate the projected enrollment of the proposed development scenarios at the Project Site
and Add Area. With implementation of the proposed mitigation measure, the proposed
development scenarios at the Project Site and Add Area will result in a less than significant
impact to school services in the area. 

MITIGATION MEASURES

Although a significant impact to school facilities in the project area has not been identified,
environmental impacts may result on school facilities as a result from Project implementation.
However, incorporation of the following mitigation measures will help further reduce any
potential impacts on schools in the area. 

63. The developer will pay school fees required by the City of Los Angeles. (O, C, R)
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LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects 

Of the eleven related development projects in the area, only two include a residential component
that might have a significant impact on schools: Porter Ranch (Related Project 4) and Deer Lake
Ranch (Related Project 5). However, due to the location of both of these communities north of
the 118 Freeway (SR-118), neither community is located in the same school attendance area as
the project area. Further, each related project will pay the required school fees. Therefore, neither
Porter Ranch nor Deer Lake Ranch will result in a significant impact to schools.

Project Site, Add Area, and Related Projects

The potential cumulative increase in students as a result of Project implementation at the Project
Site and the Add Area is approximately 28 students. Although two related projects have
residential elements that could potentially affect school services in the area, as discussed above,
neither of the two projects are within the same school attendance area as the project area.
Therefore, the related projects identified with the potential to impact school facilities are not
included in the cumulative impact analysis. 

Based on the current and projected attendance and enrollment rates at each of the attendance area
schools (Calahan Elementary School, Nobel Middle School, Cleveland High School) it is
anticipated that the potential increase of 28 students could be accommodated. Therefore, a
significant cumulative impact on school facilities or services in the project area is not anticipated. 

15. PARKS AND RECREATION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Currently, there is no open space or parkland on the Project Site or Add Area. The proposed
Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area do not include
the construction or removal of open space or parkland.

Currently, the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area provides approximately 755
acres of parkland to its 84,734 residents,7 a ratio of 32.5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. As
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a result of the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area, the ratio of residents to acres of parkland will decrease to 31.8 acres of parkland per
1,000 residents. However, this ratio of 31.8 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents is still greater
than both the City of Los Angeles requirement of 4 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents and the
City of Los Angeles provision of 4.25 acres per 1,000 residents. Further, the proposed Project at
the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will pay an in-lieu fee in
accordance with the City’s Ordinance (No. 141,422) and as set forth in the Zoning Code (Section
17.12). Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed
for the Add Area will result in a less than significant impact on parkland and open space.  

There are no existing active recreational facilities located on the Project Site. A tennis facility
and skate park are currently located within the Add Area properties. Based on the number of
recreational facilities available in the project area, the increase in population and potential
removal of the skate park and tennis facility within the Add Area, will not result in an increased
demand on recreational facilities that cannot be absorbed by existing facilities in the area. 

MITIGATION MEASURES

Although a significant impact to parkland, open space, and active recreational facilities in the
project area has not been identified, environmental impacts may result from project
implementation at the Project Site and Add Area. However, incorporation of the following
mitigation measures will help further reduce any potential impacts on parkland and recreational
facilities in the area. 

64. Per Section 17.12-A of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, the applicant
shall pay the applicable Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or
Recreation and Park fees for the construction of apartment buildings. (R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects that could potentially impact existing parkland are those that would increase
demand on parkland by either increasing the local population or removing existing facilities.
Related Projects 4 and 5, while not disturbing any existing parkland, will increase the resident
population of the area by approximately 11,258 residents. Therefore, the ratio of parkland to
residents will decrease to 28.7 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. However, this ratio of 28.7
acres of parkland per 1,000 residents is greater than both the City of Los Angeles standard of 4.0
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acres of parkland per 1,000 residents and the City of Los Angeles Citywide average of 4.25 acres
per 1,000 residents. Therefore, related projects will not result in a significant impact on parkland. 

The increase in population could result in a significant impact to active recreational facilities.
However, recreational impacts of related projects must be determined on a project-specific basis.
Further, each project will pay an in-lieu fee in accordance with the City’s Ordinance (No.
141,422) and as set forth in the City’s Zoning Code (Section 17.12). These fees are based on the
number of units and proposed zoning for each site. Credits may also be given for recreational
facilities provided as part of a project. As a result of incorporation of in-lieu fees, any significant
impacts due to related projects will be reduced to a less than significant level. Therefore, related
projects will not result in a significant impact to active recreational facilities in the area.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

With the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add
Area, in combination with the identified related projects, the resident population in the
Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area will be increased by approximately 13,055
residents to 97,789. As a result, the ratio of parkland to residents will decrease to approximately
28.2 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. This ratio is well above the City of Los Angeles
standard of 4.0 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents and the current Citywide average of 4.25
acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. Therefore, a cumulative impact to parkland is not
anticipated.

The increase in population could result in a significant impact to active recreational facilities.
Each project will pay an in-lieu fee in accordance with the City’s Ordinance (No. 141,422) and as
set forth in the City’s Zoning Code (Section 17.12). These fees are based on the number of units
and zoning for each site. Credits may also be given for recreational facilities provided as part of a
project. As a result of incorporation of the identified mitigation measure, any significant impacts
due to the proposed or related projects will be reduced to a less than significant level. Therefore,
a cumulative impact to active recreational facilities is not anticipated.

16. TRAFFIC

A Traffic Study for the proposed Project was prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers
(LLG), dated May 21, 2003. LADOT has reviewed this traffic study and has determined, in a
letter dated August 27, 2003, that the analysis adequately describes all transportation impacts
associated with the proposed Project and provides adequate measures to mitigate all potential
significant impacts.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site Traffic Generation

Traffic volumes expected to be generated by the proposed Project during the AM and PM peak
hours, as well as on a daily basis, were estimated using rates published in the Institute of
Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation manual, 6th Edition, 1997. 

Specific vehicular access points to and from the Project Site have not been determined at this
time.  For purposes of analysis, it is assumed that vehicular access to the Project Site will be
provided via Prairie Street, Corbin Avenue, Nordhoff Street, and Shirley Avenue. It is anticipated
that full access (both ingress and egress) turning movements will be accommodated at the Project
driveways.

The proposed Project is expected to generate a maximum of 13,136 net new daily trip ends
during a typical weekday 24-hour period (6,568 inbound and 6,568 outbound trips). During the
AM peak hour, the proposed Project is expected to generate a maximum of 1,091 net new vehicle
trips (981 inbound and 110 outbound). During the PM peak hour, the proposed Project is
expected to generate a maximum of 1,249 net new vehicle trips (222 inbound and 1,027
outbound).

Thirty nine study intersections were evaluated using the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA)
method  of analysis which determines Volume-to-Capacity (v/c) ratio on a critical lane basis. 
The overall intersection v/c ratio is subsequently assigned a Level of Service (LOS) value to
describe intersection operations.  The Levels of Service vary from LOS A (free flow) to LOS F
(jammed condition).

Traffic volumes for each new condition were added to volumes in the prior condition to
determine the change in capacity utilization at the study intersections.
An annual two percent (2.0%) ambient growth rate was assumed so as to account for unknown
related projects in the vicinity of the proposed Project. 

Future pre-project conditions are assumed to include roadway improvements associated with the
Porter Ranch project. Mitigation associated with the Porter Ranch related project located at the
Corbin Avenue and Rinaldi Street intersection includes re-striping the northbound and
southbound approaches to provide two left-turn lanes, one through lane, and one shared
through/right-turn lane.  The Porter Ranch project mitigation at the Corbin Avenue and
Devonshire Street intersection includes re-striping the southbound approach to provide one left-
turn lane, two through lanes, and one shared through/right-turn lane.  The Porter Ranch project
mitigation at the Tampa Avenue and Chatsworth Street intersection includes re-striping the
northbound Tampa Avenue approach to provide one left-turn lane, three through lanes, and one
shared through/right-turn lane.
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Future With Related Projects

The Levels of Service at all of the study intersections are incrementally increased by the addition
of traffic generated by related projects.

A maximum of fourteen of the study intersections are expected to operate at LOS D or better
during the AM and/or PM peak hours with the addition of growth in ambient traffic and traffic
due to related projects.  Twenty five study intersections are anticipated to operate at LOS E or F
with the addition of growth in ambient traffic and related projects traffic during peak hours.

Future With Project Development

According to the LADOT impact criteria, Project Site Only development would result in a
significant impact to a maximum of nineteen study intersections. The Full Build Out Project
would result in a significant impact to a maximum of twenty four study intersections.
Incremental but not significant impacts are noted at the remaining study intersections due to
development of the Project Site Only. 

Congestion Management Plan Traffic Impact Assessment

The Congestion Management Program (CMP) is a state-mandated program enacted by the
passing of Proposition 111 in 1990. The program is intended to address the impact of local
growth on the regional transportation system. As required by the 2002 Congestion Management
Program for Los Angeles County, a Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) was prepared to determine
potential impacts on designated monitoring locations on the CMP highway system.8

The CMP TIA guidelines require that intersection monitoring locations must be examined if the
proposed Project will add 50 or more trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak periods.
The proposed Project will not add 50 or more trips during the AM or PM peak hours at the CMP
monitoring intersections and therefore, no further review of potential impacts to intersection
monitoring locations which are part of the CMP highway system is required.

Further, the CMP TIA guidelines require that freeway monitoring locations must be examined if
the proposed Project will add 150 or more trips (in either direction) during either the AM or PM
weekday peak hours. The proposed Project will not add 150 or more trips (in either direction)
during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours at CMP mainline freeway monitoring locations
and therefore, no further review of potential impacts to freeway monitoring locations which are
part of the CMP highway system is required.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

The proposed Project will result in significant transportation impacts at twenty four of the thirty
nine study intersections. However, due to differing levels of development between potential
development scenarios, differing traffic distribution between potential development scenarios,
and the level of development at the time of implementation of a specific mitigation measure, the
need for a specific improvement may differ. However, the general improvement identified at
each intersection will not be different. The following mitigation measures apply to Residential
(R), Office (O), and Retail (C).

65. Mason Avenue Extension Project

The mitigation consists of providing a fair-share funding to LADOT for the design and
construction of the Mason Avenue Extension project.  Mason Avenue is a non-contiguous north-
south secondary highway in the project vicinity located between De Soto Avenue and Winnetka
Avenue.  Currently, Mason Avenue extends south from Nordhoff Street to Victory Boulevard
and north from Plummer Street to the Porter Ranch Project area north of the SR-118 Freeway.
However, Mason Avenue does not provide access across the Union Pacific railroad tracks
located between Prairie Street and Nordhoff Street.  Due to the discontinuous nature of Mason
Avenue, regional through traffic that would otherwise travel on Mason Avenue must instead use
alternate parallel north-south highways such as De Soto Avenue, Winnetka Avenue, Corbin
Avenue and Tampa Avenue. Based on discussions with senior management at LADOT, it has
been determined that this project’s contribution to the Mason Avenue Extension Project shall not
exceed $500,000.000. Payment of the project’s fair share contribution shall be either in cash or
by the posting of a letter of credit and shall be due prior to the issuance of the first building
permit for new development at the Project Site. 

The Mason Avenue Extension project includes the design and construction of an at-grade
crossing of Mason Avenue at the existing railroad tracks.  When the Mason Avenue Extension
project is complete, it is anticipated that traffic from other major north-south roadways such as
De Soto Avenue, Winnetka Avenue, Corbin Avenue, and Tampa Avenue will shift to Mason
Avenue such that the regional through traffic will become better balanced among these
thoroughfares.  Therefore, mitigation associated with the Mason Avenue Extension Project
includes a redistribution of traffic from parallel north-south roadways to Mason Avenue.  

The City of Los Angeles prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and Initial Study,
including a transportation component, for the Mason Avenue Extension project. The MND
prepared for the extension project concluded that there would be no significant transportation
impacts due to the Mason Avenue Extension project or due to the regional shift of traffic
associated with it.



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                                 I. SUMMARY
ENV 2002-1230-EIR C. SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

50

Secondary Impacts on Mason Avenue

Pursuant to the direction of LADOT, a review of intersections along Mason Avenue with
implementation of the Mason Avenue Extension project was required. This analysis was
intended to identify secondary, project-related impacts, to intersections along Mason Avenue.
Primary impacts are considered those resulting from the regional redistribution of traffic after the
completion of the Mason Avenue Extension construction [determined to be less than significant
by the MND prepared by the Bureau of Engineering and approved by the City Council on
December 18, 2001 (CF 01-2602)]. Secondary impacts are considered those specific to the
Project Site Only project, assuming prior completion of the Mason Avenue Extension project. In
order to determine the secondary impacts on Mason Avenue associated with the Project Site Only
project, the following intersection operations in the With Project conditions were compared to
intersection operations in the Without Project condition, including the regional traffic volume
shifts associated with completion of the Mason Avenue Extension project:

• Mason Avenue and Devonshire Street
• Mason Avenue and Lassen Street
• Mason Avenue and Plummer Street
• Mason Avenue and Nordhoff Street
• Mason Avenue and Parthenia Street

Application of the City’s thresholds of significance to the With Project condition indicates that
development of the Project Site Only project and the Full Build Out project do not result in
significant secondary impacts to study intersections along Mason Avenue. Therefore, no
additional improvement measures along Mason Avenue are required or recommended.

66. Physical Improvement Measures

Several physical improvement measures are available to mitigate transportation impacts due to
the construction and occupancy of a proposed Project. Implementation of physical improvements
will depend on the amount of square footage constructed in each phase of development.  It is
envisioned that prior to the issuance of a building permit for a specific phase of development, the
“triggered” improvements must be guaranteed. Moreover, prior to occupancy of each phase of
development, “triggered” improvements must be completed.  The thresholds at which physical
improvements become necessary for both the Project Site alone and full build out development
scenarios are shown in Table 1: Traffic Mitigation Requirements. Following, are brief
descriptions of each of the physical improvement measures proposed and the intersections that
would be affected.
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TABLE 1
TRAFFIC MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS

Mitigation Measure
Project Site Only Scenarios Full Build Out Scenarios

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Mason Ave Extension x x x x x x x x

Physical Improvements
Corbin Ave from Nordhoff

St/Pl to Plummer St

x
150,000 sf

Retail
(821 trips)

x
720,000 sf

Office
(887 trips)

x
105,000 sf

Retail
(648 trips)

x
610,000 sf

Office
(763 trips)

x
195,000 sf

Retail
(975 trips)

x
940,000 sf

Office
(1,133 trips)

x
130,000 sf

Retail
(746 trips)

x
805,000 sf

Office
(982 trips)

Transportation Demand
Management x x x x

ATSAC/ATCS

Shirley Ave/Plummer St

x
775,000 sf

Office
(948 trips)

x
510,000 sf

Retail
(1,840 trips)

x
1,140,000 sf

Office
(1,358 trips)

x
1,025,000 sf

Office
(1,229 trips)

Reseda Blvd/Plummer St

x
295,000 sf

Retail
(1,282 trips)

x
235,000 sf

Retail
(1,104 trips)

x
400,000 sf

Retail
(1,567 trips)

x
1,260,000 sf

Office
(1,492 trips)

x
320,000 sf

Retail
(1,353 trips)

Tampa Ave/Plummer Street

x
1,165,000 sf

Office
(1,385 trips)

x
1,050,000 sf

Office
(1,257 trips)

Tampa Ave/Nordhoff St

x
715,000 sf

Office
(881 trips)

x
660,000 sf

Office
(819 trips)

x
930,000 sf

Office
(1,122 trips)

x
855,000 sf

Office
(1,037 trips)

XXX,000 sf = Level of office or retail development that triggers physical improvement for traffic mitigation. The development “trigger” includes build out of the Homeplace Retirement
Community, as well as the condominium components of Scenarios 3 & 4.

Corbin Ave between Nordhoff St/Pl and Plummer Street 

Recommended mitigation for Corbin Avenue between Nordhoff Street/Nordhoff Place and
Plummer Street includes of the following:

• Dedicate up to two feet on Corbin Avenue along the Krausz Property frontage
(i.e., from Prairie Street to Nordhoff Street) to provide a minimum 45-foot half
right-of-way in compliance with the City’s standard for Secondary Highways.

• Widen the east curb of Corbin Avenue between Nordhoff Street/Nordhoff Place
and Prairie Street by three feet along the Krausz Property frontage.  The three foot
widening will yield a 40-foot half roadway on the flare section of Corbin Avenue
north of Nordhoff Street, and a 35-foot half roadway northerly thereof, in
compliance with the City’s standard for Secondary Highways.

• Modify striping on the northbound Corbin Avenue approach to the Nordhoff
Street/Nordhoff Place intersection to provide one left-turn lane, two through lanes,
and one optional through/right-turn lane.
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• Modify striping on Corbin Avenue between Nordhoff Street/Nordhoff Place and
Plummer Street to provide three northbound through lanes and two southbound
through lanes, plus a center lane designated for left-turns.  At the Plummer Street
intersection, the northbound Corbin Avenue curb lane will be designated as a
right-turn lane (thereby providing one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one
right-turn lane on the northbound Corbin Avenue approach to the Plummer Street
intersection).  It should be noted that the third northbound through lane on Corbin
Avenue between Prairie Street and Plummer Street can be accommodated within
the existing curb-to-curb roadway width.

67. Transportation Demand Management Measures

The project shall comply with Ordinance No. 168,700 which requires the implementation of a
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan at new development in excess of 25,000
square feet.  The TDM plan will provide actions to encourage use of alternatives to single-
occupant vehicles such as public transit, cycling, walking, carpooling/vanpooling, and changes in
work schedule to move trips out of the peak travel periods (or eliminate them altogether). The
TDM plan will apply to the office component of the project scenarios. The TDM plan will apply
to employees only and would not apply to residents or patrons/visitors to the project.  It is
conservatively estimated that a TDM plan will reduce project-related office trips by 15% as
compared to unmanaged development at the Project Site and Add Area.

Prior to the issuance of any building, grading, or foundation permit for an office project within
the site, the applicant shall submit a preliminary TDM plan to LADOT for review. LADOT shall
review and approve the preliminary TDM plan. Prior to the issuance of any temporary or
permanent certificate of occupancy for an office-related project, a final TDM plan shall be
submitted for review and approval by LADOT. An annual status report regarding the TDM
program shall be submitted by the building owner to LADOT beginning one year after the
issuance of the project’s first certificate of occupancy. The building owner can discontinue the
preparation and submittal of the annual status reports after submitting five consecutive reports
demonstrating compliance with the TDM program. The TDM plan shall include documentation
that the 15% trip reduction credit, proposed as a mitigation measure for the office component, is
fully realized and maintained for five consecutive years. No building permit, change of use
permit, conditional use permit or certificate of occupancy shall be issued for any development
that has not complied with the requirements of the TDM mitigation. Non-compliance with the
TDM plan may include any of the following, pursuant to a written determination letter by the
LADOT General Manager: failure to submit a TDM plan in conformance with the requirements;
failure to implement an approved TDM plan; or failure to address modifications recommended to
a preliminary TDM plan after consultation. When written notification of failure to meet the
TDM’s plan is received from LADOT, the building owner shall submit a revised TDM plan to
LADOT for review and approval. The revised TDM plan shall incorporate measures necessary 
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for the property owner to comply with goals by the next TDM annual status report period or a
date agreed upon by the property owner and LADOT.

68. ATSAC/ATCS Measures

ATSAC/ATCS improvement measures are available to mitigate significant transportation
impacts expected at intersections from the construction and occupancy of the proposed Project.
ATSAC/ATCS mitigation consists of funding the installation of LADOT’s Automated Traffic
Surveillance and Control System (ATSAC)/Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS) at the
impacted intersection. Implementation of the traffic signal improvements will depend on the
amount of square footage constructed in each phase of development. It is envisioned that prior to
the issuance of a building permit for a specific phase of development, the “triggered”
improvements must be guaranteed and, moreover, prior to occupancy of each phase of
development, the improvements must be completed. LADOT estimates that the ATSAC system
reduces the critical v/c ratios by seven percent (0.07) at intersections where such equipment is
installed and the ATCS system upgrade further reduces the v/c ratio by three percent (0.03).

ATSAC/ATCS is proposed to mitigate significant traffic impacts at the following intersections:

• Shirley Avenue and Plummer Street 
• Reseda Boulevard and Plummer Street
• Tampa Avenue and Plummer Street
• Tampa Avenue and Nordhoff Street

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Effectiveness of the recommended mitigation measures was assessed through completion of the
intersection capacity analysis which assume implementation of the above mitigation measures. 
Implementation of the recommended traffic mitigation measures is expected to reduce Project
traffic impacts to less than significant levels at all the affected study intersections.

17. ELECTRICITY

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Electricity demand as a result of the proposed Project at the Project Site and development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will increase by approximately 15,624,409 KwH annually.
According to the LADWP, the proposed demand will not adversely impact the existing electricity
distribution system.9 The proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios
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analyzed for the Add Area will not result in the need for new or major modifications to
generation or distribution systems and does not propose to use electricity wastefully or in
excessive amounts. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios
analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to the electrical utility in
the project area.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Although a significant impact to electricity was not identified at the Project Site or Add Area, the
following mitigation measures will help further reduce any potential impacts on electricity
provision in the area and may encourage electricity conservation.

69. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall consult with the
DWP regarding such energy saving programs as Green Power for a Green L.A.
Program, Trees for a Green LA, Efficiency Solutions, Solar Energy, Electric
Transportation, Commercial Energy Efficiency Measures. (O, C, R)

70. The applicant shall incorporate measures to meet or, if possible, exceed minimum
efficiency standards for Title XXIV of the California Code of Regulations. In
addition to energy efficiency technical assistance, the Department may offer
financial incentives for energy designs that exceed requirements of Title XXIV for
energy efficiency.
S Built-in appliances, refrigerators, and space-conditioning equipment

should exceed the minimum efficiency levels mandated in the California
Code of Regulations. (O, C, R)

S Install high-efficiency air conditioning controlled by a computerized
energy-management system in the office and retail spaces which provides
the following: (O, C)
• A variable air-volume systems which results in minimum energy

consumption and avoids hot water energy consumption for
terminal reheat;

• A 100-percent outdoor air-economizer cycle to obtain free cooling
in appropriate climate zones during dry climatic periods;

• Sequentially staged operation of air conditioning equipment in
accordance with building demands; and

• The isolation of air conditioning to any selected floor or floors.
S Consider the applicability of the used of thermal energy storage to handle

cooling loads. (O, C)
71. Cascade ventilation air from high-priority areas before being exhausted, thereby

decreasing the volume of ventilation air required. For example, air could be
cascaded from occupied space to corridors and then to mechanical spaces before
being exhausted. (O, C)
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72. Recycle lighting system heat for space heating during cool weather. Exhaust
lighting system heat from the buildings, via ceiling plenums, to reduce cooling
loads in warm weather. (O, C)

73. Install low and medium static-pressure terminal units and ductwork to reduce
energy consumption by air distribution systems. (O, C)

74. Ensure that buildings are well sealed to prevent outside air from infiltrating and
increasing interior space conditioning loads. Where applicable, design building
entrances with vestibules to restrict infiltration of unconditioned air and
exhausting conditioned air. (O, C, R)

75. A performance check of the installed space conditioning system should be
completed by the developer/installer prior to issuance of the certificate of
occupancy to ensure that energy efficiency measures incorporated into the project
operate as designed. (O, C, R)

76. Finish exterior walls with light-colored materials and high-emissivity
characteristics to reduce cooling loads. Finish interior walls with light-colored
materials to reflect more light and, thus, increase lighting efficiency. (O, C)

77. Install thermal insulation in walls and ceilings which exceeds requirements
established by the California Code of Regulations. (O, C, R)

78. Design window systems to reduce thermal gain and loss, thus reducing cooling
loads during warm weather and heating loads during cool weather. (O, C, R)

79. Install heat-rejecting window treatments, such as films, blinds, draperies, or other
on appropriate exposures. (O, C, R)

80. Install fluorescent and high-intensity-discharge (HID) lamps, which give the
highest light output per Watt of electricity consumed, wherever possible,
including all street and parking lot lighting, to reduce electricity consumption. Use
reflectors to direct maximum levels of light to work surfaces. (O, C)

81. Install photosensitive controls and dimmable electronic ballasts to maximize the
use of natural daylight available and reduce artificial lighting load. (O, C)

82. Install occupant-controlled light switches and thermostats to permit individual
adjustment of lighting, heating, and cooling to avoid unnecessary energy
consumption. (O, C)

83. Install time-controlled interior and exterior public area lighting limited to that
necessary for safety and security. (O, C, R)

84. Control mechanical systems (HVAC and lighting) in the building with timing
systems to prevent accidental or inappropriate conditioning or lighting of
unoccupied space. (O, C)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects in the area will increase electricity consumption by approximately 71,863,953
kWh annually. However, the Los Angeles DWP, has indicated that the DWP will be able to
accommodate the increased demand. Therefore, related projects in the project area will result in a
less than significant impact on electricity provision in the project area.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

As a result of proposed development at the Project Site and Add Area, and related projects,
consumption of electricity is expected to increase by a maximum of approximately 87,488,362
kWh annually. The Los Angeles DWP has indicated that there is adequate supply of electricity to
meet this increased demand. Therefore, a significant cumulative impact to electricity provision
services is not anticipated. 

18. NATURAL GAS

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area
would increase natural gas demand by approximately 4,162,758 cubic feet monthly. The
Southern California Gas Company has indicated that they have adequate supply for estimated
demand in the foreseeable future and future service problems are not anticipated.10 Given the
land use intensities proposed for the Project Site and Add Area, The Gas Company would not
require a major modification to the local distribution system. Therefore, the proposed Project at
the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than
significant impact to natural gas provision.

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                                 I. SUMMARY
ENV 2002-1230-EIR C. SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

11Letter from Jim Hammel, Technical Services, Northern Region of The Gas Company, to Carrie Riordan of Planning Associates,
Inc. May 9, 2002.

12Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR, Section 2.6.3.6 Projected Water Supply.

57

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects in the area would consume approximately 31,815,066 cubic feet of natural gas
monthly. Demand projections by The Gas Company have accounted for the cumulative impacts
of related projects and ambient growth in the project area. The Southern California Gas Company
has adequate supply for estimated demand in the foreseeable future and future service problems
are not anticipated.11

The existing facilities are adequate to serve nearby related projects. Given the land use intensities
proposed for related projects, The Gas Company would not require a major modification to the
local distribution system. Therefore, related projects in the project area will result in a less than
significant impact to the natural gas utility and natural gas provision in the project area.

Project Site, Add Area, and Related Projects

Implementation of the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed
for the Add Area and related projects in the area, will increase natural gas demand by a
maximum of approximately 35,977,824 cubic feet monthly. While this will increase the
consumption of a non-renewable resource, the Southern California Gas Company has indicated
that there is adequate supply for the increased demand. Therefore, a significant cumulative 
impact on natural gas services in the area is not anticipated.

19. WATER

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Domestic water service for the proposed Project is anticipated to be provided by the LADWP, the
agency that currently provides water service to the area. The proposed Project will increase water
demand in the project area by approximately 303,119 gallons per day (339 acre-feet annually).

According to the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR, the projected average
water supply in year 2010 for the City of Los Angeles is expected to be 756,500 acre-feet per
year while the projected maximum total available water supply is expected to be 1,370,646 acre-
feet per year.12  Based on the a Citywide water use of approximately 667,467 acre-feet in 2000-
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2001,13 an increase of approximately 339 acre-feet as a result of the proposed Project would be
accommodated by the LADWP projected water supply for 2010. Additionally, a water supply
assessment conducted by the LADWP, indicates that the projected growth in water demand from
the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area
falls within the range of expected water demand growth within the City.14 Therefore, the
proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will
result in a less than significant water supply impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Although a significant impact to the water supply was not identified due to the proposed
development of the Project Site and Add Area, the following measures will further reduce any
potential impacts to a less than significant level:

85. Install efficient irrigation systems which minimize runoff and evaporation, avoid
unnecessary watering, and maximize water reaching the plant roots. (O, C, R)

86. Landscape plans shall emphasize low water consumption grasses wherever
possible. (O, C, R)

87. Water in fountains, ponds, and other landscape features shall use recirculating
water systems to prevent waste. (O, C, R)

88. Incorporate water saving techniques, including water conserving plumbing, low
flow toilets, showers, and faucets. (O, C, R)

89. Landscaped areas shall comply with the Xeriscape Ordinance and emphasize
drought tolerant landscaping to reduce irrigation water consumption. (O, C, R)

90. Compliance with State and Health and Safety Code Section 17921.3 requiring
low-flush toilets, as defined by the American National Standards Institute 
A112.19.2, and urinals that use less than 1.5 gallons per flush. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects are anticipated to consume a total of approximately 1,726,187 gallons per day
(1,934 acre-feet per year). This cumulative increase could produce an area-wide adverse impact,
given potential drought conditions and current and future State and local conservation objectives.
However, based on Citywide water demand of approximately 667,467 acre-feet in 2000-2001, an
increase of approximately 1,934 acre-feet as a result of related projects would be accommodated
by the projected water supply.

Further, as with the proposed Project, each related project requiring discretionary approval would
be subject to environmental review and to appropriate water conservation requirements and
mitigation measures. Local water line capacity for each related project can only be determined on
a project-specific basis. Therefore, related projects in the project area may result in a significant
impact to water resources. However, with a site-specific water assessment and incorporation of
site-specific mitigation measures, any significant impacts as a result of related projects in the area
will be reduced to a less than significant level.

Project Site, Add Area, and Related Projects

The proposed cumulative water demand as a result of the proposed development scenarios at the
Project Site and Add Area in combination with related projects is approximately 2,273 acre-feet
annually. Based on the Citywide water demand of approximately 667,467 acre-feet in 2000-
2001,15 an increase of approximately 2,273 acre-feet as a result of proposed and related projects
would be accommodated by the expected supply. Additionally, a water supply assessment would
need to be conducted on a project-specific basis for all related projects. Therefore, it is expected
that LADWP will have sufficient water supplies to serve the project’s needs during normal and
drought conditions and will not require additional infrastructure improvements. As a result, a
cumulative impact to the water supply is not anticipated. 

20. SANITARY SEWERS

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The project area is currently served by the Tillman Water Reclamation Plant. The proposed
Project will increase sewage generation by approximately 276,978 gallons per day (gpd). Based
on an operating capacity of 80,000,000 gpd and a daily collection of 40,382,924 gpd in 1990, an
increase of approximately 276,978 gpd would not exceed capacity of the Tillman WRP. The
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proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will
not require expansion or development of new facilities. Therefore, the proposed development
scenarios will result in a less than significant impact to regional sewage treatment plants. 

According to the City of Los Angeles - Bureau of Engineering, it is likely that the Corbin Avenue
and Nordhoff Street sewers have adequate capacity to facilitate construction of the proposed
Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area.16 In 1969/1970,
the City’s entire sewer system was analyzed with consideration of population projections to
ascertain those portions of the system where capacity deficiencies were anticipated in the future.
Based on a gross area of approximately 58 acres and a flow coefficient of .008 cubic feet per
second (cfs) average per gross acre, the subject area was tabulated for a contributory average
flow of .46 cfs. The sewer systems in Nordhoff Street and Corbin Avenue, both contiguous to the
subject property, provide sufficient capacity to adequately convey all tributary flow, including the
.46 cfs average resulting from the development scenarios at the Project Site and Add Area.17

Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to local sewers in the area. 

However, if development upstream of or within the Add Area does occur, local sewers in Melvin
Avenue, Prairie Street, and Shirley Avenue must be studied independently for capacity
sufficiency.

MITIGATION MEASURES

91. Although a significant impact is not expected on local sewer lines as a result of the
development scenarios analyzed, as development is proposed for the Add Area, local
sewers in Melvin Avenue, Prairie Street, and Shirley Avenue must be studied
independently for capacity sufficiency prior to project approval. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects 

Related projects in the area will generate approximately 1.6 mgd of sewage. An addition of 1.6
mgd would increase daily collection in the City to approximately 41.9 mgd, which will not
exceed the current capacity 80.0 mgd capacity at Tillman WRP. Further, based on a projected
daily collection of 55.9 mgd in 2010, the projected increase would not exceed the current
capacity of 80.0 mgd at the Tillman WRP. Therefore, related projects in the area would not
require expansion or construction of new facilities and would result in a less than significant
impact to regional sewers or sewage treatment in the area. However, related projects not yet
under construction would be subject to ordinances restricting the issuance of building permits
based on the availability of allotted monthly sewer capacity. This restriction prevents exceedence
of sewage treatment capacity and prevents any significant impact.

Project Site, Add Area, and Related Projects

The development scenarios analyzed for the Project Site and Add Area, as well as related
projects in the area, will generate approximately 1.8 mgd of new sewage. Based on existing 40.4
mgd collected at the Tillman WRP, this addition would increase the total amount collected to
42.2 mgd which would not exceed the current capacity of 80.0 mgd. Further, the projected
collection at the Tillman WRP in 2010 is 55.9 mgd. The addition of 1.8 mgd would increase the
total daily collection to 57.7 mgd, which would not exceed the current capacity of 80.0 mgd. 
Therefore, a significant cumulative impact to sewage treatment is not expected.

However, related projects not yet under construction would be subject to ordinances restricting
the issuance of building permits based on the availability of allotted monthly sewer capacity. This
restriction prevents exceedence of sewage treatment capacity and prevents any significant
cumulative impact.

21. SOLID WASTE AND DISPOSAL

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area
would generate a maximum of approximately 41,425 tons of debris during the demolition and
construction phase. Based on the materials utilized during construction, it is assumed that a
portion of the debris could be recycled. The remainder of the construction debris will be disposed
of within a landfill.

Any waste generation resulting from the construction phase would be temporary in nature and
would not result in long-term disposal of waste into any one landfill. Based on the temporary
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nature of the construction phase and the limited amount of debris generated, the proposed Project
would result in a less than significant impact to solid waste generation during the construction
phase. 

The proposed Project at the Project Site would generate a maximum of 7,486 pounds per day of
solid waste, an increase of approximately 4,828 pounds per day, or approximately 753 tons per
year. The development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will generate a maximum of 3,516 
pounds per day of solid waste, a decrease of approximately 5,114 pounds per day, or
approximately 798 tons per year. The development scenarios analyzed for the Project Site and
Add Area will result in a net reduction in solid waste generation of 286 pounds of solid waste per
day, or 45 tons per year. 

To completely assess the impact of solid waste generation resulting from the proposed Project at
the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area on landfill capacity would
require detailed information from the contracted private waste collector. However, at this time,
precise information for waste collection is not available and precise impacts to solid waste
disposal cannot be determined. For assessment purposes, a worst-case analysis was performed
that assumes all project-generated waste would be disposed of exclusively at one of the landfills
currently accepting privately collected solid waste. Utilizing a worst case assessment scenario for
both the increase in solid generation at the Project Site and the decrease at the Add Area, the
impacts at each of the possible disposal sites was determined.

The net reduction in solid waste generation would not cause any of the individual landfills to
reach or exceed capacity and will not require expansion of existing facilities or the construction
of new facilities. Therefore, a less than significant impact on solid waste is expected as a result of
the proposed development scenarios at the Project Site and Add Area.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Although a significant impact to solid waste was not identified due to implementation to the
proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area, any
potential impacts will be further reduced to a less than significant level by the following
mitigation measures:

92. The project applicant shall salvage and recycle construction and demolition
materials to the maximum extent feasible. Documentation of a recycling program
will be provided to the City of Los Angeles DPW. (O, C, R)
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93. Prior to the issuance of the certificate of occupancy for building permits issued for
new building construction at the Project Site or Add Area, the applicant shall
institute an on-site recycling/conservation program to reduce the volume of solid
waste going to landfills in compliance with the City of Los Angeles goal of a 50
percent reduction in the amount of waste going to landfills. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects 

Related projects in the area of the proposed Project will increase solid waste generation in the
project area by approximately 61,623 pounds per day, or approximately 9,614 tons per year.

To completely assess the impact of an increase in solid waste generation due to related projects
on landfill capacity would require detailed information from the contracted private waste
collector. However, at this time, precise information for waste collection is not available and
precise impacts to solid waste disposal cannot be determined. For assessment purposes, a worst-
case analysis was performed that assumes all related project-generated waste would
be disposed of exclusively at one of the landfills currently accepting privately collected solid
waste. Utilizing a worst case assessment scenario, related projects would not cause any of the
individual landfills to reach or exceed capacity and will not require expansion of existing
facilities or the construction of new facilities. Therefore, related projects will result in a less than
significant impact on solid waste. 

Project Site, Add Area, and Related Projects

Development scenarios analyzed for the Project Site and Add Area in combination with related
projects will increase solid waste generation in the project area by approximately 61,337 pounds
per day, or approximately 9,569 tons per year.

A worst-case analysis indicated that this solid waste generation would not cause any of the
individual landfills to reach or exceed capacity and will not require expansion of existing
facilities or the construction of new facilities. Therefore, a significant cumulative impact to solid
waste is not anticipated.
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D. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION

Per CEQA Section 15126.6, an EIR shall describe and analyze a range of potential alternatives to
the proposed Project. Per Section 15126.6(a), “...an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasiblely attain most of
the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives...it must consider a
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and
public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The
Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must
publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternative. There is no ironclad rule governing
the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.” 

CEQA Section 15126.6(c) sets forth guidelines for the selection of a range of reasonable
alternatives. “The range of potential alternatives to the proposed Project shall include those that
could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly describe the
rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should also identify any
alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the
scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination.”

As part of the alternative analysis, per CEQA Section 15126.6(e), the EIR must evaluate the No
Project Alternative. The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow
decisionmakers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed Project with the impacts of
not approving the proposed Project. The No Project Alternative should analyze the impacts that
would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved,
based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.

As a result of the selection and analysis of project alternatives, an environmentally superior
alternative must be designated. If the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project
Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other
alternatives.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED

Public Facilities - Police Substation.  CEQA Guidelines require that, “An EIR shall describe a
range of reasonable alternatives to the project...which would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of
the project...”. 
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One of two significant environmental impacts identified in the proposed Project analysis was to
police protection services. To reduce potential impacts to police protection services, an
alternative that considered the construction of a new a police Substation or Area Station in the
project area was considered. In addition to trying to reduce potential Project impacts, the LAPD
had indicated that they are seeking to locate an additional station in the southwest portion of the
San Fernando Valley.18 This alternative was proposed to the LAPD but was determined to be an
impractical location for a new Area Station due to its close proximity to the existing Devonshire
Area Station (about 3 miles).19 Construction of a new police substation was also dismissed as
impractical by the LAPD due to lack of staffing and equipment budgets.20

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Alternatives analyzed in addition to the proposed Project include:

1. No Project Alternative
2. All Residential Alternative
3. Reduced Project Alternative 
4. Alternative Project Site Alternative (similar project scope)

An expanded discussion of Alternatives Considered is provided in Section VII: Alternatives of
this document.

1. No Project Alternative

Currently, the proposed Project Site is developed with approximately 310,000 square feet of
office space, approximately 12,000 square feet of manufacturing space, and approximately 4,000
square feet of storage space. Under the No Project Alternative, it was assumed that no changes to
the Project Site would occur and that existing development would remain on Site, condition
unchanged. However, consistent with current plans for the Project Site, the previously approved
Homeplace Retirement Community would be constructed as planned. It was also assumed that
properties within the Add Area would not be redeveloped under the No Project Alternative. 

The main building at the facility is currently occupied by Litton Guidance and Control Systems.
Their lease on the building and property extends until 2005 at which time it is the intent of Litton
Industries to vacate the property and move operations elsewhere. The applicant has made the
following attempts to identify a future user of the property with the same intended land use:
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• Northrop Grumman, the parent company of Litton Industries, has attempted
through their industry network to identify another user for the Project Site.

• CRESA Partners, a well respected brokerage firm in the project area, has been
actively marketing the site through several methods trying to find a replacement
tenant including large marketing signs on site, cold calling potential users for the
site, networking throughout the brokerage community, flyers, and listing the site
on websites of the most widely used for listing commercial real estate.

• Through word of mouth and corporate connections, the applicant has put word out
that the space is available for lease and has attempted to contact specific
development opportunities for this site.

However, due to current market forces within the San Fernando Valley, the applicant has been
unable to identify a future industrial tenant for the Project Site. Therefore, the No Project
Alternative would result in vacation of the Project Site by the current tenant and existing
buildings would be left unoccupied. Empty buildings can result in blight for the project area.

The Add Area is currently comprised of approximately fifteen individual parcels, all of which are
currently developed. However, the Add Area properties are not currently under the applicant’s
control and each property has a separate owner. Therefore, it was assumed that none of the Add
Area properties would be redeveloped under the No Project Alternative. 

This alternative satisfies the CEQA requirement for a No Project Alternative comparison.

2. All Residential Alternative

The All Residential Alternative would include replacement of existing development on the
Project Site and Add Area with multifamily residential units. As previously approved, the
Homeplace Retirement Community would be constructed on an approximately eight acre parcel
of the Project Site, located at the southeastern corner of the Corbin Avenue and Prairie Street.

In accordance with the requested Zone Change from MR2-1, [T][Q]M1-1, and P-1 to C2-1, the
C2-1 Zone permits one dwelling unit per 400 square feet. Based on this allowance, the All
Residential Alternative at the Project Site would include a maximum of 2,994 dwelling units in
addition to the Homeplace Retirement facility (389 independent senior living units, 35 assisted
living units). The All Residential Alternative would include a maximum 1,666 dwelling units on
the Add Area properties. Overall, the All Residential Alternative would result in the construction
of approximately 4,660 dwelling units, 389 senior housing units, and 35 assisted living units.

It should be noted that the All Residential Alternative could also be accomplished under a
General Plan Amendment to High Medium Residential and a consistent Zone Change to R4.
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All service and utility providers for the All Residential Alternative will be similar to those of the
proposed Project.

Due to the existing industrial use of the Project Site and Add Area and the commercial use
proposed under the Project, an All Residential Alternative was determined to be a reasonable
alternative use of the Project Site and Add Area. 

3. Reduced Project Alternative

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, existing development at the Project Site and Add Area
would be replaced by a project approximately one third the size of the proposed Project. The
Reduced Project Alternative would include approximately 371,250 square feet of office space,
approximately 132 condominium units, and a senior housing facility consisting of approximately
128 independent living units and 11 senior housing units.

The Reduced Project Alternative is based on the need to reduce air quality impacts anticipated
from the proposed Project. This Alternative assumes that, as with the proposed Project, both the
Project Site and Add Area would be redeveloped. Selection of a development scenario was based
on reducing the proposed Project to a size that would not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for air
quality. Based on an air quality analysis prepared for the proposed Project, it was determined that
to reduce the air quality impacts of the least significant development scenario below the
established thresholds, the project must be reduced by approximately 67 percent. In effect, the
Reduced Project Alternative is one third the size of the proposed Project. It is assumed under the
Reduced Project Alternative that the Homeplace Retirement facility would be developed but
would be reduced in size as well.

All service and utility providers for the Reduced Project Alternative will be similar to those of
the proposed Project.

4. Alternative Project Site Alternative

Under the Alternative Project Site alternative, includes analysis of a project similar in scope to
the proposed Project but located at an Alternative Project Site. As discussed in Section VII of this
document, due to similarities between the Alternative Project Site and the Project Site/Add Area
and the feasibility of constructing a project similar in scope to the proposed Project on this site,
the Alternative Project Site alternative was determined appropriate for further analysis.

The Alternative Project Site alternative would not include construction of the Homeplace
Retirement facility. All potential impacts are assumed to be the worst-case scenario.
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5. Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA Section 15126.6 requires the selection of an environmentally superior alternative to the
proposed Project. Although the No Project Alternative must be analyzed, if the environmentally
superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally
superior alternative among the other alternatives. Generally, the environmentally superior
alternative is that which is considered to result in the generation of the least significant
environmental impacts. In this instance, the Reduced Project Alternative would be considered the
environmentally superior alternative. The proposed Project is anticipated to result in two
significant impacts: operational air quality and police protection services. The Reduced Project
Alternative would reduce to a less than significant level the operational air quality impact
anticipated from the proposed Project and would result in a significant impact to only police
protection services. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in only one
significant environmental impact which is police protection services.
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The proposed Project (Project) is designed to accomplish the following objectives:

• Promote the consistency of the Project Site and Add Area with surrounding
properties with respect to Zoning and General Plan designation.

• To create a new commercial center with the necessary entitlements to allow for
marketing of the Site for redevelopment.

• To encourage the preservation of industrially used land within the Northridge
Industrial Core by redesignating lands on the edge of the Core currently
surrounded by commercial zones and encroached upon by non-industrial uses.

• To update land designations in the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan
Area to reflect the economic changes of the industrial base of the north San
Fernando Valley such that land uses are designated in quantities and at densities,
at appropriate locations, for various uses.

PROJECT LOCATION

The Project Site is located at 19601 Nordhoff Street in the Chatsworth area of the City of Los
Angeles, California, within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area, as shown in
Figure 1: Regional Map. The Project Site is square in shape, consisting of approximately 35.5
acres. The Site is bounded by Prairie Street to the north, Corbin Avenue to the west, Nordhoff
Street to the south, and Shirley Avenue to the east, as shown in Figure 2: Vicinity Map and
Figure 3: Radius Map. An overview of the project area is provided in Figure 4: Aerial
Photograph.

The Project Site includes an approximately eight acre parcel of land previously approved for the
development of a senior housing facility. This parcel is located at the southeast corner of Prairie
Street and Corbin Avenue.

Pursuant to the request of the LADCP staff, approximately fifteen parcels of land, consisting of
approximately fifteen acres (“Add Area”) have been included as part of the analysis of the
potential Zone Change and Plan Amendment, as shown in Figure 3: Radius Map. The Add
Area is rectangular in shape and generally bounded by commercial properties that front Plummer
Street to the north, Corbin Avenue to the west, Prairie Street to the south, and Shirley Avenue to
the east. The Add Area is not currently under the Applicants control.
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Figure 1: Regional Map
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Figure 2: Vicinity Map
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Figure 3: Radius Map
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Figure 4: Aerial Photo
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PROJECT IMPACTS

A scope for the Draft MEIR was determined by the LADCP, Environmental Review Section
(ERS). An EAF was submitted on March 11, 2002. A preliminary scope of significant impacts
for the Draft MEIR was determined by the LADCP, ERS. Due to the size of the Project, it was
determined that an EIR would be required and an Initial Study was not prepared. Due to the
nature of the proposed Project scenarios, it was determined by the Lead Agency that a Master
Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) would be the most appropriate environmental document.
The LADCP ERS circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) from May 23 to June 24, 2002 and
held a Public Scoping Meeting on June 4, 2002 at California State University–Northridge to
elicit comments regarding the proposed scope of the EIR.  The scope for this Draft MEIR
includes the following areas of potential impact:

• Aesthetics • Air quality • Biological resources
• Geology and soils • Hazardous materials • Hydrology
• Land use and planning • Noise • Population/housing
• Recreation • Transportation • Utilities

Potential impacts to areas such as agricultural resources, cultural resources, and mineral
resources were determined to be less than significant based on the lack of identification of a
substantial concentration of these resources in the General Plan Framework EIR, the developed
nature of the Project Site and Add Area, and the considerable length of time that the Project Site
and Add Area have been developed.  
 
As set forth in the following analysis, the Project at the Project Site will not result in significant
impacts to the project area as a result of construction activities. However, the Project at the
Project Site may result in significant impacts to the project area as a result of operational
activities. After the incorporation of mitigation measures, the Project at the Project Site will
result in significant impacts to air quality and police protection services in the project area.

Analysis also includes project impacts for four development scenarios extrapolated from the
Project Site for the Add Area. Within each impact section, a total of eight future potential
development scenarios were analyzed. Analysis was conducted separately for the Project Site and
Add Area to differentiate between potential impacts resulting from the project applied for under
CPC 2002-7295-PPR-BL filed December 17, 2002 (the proposed Project) and potential impacts
resulting from the extrapolation of the General Plan Amendment and Zone Change to the Add
Area properties, as requested by the City of Los Angeles (development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area). Potential environmental impacts presented in the following analysis are based on the
worst-case development of the eight future potential development scenarios analyzed. Based on
economic conditions at the time of development, impacts may be less than those predicted in the
following analysis. 
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Environmental impacts were also analyzed for full build out of the determined development
scenarios at the Project Site and Add Area (Full Project Build Out). Full Project Build Out will
result in less than significant environmental impacts as a result of construction activities.
However, Full Project Build Out may result in significant impacts as a result of operational
activities. After the incorporation of mitigation measures, Full Project Build Out will result in
significant impacts to operational air quality and police protection services.

The analysis utilized in this Draft MEIR included the following development assumptions:

• Due to the additional cost associated with mechanical and emergency systems, the
proposed development will not exceed six stories or seventy-five feet in height.

• Surface parking would be provided for all retail uses, and structured parking
would be provided for all office and residential uses.

• Due to the cost associated with soil conditions, ground water, and potential
liquefaction, development proposed for the southern half of the Project Site will
not include subterranean levels, such as basement levels or subterranean parking.
Subterranean parking could occur on the northwestern portion of the Project Site
that is not affected by liquefaction, in association with the Homeplace Retirement
Community.

• Parking associated with the proposed commercial development will adhere to the
City of Los Angeles Code requirements.

• Vehicular access to the project area will be provided from each of the following
roadways: Prairie Street, Corbin Avenue, Nordhoff Street, and Shirley Avenue. It
is anticipated that full access (both ingress and egress) turning movements will be
accommodated at the project driveways.

• The proposed development build out year for the Project Site is 2005.
• The proposed Project will be constructed primarily in one phase. However,

ancillary buildings may be added after the initial construction phase. The length of
construction cannot be accurately estimated until the project design is finalized.

• The proposed Homeplace Retirement facility, previously approved for the
northwestern corner of the Project Site (ZA 2002-6851-ZV), consisting of
approximately 389 independent senior housing units and 35 assisted living units 
could be fully constructed prior to full development of the proposed Project.

Each of the potential development scenarios was analyzed for potential environmental impacts.
In many of the environmental impact sections, the identified impacts of the potential
development scenarios were similar. Where the impacts of the potential development scenarios
were similar, there is a single discussion of the impacts. Where the impacts of the potential
development scenarios were dissimilar, there is a discussion of the impacts of each of the
potential development scenarios. Where there is a discussion of each of the potential
development scenarios, the scenario with the most significant impact is identified and utilized in 
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determining the level of significance of the environmental impact and the appropriate mitigation
measures. For each impact section, mitigation measures proposed to reduce significant impacts to
a less than significant level are identified as Office(O), Retail(C), and/or Residential(R)
corresponding to the type of development that will trigger the mitigation measure.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The four development scenarios proposed for the Project Site were analyzed for potential
environmental impacts, and are referred to throughout the document as “the proposed Project at
the Project Site”. The four potential development scenarios determined for the Add Area were
analyzed separately for potential environmental impacts, and are referred to throughout the
document as the “development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area”. Therefore, within each
impact section, a total of eight future potential development scenarios were analyzed. Analysis
was conducted separately to differentiate between potential impacts resulting from the project
applied for under CPC 2002-7295-PPR-BL filed December 17, 2002 (the proposed Project) and
potential impacts resulting from the extrapolation of the General Plan Amendment and Zone
Change to the Add Area properties, as requested by the City of Los Angeles (development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area). Potential environmental impacts presented in the following
analysis are based on the worst-case development of the eight future potential development
scenarios presented for analysis. Based on economic conditions at the time of development,
impacts may be less than those predicted in the following analysis. 

Project Site

The Project at the Project Site consists of a Zone Change and General Plan Amendment to allow
for redevelopment of an antiquated industrial building located on the Project Site (CPC 2002-
7295-PPR-BL filed December 17, 2002). The Project at the Project Site includes a Zone Change
from MR2-1, [T][Q]M1-1, and P-1 to C2-1 and a General Plan Amendment from Light
Manufacturing to Community Commercial. The Project Site is currently under the control of the
applicant and the current tenant plans to vacate the Project Site upon termination of the lease, in
the year 2005.

The Project Site is square in shape, approximately 35.5 acres in size located at 19601 Nordhoff
Street. The Site is roughly bounded by Prairie Street to the north, Corbin Avenue to the west,
Nordhoff Street to the south, and Shirley Avenue to the east. 

A specific development scenario for the Project Site is not known at this time.  However, for
environmental analysis and planning purposes, four potential development scenarios have been
identified to demonstrate the range of development options for the Project Site.  Based on
development patterns in the northern San Fernando Valley, the potential development scenarios
for the Project Site are as follows:
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Scenario 1: Retail Scenario 2: Office
340,000 square feet Retail 930,000 square feet Office
389 Senior Housing units 389 Senior Housing units
35 Assisted Living units 35 Assisted Living units

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Scenario 4: Office/Residential
250,000 square feet Retail 690,000 square feet Office
300 Condominium units 300 Condominium units
389 Senior Housing units 389 Senior Housing units
35 Assisted Living units 35 Assisted Living units

The entitled Homeplace Retirement facility is assumed to be developed under each of the
potential development scenarios for the Project Site. The Retirement facility consists of
approximately 389 independent senior housing units and 35 assisted living units within a
588,000 square development.21

Add Area

Pursuant to the request of the LADCP staff, fifteen properties located to the north of Prairie
Street (“Add Area”) have been included in the analysis of potential environmental impacts. The
Add Area is developed with light industrial and commercial uses. At the Add Area, the
development scenarios include analysis of the Zone Change from MR2-1 and P-1 to C2-1 and a
General Plan Amendment from Light Manufacturing to Community Commercial to coincide
with the Zone Change and General Plan Amendment requested at the Project Site. The Add Area
properties are not currently under the applicant’s control and each property has a separate owner.
Due to the lack of coordinated control over the Add Area properties, the applicant has no control
over the processing of applications for properties within the area. Application and initiation of
project proposals can either be completed by the City of Los Angeles or the Add Area property
owners.

A specific development scenario for the Add Area is not known at this time. For environmental
analysis and planning purposes, four potential development scenarios have been identified to
demonstrate the range of development options for the Add Area properties.  Based on
development patterns in the northern San Fernando Valley, the potential development scenarios
for the Add Area are as follows:

Scenario 1: Retail Scenario 2: Office
200,000 square feet Retail 586,000 square feet Office
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Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Scenario 4: Office/Residential
150,000 square feet Retail 435,000 square feet Office
100 Condominium units 100 Condominium units

TRIP EQUIVALENCY

An equivalency program has been utilized in this Master EIR to help define a specific framework
within which certain land uses can be exchanged for identified land uses without increasing the
potential for environmental impacts. As part of the Project, a total of eight development scenarios
with different mixes of office, retail, and condominium land uses were analyzed. Within the
limited scope, there may be increases in the square footages of certain land uses in exchange for
corresponding decreases in the square footages of other land uses. The equivalency program is
designed to ensure that, although the final land uses and mixes may be different from the original
assumptions provided in this document, maximum thresholds of environmental impacts
addressed and mitigated will not be exceeded. 

In order to implement the equivalency program, a set of equivalency factors have been
developed. The equivalency factor for each land use is derived based on the total PM peak hour
trip generation. It should be noted that this approach accounts for the total number of trips during
the PM peak hour and does not account for the specific characteristics of those trips (i.e. whether
the trips are inbound or outbound). Equivalency factors have been established for office, retail,
and residential floor areas which have been considered, or suggested based on market forces, for
the Project Site and Add Area. Review of other recent redevelopment of large commercially
zoned parcels indicated that potential tenants might utilize medical office space, a hotel or a car
dealership concurrent with either office or retail development. A major residential development
has also been identified for the Project Site. This project alternative is examined in Section VII,
Alternatives. The trip equivalency factors for alternate commercial uses are shown in Table 2:
Trip Equivalency.

TABLE 2
TRIP EQUIVALENCY

Converted Use Converted Floor Area Equivalent Office Floor
Area

Equivalent Retail Floor
Area

Medical Office 100,000 sf 302,000 sf 111,000 sf

Hotel 100 Rooms 50,400 sf 18,000 sf

New Car Dealership 100,000 sf 231,000 sf 85,000 sf

Condominiums 100 DU 45,000 sf 16,000 sf

SOURCE: Letter from David Shender, Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers to Dwight Steinert, Planning Associates, Inc.
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SURROUNDING LAND USES

The project area is surrounded by commercial properties to the north, south, and east, with
industrial properties located to the west. To the north, the Add Area is adjacent to commercial
land uses that front Plummer Street such as Gelson’s supermarket, a DSW shoe warehouse,
Kmart, and various small retail outlets. To the south, the Project Site is bordered by various small
retail outlets that include fast food restaurants, a car dealership, and small stores. To the east, the
Project Site and Add Area are bordered by the Northridge Fashion Center, a large shopping mall.
To the west, the Project Site and Add Area are bordered by industrially designated lands that
house office and industrial buildings.

INTENDED USE OF THE MEIR

As defined by Section 15362 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an
Environmental Impact Report is an informational document which will inform public agency
decisionmakers and the public of the significant environmental effect of a project, identify ways
to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. Because
the proposed Project will require approval of various discretionary actions by the City of Los
Angeles, the proposed Project is subject to CEQA. The LADCP has been designated as the Lead
Agency for the proposed Project under CEQA. Under CEQA Article 11, there are many
variations of EIRs, as all environmental documents are intended to be tailored to different
situations and project conditions.

The proposed Project at the Project Site includes a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change.
While a specific development proposal has not yet been determined for the Project Site, a range
of potential future development scenarios that will fit within the proposed Plan Amendment and
Zone Change has been determined. Due to the nature of the proposed Project scenarios, it was
determined by the Lead Agency that a Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) would be
the most appropriate environmental document. 

The MEIR (CEQA Section 15175) is intended to identify potential mitigation measures early to
streamline later environmental analysis. As part of this Draft Master Environmental Impact
Report (Draft MEIR), a Project Area Initial Study (attached in Section IX) is proposed to be
utilized for subsequent projects if this MEIR is certified. At the time that a subsequent project is
proposed at the Project Site or Add Area, an Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) must be
filed with the LADCP. Following the filing of an EAF, LADCP will utilize the Project Area
Initial Study to determine whether the subsequent project is in conformance with the analysis
provided in the MEIR and whether the subsequent project is within the scope of the MEIR. If the
subsequent project is determined to be outside of the scope of the MEIR, either a Negative
Declaration or a Focused Environmental Impact Report will be required. 
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After completion of the Project Area Initial Study, LADCP will determine all feasible mitigation
measures identified in the MEIR that should be adopted as part of the approval of the subsequent
project. Prior to a public hearing on the subsequent project, LADCP will provide notice of its
intent to utilize the MEIR for the subsequent project. The content of this notice will include, but
is not limited to, a brief description of the subsequent project; dates of the review period and
locations where the MEIR can be reviewed; notice of any pending public meetings or hearings
regarding the subsequent project; a list of significant environmental impacts anticipated as a
result of the subsequent project; and the mitigation measures identified by LADCP to be adopted
as part of the subsequent project approval. At the time of subsequent project approval, the Lead
Agency will recertify the MEIR and make a formal finding of conformance of the subsequent
project with the MEIR and make the identified mitigation measures a condition of the subsequent
project approval.

This Draft MEIR will serve as the environmental document for all project approvals that may be
subject to CEQA on the Project Site and Add Area. These requested actions and approvals are
expected to include, but are not limited to, the following:

• Zone Change at the Project Site from MR2-1, M1-1, and P-1 to C2-1.
• Zone Change at the Add Area properties from MR2-1 and P-1 to C2-1.
• General Plan Amendment over the Project Site and Add Area properties from

Light Manufacturing to Community Commercial.
• Major Project Conditional Use Permit (CUP) by the LADCP.
• Haul Route approval from the Building and Safety Commission.
• Grading and building permits and other minor permits including, but not limited

to, Department of Public Works permits.
• Street Improvement Permits from the Bureau of Engineering.
• Off-site public improvements.
• Utility extensions and excavation permits from the Bureau of Engineering. 
• Site Plan Review for individual buildings on the Project Site and Add Area.
• Building and demolition permits from the Department of Building and Safety.
• Building Permits and Code modifications, if necessary, from the Department of

Building and Safety.
• Building line removal incident to a Zone Change.
• Other approvals or permits necessary for the project, including, but not limited to,

a vesting tentative tract map, parcel map, or other subdivision, tree removal
permits, conditional use permits, lot line adjustments, public works permits and
variances, and conditional use permits for alcohol service.
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III. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

A. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Information and descriptions included within the Environmental Setting is assumed to be
accurate at the time the Notice of Preparation was prepared.

Project Site

The Project Site is located at 19601 Nordhoff Street in the Chatsworth area of the City of Los
Angeles within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area. The Project is located in a
developed portion of the western San Fernando Valley. The Project Site is square in shape and is
approximately 35.5 acres. The Site is bounded by Prairie Street to the north, Corbin Avenue to
the west, Nordhoff Street to the south, and Shirley Avenue to the east. The Project Site is
currently zoned MR2-1, Light Industrial; [T][Q]M1-1, Light Industrial; and P-1, Parking. The [T]
and [Q] Conditions were approved by Ordinance No. 171920 and apply only to the portion of the
Project Site that has been approved for the construction of the Homeplace Retirement facility.
The General Plan designation for the Project Site is Light Industrial. 

Records indicate that the main building on the Project Site was constructed in approximately
1968. The Project Site is currently occupied by Litton Guidance and Control Systems which
designs and produces components for aerospace applications. The Site is currently developed
with a concrete tilt-up main building consisting of approximately 310,000 square feet located on
the southern half of the Project Site. Several small buildings are located to the north and east of
the main building including an approximately 4,000-square-foot storage building, an
approximately  4,450-square-foot machine shop, and an approximately 8,000-square-foot
maintenance shop. The Project Site currently employs approximately 1,000 people.22        
To the southwest of the main building, located at the northeast corner of Nordhoff Street and
Corbin Avenue, the Project Site is covered with a stand of trees  approximately three acres in
size. The main visitor parking lot is located to the southeast of the main building, at the
northwest corner of Nordhoff Street and Shirley Avenue. The main visitor entrance is located
between the visitor parking lot and a small stand of trees along the Nordhoff Street frontage. This
area is grass-covered and landscaped for site maintenance and beautification with occasional tree
plantings.
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To the northwest of the main building, located at the southeast corner of Corbin Avenue and
Prairie Street, the Project Site includes an approximately eight acre, square-shaped parcel of land
previously approved for the development of a senior housing facility. This parcel is currently
vacant.

Approximately 20 percent of the Project Site is covered by landscaping, trees, or otherwise non-
paved surfaces. Approximately 40 percent of the Project Site is covered with surface parking lots
and other paved areas, and approximately 40 percent by buildings. Vegetation on Site is limited
to landscaped areas, primarily along the periphery of the Site and within parking areas in addition
to a small stand of trees located at the southwest corner of the Site.

Regional access to the project area is provided by the Ronald Reagan Freeway (CA-118), located
approximately 2.4 miles to the north; Topanga Canyon Boulevard (CA-27), located
approximately 2.6 miles to the west; the Ventura Freeway (US-101), located approximately 4.5
miles to the south; and the San Diego Freeway (I-405), located approximately 5.0 miles to the
east.

Local access to the Project Site is provided by designated Collector Streets, Secondary
Highways, and Major Highways. To the west, the Site is bordered by Corbin Avenue and
Winnetka Avenue is located approximately .36 miles away; to the south, the Site is bordered by
Nordhoff Street; Plummer Street is located approximately .25 miles to the north of the Site;
Tampa Avenue is located approximately .36 miles to the east.

Properties to the north of the Project Site (“Add Area”) include commercial and industrial land
uses. These uses include one- and two-story office, one- and two-story light industrial and
manufacturing buildings, a two-story public storage facility, a seven-court tennis facility, and a
skate park. To the west of the Site, across Corbin Avenue, are a mixture of commercial, office,
and industrial buildings including two- and three-story buildings containing Washington Mutual
Bank,  Black Angus Restaurant, the Great Western Bank office complex, and a vacant office
building. To the south of the Project Site, across Nordhoff Street, are commercial land uses
including various retail stores, a Toyota car dealership, and various restaurants. Located to the
east of the Site, across Shirley Avenue, is the Northridge Fashion Center. The Fashion Center is
comprised of two- and three-story buildings with four anchor stores, various retail stores, and
associated parking.

Per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15125(d), it is necessary to
discuss all applicable general and regional plans in the project area and potential inconsistencies
that could develop as a result of the proposed Project. Applicable general plans in the project area
include the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan. The proposed Project at the Project Site
includes a request for a General Plan Amendment from Light Manufacturing to Community
Commercial and a Zone Change from MR2-1, [T][Q]M1-1, and P-1 to C2-1. Any potential
inconsistencies with the Community Plan as a result of the proposed Project at the Project Site
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24See Section IV, J: Employment, Table 37: Proposed Add Area Employees.
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are further discussed in Section IV, G: Land Use of this document. Applicable regional plans in
the project area include Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) regional plans.
Any inconsistencies with the SCAG plans as a result of the proposed Project at the Project Site
are further discussed in Section IV, G: Land Use of this document.

Add Area

Pursuant to the request of the LADCP, the area located to the north of the Project Site across
Prairie Street has been included for environmental analysis purposes. The Add Area is comprised
of approximately 15 individual parcels totaling approximately fifteen acres. Each parcel is under
separate ownership. The Add Area is rectangular in shape and is bounded by commercial
properties that front Plummer Street to the north, Corbin Avenue to the west, Prairie Street to the
south, and Shirley Avenue to the east. Currently, properties within the Add Area are zoned MR2-
1, Light Manufacturing; and P-1, Parking. The General Plan designation for the Add Area
properties is Light Industrial.

Aerial photos indicate that the properties within the Add Area have been developed in the
existing pattern since at least 1989. Currently, this area is developed with approximately 42,200
square feet of industrial uses, approximately 83,000 square feet of manufacturing uses,
approximately 27,400 square feet of office space, approximately 97,600 square feet of public
storage, and approximately 30,200 square feet of warehouse space.23 Based on the square footage
of Add Area buildings, the Add Area currently employs approximately 429 people.24

Due to the urban nature and complete build out of the project area, the Add Area is void of
vegetation and is composed almost entirely of impervious surface area.

Properties to the north of the Add Area include commercial land uses such as a Kmart Shopping
center, a Gelson’s supermarket, and various other retail outlets and restaurants. To the west, the
Add Area is bordered by commercial and light industrial properties including an insurance agent
and the Washington Mutual Bank complex. To the south, the Add Area is bordered by the
Project Site, which is industrially-zoned. To the east, the Add Area is bordered by retail
properties associated with the Northridge Fashion Center.

Local access to the Add Area is provided by designated Collector Streets, Secondary Highways,
and Major Highways. To the north, the Add Area is served by Plummer Street, approximately .15
miles away; to the west, the Add Area is bordered by Corbin Avenue; to the south, the Add Area
is served by Nordhoff Street, located approximately .25 miles south; and to the east, the Add
Area is served by Tampa Avenue, located approximately .25 miles east.
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Per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15125(d), it is necessary to
discuss all applicable general and regional plans in the project area and potential inconsistencies
that could develop as a result of the proposed Project. Applicable general plans in the project area
include the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan. Pursuant to the request of the LADCP,
the development scenarios for the Add Area include analysis of a General Plan Amendment from
Light Manufacturing and a Zone Change from MR2-1 and P-1 to C2-1, in conjunction with the
proposed Project at the Project Site. Any potential inconsistencies with the Community Plan as a
result of the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area are further discussed in Section
IV, G: Land Use of this document. Applicable regional plans in the project area include
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) regional plans. Any inconsistencies
with the SCAG plans as a result of the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area are
further discussed in Section IV, G: Land Use of this document.
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B. RELATED PROJECTS

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that all EIRs consider the
environmental impacts of a project along with the impacts from other projects in the vicinity.
These impacts, referred to as cumulative impacts, are defined as the “effects of two or more
individual effects that, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or
increase other environmental impacts”.25

In order to provide an assessment of potential cumulative impacts, a list of related projects which
may reasonably be assumed to have the potential for augmenting potential impacts of the
proposed Project was compiled. This list is comprised of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects which have either been approved, are
pending approval, or are proposed and on file with the City of Los Angeles through July 2002.
Eleven related projects were identified. The locations of these projects are shown in Figure 5:
Related Projects.

The related project study area is generally bounded by the Porter Ranch development to the
north, Topanga Canyon Boulevard to the west, Roscoe Boulevard to the south, and Louise
Avenue to the east.

The cumulative impact analyses contained in this document have been performed on the basis of
the proposed Project’s estimated sphere of influence in each impact category; as such, not all
related projects may be included in the assessment of potential impacts in each impact category.

Total net development in the study area from construction of related projects are as follows:

Retail: 2,544,984 sf
Commercial: 45,000 sf
Office: 3,111,000 sf
Medical Office: 80,000 sf
Residential Single Family: 3,002 dwelling units
Residential Condominiums: 5,800 dwelling units26

Schools-Pre School: 45 students
Schools-Public High School: 888 students
Schools-Private High School: 550 students
Courthouse: 18 court rooms
Senior Housing: 58 dwelling units
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Figure 5: Related Projects
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Church: 293,000 sf
Community Facilities: 250,000 sf
Hotel: 600 rooms
Open Space: 285 acres

Specific related projects in the study area are as follows:

1. Location: 8817 Amigo Avenue (between Nordhoff Street and Reseda
Boulevard)

Project: 28,404 sf Shopping Center
Status: Proposed
Project Name: Unknown (Case Number 99-0289)

2. Location: Northeast corner of Reseda Boulevard and Chase Street
Project: 16,580 sf Drug Store
Status: Proposed
Project Name:  Unknown (Case Number 00-1313)

3. Location: 17401-31 Roscoe Boulevard
Project: 600-seat/100,000 sf Church, 58 Senior Dwelling Units, 45-student

Pre-School
Status: Proposed
Project Name: Unknown (Case Number 01-0469)

4. Location: North of SR-118 between Los Angeles City/County Line and
Tampa Avenue 

Project: 3,595 dwelling units (2195 sfr, 1400 condominiums)
560,000 sf Office
80,000 sf Medical Office
300 Hotel Rooms
2,275,000 sf Retail
45,000 sf Restaurants
193,000 sf Church27

Status: Under Construction
Project Name: Porter Ranch
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29Assumed a valid related project by the DOT at the time traffic counts were taken. However, the courthouse opened to the public
June 2002 and is, therefore, not included in related project calculations.
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5. Location: North of SR-118 between Topanga Canyon Boulevard and Canoga
Avenue

Project: 484 Single Family Residential Dwelling Units
Status: Proposed
Project Name: Deer Lake Ranch

6. Location: Zelzah Avenue and Plummer Street
Project: 888-student High School
Status: Proposed
Project Name: LAUSD Public School

7. Location: Prairie Street, east of Reseda Boulevard
Project: Various (approximately 171,000 sf office/classroom)
Status: Proposed28

Project Name: California State University-Northridge Master Plan

8. Location: Penfield Avenue, north of Prairie Street
Project: 18-room Courthouse
Status: Under Construction29

Project Name: LA County Courthouse

9. Location: Penfield Avenue, north of Prairie Street
Project: 80,000 sf Office
Status: Proposed
Project Name: Northridge Office Building

10. Location: 11023 Lurline Avenue
Project: 550-student Private High School
Status: Proposed
Project Name: Sierra Canyon High School
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11. Location: 23110 and 23500 The Old Road, County of Los Angeles between
Interstate 5 Highway 14 exit and the Calgrove Boulevard exit

Project: 5,800 Residential Dwelling Units
2,300,000 sf Office/Research & Development
250,000 sf Community Facilities
225,000 sf Neighborhood Retail
300 Hotel Rooms
285 Acres of Open Space

Status: Proposed30

Project Name: Las Lomas Annexation Project
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

A. AESTHETICS

This section addresses the potential impacts to views and aesthetics as a result of the proposed
Project at the Project Site and the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area. There are
no residential properties located adjacent to or within a close enough distance that could be
affected by the shade/shadow or increased amounts of exterior lighting resulting from of
development at the Project Site or Add Area.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The impacts examined herein take into account two attributes of aesthetic values:

• Visual Character of Views: Includes natural and human-made patterns, mass,
architectural design, and color.

• Viewshed: The content and range of view.

The viewshed is defined in terms of the following:

• Foreground Views: Zero to approximately 2,000 feet from the viewpoint.

• Middleground Views: Approximately 2,000 feet to two miles from the viewpoint.

• Background Views: Beyond two miles from the viewpoint.

This analysis is based on the relative visibility of the Site from viewing locations and how the
Site affects the rest of the viewshed from this distance. Due to the developed, urban nature of the
project area, small obstructions will not restrict views of or from the Project Site. However,
structures taller than the existing one- to three-story buildings may have the potential to affect
views in the area over time. 

All views along east-west trending roadways will be described from the west to the east. All
views along north-south trending roadways will be described from north to south.

Project Site

General Project Site Viewshed

The project area is located within a developed, urban area. Generally, land uses in the project
area are commercial and industrial. To the north of the Project Site, views include one- and two-
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story office and industrial buildings within the Add Area. In the distance to the north, sporadic
views of the Santa Susana and San Gabriel Mountains are visible between existing buildings. To
the west across Corbin Avenue, views currently include primarily one- to three-story office and
retail buildings. These include the Great Western Bank complex, an insurance office building,
and a Black Angus restaurant. In the distance, views include one eight-story office building and
the Santa Susana Mountains.  To the south, across Nordhoff Street, views are of one-story retail
buildings such as a Burger King, Arby’s Restaurant, Abe’s Deli, a car dealership, and strip malls
consisting of small, individual retail uses. In the distance, the tops of the Santa Monica
Mountains are visible sporadically between the existing buildings south of the Project Site. To
the east, across Shirley Avenue, views include the two- and three-story Northridge Fashion
Center and associated parking. Views other than the immediately adjacent properties are not
available to the east.

General Project Site Visual Character

There are few distinct visual qualities about the Project Site and adjacent properties due to the 
developed, urban visual character of the Project Site and adjacent properties. There are no natural
geographic features readily visible immediately surrounding the Project Site.

The Project Site is currently developed with a one- and two-story office building used for
research and development consisting of approximately 310,000 square feet. The remaining
portions of the Project Site include a surface parking lot utilized by facility employees, a surface
parking lot utilized by visitors to the facility, a vacant parcel located at the southeast corner of
Corbin Avenue and Prairie Street, and a small stand of trees located at the northeast corner of
Corbin Avenue and Nordhoff Street. 

The area immediately surrounding the Project Site is developed with a mix of commercial,
industrial, and retail uses. There are no undeveloped properties or open spaces adjacent to the
Project Site and therefore, few, if any, distinct natural qualities are available to view in the
immediate area of the Project. Although there is little undeveloped land in the immediate area,
three mountain ranges provide the distant visual backdrop for development in the area. These
ranges are the Santa Susana Mountains to the north and west, the San Gabriel Mountains to the
east, and the Santa Monica Mountains to the south.

The visual character of the project area is urban, including a mix of commercial, and industrial.
Major streets in the area are typically five to six lanes wide, making single passenger vehicles the
primary mode of transportation in the area. Vegetation is limited to street trees and landscaping
buffers associated with existing development.
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Views

For analysis purposes, the Project Site viewshed has been separated into four primary views, (1)
looking west from Shirley Avenue, (2) looking north from the Project Site and Nordhoff Street,
(3) looking south from the Project Site and Prairie Street, and (4) looking west from Corbin
Avenue. 

1. Looking Westward from Shirley Avenue

As shown in Figure 6: Views from Shirley Avenue, foreground views from this location are of
the Project Site. Specifically, views include a surface parking lot, a vacant parcel approximately
eight acres in size, a one- and two-story office building, one-story accessory and storage
buildings, and another yet, smaller surface parking. A six-foot-tall, see-through chain link fence
extends southward from Prairie Street to Teledyne Way. Trees line this fence from Prairie Street
to Teledyne Way inside the property line. Southward from Teledyne Way, an approximately six-
foot-tall, shrouded chain link fence extends toward Nordhoff Street. The fence ends
approximately three hundred feet north of Nordhoff Street at which point the visitor parking lot
becomes visible. Beyond the Project Site to the west, foreground views include one- to three-
story office buildings and various restaurants. 

Middleground views from this vantage point include one approximately eight-story office
building. Due to the typically low-rise development pattern of the project area, middleground
views from this location are not visible. Background views from this location include the tops of
the Santa Susana Mountains. 

2. Looking Northward from Nordhoff Street

As shown in Figure 7: Views from Nordhoff Street, foreground views from this location
include the Project Site. Looking northward from Nordhoff Street views include a small stand of
trees located at the northeast corner of Nordhoff Street and Corbin Avenue, the main, one- and
two-story office building at the Project Site, landscaping associated with the main building, and a
surface parking lot for visitors. 

There are no middle ground views from this location. Background views are very sporadic but
include the tops of the Santa Susana Mountains to the north visible between existing buildings.

3. Looking Southward from Prairie Street

As shown in Figure 8: Views from Prairie Street, foreground views from this location are
primarily of the Project Site. Looking southward from Prairie Street views include a vacant
parcel of land, the main, one- and two-story office building, accessory and storage buildings, and
a surface parking lot for employees. A six-foot-tall chain link fence extends along the south side 
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Figure 6: Views from Shirley Avenue
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Figure 7: Views from Nordhoff Street
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Figure 8: Views from Prairie Street
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of Prairie Street from Corbin Avenue to Shirley Avenue. Trees are planted along this fence line
extending westward from Shirley Avenue westward approximately three hundred feet. To the
southwest, foreground views include one- to three-story office buildings located along the west
side of Corbin Avenue. To the southeast, foreground views include the two- and three-story
Northridge Fashion Center.

Due to the primarily low-rise development of the project area, there are no middleground views
from this vantage point. Background views are sporadic but include the tops of the Santa Monica
Mountains in the distance between existing buildings.

4. Looking Eastward from Corbin Avenue

As shown in Figure 9: Views from Corbin Avenue, foreground views from this location
primarily include the Project Site. Specifically, views include a vacant parcel of land, one-story
buildings within the Add Area, a surface parking lot, the Northridge Fashion Center, and the
main, one- and two-story building at the Project Site. A six-foot-tall chain link fence extends
southward from Prairie Street to Nordhoff Street along the property line.

Due to the two- and three-story height and the massing of the Northridge Fashion Center, there
are no middleground or background views from this vantage point.

Visual Character

For analysis purposes, the Project Site viewshed has been separated into four primary segments,
(1) looking west from Shirley Avenue, (2) looking north from the Project Site and Nordhoff
Street, (3) looking south from the Project Site and Prairie Street, and (4) looking west from
Corbin Avenue. 

1. Looking Westward from Shirley Avenue

The existing industrial/office land use at the Project Site; Corbin Avenue, a six-lane, secondary
highway; and office complexes west of Corbin Avenue result in a visual character of a
developed, major commercial corridor.

2. Looking Northward from Nordhoff Street

The existing office complexes west of Corbin Avenue, industrial/office building on the Project
Site, and the Northridge Fashion Center from this vantage point creates a visual character of a 
developed, commercial area. Vegetation from this vantage point is limited to landscaping buffers
located on currently developed properties.
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Figure 9: Views from Corbin Avenue
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3. Looking Southward from Prairie Street

The existing industrial/office building, surface parking lot, and vacant lot located on the Project
Site create a visual character of a previously developed commercial area. There is little
vegetation visible from this vantage point.

4. Looking Eastward from Corbin Avenue

The existing industrial/office buildings, vacant parcel, and surface parking lot on the Project Site;
Corbin Avenue, a six-lane, secondary highway; the existing industrial/office buildings within the
Add Area facing Corbin Avenue; and the existing commercial corridor along Nordhoff Street
result in a visual character of a major urban, developed commercial corridor.

Add Area

General Viewshed

The Add Area is located in the northwestern portion of the San Fernando Valley. The Add Area
is rectangular in shape, approximately fifteen acres in size, and  bounded by retail properties that
front Plummer Street to the north, Corbin Avenue to the west, Prairie Street to the south, and
Shirley Avenue to the east. The Add Area is located within a developed, urban area. Land uses in
the project area are typically commercial and industrial.

To the north, views are of one- to three-story retail buildings that front Plummer Street. In the
distance, views to the north include sporadic glimpses of the Santa Susana and San Gabriel
Mountains between existing buildings. To the west across Corbin Avenue, views currently
include primarily one- to three-story office and retail buildings. These are the Great Western
Bank complex and an insurance office building. In the far distance, views include one eight-story
office building and the Santa Susana Mountains. To the south across Prairie Street, views are of a
one- and two-story industrial building, accessory buildings for the industrial facility, a surface
parking lot, and an eight-acre vacant parcel of land at the southeastern corner of the intersection
of Corbin Avenue and Prairie Street. In the distance to the south, sporadic views of the tops of
the Santa Monica Mountains are visible between existing buildings south of the Project Site. To
the east, across Shirley Avenue, views include the two- and three-story Northridge Fashion
Center and associated parking. Views other than the immediately adjacent properties are not
available to the east.

General Visual Character

There are few distinct visual qualities about the Add Area and adjacent properties due to the
developed, urban visual character of the area. There are no natural geographic features
immediately surrounding the Add Area due to the developed, urban nature of the area. 
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The Add Area is currently developed with approximately 98,000 square feet of public storage,
approximately 42,000 square feet of industrial space, approximately 30,000 square feet of
warehouse space, approximately 83,000 square feet of manufacturing space, and approximately
27,000 square feet of office space.

The area immediately surrounding the Add Area is developed with a mix of commercial,
industrial, and retail uses. There are no undeveloped properties or open spaces adjacent to the
Add Area and therefore, few, if any, distinct natural qualities exist in the immediate area.
Although there is little undeveloped land in the immediate area, three mountain ranges provide
the visual backdrop for development. These ranges are the Santa Susana Mountains to the north
and west, the San Gabriel Mountains to the east, and the Santa Monica Mountains to the south.

The visual character of the project area is urban, including a mix of commercial, industrial, and
retail development. Major streets in the area are typically five to six lanes wide, making single
passenger vehicles the primary mode of transportation in the area. Vegetation is limited to street
trees and landscaping buffers associated with existing development.

Views 

For analysis purposes, the Add Area viewshed has been separated into five primary views, (1)
looking west from Shirley Avenue; (2) looking north from  Nordhoff Street, (3) looking north
from Prairie Street, (4) looking south from the commercial properties north of the Add Area that
front Plummer Street, and (5) looking east from Corbin Avenue.

1. Looking Westward from Shirley Avenue

As shown in Figure 10: Views of Add Area I, foreground views from this location are of the
Add Area and commercial properties located to the north of the Add Area. Specifically, views
include one- to three-story retail buildings located just to the north of the Add Area including
Gelson’s supermarket, DSW shoe warehouse, Linens ‘n’ Things, Starbucks, and other retail
stores. Further south, views include a two-story public storage facility and the Northridge Tennis
Club, a tennis and indoor soccer facility. However, the Northridge Tennis Club is screened by
concentrated tree plantings along Shirley Avenue. 

Due to the height of existing buildings along Shirley Avenue, there are no middleground views
from this vantage point. Background views are sporadic but include glimpses of the Santa Susana
Mountains between existing buildings. 

2. Looking Northward from Nordhoff Street

Due to the size of the main office building located on the Project Site, views of the Add Area are
not visible from Nordhoff Street. 
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Figure 10: Views of Add Area I
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3. Looking Northward from Prairie Street 

As shown in Figure 11: Views of Add Area II, foreground views from this location include the
Add Area properties. Specifically, foreground views include one- and two-story office and
industrial buildings.  Approximately half the distance between Corbin Avenue and Shirley
Avenue, foreground views include Melvin Avenue, a north-south trending cul-de-sac that
provides access to some of the Add Area properties.

Due to the proximity of the Add Area buildings to this vantage point and the generally low-rise
development of the project area, there are no middleground views from this location. 
Background views are sporadic but include the tops of the Santa Susana Mountains in the
distance between existing buildings within the Add Area. 

4. Looking Southward from Plummer Street

Foreground views from this location include a KMart shopping center (southeast corner of
Plummer Street and Corbin Avenue), a large surface parking lot associated with the KMart
shopping center, one-story buildings located within the Add Area to the south of this parking lot,
and a two- and three-story Gelson’s shopping center (southwest corner of Plummer Street and
Shirley Avenue). 

Due to the height and massing of the existing shopping center, middleground and background
views are not available from this location. Further east, near the intersection of Corbin Avenue
and Plummer Street, building heights are primarily one story. Due to the existing low-rise
development of the project area, middleground views are not available from this location either.
Background views are sporadic but include glimpses of the Santa Monica Mountains to the
south.

5. Looking Eastward from Corbin Avenue

Foreground views from this vantage point include primarily one-story office and industrial
buildings associated with the Add Area properties. Additionally, views include a one-story
KMart shopping center, one- and two-story buildings located on the Project Site, and glimpses of
the two- and three-story Northridge Fashion Center. 

Due to the primarily low-rise development of the project area, middleground and background
views are not available from this location.
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Figure 11: Views of Add Area II
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Visual Character

For analysis purposes, the Add Area viewshed has been separated into five primary segments, (1)
looking west from Shirley Avenue; (2) looking north from  Nordhoff Street, (3) looking north
from Prairie Street, (4) looking south from the commercial properties north of the Add Area that
front Plummer Street, and (5) looking east from Corbin Avenue.

1. Looking Westward from Shirley Avenue

The existing industrial/office land use at the Project Site; Corbin Avenue, a six-lane, secondary
highway; and office complexes west of Corbin Avenue create a visual character from this view
of a developed, major commercial corridor.

2. Looking Northward from Nordhoff Street

The existing office complexes west of Corbin Avenue, industrial/office building on the Project
Site, and the Northridge Fashion Center creates a visual character of a developed, commercial
area. Vegetation from this vantage point is limited to landscaping buffers located on currently
developed properties.

3. Looking Northward from Prairie Street 

From this vantage point, the Add Area properties are developed with one and two story buildings
which results in a visual character of an office/industrial park. Further, there is little vegetation
on the Add Area properties which emphasizes the developed, industrial character.

4. Looking Southward from Plummer Street

The existing one- to three-story retail shopping centers, a large surface parking lot, and the
Northridge Fashion Center create a visual character of a major commercial, shopping district.

5. Looking Eastward from Corbin Avenue

The existing industrial/office buildings, vacant parcel, and surface parking lot on the Project Site;
Corbin Avenue, a six-lane, secondary highway; the existing industrial/office buildings within the
Add Area facing Corbin Avenue; and the existing commercial corridor along Nordhoff Street
result in a visual character of a major urban, developed commercial corridor.
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THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance
shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors:

• The amount or relative proportion of existing features or elements that
substantially contribute to the valued visual character or image of a neighborhood,
community, or localized area, which would be removed, altered, or demolished;

• The amount of natural open space to be graded or developed;

• The degree to which proposed structures in natural open space areas would be
effectively integrated into the aesthetics of the Site, through appropriate design,
etc.;

• The degree of contrast between proposed features and existing features that
represent the area’s valued aesthetic image;

• The degree to which a proposed zone change would result in buildings that would
detract from the existing style or image of the area due to density, height, bulk,
setbacks, signage, or other physical elements;

• The degree to which the project would contribute to the area’s aesthetic value;

• The nature and quality of recognized or valued views (such as natural topography,
settings, man-made or natural features of visual interest, and resources such as
mountains or the ocean);

• Whether the project affects views from a designated scenic highway, corridor, or
parkway;

• The extent of obstruction (e.g. total blockage, partial interruption, or minor
diminishment);

• The extent to which the project affects recognized views available from a length
of a public roadway, bike path, or trail, as opposed to a single, fixed vantage
point; and

• Applicable guidelines and regulations.
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Due to the developed nature of the Project Site and Add Area and the western San Fernando
Valley, there is little natural open space available. On the Project Site and Add Area, there is
currently no natural open space. Therefore, no significant impacts will result from any of the
possible development scenarios as a result of the second and third thresholds above that refer to
natural open space.

The Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan does not recognize any views within the Plan
Area. Further, there are no recognized or valued views at or adjacent to the Project Site and Add
Area. There are no designated scenic highways, corridors, or parkways near the Project Site or
Add Area. Therefore, no significant impacts will result from any of the possible development
scenarios as a result of thresholds eight, nine, and eleven that refer to recognized or valued views.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Due to the fact that a specific development scenario has not yet been determined for the Project
Site and Add Area, the Environmental Impact for the Aesthetics section will be based on a worst-
case scenario analysis that will apply to each of the four potential development scenarios.

Due to the developed nature of the project area, including the Project Site and Add Area, and
lack of significant views in the area, impacts are similar for each of the identified views.
Therefore, the following impact analysis applies to each of the development scenarios proposed
for the Project Site and Add Area. 

Project Site

Current views looking westward from Shirley Avenue include the foreground, middleground,
and background; looking northward from Nordhoff Street include the foreground and very
limited portions of the background; looking southward from Prairie Street include the foreground
and background; and looking eastward from Corbin Avenue include the foreground. 

Due to the existing low rise development on the southern portion of the Project Site and the
vacancy of the northern portion of the Project Site, development of six stories or 75 feet in height
could result in a significant impact on foreground, some middleground, and background views
from and into the Project Site. However, current views in the area include existing industrial and
office developments that are not considered significant by the Community Plan. Far background
views of the Santa Susana Mountains that are not identified by the Plan as significant but might
be considered desirable by the community are sporadic and located at such a distance from the
Project Site that the proposed development would not result in a significant impact to these
background views. Therefore, the proposed development at the Project Site will result in a less
than significant impact on views due to incompatibility with the Community Plan.
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The proposed zoning for the Project Site is C2-1. This zoning designation allows for unlimited
height and an FAR of 1.5: 1. The existing zone designation allows for unlimited height.
Buildings on properties adjacent to the Project Site are two and three-stories in height. However,
buildings of six, eight and ten stories are located in the nearby project area within the viewshed.
Therefore, proposed development of six stories or 75 feet would not exceed allowable height or
zoning regulations and will result in a less than significant impact to views due to incompatibility
with zoning regulations. 

The project area is currently characterized as a major commercial corridor. The Project would
result in continuity with the current commercial nature of the project area. This would not
eliminate any natural feature in the area. Further, the Project proposes to continue an existing use
and will not result in the insertion of a prominent feature that would change the existing visual
character of the area. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site will result in a less than
significant impact to the visual character of the area. 

The project area is built-out and no significant views are identified by the Community Plan.
Further, the Project Site has been developed for over 30 years with office and industrial
buildings. The Project Site is surrounded by developed commercial, retail, and industrial building
to the north, west, south, and east. The proposed construction will be similar style, density,
height, bulk, and setback to existing buildings in the area. Therefore, the proposed Project at the
Project Site will result in a less than significant impact to the existing aesthetic image or value of
the area.

Add Area

Current views looking westward from Shirley Avenue include the foreground, middleground,
and background; looking northward from Nordhoff Street include foreground and very limited
portions of the background; looking northward from Prairie Street include the foreground and
limited views of the background; looking southward from Plummer Street include the foreground
and limited views of the background; and looking eastward from Corbin Avenue include the
foreground. 

The development scenarios analyzed could result in construction of buildings six stories or 75
feet in height. Due to the existing low rise development of the Add Area, development of six
stories or 75 feet in height could result in a significant impact on foreground views into the Add
Area and background views from this location. However, views in the area are of retail,
industrial and office developments that are not considered significant by the Community Plan.
Far background views of the Santa Susana and Santa Monica Mountains that can be seen from
portions of the Add Area are sporadic and located at such a distance from the Add Area that the
proposed development would not result in a significant impact to these background views.
Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than
significant impact on views due to conflict with the Community Plan.
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The proposed zoning for the Add Area is C2-1. This zoning designation allows for unlimited
height and an FAR of 1.5: 1. Buildings on properties adjacent to the Project Site are two and
three-stories in height. However, buildings of six, eight and ten stories are located in the nearby
project area within the viewshed. Therefore, a proposed development of six stories or 75 feet in
height would not exceed allowable height or zoning regulations and will result in a less than
significant impact to views due to non-compliance zoning regulations. 
 
The project area is characterized as a major commercial corridor. There are no natural features or
significant views in the project area. The development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area
would result in continuity with the current commercial and enclosed industrial nature of the Add
Area and project area. This would not eliminate any natural feature in the area. Further, the
development scenarios propose to continue an existing office-type use and will not result in the
insertion of a prominent feature that would change the existing visual character of the area.  
Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than
significant impact to the visual character of the area. 

The project area is built-out and no significant views are identified by the Community Plan.
Further, the Add Area has been developed with office and industrial buildings for several
decades. The Add Area is surrounded by developed commercial, retail, and industrial building to
the north, west, south, and east. Construction will be similar style, density, height, bulk, and
setback to existing buildings in the area. Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to the existing aesthetic image or value of
the area.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Although no significant impacts to views in the project area have been identified, environmental
impacts to the character and aesthetics of the area may result from Project implementation at the
Project Site and Add Area. However, potential impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant
level by the following measures:
 

1. A master landscape plan for the entire Site shall be prepared by a licensed
landscape architect and submitted to the LADCP for review and approval prior to
the issuance of any building permit for a structure. A detailed landscape and
irrigation plan shall be prepared for each individual building. (O, C, R)

2. A minimum of one 24-inch box tree (minimum trunk diameter of two inches and
a height of eight feet at the time of planting) shall be planted for every four new or
reconstructed surface parking spaces. (O, C, R)
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3. The owners shall maintain the subject property clean and free of debris and
rubbish and to promptly remove any graffiti from the walls, pursuant to Municipal
Code Sections 91.8101-F, 91.8904-1, and 91.1707-E. (O, C, R)

4. Exterior walls of new commercial and residential buildings of other than glass
may be covered with clinging vines, screened by oleander trees or similar
vegetation capable of covering or screening entire walls up heights of at least 9-
feet, excluding windows and signs. (O, C, R)

5. Screening of rooftop equipment, to preclude visibility of mechanical equipment
from nearby residential areas and the street, shall be incorporated into the building
design of each structure. (O, C, R)

6. Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so that the light
source cannot be seen from nearby residential properties. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects may have a potentially significant impact on the existing viewshed. However, as
shown in Section III, B: Related Projects, Figure 5: Related Projects, related projects are
located at a minimum of one half mile from the Project Site. None of the related projects are
located within the direct viewshed of the Project Site and Add Area. Further, none of the related
projects is of significant height, massing, or bulk to affect the project viewshed from their
locations. 

Related projects may also have the potential to significantly impact the existing visual character
of the area. Due to the developed, urban nature of the San Fernando Valley, Related Projects
1,2,3,6,7,9, and 10 would not have a significant impact on the visual character of project area.
However, within the Porter Ranch area, located approximately 3.0 miles north of the Project Site,
some undeveloped land still exists. Related Projects 4 and 5, located in this area, could result in a
potentially significant impact to the visual character of the Porter Ranch area due to the existing
undeveloped nature of that area. However, Related Projects 4 and 5 are located a minimum of
three miles north of the Project Site and will not significantly affect the visual character of the
immediate project area. Therefore, related projects will result in a less than significant impact to
the viewshed or visual character of the project area. 
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Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects 

The proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area,
in combination with related projects, will result in a less than significant impact to the existing
viewshed or visual character of the project area. Therefore, a significant cumulative impacts to
aesthetics is not anticipated.
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B. AIR QUALITY

An evaluation of the existing and proposed air quality at the Project Site and Add Area was
prepared for the Master Environmental Impact Report by Terry A. Hayes Associates in
September 2002. This report is attached in full in Appendix B of the Technical Appendices.
Findings from this evaluation were utilized in the preparation of this section. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Air quality in the United States is governed by the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), administered by
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). In addition to being subject to the
requirements of the CAA, air quality in California is also governed by more stringent regulations
under the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), administered by the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) at the state level and by the Air Quality Management Districts at the regional and local
levels.

In California, the CARB, which became part of the California Environmental Protection Agency
(CalEPA) in 1991, is responsible for meeting the state requirements of the Federal CAA,
administering the CCAA, and establishing the California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS). The CAAQS are generally more stringent than the corresponding federal standards
and incorporate additional standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride and visibility
reducing particles. Since the CAAQS are more stringent than the NAAQS, the CAAQS are used
as the comparative standard in the air quality analysis contained in this report. The CARB
regulates mobile air pollution sources, such as motor vehicles.  The CARB oversees the functions
of local air pollution control districts and air quality management districts, which in turn
administer air quality activities at the regional and county level.

Each area designated as non-attainment under the CCAA is required to prepare plans
demonstrating how the area will meet the state air quality standards by its attainment dates.  The
AQMP is the region’s plan for improving air quality in the region.  It addresses the Federal CAA
and CCAA requirements and demonstrates attainment with ambient air quality standards.

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) monitors air quality within the
project area.  The SCAQMD is the agency principally responsible for comprehensive air
pollution control in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), specifically for monitoring air quality, as
well as planning, implementing, and enforcing programs designed to attain and maintain state
and federal ambient air quality standards in the district. The proposed Project is located within
the Los Angeles County portion of the SCAB.  Ambient pollution concentrations recorded in Los
Angeles County are among the highest in the four counties comprising the SCAB. The
SCAQMD is also responsible for establishing permitting requirements for stationary sources and
ensuring that new, modified, or relocated stationary sources do not create net emission increases
and, therefore, are consistent with the region’s air quality goals.
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The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an approximately 10,743-square-mile area of the SCAB. 
This area includes all of Orange County, Los Angeles County (except for Antelope Valley), the
western urbanized portions of San Bernardino County, and the western and Coachella Valley
portions of Riverside County. The SCAB is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west; the San
Gabriel, San Bernadino and San Jacinto mountains the the north and east; and the San Diego
County line to the south. See Figure 12: SCAB Location and Boundaries for the location and
boundaries of the SCAB.

Air quality studies generally focus on five pollutants that are most commonly measured and
regulated:  carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and
respirable particulate matter (PM10 and PM25).

Carbon Monoxide  Carbon monoxide is a colorless and odorless gas. CO is emitted almost
exclusively from the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels.  In urban areas, CO is emitted by
motor vehicles, power plants, refineries, industrial boilers, ships, aircraft, and trains.  CO is a
non-reactive air pollutant that generally follows the spatial and temporal distributions of
vehicular traffic.  CO from motor vehicle exhaust can become locally concentrated when surface-
based temperature inversions31 are combined with calm atmospheric conditions, a typical
situation at dusk in urban areas between November and February.  The highest CO
concentrations measured in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) are typically recorded during the
winter.

Ozone  O3, a colorless toxic gas, is the chief component of urban smog.  Although O3 is not
directly emitted, it forms in the atmosphere through a chemical reaction between reactive organic
gas (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) under sunlight.32  O3 is present in relatively high
concentrations within the Basin, and the damaging effects of photochemical smog are generally
related to the concentration of O3.  Meteorology and terrain play major roles in ozone formation. 
Ideal conditions occur during summer and early autumn on days with low wind speeds or
stagnant air, warm temperatures, and cloudless skies. 

Nitrogen Dioxide  Nitrogen dioxide is a brownish gas. Like O3, NO2 is not directly emitted, but is
formed through a reaction between nitric oxide (NO) and atmospheric oxygen.  NO and NO2 are
collectively referred to as nitrogen oxides (NOx) and are major contributors to ozone formation.
NO2 also contributes to the formation of PM10 (see discussion of PM10 below). In high
concentrations, the result is a brownish-red cast to the atmosphere and reduced visibility. 
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Figure 12: SCAB Location and Boundaries
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 California Air Resources Board,  Proposed Area Designations and Maps, September 2000.

34 Prior to 1978, mobile emissions were the primary source of lead resulting in air concentrations.  Between 1978 and 1987, the
phase-out of leaded gasoline reduced the overall inventory of airborne lead by nearly 95 percent.  Currently, industrial sources are the primary
source of lead resulting in air concentrations.  Since the proposed Project does not contain an industrial component, lead emissions are not
analyzed in this report.
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Sulfur Dioxide  Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is a product of high-sulfur fuel combustion.  Main sources
of SO2 are coal and oil used in power stations, in industries, and for domestic heating. In recent
years, SO2 concentrations have been reduced by the increasingly stringent controls placed on
stationary source emissions of SO2 and limits on the sulfur content of fuels.  SO2 concentrations
have been reduced to levels well below the state and national standards, but further reductions in
emissions are needed to attain compliance with standards for sulfates and PM10, of which SO2 is
a contributor.

Suspended Particulate Matter  Particulate matter pollution consists of very small liquid and solid
particles floating in the air, which can include smoke, soot, dust, salts, acids, and metals. 
Particulate matter also forms when gases emitted from industries or motor vehicles undergo
chemical reactions in the atmosphere. Respirable particulate matter (PM10) refers to particulate
matter less than 10 microns in diameter. Major sources of PM10 include motor vehicles; wood
burning stoves and fireplaces; dust from construction, landfills, and agriculture; wildfires and
brush/waste burning, industrial sources, windblown dust from open lands; and atmospheric
chemical and photochemical reactions. 

PM10 and PM2.5 pose a greater health risk than larger-size particles.  When inhaled, these tiny
particles can penetrate the human respiratory system’s natural defenses and damage the
respiratory tract. These substances can be absorbed into the blood stream and cause damage
elsewhere in the body.  Small particulate matter can transport absorbed gases, such as chlorides
or ammonium, into the lungs and cause injury.  

The CCAA requires the CARB to designate areas within California as either attainment or non-
attainment for each criteria pollutants based on whether the CAAQS have been achieved.  Under
the CCAA, areas are designated as non-attainment for a pollutant if air quality data shows that a
State standard for a pollutant was violated at least once during the previous three calendar years.
Under the CCAA, the Los Angeles County portion of the SCAB is designated as a non-
attainment area for ozone, carbon monoxide, and respirable particulate matter.  The air basin is
designated as an attainment area for nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, sulfates, and lead.33 The
proposed Project does not contain lead emissions sources.  Therefore, emissions and
concentrations related to this pollutant are not analyzed in this report.34
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TABLE 3
STATE AND NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Pollutant Averaging Period California Standard
Federal Standards

Primary Secondary

Ozone (O3)
1 hour 0.09 ppm (180 Fg/m3) 0.12 ppm (235 Fg/m3) Same as Primary

Standard8 hour -- 0.08 ppm (157 Fg/m3)

Respirable
Particulate

Matter (PM10)

Annual Geometric Mean 30 Fg/m3 -- Same as Primary
Standard24 hour 50 Fg/m3 150 Fg/m3

Annual Arithmetic Mean -- 50 Fg/m3 --

Carbon
Monoxide(CO)

8 hour 9.0 (10 mg/m3) 9.0 (10 mg/m3)
None

1 hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3)

Nitrogen
Dioxide(NO2)

Annual Arithmetic Mean -- 0.053 ppm (100 Fg/m3) Same as Primary
Standard1 hour 0.25 ppm (470 Fg/m3) --

Sulfur Dioxide
(SO2)

Annual Arithmetic Mean -- 0.03 ppm (80 Fg/m3) --

24 hour 0.04 ppm (105 Fg/m3) 0.14 ppm (365 Fg/m3) --

3 hour -- -- 0.5 ppm (1300
Fg/m3)

1 hour 0.25 ppm (655 Fg/m3) -- --

SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, Federal and State Air Quality Standards 1999 (1/25/99).

Both State and Federal standards are summarized in Table 3: State and National Ambient Air
Quality Standards. “Primary” standards have been established to protect the public health.
“Secondary” standards are intended to protect the nation’s welfare and account for air pollutant
effects on soil, water, visibility, materials, vegetation, and other aspects of the general welfare.  

The SCAB is an area of high air pollution potential due to its climate and topography.  The
region lies in the semi-permanent high pressure zone of the eastern Pacific, resulting in a mild
climate tempered by cool sea breezes with light average wind speeds.  The SCAB experiences
warm summers, mild winters, infrequent rainfalls, light winds, and moderate humidity. However,
the SCAB also experiences frequent temperature inversions.  Temperature typically decreases
with altitude.  However, under inversion conditions, temperature increases as altitude increases,
thereby preventing air close to the ground from mixing with the air above it.  As a result, air
pollutants are trapped near the ground.  During the summer, air quality problems are created due
to the interaction between the ocean surface and the lower layer of the atmosphere.  This
interaction creates a moist marine layer.  An upper layer of warm air forms over the cool marine
layer, preventing air pollutants from dispersing upward. 
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During the fall and winter, air quality problems are created due to carbon monoxide and nitrogen
dioxide emissions.  CO concentrations are generally worse in the morning and late evening
(around 10:00 p.m.) due to the large number of cars during the commute and colder
temperatures. Since CO is produced almost entirely from automobiles, the highest CO
concentrations in the SCAB are associated with heavy traffic. 

The SCAQMD monitors air quality conditions at 37 locations throughout the SCAB.  The
proposed Project is located in the SCAQMD’s West San Fernando Valley Air Monitoring Area
(No. 6), which is served by the Reseda Monitoring Station, located at 18330 Gault Street in the
City of Los Angeles, as shown in Figure 13: Air Monitoring Areas.  The Reseda Monitoring
Station is approximately 2.9 miles from the proposed Project Site.  Criteria pollutants monitored
at the Reseda Monitoring Station include ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), and nitrogen
dioxide (NO2).  However, the monitoring station does not monitor sulfur dioxide (SO2) and
respirable particulate matter (PM10).  The Burbank Monitoring Station, which is within the same
General Forecast Area as the Reseda Monitoring Station, monitors these two pollutants.35  The
Burbank Monitoring Station is approximately 14.6 miles from the proposed Project Site.  Thus,
historical data from the Reseda and Burbank Monitoring Station was used to characterize
existing conditions of O3, CO, and NO2 within the vicinity of the proposed Project areas and the
Burbank Monitoring Station was used to characterize existing conditions of the pollutants PM10
and SO2. 

Table 4: 1999-2001 Criteria Pollutant Violations shows the number of violations recorded at
the Reseda and Burbank Monitoring Stations during the 1999-2001 period.  As Table 4: 1999-
2001 Criteria Pollutant Violations indicates, O3 exceeded the State standard 5 to 27 times
annually, CO exceeded the State standard once, and PM10 exceeded the State standard 84 to 126
times annually during the same period.

TABLE 4
1999-2001 CRITERIA POLLUTANT VIOLATIONS

Pollutant State Standard
Number of Days Above State Standard

1999 2000 2001

Ozone 0.09 ppm (1-hour) 5 8 27

Carbon Monoxide 9.0 ppm (8-hour average) 0 1 0

Nitrogen Dioxide 0.25 ppm (1-hour) 0 0 0

Sulfur Dioxide 0.04 ppm (24-hour average) 0 0 0

PM10 50 mg/m3 (24-hour average) 126 84 84

Note: Historical data for ozone, carbon monoxide, and nitrogen dioxide are recorded from the Reseda Monitoring Station.  Historical data
for sulfur dioxide and PM10 are from the Burbank Monitoring Station.
SOURCE: California Air Resources Board.
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Figure 13: Air Monitoring Areas



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                        IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR                  B. AIR QUALITY

117

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Construction 

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, a proposed Project would
normally have a significant impact on air quality from construction activities if the project would
exceed the SCAQMD Thresholds for construction activities, as shown in Table 5: SCAQMD
Daily Emissions Thresholds.

TABLE 5
SCAQMD DAILY EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS

Criteria Pollutants Construction (Pounds per day) Operational (Pounds per day)

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 550

Reactive Organic Gas (ROG) 75 55

Nitrogen Oxides (NOX) 100 55

Sulfur Oxides (SOX) 150 150

Particulates (PM10)  150 150

SOURCE:  South Coast Air Quality Management District.

Additionally, according to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, project related
factors to be used in a case-by-case evaluation of significance include the following:

Combustion Emissions from Construction Equipment
• Type, number of pieces and usage for each type of construction

equipment;
• Estimate fuel usage and type of fuel (diesel, natural gas) for each type of

equipment; and
• Emission factors for each type of equipment.

Fugitive Dust

Grading, Excavation, and Hauling
• Amount of soil to be disturbed on-site or moved off-site;
• Emission factors for disturbed soil;
• Duration of grading, excavation, and hauling activities;
• Type and number of pieces of equipment to be used; and
• Projected haul route.
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Heavy Duty Equipment Travel on Unpaved Roads
• Length and type of road;
• Type, number of pieces, weight and usage of equipment; and
• Type of soil.

Other Mobile Source Emissions
• Number and average length of construction worker trips to Project Site,

per day; and
• Duration of construction activities.

The Project Site is located in a developed portion of the western San Fernando Valley. No
subterranean levels are proposed for the Site. As a result, the amount of grading, excavation, and
hauling and the amount of heavy duty equipment traveling on unpaved roads will not be
extensive. Therefore, the thresholds of significance that apply to the proposed Project include
combustion emissions,  vehicular trips, and fugitive dust.

Operational Activities

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, a proposed Project would
normally have a significant impact on air quality from project operations if the project would
exceed the SCAQMD Thresholds for operational activities, as shown in Table 5: SCAQMD
Daily Emissions Thresholds.

Further, according to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, a project could result in
a significant impact to air quality if either of the following conditions would occur at an
intersection or roadway within one-quarter mile of a sensitive receptor:

• The proposed Project causes or contributes to an exceedance of the California 1-
hour or 8-hour CO standards of 20 or 9.0 parts per million (ppm), respectively; or

• The incremental increase due to the project is equal to or greater than 1.0 ppm for
the California 1-hour CO standard, or 0.45 ppm for the 8-hour CO standard.

Additionally, a project could result in a significant impact to air quality if it creates an
objectionable odor at the nearest sensitive receptor.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Project Site 

Historical data from monitoring stations was used to establish a baseline for estimating future
conditions with and without the proposed Project. The air quality analysis conducted for the
proposed Project is consistent with methods described in the SCAQMD California
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Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Handbook (1993 edition). The following calculation
methods and estimation models were used to determine air quality impacts: SCAQMD
construction emissions calculation formulas, the CARB’s URBEMIS 2001 emissions model, the
CARB’s MVEI7G emissions inventory model, the Caltrans’ EMFAC emissions factor model,
and the USEPA’s CAL3QHC dispersion model software.  
Carbon monoxide concentrations are typically used as an indicator of conformity with the
CAAQS because: (1) CO levels are directly related to vehicular traffic volumes, the main source
of air pollutants, and (2) localized CO concentrations can be modeled using USEPA and
SCAQMD methods. 

For purposes of this assessment, the ambient, or background, concentration of CO was first
established.  This background level is typically defined as the highest of the second-maximum
eight-hour readings over the past two years.36  A review of data from the Reseda Monitoring
Station for the 1999-2001 period indicates that the average eight-hour background concentration
is approximately 6.1 ppm.37  Assuming a typical persistence factor of 0.7, the estimated one-hour
background concentration is approximately 8.7 ppm.38  The existing eight- and one-hour
background concentrations do not exceed the State CO standard of 9.0 ppm and 20.0 ppm,
respectively.

There is a direct relationship between traffic/circulation congestion and CO impacts since
exhaust from vehicular traffic is the primary source of CO. Carbon monoxide is a gas that
dissipates very quickly under normal meteorological conditions.  Therefore, CO concentrations
decrease substantially as the distance from the source increases.  The highest CO concentrations
are typically found along sidewalk locations directly adjacent to congested roadway intersections.

To provide a worst case simulation of CO concentrations within the area that might be affected
by the proposed Project, CO concentrations at sidewalks adjacent to 24 study intersections were
modeled.  The study intersections were selected based on traffic volume, roadway capacity, and
level of service (LOS). 

Existing conditions at the study intersections are shown in Table 6: Existing Carbon Monoxide
Concentrations. One-hour CO concentrations range from approximately 11.5 ppm to 13.3 ppm. 
Eight-hour CO concentrations range from approximately 8.1 ppm to 9.3 ppm.  None of the study
intersections currently exceed the State one-hour CO standard of 20.0 ppm.  However, four
intersections exceed the State eight-hour CO standard of 9.0 ppm. 
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TABLE 6
EXISTING CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS

Intersection 1-Hour (parts per million) 8-Hour (parts per million)

De Soto Avenue & Plummer Street 12.6 8.8

De Soto Avenue & Nordhoff Street 12.6 8.8

Winnetka Avenue & Nordhoff Street 12.5 8.8

Winnetka Avenue & Parthenia Street 12.4 8.7

Winnetka Avenue & Roscoe Boulevard 12.3 8.6

Winnetka Avenue & Victory Boulevard 12.8 9.0

Corbin Avenue & Devonshire Street 12.0 8.4

Corbin Avenue & Lassen Street 12.1 8.5

Corbin Avenue & Plummer Street 12.1 8.5

Corbin Avenue & Prairie Street 11.5 8.1

Corbin Avenue & Nordhoff Place/Nordhoff Street 12.0 8.4

Corbin Avenue & Nordhoff Street/Nordhoff Way 12.9 9.0

Corbin Avenue & Parthenia Street 12.2 8.5

Corbin Avenue & Saticoy Street 12.2 8.5

Tampa Avenue & Devonshire Street 12.3 8.6

Tampa Avenue & Lassen Street 12.5 8.8

Tampa Avenue & Plummer Street 12.2 8.5

Tampa Avenue & Nordhoff Street 12.1 8.5

Tampa Avenue & Roscoe Boulevard 12.1 8.5

Tampa Avenue & Saticoy Street 12.2 8.5

Reseda Boulevard & Plummer Street 13.1 9.2

Reseda Boulevard & Nordhoff Street 12.2 8.5

Reseda Boulevard & Victory Boulevard 13.3 9.3

Zelzah Avenue & Nordhoff Street 12.6 8.8

State Standard 20.0 9.0

Note: Bold numbers indicate exceedance in the State standard. 
All concentrations include one- and eight-hour ambient concentrations of 8.7 ppm and 6.1 ppm.
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality than others, depending on
the types of population groups and the activities involved. Locations that may contain a high
concentration of these sensitive population groups include residential areas, hospitals, daycare
facilities, elder care facilities, elementary schools, and parks. 
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Two representative sensitive receptors have been identified within one-quarter mile of the
proposed Project Site.  These sensitive receptors are shown in Figure 14: Sensitive Receptor
Locations.  They include:

• Residential uses
• Washington Mutual Child Care Center

These sensitive receptors do not constitute a comprehensive list of all sensitive uses within the
vicinity.  Rather, they are intended to represent a sampling of the different types of sensitive uses
in the vicinity of the project area.  For purposes of providing a worst-case analysis, CO
concentrations have been modeled at sidewalk locations adjacent to 24 study area intersections. 
Concentrations at specific sensitive receptors would be substantially lower than those
concentrations immediately adjacent to intersections.

Construction Phase Impacts

Construction for any of the Project Site-only scenarios would generate pollutant emissions from
the following construction activities:  (1) demolition of existing structures, (2) grading, (3)
construction workers traveling to and from Project Site, (4) delivery and hauling of construction
supplies and debris to and from Project Site, (5) fuel combustion by on-site construction
equipment, and (6) architectural coatings.  These construction activities would temporarily create
emissions of dusts, fumes, equipment exhaust, and other air contaminants.  However, PM10 is the
most significant source of air pollution from construction, particularly during site preparation and
grading. Table 7: Estimated Daily Construction Emissions Before Mitigation, Project Site
Only shows the estimated daily emissions associated with each construction phase. 

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only As shown in Table 7: Estimated Daily Construction
Emissions Before Mitigation, Project Site Only, estimated daily construction emissions for
Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only are anticipated to exceed the SCAQMD threshold for ROG
during the finishing phase. Estimated daily construction emissions for Scenario 1: Retail Project
Site Only are anticipated to exceed the SCAQMD threshold for PM10 during the
Grading/Excavation phase. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site will result in a
significant impact to air quality. However, implementation of the proposed mitigation measures,
including implementation of SCAQMD Rule 403, will reduce any impacts to a less than
significant level.

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only Construction impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail Project
Site Only.

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only  Construction impacts similar to Scenario 1:
Retail Project Site Only.
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Figure 14: Sensitive Receptor Locations
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TABLE 7
ESTIMATED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS BEFORE MITIGATION, PROJECT SITE ONLY

Construction Phase CO1 ROG1 NOX
1 SOX

1 PM10
1

SCAQMD Threshold 550 75 100 150 150

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only

Demolition 22 3 41 2 100

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 379

Foundation 35 5 57 4 54

Finishing 2 81 1 1 1

Maximum 35 81 57 4 379

Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No Yes

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only

Demolition 22 3 41 2 100

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 379

Foundation 35 5 57 4 54

Finishing 2 79 1 1 1

Maximum 35 79 57 4 379

Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No Yes

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only

Demolition 22 3 41 2 100

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 379

Foundation 35 5 58 4 54

Finishing 2 83 1 1 1

Maximum 35 83 58 4 379

Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No Yes

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only

Demolition 22 3 41 2 100

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 379

Foundation 35 5 58 4 54

Finishing 2 80 1 1 1

Maximum 35 80 58 4 379

Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No Yes

1 Pounds per day.
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only  Construction impacts similar to Scenario 1:
Retail Project Site Only.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

A significant impact to air quality could result from construction of the proposed Project.
However, the following mitigation measures will reduce any potential construction impacts to air
quality to the greatest extent possible:  

Construction

7. The construction area and vicinity (500-foot radius) shall be swept (preferably
with water sweepers) and watered at least twice daily.  Site-wetting shall occur
often enough to maintain a 10 percent surface soil moisture content during all
earth-moving activities. (O, C, R)

8. All unpaved roads, parking, and staging areas shall be watered at least once every
two hours of active operations. (O, C, R)

9. Site access points shall be swept/washed within thirty minutes of visible dirt
deposition. (O, C, R)

10. On-site stockpiles of debris, dirt, or rusty material shall be covered or watered at
least twice daily. (O, C, R)

11. All trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall be covered. (O, C, R)

12. All haul trucks shall have a capacity of no less than  twelve and three-quarter
(12.75) cubic yards. (O, C, R)

13. At least 80 percent of all inactive disturbed surface areas shall be watered on a
daily basis when there is evidence of wind-driven fugitive dust. (O, C, R)

14. Operations on any unpaved surfaces shall be suspended when winds exceed 25
mph. (O, C, R)

15. Traffic speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour. (O, C, R)

16. Operations on any unpaved surfaces shall be suspended during first and second
stage smog alerts. (O, C, R)

17. Haul truck routes shall be planned to avoid residential areas, schools, and parks.
(O, C, R)

18. The proposed Project shall use coating transfers or spray equipment with a
transfer efficiency rate of no less than 65 percent. (O, C, R)
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19. A person shall not cause or allow the emissions of fugitive dust from any active
operation, open storage pile, or disturbed surface area such that the presence of
such dust remains visible in the atmosphere beyond the property line of the
emission source. (O, C, R)

20. Any person in the South Coast Air Basin shall:

(A) prevent or remove within one hour the track-out of bulk material onto public
paved roadways as a result of their operations; or (O, C, R)

(B) take at least one of the actions listed from SCQAMD Rule 403 and: (O, C, R)

(i) prevent the track-out of bulk material onto public paved roadways and
remove such material at any time track-out extends for a cumulative
distance of greater than 50 feet on any paved public road during active
operations; and

(ii) remove all visible roadway dust tracked-out upon public paved
roadways as a result of active operations at the conclusion of each work
day when active operations cease.

Construction Impacts After Mitigation

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only As shown in Table 8: Estimated Daily Construction
Emissions After Mitigation, Project Site Only, with implementation of the proposed mitigation
measures, the proposed development scenarios at the Project Site will result in a less than
significant impact to air quality.

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only Construction impacts after mitigation similar to Scenario 1:
Retail Project Site Only. 

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only Construction impacts after mitigation similar to
Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only.

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only Construction impacts after mitigation similar to
Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only.
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TABLE 8
ESTIMATED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS AFTER MITIGATION, PROJECT SITE ONLY

Construction Phase CO1 ROG1 NOX
1 SOX

1 PM10
1

SCAQMD Threshold 550 75 100 150 150

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only

Demolition 22 3 41 2 74

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 146

Foundation 35 5 57 4 54

Finishing 2 20 1 1 1

Maximum 35 20 57 4 146

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only

Demolition 22 3 41 2 74

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 146

Foundation 35 5 57 4 54

Finishing 2 20 1 1 1

Maximum 35 20 57 4 146

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only

Demolition 22 3 41 2 74

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 146

Foundation 35 5 58 4 54

Finishing 2 21 1 1 1

Maximum 35 21 58 4 146

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only

Demolition 22 3 41 2 74

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 146

Foundation 35 5 57 4 54

Finishing 2 20 1 1 1

Maximum 35 20 57 4 146

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No

1 Pounds per day.
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 
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Operational Phase Impacts 

Regional Impacts

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only Long-term project emissions would be generated by
stationary sources (natural gas, landscaping, and consumer products) and mobile sources (motor
vehicles).  Motor vehicles are the primary source of long-term project emissions. 

Operational emissions were estimated using the CARB’s URBEMIS 2001 operational emissions
model, which considers the type of land use, vehicle mix, and average trip lengths. Due to the
nature of the proposed Project, general commercial land uses were assumed. The results, shown
in Table 9: Daily Operational Emissions, Project Site Only, indicate that the proposed Project
at the Project Site is anticipated to exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold for ROG, NOX,
and CO.  Thus, the proposed Project at the Project Site may result in significant impacts to air
quality.

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail Project
Site Only.

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail
Project Site Only.

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail
Project Site Only.

Localized Impacts

Overall, CO concentrations are expected to be lower than existing conditions in year 2005 due to
stringent state and federal mandates for reducing vehicle emissions.  Although traffic volumes
would be higher in the future both with and without the implementation of the Project Site Only
scenarios,39 CO emissions from vehicles are expected to be much lower due to technological
advances in vehicle emissions systems, as well as turnover in the vehicle fleet.  In other words,
increases in traffic volumes are expected to be offset by increases in cleaner-running cars as a
percentage of the entire vehicle fleet on the road.
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TABLE 9
DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS, PROJECT SITE ONLY

Pollutants CO2 ROG2 NOX
2 SOX

2 PM10
2

SCAQMD Threshold 550.0 55.0 55.0 150.0 150.0

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only 

Stationary Source1 4.7 25.9 6.4 0 0.02

Mobile Source 1,340.3 115.8 145.3 1.0 66.3

Total Emissions 1,345.0 141.7 151.7 1.0 66.3

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only

Stationary Source1 5.9 26.2 9.3 0 0.02

Mobile Source 1,003.5 95.3 105.5 0.9 49.2

Total Emissions 1,009.4 121.5 114.8 0.9 49.2

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only

Stationary Source1 6.0 40.9 7.8 0 0.02

Mobile Source 1,297.1 112.8 139.5 1.1 63.8

Total Emissions 1,303.1 153.7 147.3 1.1 63.8

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only

Stationary Source1 6.9 41.1 10.0 0 0.03

Mobile Source 987.8 96.1 103.4 0.9 48.2

Total Emissions 994.7 137.2 113.3 0.9 48.2

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

1 Stationary sources include natural gas, landscaping, and consumer products.
2 Pounds per day.
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 

The USEPA CAL3QHC micro scale dispersion model was used to calculate CO concentrations
for 2005 No Project conditions, as well as for all four Project Site Only scenarios. CO
concentrations at the 24 study intersections are shown in Table 10: 2005 Carbon Monoxide
Concentrations, Project Site Only. CO concentrations at study intersections are discussed
below.

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only As indicated in Table 10: 2005 Carbon Monoxide
Concentrations, Project Site Only, the State one- and eight-hour standards of 20.0 ppm and 9.0



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                        IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR                  B. AIR QUALITY

129

TABLE 10
2005 CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS PROJECT SITE ONLY (PARTS PER MILION)

Intersection
1-Hour 8-Hour

Existing No Project Scen. 1 Scen. 2 Scen. 3 Scen. 4 Existing No Project Scen. 1 Scen. 2 Scen. 3 Scen. 4

De Soto Ave & Plummer St 12.6 10.2 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 8.8 7.1 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2

De Soto Ave & Nordhoff St 12.6 10.0 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 8.8 7.0 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1

Winnetka Ave & Nordhoff 12.5 9.8 9.8 9.9 9.8 9.8 8.8 6.8 6.8 6.9 6.8 6.8

Winnetka Ave & Parthenia 12.4 9.8 9.8 9.9 9.8 9.9 8.7 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.9

Winnetka Ave & Roscoe 12.3 9.9 9.9 10.0 9.9 9.9 8.6 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.9

Winnetka Ave & Victory 12.8 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 9.0 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2

Corbin Ave & Devonshire 12.0 9.6 9.7 10.0 9.9 9.9 8.4 6.7 6.8 7.0 6.9 6.9

Corbin Ave & Lassen St 12.1 10.0 9.9 10.0 9.9 10.0 8.5 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Corbin Ave & Plummer St 12.1 9.7 9.9 10.0 9.9 9.8 8.5 6.8 6.9 7.0 6.9 6.9

Corbin Ave & Prairie St 11.5 9.3 9.3 9.3 9.4 9.3 8.1 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.6 6.5

Corbin Ave & Nordhoff 12.0 9.6 9.8 9.7 9.7 9.7 8.4 6.7 6.9 6.8 6.8 6.8

Corbin Ave & Nordhoff 12.9 10.5 10.5 10.8 10.8 10.7 9.0 7.3 7.3 7.6 7.6 7.5

Corbin Ave & Parthenia St 12.2 9.8 9.7 9.8 9.7 9.8 8.5 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.8

Corbin Ave & Saticoy St 12.2 9.7 9.7 9.7 9.7 9.7 8.5 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.8

Tampa Ave & Devonshire 12.3 9.7 9.8 9.8 9.7 9.8 8.6 6.8 6.9 6.9 6.8 6.9

Tampa Ave & Lassen St 12.5 10.0 10.0 9.9 10.0 9.9 8.8 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Tampa Ave & Plummer St 12.2 10.0 10.0 9.9 10.0 10.0 8.5 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Tampa Ave & Nordhoff St 12.1 9.8 9.9 9.9 9.9 9.9 8.5 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.9

Tampa Ave & Roscoe Blvd 12.1 9.5 9.5 9.6 9.5 9.5 8.5 6.6 6.6 6.7 6.6 6.6

Tampa Ave & Saticoy St 12.2 9.6 9.7 9.7 9.7 9.6 8.5 6.7 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.7

Reseda Blvd & Plummer St 13.1 10.4 10.4 10.4 10.4 10.4 9.2 7.3 7.3 7.3 7.3 7.3

Reseda Blvd & Nordhoff St 12.2 9.7 9.7 9.7 9.7 9.7 8.5 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.8

Reseda Blvd & Victory 13.3 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 9.3 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1

Zelzah Ave & Nordhoff St 12.6 9.9 10.1 10.1 10.0 10.1 8.8 6.9 7.1 7.1 7.0 7.1

State Standard 20.0 9.0

Note: Bold numbers indicate exceedance of the State standard. 
All concentrations include 2005 one- and eight-hour ambient concentrations of 6.9 ppm and 4.8 ppm, respectively.
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 
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ppm, respectively, would not be exceeded at worst-case sidewalk receptor locations for the 24
study intersections.  Thus, a less than significant impact is anticipated.

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail Project
Site Only.

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail
Project Site Only.

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail
Project Site Only.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Operational

A significant impact to air quality will result due to operation of the proposed Project. However,
any potential impacts will be mitigated to the greatest extent possible by the following measures:

2. A person conducting active operations within the boundaries of the South Coast
Air Basin shall utilize one or more of the applicable best available control
measures to minimize fugitive dust emissions from each fugitive dust source type
which is part of the active operation. (O, C, R)

20. Any person in the South Coast Air Basin shall:

(A) prevent or remove within one hour the track-out of bulk material onto public
paved roadways as a result of their operations; or (O, C, R)

(B) take at least one of the actions listed from SCQAMD Rule 403 and: (O, C, R)

(i) prevent the track-out of bulk material onto public paved roadways as a
result of their operations and remove such material at anytime track-out
extends for a cumulative distance of greater than 50 feet on to any paved
public road during active operations; and

(ii) remove all visible roadway dust tracked-out upon public paved
roadways as a result of active operations at the conclusion of each work
day when active operations cease.

22. The proposed Project shall include bicycle parking facilities, such as bicycle
lockers and racks. (O, C)
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Operational Impacts After Mitigation

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only Table 11: Daily Operational Emissions With Mitigation,
Project Site Only shows daily operational emissions after implementation of mitigation 
measures.  Based on this information, Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only would still exceed
SCAQMD significance thresholds for CO, ROG, and NOX. 

TABLE 11
DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS WITH MITIGATION, PROJECT SITE ONLY

Pollutants CO2 ROG2 NOX
2 SOX

2 PM10
2

SCAQMD Threshold 550.0 55.0 55.0 150.0 150.0

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only

Stationary Source1 4.7 25.9 6.4 0 0.02

Mobile Source 1,332.2 115.6 114.4 1.0 65.9

Total Emissions 1,336.9 141.5 120.8 1.0 65.9

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only

Stationary Source1 5.9 26.2 9.3 0 0.02

Mobile Source 997.4 94.7 104.9 0.9 48.9

Total Emissions 1,003.3 120.9 114.2 0.9 48.

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only

Stationary Source1 6.0 40.9 7.8 0 0.02

Mobile Source 1,289.3 112.1 138.7 1.1 63.4

Total Emissions 1,295.3 153.0 146.5 1.1 63.4

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only

Stationary Source1 6.9 41.1 10.0 0 0.03

Mobile Source 981.9 95.6 102.7 0.9 47.9

Total Emissions 988.8 136.7 112.7 0.9 47.9

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

1 Stationary sources include natural gas, landscaping, and consumer products.
2 Pounds per day.
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 
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Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site could result in a significant and unavoidable
impact. 

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail Project
Site Only.

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail
Project Site Only.

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail
Project Site Only.

CONSISTENCY WITH THE AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN

Criteria for determining consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) is defined
in Chapter 12, Section 12.2 and Section 12.3, of the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 

Consistency Criterion No. 1:  The proposed Project will not result in an increase in the
frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations,
or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions
specified in the AQMP.

Consistency Criterion No. 2:  The proposed Project will not exceed the assumptions in the
AQMP in 2010 or increments based on the year of project build-out phase.

Project Site Only

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only 

Consistency Criterion No. 1 Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to violations of the CAAQS.  The
SCAQMD has identified CO as the best indicator pollutant for determining whether air quality
violations would occur since it is most directly related to automobile traffic.  The CO hotspot
analysis indicates that the proposed Project would not exacerbate existing violations of the State
CO concentration standard and no significant adverse impacts are anticipated.  Therefore, the
proposed Project complies with Consistency Criterion 1.

Consistency Criterion No. 2  The AQMP growth assumptions are generated by the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG).  SCAG derives its assumptions, in part, from
the general plans of cities located within the SCAG region.  Therefore, if a project does not 



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                          IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR                  B. AIR QUALITY

40If the number of housing units generated by Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only is combined with housing units generated by
related projects in the area and existing conditions, the total number of housing units would exceed year 2005 housing projections. However, the
AQMP consistency criteria pertain to impacts associated with the proposed Project rather than impacts of the proposed Project combined with
other projects in the area.

133

exceed the growth projections in the general plan, it is consistent with the growth assumptions in
the AQMP.  

As indicated in Section IV. I: Population and Housing and Section IV. J: Employment,40

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only would not exceed the City of Los Angeles General Plan or
SCAG growth projections for population, housing, and employment.  Thus, the proposed
scenario is considered consistent with the growth assumptions in the AQMP and complies with
Consistency Criterion No. 2. As discussed previously, Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only
complies with Consistency Criterion No. 1 and Consistency Criterion No. 2.  Therefore, the
proposed Project scenario is considered consistent with the AQMP.

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only See Consistency with the AQMP, Scenario 1: Retail Project
Site Only.

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only See Consistency with the AQMP, Scenario 1:
Retail Project Site Only.

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only See Consistency with the AQMP, Scenario 1:
Retail Project Site Only.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects in the area could result in a potentially significant impact to air quality. Table
12: Cumulative Project Operational Impact Analysis, Project Site Only summarizes the
criteria pollutant emissions for the proposed Project at the Project Site in combination with
related projects. 

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

Using the SCAQMD daily emissions thresholds for individual development projects, cumulative
emissions thresholds were calculated in order to establish a baseline from which to evaluate
cumulative project emissions. Table 12: Cumulative Project Operational Impact Analysis,
Project Site Only identifies criteria pollutant emissions and potential cumulative impacts.  
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TABLE  12
CUMULATIVE PROJECT OPERATIONAL IMPACT ANALYSIS, PROJECT SITE ONLY

Project
Operational Emissions (pounds per day)

CO ROG NOX SOX PM10

Courthouse 806.5 63.6 86.3 0.5 39.8

Shopping Center 206.4 16.2 22.5 0.1 10.2

Drug Store1 (23.8) (2.1) (2.7) (0.01) (1.1)

Church, Senior Residential Facility, Nursery School 50.8 9.0 5.7 0.03 2.4

Porter Ranch 17,530.7 1,417.3 1,890.5 11.2 867.8

Deer Lake Ranch 781.0 91.4 85.8 0.7 37.3

LAUSD 187.6 32.8 20.0 0.1 9.2

Office 196.6 15.6 21.1 0.1 9.6

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only 1,345.0 141.7 151.7 1.0 66.3

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only 1,009.3 121.5 114.8 0.9 49.2

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential  Project Site Only 1,303.1 153.7 147.3 1.1 63.8

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only 994.7 137.2 113.3 0.9 48.2

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only Total Emissions 21,080.8 1,785.5 2,280.9 13.7 1,041.5

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only - Percent of Total 6.4% 7.9% 6.7% 7.3% 6.4%

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only Total Emissions 20,745.1 1,765.3 2,244.0 13.6 1,024.4

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only  - Percent of Total 4.9% 6.9% 5.1% 6.6% 4.8%

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential  Project Site Only Total Emissions 21,038.9 1,797.5 2,276.5 13.8 1,039.0

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only  - Percent of Total 6.2% 8.6% 6.5% 8.0% 6.1%

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only Total Emissions 20,730.5 1,781.0 2,242.5 13.6 1,023.4

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only  - Percent of Total 4.8% 7.7% 5.1% 6.6% 4.7%

Cumulative SCAQMD Thresholds2 4,950.0 495.0 495.0 1,350.0 1,350.0

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only
Cumulative Project - Percent of Threshold 425.9% 360.7% 460.8% 1.0% 77.1%

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only
Cumulative Project - Percent of Threshold 419.1% 356.6% 453.3% 1.0% 75.9%

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential  Project Site Only
Cumulative Project - Percent of Threshold 425.0% 363.1% 459.9% 1.0% 77.0%

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only 
Cumulative Project - Percent of Threshold 418.8% 359.8% 453.0% 1.0% 75.8%

1Operational emissions for the related project would be less than operational emissions for existing use.
2Individual project threshold multiplied by the number of individual projects. 
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 
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Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only.  As indicated in Table 12: Cumulative Project
Operational Impact Analysis, Project Site Only, related projects and  Scenario 1: Retail
Project Site Only are anticipated to exceed the cumulative SCAQMD operational emissions
threshold for CO, ROG, and NOX. Since the proposed Project and related projects would exceed
the cumulative SCAQMD emissions thresholds, it is anticipated that this scenario would result in
a significant cumulative impact to air quality.

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only See Project Site Only, Cumulative Impacts, Scenario 1:
Retail Project Site Only. 

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only See Project Site Only, Cumulative Impacts,
Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only. 

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only See Project Site Only, Cumulative Impacts,
Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only. 

Full Build-Out (Project Site and Add Area)

Background information regarding air quality for the full Project build out scenarios is similar to
that for the Project Site only development.

Construction Impacts

Construction for the Full Build Out development scenarios would generate pollutant emissions
from the following construction activities:  (1) demolition of existing structures, (2) grading, (3)
construction workers traveling to and from Project Site, (4) delivery and hauling of construction
supplies and debris to and from Project Site, (5) fuel combustion by on-site construction
equipment, and (6) application of architectural coatings.  These construction activities would
temporarily create emissions of dusts, fumes, equipment exhaust, and other air contaminants. 
However, PM10 is the most significant source of air pollution from construction, particularly
during site preparation and grading.

Table 13: Estimated Daily Construction Emissions Before Mitigation, Full Build Out shows
the estimated daily emissions associated with each construction phase.  Daily emissions were
derived using the applicable emission factors and formulas found in the SCAQMD CEQA
Handbook, Appendix to Chapter 9. 

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out As shown in Table 13: Estimated Daily Construction
Emissions Before Mitigation, Full Build Out, estimated daily construction emissions for
Scenario 1: Retail Full Build-Out are anticipated to exceed the SCAQMD threshold for ROG
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TABLE 13
ESTIMATED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS BEFORE MITIGATION, FULL BUILD OUT

Construction Phase CO1 ROG1 NOX
1 SOX

1 PM10
1

SCAQMD Threshold 550 75 100 150 150

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out

Demolition 23 3 42 2 108

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 385

Foundation 36 5 59 4 56

Finishing 2 84 1 1 1

Maximum 36 84 59 4 385

Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No Yes

Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out

Demolition 23 3 42 2 108

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 385

Foundation 37 5 60 4 56

Finishing 2 78 1 1 1

Maximum 37 78 60 4 385

Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No Yes

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out

Demolition 23 3 42 2 108

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 385

Foundation 37 5 59 4 56

Finishing 2 89 1 1 1

Maximum 37 89 59 4 385

Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No Yes

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out

Demolition 23 3 42 2 108

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 385

Foundation 37 5 59 4 56

Finishing 2 83 1 1 1

Maximum 37 83 55 4 385

Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No Yes

1Pounds per day.
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                          IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR                  B. AIR QUALITY

137

during the finishing phase and PM10 during the Grading/Excavation Phase. Therefore, the
proposed full build out Project could result in significant impacts to air quality. However, with
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, including SCAQMD Rule 403, any
impacts will be reduced to a less than significant impact.

Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out Construction impacts similar to Full Build-Out Construction
Impacts, Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out. 

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out Construction impacts similar to Full Build-Out
Construction Impacts, Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out. 

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out Construction impacts similar to Full Build-Out
Construction Impacts, Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out. 

MITIGATION MEASURES

A significant construction air quality impact will result from the proposed full buildout Project.
However, the following mitigation measures will reduce any potential impacts to the greatest
extent possible: 

Construction

• The construction area and vicinity (500-foot radius) shall be swept (preferably
with water sweepers) and watered at least twice daily.  Site-wetting shall occur
often enough to maintain a 10 percent surface soil moisture content during all
earth-moving activities.

• All unpaved roads, parking, and staging areas shall be watered at least once every
two hours of active operations.

• Site access points shall be swept/washed within thirty minutes of visible dirt
deposition.

• On-site stockpiles of debris, dirt, or rusty material shall be covered or watered at
least twice daily.

• All trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall covered.

• All haul trucks shall have a capacity of no less than  twelve and three-quarter
(12.75) cubic yards.

• At least 80 percent of all inactive disturbed surface areas shall be watered on a
daily basis when there is evidence of wind-driven fugitive dust.



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                          IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR                  B. AIR QUALITY

138

• Operations on any unpaved surfaces shall be suspended when winds exceed 25
mph.

• Traffic speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour.

• Operations on any unpaved surfaces shall be suspended during first and second
stage smog alerts.

• Haul truck routes shall be planned to avoid residential areas, schools, and parks.

• The proposed Project shall use coating transfers or spray equipment with a
transfer efficiency rate of no less than 65 percent.

• A person shall not cause or allow the emissions of fugitive dust from any active
operation, open storage pile, or disturbed surface area such that the presence of
such dust remains visible in the atmosphere beyond the property line of the
emission source.

• Any person in the South Coast Air Basin shall:

(A) prevent or remove within one hour the track-out of bulk material onto public
paved roadways as a result of their operations; or

(B) take at least one of the actions listed from SCQAMD Rule 403 and:

(i) prevent the track-out of bulk material onto public paved roadways and
remove such material at any time track-out extends for a cumulative
distance of greater than 50 feet on any paved public road during active
operations; and

(ii) remove all visible roadway dust tracked-out upon public paved
roadways as a result of active operations at the conclusion of each work
day when active operations cease.

Construction Impacts After Mitigation

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out As shown in Table 14: Estimated Daily Construction
Emission After Mitigation, Full Build Out, with implementation of the proposed mitigation
measures, the proposed development scenario at the Project Site and Add Area will result in a
less than significant impact to air quality.
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TABLE 14
ESTIMATED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS AFTER MITIGATION, FULL BUILD OUT

Construction Phase CO1 ROG1 NOX
1 SOX

1 PM10
1

SCAQMD Threshold 550 75 100 150 150

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out

Demolition 23 3 42 2 78

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 149

Foundation 36 5 59 4 56

Finishing 2 21 1 1 1

Maximum 36 21 59 4 149

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No

Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out

Demolition 23 3 42 2 78

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 149

Foundation 37 5 60 4 56

Finishing 2 22 1 1 1

Maximum 37 22 60 4 149

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out

Demolition 23 3 42 2 78

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 149

Foundation 37 5 59 4 56

Finishing 2 22 1 1 1

Maximum 37 22 59 4 149

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out

Demolition 23 3 42 2 78

Grading/Excavation 24 4 49 3 149

Foundation 37 5 59 4 56

Finishing 2 21 1 1 1

Maximum 37 21 59 4 149

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No

1 Pounds per day.
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 
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Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out Construction impacts after mitigation similar to Full Build Out,
Impacts After Mitigation, Scenario 1: Retail Full Build-Out.
 
Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out Construction impacts after mitigation similar to
Full Build Out, Impacts After Mitigation, Scenario 1: Retail Full Build-Out.

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out Construction impacts after mitigation similar to
Full Build Out, Impacts After Mitigation, Scenario 1: Retail Full Build-Out.

Operational Phase Impacts 

Regional Impacts

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out Long-term project emissions would be generated by stationary
sources (natural gas, landscaping, and consumer products) and mobile sources (motor vehicles). 
Motor vehicles are the primary source of long-term project emissions.  

Operational emissions were estimated using the CARB’s URBEMIS 2001 operational emissions
model, which considers the type of land use, vehicle mix, and average trip lengths.  The results,
shown in Table 15: Daily Operational Emissions, Full Build Out, indicate that development
of the proposed Project at the Project Site and Add Area is anticipated to exceed the SCAQMD
significance threshold for CO, ROG, and NOx.

Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out See Operational Phase Impacts, Regional Impacts, Scenario 1:
Retail Full Build Out. 

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out See Operational Phase Impacts, Regional Impacts, 
Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out. 

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out See Operational Phase Impacts, Regional Impacts,
Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out. 
 
Localized Impacts

Overall, CO concentrations are expected to be lower than existing conditions in  2005 due to
stringent state and federal mandates for reducing vehicle emissions.  Although traffic volumes
would be higher in the future both with and without implementation of the Full Build-Out
scenarios,41 Carbon Monoxide emissions from vehicles are expected to be much lower due to
technological advances in vehicle emissions systems, as well as turnover in the vehicle fleet.  In 



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                          IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR                  B. AIR QUALITY

141

TABLE 15
DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS, FULL BUILD OUT

Pollutants CO2 ROG2 NOX
2 SOX

2 PM10
2

SCAQMD Threshold 550.0 55.0 55.0 150.0 150.0

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build-Out

Stationary Source1 1.0 25.5 5.6 0 0.01

Mobile Source 1,603.9 133.2 174.5 1.3 79.4

Total Emissions 1,604.9 158.7 180.1 1.3 79.4

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

Scenario 2: Office Full Build-Out

Stationary Source1 2.9 25.8 10.5 0 0.01

Mobile Source 1,290.8 121.0 135.7 1.1 63.3

Total Emissions 1,293.5 146.8 146.2 1.1 63.3

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build-Out

Stationary Source1 2.4 45.3 7.3 0 0.01

Mobile Source 1,537.2 128.4 165.9 1.3 75.7

Total Emissions 1,539.6 173.7 173.2 1.3 75.7

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build-Out

Stationary Source1 3.9 45.5 10.9 0 0.01

Mobile Source 1,224.2 117.3 128.1 1.0 45.8

Total Emissions 1,228.1 162.8 139.0 1.0 45.8

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

1Stationary sources include natural gas, landscaping, and consumer products.
2Pounds per day.
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 

other words, increases in traffic volumes are expected to be offset by increases in cleaner-running
cars as a percentage of the entire vehicle fleet on the road.

The USEPA CAL3QHC micro-scale dispersion model was used to calculate CO concentrations
for year 2005 No Project conditions, as well as for all four of the Full Build Out scenarios.
Carbon Monoxide concentrations at the 24 study intersections are shown in Table 16: 2005
Carbon Monoxide Concentrations, Full Build-Out. Carbon Monoxide concentrations at the
study intersections are discussed below.



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                        IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR                  B. AIR QUALITY

142

TABLE 16
2005 CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) CONCENTRATIONS FULL BUILD OUT (PARTS PER MILLION)1

Intersection
1-Hour 8-Hour

Existing No Project Scen. 1 Scen. 2 Scen. 3 Scen. 4 Existing No Project Scen. 1 Scen. 2 Scen. 3 Scen. 4

De Soto Ave & Plummer St 12.6 10.2 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 8.8 7.1 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2

De Soto Ave & Nordhoff St 12.6 10.0 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 8.8 7.0 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1

Winnetka Ave & Nordhoff 12.5 9.8 9.8 9.9 9.8 9.9 8.8 6.8 6.8 6.9 6.8 6.9

Winnetka Ave & Parthenia 12.4 9.8 9.9 9.9 9.8 9.9 8.7 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.9

Winnetka Ave & Roscoe 12.3 9.9 9.9 10.0 9.9 10.0 8.6 6.9 6.9 7.0 6.9 7.0

Winnetka Ave & Victory 12.8 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.3 9.0 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2

Corbin Ave & Devonshire 12.0 9.6 9.9 10.0 9.9 10.0 8.4 6.7 6.9 7.0 6.9 7.0

Corbin Ave & Lassen St 12.1 10.0 9.8 10.1 9.8 10.0 8.5 7.0 6.8 7.1 6.8 7.0

Corbin Ave & Plummer St 12.1 9.7 9.9 10.0 9.9 10.0 8.5 6.8 6.9 7.0 6.9 7.0

Corbin Ave & Prairie St 11.5 9.3 9.5 9.4 9.3 9.3 8.1 6.5 6.6 6.6 6.5 6.5

Corbin Ave & Nordhoff 12.0 9.6 9.8 9.7 9.8 9.8 8.4 6.7 6.9 6.8 6.9 6.9

Corbin Ave & Nordhoff 12.9 10.5 10.9 10.8 10.8 10.8 9.0 7.3 7.6 7.6 7.6 7.6

Corbin Ave & Parthenia St 12.2 9.8 9.7 9.8 9.7 9.8 8.5 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.8

Corbin Ave & Saticoy St 12.2 9.7 9.7 9.7 9.7 9.7 8.5 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.8

Tampa Ave & Devonshire 12.3 9.7 9.8 9.9 9.7 9.8 8.6 6.8 6.9 6.9 6.8 6.9

Tampa Ave & Lassen St 12.5 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 9.9 8.8 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Tampa Ave & Plummer St 12.2 10.0 10.0 9.9 10.0 9.9 8.5 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Tampa Ave & Nordhoff St 12.1 9.8 9.9 9.9 9.9 9.9 8.5 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.9

Tampa Ave & Roscoe Blvd 12.1 9.5 9.5 9.6 9.5 9.6 8.5 6.6 6.6 6.7 6.6 6.7

Tampa Ave & Saticoy St 12.2 9.6 9.7 9.7 9.7 9.7 8.5 6.7 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.8

Reseda Blvd & Plummer St 13.1 10.4 10.4 10.4 10.4 10.4 9.2 7.3 7.3 7.3 7.3 7.3

Reseda Blvd & Nordhoff St 12.2 9.7 9.7 9.7 9.7 9.7 8.5 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.8

Reseda Blvd & Victory 13.3 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 9.3 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.1

Zelzah Ave & Nordhoff St 12.6 9.9 10.1 10.2 10.0 10.2 8.8 6.9 7.1 7.1 7.0 7.1

State Standard 20.0 9.0

Note:Bold numbers indicate exceedance in the State standard.
1All concentrations include year 2005 one- and eight-hour ambient concentrations of 6.9 ppm and 4.8 ppm, respectively.
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 
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Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out As indicated in Table 16: 2005 Carbon Monoxide
Concentrations, Full Build Out, the State one- and eight-hour standards for CO of 20.0 ppm
and 9.0 ppm, respectively, would not be exceeded at worst-case sidewalk receptor locations for
the 24 study intersections. Thus, a less than significant impact is anticipated.

Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail Full Build
Out. 

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail
Full Build Out. 

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail
Full Build Out. 

MITIGATION MEASURES

Operational

A significant impact to air quality will result due to operation of the proposed full buildout
Project. However, any potential impacts will be mitigated to the greatest extent possible by the
following measures:

• A person conducting active operations within the boundaries of the South Coast
Air Basin shall utilize one or more of the applicable best available control
measures to minimize fugitive dust emissions from each fugitive dust source type
which is part of the active operation.

• Any person in the South Coast Air Basin shall:

(A) prevent or remove within one hour the track-out of bulk material onto public
paved roadways as a result of their operations; or

(B) take at least one of the actions listed from SCQAMD Rule 403 and:

(i) prevent the track-out of bulk material onto public paved roadways as a
result of their operations and remove such material at anytime track-out
extends for a cumulative distance of greater than 50 feet on to any paved
public road during active operations; and
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(ii) remove all visible roadway dust tracked-out upon public paved
roadways as a result of active operations at the conclusion of each work
day when active operations cease.

• The proposed Project shall include bicycle parking facilities, such as bicycle
lockers and racks.

Operational Impacts After Mitigation

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out Table 17: Daily Operational Emissions with Mitigation,
Full Build Out shows daily operational emissions after implementation of mitigation of
mitigation measures.  Implementation of mitigation measures would reduce vehicle trips in the
project area.  The reduction in vehicle trips would reduce CO, ROG, NOX, and PM10 emissions.
However, the proposed Project at the Project Site and Add Area would still exceed the
SCAQMD significance threshold for CO, ROG, and NOX.  This impact is considered significant
and unavoidable. 

Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out  Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail Full Build
Out. 

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail
Full Build Out. 

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail
Full Build Out. 

CONSISTENCY WITH THE AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN

Criteria for determining consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) is defined
in Chapter 12, Section 12.2 and Section 12.3, of the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 

Consistency Criterion No. 1:  The proposed Project will not result in an increase in the
frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations,
or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions
specified in the AQMP.

Consistency Criterion No. 2:  The proposed Project will not exceed the assumptions in the
AQMP in 2010 or increments based on the year of project build-out phase.
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TABLE 17
DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS WITH MITIGATION, FULL BUILD OUT

Pollutants CO2 ROG2 NOX
2 SOX

2 PM10
2

SCAQMD Threshold 550.0 55.0 55.0 150.0 150.0

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build-Out

Stationary Source1 1.0 25.5 5.6 0 0.01

Mobile Source 1,594.3 132.4 173.5 1.3 78.9

Total Emissions 1595.3 157.9 179.1 1.3 78.9

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

Scenario 2: Office Full Build-Out

Stationary Source1 2.9 25.8 10.5 0 0.01

Mobile Source 1,283.0 120.2 134.9 1.1 63.0

Total Emissions 1,285.9 146.0 145.4 1.1 63.0

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build-Out

Stationary Source1 2.4 45.3 7.3 0 0.01

Mobile Source 1,528.0 127.7 164.9 1.2 75.2

Total Emissions 1,530.4 173.0 172.2 1.2 75.2

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build-Out

Stationary Source1 3.9 45.5 10.9 0 0.01

Mobile Source 1,216.9 116.6 127.3 1.0 59.4

Total Emissions 1,220.8 162.1 138.2 1.0 59.4

Exceed SCAQMD Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No No

1Stationary sources include natural gas, landscaping, and consumer products.
2Pounds per day.
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 

Project Site and Add Area Development (Full Build Out)

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out

Consistency Criterion No. 1 The violations that Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers to are the
CAAQS.  The SCAQMD has identified CO as the best indicator pollutant for determining 
whether air quality violations would occur since it is most directly related to automobile traffic. 
The CO hotspot analysis indicates that the proposed Project scenario would not exacerbate
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existing violations of the State CO concentration standard and no significant adverse impacts are
anticipated.  Therefore, the proposed Project scenario complies with Consistency Criterion 1.

Consistency Criterion No. 2 The AQMP growth assumptions are generated by SCAG.  SCAG
derives its assumptions, in part, from the general plans of cities located within the SCAG region. 
Therefore, if a project does not exceed the SCAG or general plan growth projections, then it is
considered consistent with the growth assumptions in the AQMP.  

As indicated in Section IV. I: Population and Housing and Section IV. J: Employment,42

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out would not exceed the City of Los Angeles General Plan or
SCAG growth projections for population, housing, and employment.  Thus, Scenario 1: Retail
Full Build Out is considered consistent with the growth assumptions in the AQMP and complies
with Consistency Criterion No. 2.

As discussed, Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out complies with Consistency Criterion No. 1 and
Consistency Criterion No. 2.  Therefore, the proposed Project scenario is considered consistent
with the AQMP.

Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out See Consistency with the AQMP, Scenario 1: Retail Full Build
Out. 

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out See Consistency with the AQMP, Scenario 1:
Retail Full Build Out. 

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out See Consistency with the AQMP, Scenario 1:
Retail Full Build Out.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects may contribute to a potentially significant impact on air quality in the project
area. Table 18: Cumulative Project Operational Impact Analysis, Full Build Out identifies
the criteria pollutant emissions for related projects in the area.
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TABLE 18
CUMULATIVE PROJECT OPERATIONAL IMPACT ANALYSIS, FULL BUILD OUT

Project
Operational Emissions (pounds per day)

CO ROG NOX SOX PM10

Courthouse 806.5 63.6 86.3 0.5 39.8

Shopping Center 206.4 16.2 22.5 0.1 10.2

Drug Store1 (23.8) (2.1) (2.7) (0.01) (1.1)

Church, Senior Residential Facility, Nursery School 50.8 9.0 5.7 0.03 2.4

Porter Ranch 17,530.7 1,417.3 1,890.5 11.2 867.8

Deer Lake Ranch 781.0 91.4 85.8 0.7 37.3

LAUSD 187.6 32.8 20.0 0.1 9.2

Office 196.6 15.6 21.1 0.1 9.6

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build-Out 1,604.9 158.7 180.1 1.3 79.4

Scenario 2: Office Full Build-Out 1,293.7 146.8 146.1 1.1 63.4

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build-Out 1,539.6 173.7 173.1 1.3 75.7

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build-Out 1,228.1 162.9 138.9 1.0 59.8

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build-Out Total Emissions 21,340.7 1,802.5 2,309.3 14.0 1,054.6

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build-Out - Percent of Total 7.5% 8.8% 7.8% 9.3% 7.5%

Scenario 2: Office Full Build-Out Total Emissions 21,029.5 1,790.6 2,275.3 13.8 1,038.6

Scenario 2: Office Full Build-Out - Percent of Total 6.2% 8.2% 6.4% 8.0% 6.1%

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build-Out Total Emissions 21,275.4 1,817.5 2,302.3 14.0 1,050.9

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build-Out - Percent of Total 7.2% 9.6% 7.5% 9.3% 7.2%

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build-Out Total Emissions 20,963.9 1,806.7 2,268.1 13.7 1,035.0

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build-Out - Percent of Total 5.9% 9.0% 6.1% 7.3% 5.8%

Cumulative SCAQMD Thresholds2 4,950.0 495.0 495.0 1,350.0 1,350.0

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build-Out
Cumulative Project - Percent of Threshold 431.1% 364.1% 466.5% 1.0% 78.1%

Scenario 2: Office Full Build-Out
Cumulative Project - Percent of Threshold 424.8% 361.7% 459.7% 1.0% 76.9%

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build-Out
Cumulative Project - Percent of Threshold 429.8% 367.2% 465.1% 1.0% 77.8%

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build-Out
Cumulative Project - Percent of Threshold 423.5% 365.0% 458.2% 1.0% 76.7%

1Operational emissions for the related project would be less than operational emissions for existing use.
2Individual project threshold multiplied by the number of individual projects.  
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 
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Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

Using the SCAQMD daily emissions thresholds for individual development projects, cumulative
emissions thresholds were calculated to establish a baseline from which to evaluate cumulative
project emissions.  Table 18: Cumulative Project Operational Impact Analysis, Full Build
Out shows the criteria pollutant emissions for related projects, as well as the proposed full
buildout Project scenarios.

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out As indicated in Table 18: Cumulative Project Operational
Impact Analysis, Full Build Out, related projects and Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out are
anticipated to exceed the cumulative SCAQMD operational emissions threshold for CO, ROG,
and NOX. Since the proposed Project at the Project Site, Add Area, and related projects would
exceed the cumulative SCAQMD emissions thresholds, it is anticipated that Scenario 1: Retail
Full Build-Out would result in a significant cumulative impact to air quality. 

Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail Full Build
Out. 

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail
Full Build Out. 

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out Operational impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail
Full Build Out. 

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Incorporation of the proposed mitigation measures will reduce significant impacts to air quality
to the extent possible. However, as indicated previously, after mitigation, implementation of the
proposed full buildout Project will result in an exceedance of the cumulative SCAQMD
emissions threshold during operational activities for CO, ROG, and NOX. These impacts are
considered significant and unavoidable.
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C. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Project Site

The Project Site is square-shaped, consisting of approximately 35.5 acres, located in an urban,
built-out portion of the western San Fernando Valley. The Project Site is bounded by Prairie
Street to the north, Corbin Avenue to the west, Nordhoff Street to the south, and Shirley Avenue
to the east. The Site is developed with an approximately 310,000-square-foot building used for
research and development, a maintenance building, a machine shop, a storage facility, and
associated surface parking. Approximately 20 percent of the entire property is covered by
landscaping, trees, or other non-paved surfaces. Approximately 40 percent of the Project Site is
covered with surface parking lots and other paved areas, and approximately 40 percent is covered
by buildings on the Site.

The community surrounding the Project Site is urban in nature and currently developed. Land
uses in the area are primarily commercial and industrial. There are no lands designated for
agricultural use or open space located adjacent to the Project Site. According to the Chatsworth -
Porter Ranch Community Plan, in which the Project Site is located, the closest designated open
space is located approximately 1.0 miles southwest of the Site. However, the closest designated
open space is located within the Northridge Community Plan, approximately 0.7 miles southeast
of the Site. The Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework has not identified the Project
Site or adjacent properties as Biological Resource Areas. The closest Biological Resource Area
designated by the Framework EIR is located approximately 1.7 miles north of the Project Site
and is part of the Limekiln Canyon Park. Due to the urban and developed nature of the Project
Site, there are no known or identified significant biological resources on the Site.

In addition to Biological Resource Areas, the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework
EIR has identified a number of Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) throughout the City. Lands
identified as Significant Ecological Areas are thought or known to host significant ecological and
biological resources such as threatened and endangered species of plants and wildlife and their
associated habitat. Additionally, these areas are used for the movement of wildlife. The General
Plan Framework EIR identifies the following Significant Ecological Areas (SEA) in the
Northwest Valley Planning Subregion:
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Chatsworth Reservoir Significant Ecological Area

The Chatsworth Reservoir, owned by the City of Los Angeles DWP, abuts the foot of the Simi
Hills in the western San Fernando Valley. The Chatsworth Reservoir is one of five areas in the
San Fernando Valley that is used regularly by wintering Canadian geese. Many-stemmed dudleya
have been sighted in rocky areas on the south side of the reservoir.43 The Chatsworth Reservoir
SEA is located approximately 2.8 miles west of the Project Site.

Proposed Santa Susana Mountains/Simi Hills Significant Ecological Area 

The proposed Santa Susana Mountains/Simi Hills Significant Ecological Area (SEA) is located
northwest of the San Fernando Valley within unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County and an
incorporated area of the City of Los Angeles west of Chatsworth. This SEA covers
approximately 26,795 acres, 3,370 acres of which is within the City of Los Angeles, and includes
a variety of topographic features. Several blue-line streams occur within these canyons, as well as
many natural springs. The majority of the land is natural open space with very sparse
disturbances from ranches, oil wells, and unimproved access roads. 

Proposed Santa Monica Mountains Significant Ecological Area 

The proposed Santa Monica Mountains SEA is located within the Santa Monica Mountains in a
mostly unincorporated area of Los Angeles County. In addition to the County jurisdiction, the
SEA is also located within portions of the Cities of Malibu, Los Angeles, Calabasas, Agoura
Hills, Hidden Hills, and Westlake Village. The proposed Santa Monica Mountains SEA covers
99,431 acres and includes most of the Santa Monica Mountains Range. The majority of the
proposed SEA consists of undisturbed open space with scattered rural residential communities
and a few high density residential developments.

Plant Life

Due to the urban nature of the Project Site and vicinity, vegetation on the Project Site is limited
to landscaped grassy areas, street trees, and a small stand of trees. Larger, contiguous landscaped
areas are located along the north side of Nordhoff Street, in front of the main building on the
Project Site. Approximately two hundred twenty trees are located across the Project Site. There
are no oak trees located on the Project Site that would be addressed by the City of Los Angeles
Oak Tree Ordinance.
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Trees are located along the street frontage in various locations: 

• Approximately 350 feet southward from Teledyne Way along Corbin Avenue, 
• Along Shirley Avenue northward from Nordhoff Street to Prairie Street, 
• Along Teledyne Way approximately 700 feet westward from Shirley Avenue, and 
• Along Prairie Street approximately 350 feet westward from Shirley Avenue.

The remaining portions of the Site are currently improved with either pavement or buildings and
do not support plant life. The USGS Map - Canoga Park Quadrangle does not identify any blue
line streams on the Site that might support plant habitat on the Project Site. The nearest blue line
stream is the Limekiln Canyon Wash, approximately .15 miles west of the Project Site. 

Wildlife

The City of Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR has identified the project area as
urbanized and does not identify the Project Site or the vicinity as a Biological Resource Area. As
identified by the Framework EIR, the closest Biological Resource Area is part of the Limekiln
Canyon Park, located approximately 1.7 miles north of the Project Site. The closest Significant
Ecological Area is the Chatsworth Reservoir located approximately 3.1 miles west of the Project
Site. 

Due to the urban nature of the Project Site and vicinity, wildlife communities and associated
habitats are not found on or adjacent to the Project Site. 

Add Area

The Add Area is located in an urban, built-out portion of the western San Fernando Valley. The
Add Area is bounded by commercial properties that front Plummer Street to the north, Corbin
Avenue to the west, Prairie Street to the south, and Shirley Avenue to the east. The Add Area is
improved with one- and two-story commercial and industrial buildings, associated parking, and
other paved areas.  Almost 100 percent of the Add Area is covered with pavement or other
impervious surface. Trees within the Add Area are located along the western side of Shirley
Avenue north of the intersection with Prairie Street and along the eastern side of the Melvin
Avenue cul-de-sac.

The community surrounding the Add Area is urban in nature and currently developed. Land uses
in the area are primarily commercial and industrial. There are no lands designated for agricultural
use or open space located adjacent to the Add Area. According to the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch
Community Plan, in which the Add Area is located, the closest designated open space is located
approximately 1.0 miles southwest of the Add Area. However, the closest designated open space
to the Add Area is within the Northridge Community Plan, located approximately .7 miles to the 
southeast.
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Review of the USGS Canoga Park Quadrangle map and historic aerial photographs indicates that
the Add Area has been developed in the current configuration since at least 1989. Due to the
urban and developed nature of the Add Area, there are no known or identified significant
biological resources on the Site. The Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework has not
identified the Add Area or adjacent properties as a Biological Resource Area. The closest
Biological Resource Area designated by the Framework EIR is part of Limekiln Canyon Park,
approximately 1.7 miles north of the Add Area.

In addition to Biological Resource Areas, the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework
EIR has also identified Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) throughout the City. Lands
identified as significant ecological areas are thought or known to host significant ecological and
biological resources such as threatened and endangered species and associated habitat. The
General Plan Framework EIR identifies various Significant Ecological Areas (SEA) in the
Northwest Valley Planning Subregion. Due to the proximity of the Add Area to the Project Site,
SEAs within the sphere of influence of the Add Area are the same as those identified above for
the Project Site.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, a project would normally have a
significant effect on biological resources if it could result in:

• The loss of individuals, or the reduction of existing habitat, of a state or federal
listed endangered, threatened, rare, protected, candidate, or sensitive species or a
Species of Special Concern;

• The loss of individuals or the reduction of existing habitat of a locally designated
species or a reduction in a locally designated natural habitat or plant community;

• Interference with wildlife movement/migration corridors that may diminish the
chances for long-term survival of a sensitive species;

• The alteration of an existing wetland habitat; or

• Interference with habitat such that normal species behaviors are disturbed (e.g.,
from the introduction of noise, light) to a degree that may diminish the changes
for long-term survival of a sensitive species.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site

The Project Site has been developed with the existing buildings since at least 1968. Due to the
existing urban development on and around the Site, the amount of impervious surface at the Site,
and the length of time that these conditions have existed, there are no known or identified
significant biological resources, including endangered or threatened species, on the Site.
Additionally, the City of Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR does not identify
the Project Site as a Biological Resource Area which are commonly known for providing habitat
for threatened or endangered species. The Project Site is not located within an existing or
proposed Significant Ecological Area (SEA). Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site
will result in a less than significant impact to biological resources due to conflicts with local
environmental plans or the loss or destruction of listed, endangered, threatened, rare, protected,
candidate, or sensitive species or their habitats. Further, the proposed Project at the Project Site
will not interfere with the movement of wildlife. 

There are no wetlands that have been identified on the Project Site. Therefore, alteration of an
existing wetland habitat will not occur.

The potential development scenarios may relocate or remove a small stand of trees located at the
southwestern corner of the Project Site, near the intersection of Nordhoff Street and Corbin
Avenue. Additionally, trees located along street frontages of the Project Site and in the visitor
parking lot may be altered or removed as a result of the proposed development. Mature pine trees
located on the north side of Nordhoff Street in front of the existing main building may be
relocated or removed as a result of the proposed Project. The removal of trees as well as some
grassy, landscaped areas on the Project Site may result in a significant impact to biological
resources. However, the applicant has posted a bond with the DPW, Bureau of Street
Maintenance, Street Tree Division for the installation of approximately 100 street trees at the
Project Site. Further, with the incorporation of the proposed mitigation measure, any significant
impacts to biological resources will be reduced to a less than significant level. Therefore, the
proposed Project at the Project Site will result in a less than significant impact to biological
resources as a result of the loss of trees, open space or agricultural lands. 

Add Area

The City of Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR does not identify the Add Area
as a Biological Resource Area. The Add Area is not located within an existing or proposed
Significant Ecological Area (SEA). Further, due to the existing urban development on and
around the Add Area and the nearly one hundred percent imperviousness of the Add Area, there
are no known or identified significant biological resources, including endangered or threatened
species, on the Add Area properties. Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add
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Area will result in a less than significant impact to biological resources due to conflict with a
local environmental plan or the loss or destruction of listed, endangered, threatened, rare,
protected, candidate, or sensitive species or their habitats. Further, the development scenarios
analyzed for the Add Area will not result in interference with the movement of wildlife. 

There are no identified wetlands within the Add Area properties. Therefore, alteration of an
existing wetland habitat will not occur.

Although the Add Area can be considered approximately one hundred percent impervious, some
trees are located along the western side of Shirley Avenue north of the intersection with Prairie
Street. Removal of these trees could result in a significant impact on biological resources.
However, with the incorporation of the proposed mitigation measure, development scenarios
analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to biological resources as a
result of the loss of trees, open space or agricultural lands.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental impacts from project implementation may result due to the loss of trees on the
Project Site. However, potential impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant level by the
following measure:

23. Any tree removed from the Site will be replaced at a 1:1 ratio, by a minimum of
24-inch box tree, as required by the City of Los Angeles Code of Regulations. (O,
C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects identified, with the exception of Porter Ranch and Deer Lake Ranch, are located
within previously developed, urban areas that do not have significant biological resources. Each
of the related Project Sites are independent of the Project Site and Add Area and would not share
biological resources with the project that could be considered significant. The alteration,
relocation, or removal of biological resources at a particular related Project Site may result in a
significant impact on biological resources. However, biological resources must be identified and
mitigated on a project-specific basis. Therefore, related projects will result in a less than
significant impact to biological resources. 
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Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

Due to the developed, urban nature of the area within which the Project Site and Add Area are
located, a significant impact to biological resources is not anticipated as a result of new
development at either the Project Site or Add Area. Further, related Project Sites would not share
potentially significant biological resources with the Project Site or Add Area and any potential
impacts must be identified and mitigated on a project-specific basis. Therefore, a significant
cumulative impact on biological resources is not anticipated. 
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D. GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

An evaluation of geologic and soil conditions at the Project Site was prepared for the Master
Environmental Impact Report by Law/Crandall, Inc on June 7, 2002. This report is attached in
full in Appendix C of the Technical Appendices. Findings from this evaluation were utilized in
the preparation of this section. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Project Site

The Project Site is located in the northwestern portion of the San Fernando Valley.  The San
Fernando Valley is an elliptical, alluvium-filled basin, approximately 23 miles wide and 12 miles
long, formed by deposition from streams and rivers that have transported sediments from the
surrounding upland areas. The alluvium is mainly derived from the Santa Monica Mountains to
the south, the Santa Susana Mountains to the northwest, the Simi Hills to the west, the San
Gabriel Mountains to the northeast, and the Verdugo Mountains to the east.

Regionally, the Project Site is located in the Transverse Ranges geomorphic province. This
province is characterized by east-west trending geologic structures that include the Santa Monica
Mountains and the active San Fernando fault zone. The trend of the San Fernando Valley reflects
the overall trend of the Transverse Ranges, where major structural features exhibit an east-west
orientation in contrast to the northwest-southeast trend that dominates in the rest of California.
The San Fernando Valley is an area of compression between the San Gabriel Mountains on the
northeast and the Santa Monica Mountains on the south.

The relationship of the Project Site to local geologic features is depicted in Figure 15: Geologic
Map, and the surface faults in the vicinity of the Project Site are shown in Figure 16: Regional
Faults. Figure 17: Regional Seismicity shows the locations of major faults and earthquake
epicenters in Southern California.

Geologic Materials

Law/Crandall previously drilled five borings at the Project Site in 1965 and 27 borings at the
Project Site in 1965 and 1966 in connection with construction of the existing building, to a
maximum depth of 41.5 feet below the existing ground surface. Additionally, Law/Crandall
drilled over 52 borings on the adjacent property to the east in 1969, to a maximum depth of 71
feet as part of a prior geotechnical investigation for the existing Northridge Fashion Center.  The
Project Site is predominantly underlain by Holocene-age alluvial fan deposits. As encountered in
previous borings, the upper 35 feet of alluvial materials consists of predominantly alternating
layers of silty sand and sandy silt with localized layers of gravelly sand and cobbles (up to 7
inches maximum dimension). Locally, clayey silt is present in the upper 12 feet. Below a depth 
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Figure 15: Geologic Map
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Figure 16: Regional Faults



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                              IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR D. GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

159

Figure 17: Regional Seismicity 
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of 35 feet, the alluvial materials consist predominantly of alternating layers of clayey silt and silty
clay. The Holocene-age alluvial materials and the underlying Pleistocene-age materials are
approximately 750 feet thick and are underlain by Tertiary-age sedimentary rocks.

Groundwater

According to the County of Los Angeles DPW, the nearest groundwater monitoring well is Well
No. 4735B, located approximately .4 miles west of the Project Site. Groundwater level
information is available for this well for the 1956 to 2001 monitoring period.  The highest
groundwater level recorded in this well for the referenced monitoring period was in 1957 at a
depth of 56.4 feet. Since the 1960s, groundwater levels have steadily declined in this well. The
lowest groundwater level recorded in this well was a depth of 86 feet in 1996. The most recent
water level measurement in this well indicates a depth to groundwater of about 84 feet and a
corresponding groundwater elevation of approximately 789 feet on April 20, 2001. Based on a
Site elevation of approximately 830 to 855 feet, the corresponding depth to groundwater beneath
the Site is estimated between approximately 41 to 66 feet. 

Groundwater was encountered during borings previously drilled at the Project Site in 1965 and
1966 at depths of 34.5 to 38.5 feet. Groundwater was encountered in borings drilled on the
adjacent site to the east (Northridge Fashion Center site) in 1969 at depths of 37 to 54 feet.
Groundwater levels were deeper in the northern portion of the Northridge Fashion Center site.

Based on historic records of water levels at the Site, groundwater beneath the Site can fluctuate,
both seasonally and annually. Groundwater level fluctuation is the result of the amount of
precipitation received in an area as well as management practices at groundwater recharge areas.
Although water levels have been known to have steadily declined in the area since the 1960s,
water levels could reach historic highs in the future. Based on historic groundwater levels as
recorded in borings at the Project Site and in nearby wells, there is a potential for shallow
groundwater to have an adverse impact on the proposed development.

The closest groundwater recharge area to the Project Site is the Tujunga Spreading Grounds.
Recharge of groundwater by spreading is accomplished by diverting native water sources
(primarily stormwater runoff) from the Tujunga Wash into the San Fernando Basin. This water
then percolates into the groundwater aquifer and replenishes groundwater basins. During the
1999-2000 water year (October 1 to September 30), 2,684 acre-feet of water were spread at the
Tujunga Spreading Grounds.44
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Although groundwater management practices at groundwater recharge areas have the potential to
alter water levels, groundwater levels basin-wide are not expected to rise above historically high
levels.45 Based on current pumping and recharge activities, groundwater levels in the area of the
Project Site are unlikely to reach historically high water levels in the foreseeable future.46

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 Division of
Mines and Geology (CDMG) for the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Program. By
definition, an active fault is one that has had surface displacement within Holocene time (about
the last 11,000 years). A potentially active fault is a fault that has demonstrated surface
displacement of Quaternary age deposits (last 1.6 million years). Inactive faults have not moved
in the last 1.6 million years. A list of nearby active faults and the distance in miles between the
Site and the nearest point on the fault, the maximum magnitude, and the slip rate for the fault is
given in Table 19: Active Faults in Southern California.

Active Faults

San Fernando Fault Zone

The San Fernando fault zone comprises one of a number of left lateral/reverse frontal faults
bounding the southern margin of the Santa Susana Mountains and the portion of the San Gabriel
Mountains west of Big Tujunga Canyon. An earthquake of magnitude 6.6 originated along this
fault zone on February 9, 1971. Surface rupture occurred along the Tujunga, Sylmar, and Mission
Wells segments of the San Fernando fault zone during this earthquake.

Simi-Santa Rosa Fault Zone

The active Simi fault of the Simi-Santa Rosa fault zone is located approximately 8.2 miles
northwest of the Project Site. The Simi-Santa Rosa fault zone is a reverse/oblique fault system
that extends over 31 miles across Ventura County from the northeastern end of Simi Valley
westward to the Camarillo Hills on the east margin of the Oxnard Plain. The fault zone consists
of a series of north-dipping reverse or oblique slip faults within the hanging-wall of the Oak
Ridge fault system. The principal faults of the Simi-Santa Rosa fault zone, from east to west,
include the Simi fault in the Simi and Tierra Rejada valleys, the Santa Rosa fault in the Santa
Rosa Valley, and the Springville and Camarillo faults in the Camarillo Hills area.
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TABLE 19
ACTIVE FAULTS IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Fault Maximum
Magnitude

Slip Rate
(mm/yr) Distance from Site (miles) Direction from Site

Northridge Thrust 6.9 RO 1.5 0 –

San Fernando 6.7 RO 2.0 2.1 N

Simi-Santa Rosa 6.7 RO 1.0 8.2 NW

Verdugo 6.7 RO 0.5 8.4 E

San Gabriel 7.0 SS 1.0 11 NE

Hollywood 6.4 RO 1.0 13 SE

Santa Monica 6.6 RO 1.0 13.5 SSE

Malibu Coast 6.7 RO 0.3 14 S

Oak Ridge 6.9 RO 4.0 15 NW

Sierra Madre 7.0 RO 3.0 15 E

Newport-Inglewood Zone 6.9 SS 1.0 17 SSE

San Cayetano 6.8 RO 6.0 17.5 NW

Anacapa-Dume 7.3 RO 3.0 18 SSW

Palos Verdes 7.1 SS 3.0 20 S

Raymond 6.5 RO 0.5 21 ESE

Compton-Los Alamitos Thrust 6.8 RO 1.5 22 SE

Elysian Park Thrust 6.7 RO 1.5 25 SE

San Andreas (Southern segment) 7.4 SS 24.0 29 NE

Whittier 6.8 SS 2.5 33 SE

Ventura -Pitas Point 6.8 RO 1.0 37 W

Red Mountain 6.8 RO 2.0 43 W

Cucamonga 7.0 RO 5.0 47 ESE

Elsinore (Glen Ivy Segment) 6.8 SS 5.0 58 SE

SS: Strike Slip; NO: Normal Oblique; RO: Reverse Oblique
SOURCE: Law/Crandall. Report of Geotechnical Evaluation for Proposed Corbin-Nordhoff Project, June 7, 2002.

The Simi fault forms the linear mountain front along the north margin of the Simi and Tierra
Rejada valleys. The overall north-side up sense of slip is greater than 5,300 feet in the Tierra
Rejada Hills west of Simi Valley. The fault exhibits strong geomorphic evidence of Quaternary
deformation in the western Simi Valley, where more than 500 feet of Pleistocene and younger
alluvium fills an east-west trending, down-dropped bedrock trough. Recent studies of the Simi
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fault at Arroyo Simi, have documented Holocene faulting and slickensides on the near vertical
fault plane that revealed a significant lateral component of slip, suggesting that the fault has an
overall left-lateral, reverse sense of slip. The timing of the most recent surface rupturing event at
the Arroyo Simi site is constrained between faulted clay deposits yielding a calibrated
radiocarbon age of 7,666±50 years BP (before present) and overlying unfaulted colluvial deposits
yielding a calibrated radiocarbon age of 1,205±80 years BP. The California Division of Mines
and Geology considers the Simi fault to be active and have established an Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone for the Simi fault.

Verdugo Fault

The Verdugo fault is located approximately 8.4 miles east of the Project Site. The Verdugo fault
is a part of the larger Verdugo fault zone that also includes the San Rafael fault and the Eagle
Rock fault. The most recent documented activity along this fault occurs in the Holocene-age
alluvial deposits along the western flank of the Verdugo Mountains in the Burbank area. An
Alquist-Priolo Earthquak Fault Zone has not been established for the Verdugo fault. However, a
fault rupture hazard zone has been designated by the City of Burbank for the Verdugo fault. For
planning purposes, the Verdugo fault should be considered active.

San Gabriel Fault Zone

The San Gabriel fault zone is located about 11 miles northeast of the Project Site. The fault zone
has an accurate pattern that is convex to the southwest. The fault has a total length of about 80
miles. Estimates of right lateral separation along the fault zone vary from as little as about 2 to 5
miles to greater than 31 miles. Numerous geomorphic indicators such as deflected drainages and
scarps along the fault zone indicate relatively recent movement. Offset of Holocene units has
been demonstrated in the Saugus area. Subsequently, the Saugus-Newhall segment of the San
Gabriel fault zone is included within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.

San Andreas Fault Zone

The active San Andreas fault zone is located about 29 miles northeast of the Project Site. This
fault zone, California’s most prominent, trends generally northwest for almost the entire length of
the state. The southern segment, closest to the site, is approximately 280 miles long and extends
from the Mexican border to the Transverse Ranges west of Tejon Pass. The recurrence interval
for a magnitude 8.0 earthquake along the entire fault zone was estimated to be between 50 and
200 years. The 1857 Fort Tejon earthquake was the last major earthquake along the San Andreas
fault zone in Southern California.
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Blind Thrust Fault Zones

Northridge Thrust

The Northridge Thrust is an inferred deep thrust fault that is considered the eastern extension of
the active Oak Ridge fault. The Northridge Thrust is located beneath the majority of the San
Fernando Valley and is believed to be the causative fault of the January 17, 1994, Northridge
earthquake. This deep, buried thrust fault is located beneath the Project Site. The Northridge
Thrust is not exposed at the surface and does not present a potential surface fault rupture hazard.
However, this thrust fault is an active feature that can generate future earthquakes. The average
slip rate is estimated to be 1.5 mm/year with a maximum magnitude of 6.9 for the Northridge
Thrust.

Compton-Los Alamitos Thrust

The Compton-Los Alamitos Thrust is an inferred blind thrust fault located within the south-
central portion of the Los Angeles Basin. This deep, buried thrust fault is suggested to extend
over 50 miles from the Santa Monica Bay coastline southeast into northwestern Orange County.
The Compton-Los Alamitos Thrust may connect with the Elysian Park Thrust (to the northeast)
along a detachment fault below Los Angeles. The closest edge of the vertical surface projection
of this thrust fault is located about 22 miles southeast of the Project Site. Like other blind thrust
faults in the Los Angeles area, the Compton-Los Alamitos Thrust is not exposed at the surface
and does not present a potential surface rupture hazard. However, the Compton-Los Alamitos
Thrust should be considered an active feature capable of generating future earthquakes. An
average slip rate of 1.5 mm/year and a maximum magnitude of 6.8 are estimated for the
Compton-Los Alamitos Thrust.

Elysian Park Thrust

The Elysian Park Thrust, previously defined as the Elysian Park Fold and Thrust Belt, was
postulated to extend northwesterly from the Santa Ana Mountains to the Santa Monica
Mountains, extending westerly and paralleling the Santa Monica-Hollywood and Malibu Coast
faults.  The Elysian Park Thrust is now believed to be smaller in size, only underlying the central
Los Angeles Basin. The vertical surface projection of the Elysian Park Thrust is about 25 miles
southeast of the Project Site at its closest point. Like other blind thrust faults in the Los Angeles
area, the Elysian Park Thrust is not exposed at the surface and does not present a potential
surface rupture hazard; however, the Elysian Park Thrust should be considered an active feature
capable of generating future earthquakes. An average slip rate of 1.5 mm/year and a maximum
magnitude of 6.7 are estimated for the Elysian Park Thrust.
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Potentially Active Faults

Northridge Hills Fault

The closest potentially active fault to the Project Site is the Northridge Hills Fault located
approximately 1.3 miles to the north-northeast. The Northridge Hills Fault is a high-angle fault
and its location is based primarily on the numerous petroleum test wells that have been drilled in
the Northridge Hills. Logs of these wells indicate that the Modelo Formation has been displaced
between 490 to 1,000 feet along the dip of the fault. The apparent movement along the fault has
been dip-slip with the north block moving down. The apparent surface trace of the fault can be
found in the Cretaceous Chico Formation north of Chatsworth. Geomorphic evidence, such as
scarps in the Pleistocene-age alluvial deposits, have been identified on aerial photographs. The
fault is considered potentially active. However, a recent publication suggests that deformation of
young sediments in the area could relate to movement along the Northridge Hills fault.

Santa Susana Fault

The potentially active Santa Susana Fault is located approximately 3.8 miles north of the Project
Site. This fault extends northeastward from the Santa Susana Mountains across San Fernando
Pass and into the San Gabriel Mountains. Maximum offset along the Santa Susana Fault has been
postulated as one mile of vertical displacement and one to two miles of horizontal displacement.
It has been suggested that the Santa Susana Fault has been inactive since the middle Pleistocene.
However, others have suggested late Pleistocene displacement along the Santa Susana Fault.
There is no evidence that this fault has offset Holocene-age alluvial deposits.

Holser Fault

The potentially active Holser Fault is located 16 miles north-northwest of the Project Site. This
fault is a high-angle reverse fault that offsets Pleistocene-age terrace deposits. The Holser Fault
intersects the San Gabriel fault east of Saugus. There is no evidence that this fault has offset
Holocene-age alluvial deposits.

Fault Rupture

The Project Site is not within a currently established Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone for
surface fault rupture hazards. The closest Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, established for
surface breaks along the Santa Susana Fault that are a result of ground motions generated by the
San Fernando Earthquake, is located 4.0 miles to the north. Based on available geologic data,
active or potentially active faults with the potential for surface fault rupture are not known to be
located directly beneath or projecting toward the Site. Therefore, the potential for surface rupture
due to fault plane displacement propagating to the surface at the Site during the design life of the
project is considered low.
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Seismicity

Earthquake Catalog Data

The seismicity of the region surrounding the Project Site was determined from research of an
electronic database of seismic data. This database includes earthquake data compiled by the
California Institute of Technology between 1932 and 2002 and data from 1812 to 1931 compiled
by Richter and the U.S. National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). The search for
earthquakes that occurred within approximately 62 miles (100 kilometers) of the Site indicates
that 529 earthquakes of Richter magnitude 4.0 and greater occurred between 1932 and 2002; one
earthquake of magnitude 6.0 or greater occurred between 1906 and 1931; and one earthquake of
magnitude 7.0 or greater occurred between 1812 and 1905. A list of these earthquakes is
presented in Table 20: Historic Earthquakes.

Table 20
Historic Earthquakes

Earthquake (Oldest to
Youngest)

Date of Earthquake Magnitude Distance to Epicenter
(miles)

Direction to Epicenter

Long Beach March 10, 1933 6.4 55 SE

Tehachapi July 21, 1952 7.5 59 NW

San Fernando February 9, 1971 6.6 15 NNE

Whittier Narrows October 1, 1987 5.9 30 ESE

Sierra Madre June 28, 1991 5.8 32 E

Landers June 28, 1992 7.3 120 E

Big Bear June 28, 1992 6.4 102 E

Northridge January 17, 1994 6.7 1.8 S

Hector Mine October 16, 1999 7.1 136 NE

SOURCE: Law/Crandall. Report of Geotechnical Evaluation for Proposed Corbin-Nordhoff Project, June 7, 2002.

Historic Earthquakes

A number of earthquakes of moderate to major magnitude have occurred in the Southern
California area within the last 69 years. A partial list of these earthquakes is included in Table
20: Historic Earthquakes.

The Project 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 to a less than significant level by proper engineering design and construction in
conformance with current building codes and engineering practices.
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Slope Stability

The relatively flat topography at the Project Site precludes both stability problems and the
potential for lurching (earth movement at right angles to a cliff or steep slope during ground
shaking). According to the City of Los Angeles Safety Element (1996) and the County of Los
Angeles Seismic Safety Element (1990), the Project Site is not within an area identified as
having a potential for slope instability. There are no known landslides near the Project Site, nor is
the Project Site in the path of any known or potential landslides. Additionally, the Project Site is
not located within an area identified as having a potential for seismic slope instability.47 

Liquefaction and Seismically Induced Settlement

Liquefaction potential is greatest where groundwater is shallow, and submerged loose, fine sands
occur within a depth of about 50 feet or less. Liquefaction potential decreases as grain size and
clay and gravel content increase. As ground acceleration and shaking duration increase during an
earthquake, liquefaction potential increases.

According to the California Division of Mines and Geology (1998), the City of Los Angeles
Safety Element (1996), and the County of Los Angeles Seismic Safety Element (1990), the
northern portion of the Project Site is not within an area identified as having a potential for
liquefaction. However, the southern portion of the Project Site is within an area identified as
having a potential for liquefaction. The Project Site boundaries relative to the state-designated
liquefaction hazard zone are shown in Figure 18: Seismic Hazard Zone Map.

Based on groundwater levels in nearby wells, the historic and current groundwater levels beneath
the northern portion of the Project Site are at depths greater than 50 feet below the existing
ground surface. Historic groundwater levels beneath the southern portion of the Site were as
shallow as about 34 feet beneath the existing ground surface which could enhance the potential
for a significant impact due to liquefaction. Therefore, there is a potential for liquefaction and
associated ground deformation at the Project Site, especially beneath the portion of the Project
Site that is included in the liquefaction hazard zone.

Tsunamis, Inundation, Seiches, and Flooding

The Project Site is not in a coastal area. Therefore, tsunamis (seismic sea waves) are not
considered a significant hazard at the Project Site.
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Figure 18: Seismic Hazard Zone Map
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According to the City of Los Angeles Safety Element (1996) and the County of Los Angeles
Seismic Safety Element (1990), the Project Site is not located within a potential inundation area
for an earthquake-induced dam failure. Therefore, the potential for the Project Site to be
inundated as a result of an earthquake-induced dam failure is considered to be low.

The Project Site is not located downslope of any large bodies of water that could adversely affect
the Project Site in the event of earthquake-induced seiches (wave oscillations in an enclosed or
semi-enclosed body of water).

According to Federal Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) panel number 0601370018C produced by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the Project Site is located within flood zone
“C”. Flood zone “C”, since replaced by zone “X (No Shading),” is defined as an area outside
both the 100-year and 500-year flood plains.

Subsidence

The Project Site is not within an area of known subsidence associated with fluid withdrawal
(groundwater or petroleum), peat oxidation, or hydrocompaction.

Add Area

See Section IV. D: Geologic Hazards- Project Site. Due to the proximity of the Add Area to
the Project Site, geotechnical information gathered for the Project Site analysis also pertains to
the Add Area properties.

Whereas a portion of the Project Site is located with a liquefaction zone, according to the
California Division of Mines and Geology (1998), the Add Area properties are not located within
a designated liquefaction zone. The Add Area boundaries relative to the state-designated
liquefaction hazard zone are shown in Figure 18: Seismic Hazard Zone Map.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, a project would normally have a
significant geologic hazard impact if it would cause or accelerate geologic hazards which would
result in substantial damage to structures or infrastructures, or expose people to substantial risk
of injury.

A project would normally have significant sedimentation or erosion impacts if it would:

• Constitute a geologic hazard to other properties by causing or accelerating
instability from erosion; or
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• Accelerate natural processes of wind and water erosion and sedimentation,
resulting in sediment runoff or deposition which would not be contained or
controlled on-site.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site 

Fault Rupture

The Project Site is not within a currently established Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. The
closest Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone is located 4.0 miles north of the Project Site,
established along the Santa Susana Fault. Based on the available geologic data, active or
potentially active faults with the potential for surface fault rupture are not known to be located
beneath or projecting toward the Site. Therefore, the potential for surface rupture at the Project
Site due to fault plane displacement propagating to the ground surface during the design life of
the project is considered low. Although the Project Site could be subjected to strong ground
shaking in the event of an earthquake, this hazard is common in Southern California and the
effects of ground shaking can be mitigated to a less than significant level by proper engineering
design and construction in conformance with current building codes and engineering practices.
The proposed Project at the Project Site will not result in substantial damage to structures or
infrastructures, or expose people to substantial risk of injury. Therefore, the proposed Project at
the Project Site will result in a less than significant impact due to geologic hazards in the project
area.

Groundwater

In 2001, groundwater at the Project Site was reported at 84 feet below the ground surface. The
historically high groundwater level of between 35 and 40 feet below the surface was recorded in
1944.

Based on the historic recorded water levels beneath the Site, groundwater levels beneath the Site
could fluctuate (seasonally and annually) as a result of groundwater management practices.
Although water levels are known to have steadily declined in the area since the 1960s, water
levels could reach historic highs in the future. Based on historical groundwater levels as recorded
in borings at the Project Site and in nearby wells, there is a potential for shallow groundwater to
have an adverse impact on the proposed development. However, it is unlikely that the
groundwater would have an impact on development unless subterranean levels are included, to a
depth of at least 30 feet. The Homeplace Retirement Community proposed for the Project Site
includes a maximum of two levels of subterranean parking which with a maximum depth of
sixteen feet. This will not exceed the 30 foot depth at which groundwater may impact
development. Development on the remainder of the Project Site will not include subterranean
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levels. Further, with adherence to current building codes and engineering practices, the proposed
Project at the Project Site will not result in substantial damage to structures or infrastructures, or
expose people to substantial risk of injury. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site will
result in a less than significant impact due to groundwater hazards in the project area. 

Slope Stability

According to the City of Los Angeles Safety Element (1996) and the County of Los Angeles
Seismic Safety Element (1990), the Project Site is not within an area identified as having a
potential for slope instability. Additionally, the California Division of Mines and Geology does
not identify the project area as having a potential for seismic slope instability. There are no
known landslides near the Project Site, nor is the Project Site in the path of any known or
potential landslides. 

However, the sandy alluvial deposits could be prone to local raveling or caving and a temporary
shoring system with lagging will be required for vertical excavations. Temporary and permanent
retaining walls should be designed for lateral earth pressures and provided with a drainage
system to mitigate any potential instability caused by excavation. With incorporation of the
proposed mitigation measures, the proposed Project at the Project Site would not result in
substantial damage to structures or infrastructures or expose people to substantial risk of injury.
Thus, the proposed Project at the Project Site will result in a less than significant impact due to
slope stability hazards in the project area. 

Although no subterranean levels are proposed for development at the Project Site, if basements
or other subterranean levels become necessary, excavations will expose alluvial deposits. These
deposits are horizontally stratified and lack any well-defined planar features or discontinuities
(such as bedding or joints) that would act as planes of weakness and will not adversely affect the
proposed basement construction. Also, geologic conditions at the Project Site will not create an
additional surcharge on the proposed basement walls.

Liquefaction

Liquefaction would not be anticipated in the northern portion of the Project Site where
groundwater is deeper.  However, approximately three quarters of the southern portion of the
Project Site is located within a designated area of liquefaction hazard as defined by the California
Department of Mines and Geology, the City of Los Angeles, and The County of Los Angeles. 

Soils at the Site could be subject to liquefaction in the event of earthquake ground motion.
Clayey soils at depths beneath the Site would not be considered liquefiable; only the sandy and
silty layers at the Site might be subject to liquefaction. Uniform settlement beneath a given
structure would cause minimal damage; however, because of variations in distribution, density,
and confining conditions of the soils, seismically induced settlement is generally non-uniform
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and can cause serious structure damage. Generally, differential settlements induced by ground
failures such as liquefaction, flow slides, and surface ruptures would be much more severe than
those caused by densification alone. Based on the results of previous borings at the Project Site
and at the adjacent Northridge Fashion Center, the deeper soils (beneath the historic high
groundwater level) are predominantly clayey, with some thinner layers of sand and silty sand.
Therefore, the soils would only be anticipated to have minimal liquefaction, if any, in the sandier
layers beneath the depth of the groundwater. Seismic settlement due to limited liquefaction of
thin layers at this depth would be anticipated to be small and relatively uniform, resulting in
little, if any, distress to hardscape, utilities, or structures. Nevertheless, a building-specific
liquefaction evaluation will be required for the Site to evaluate the anticipated magnitude of
liquefaction-induced settlement and to provide foundation recommendations to mitigate the
potentially adverse effects of liquefaction.

Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site would be subject to potentially significant
impacts from liquefaction. However, with the incorporation of the proposed mitigation measures,
the proposed Project at the Project Site would result in a less than significant impact due to
liquefaction potential in the project area.  

Subsidence

The Site is not within an area of known subsidence associated with fluid withdrawal
(groundwater or petroleum), peat oxidation, or hydrocompaction. Therefore, impacts to the 
Project Site as a result of subsidence would be less than significant.

Tsunamis, Seiches, and Flooding

Due to the location of the Project Site in an inland area, there is no potential for impacts resulting
from tsunamis. No large bodies of permanently stored water are located such that they would
adversely impact the Project Site due to either seiches or flooding due to ground shaking.

Add Area

Similar to potential geotechnical impacts resulting from the proposed Project at the Project Site,
potential impacts may result from the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area. 
 
Fault Rupture

Similar to the Project Site, the Add Area is not within a currently established Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone. The closest Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone is located
approximately 4.0 miles north of the Add Area, established along the Santa Susana Fault. Based
on the available geologic data, active or potentially active faults with the potential for surface
fault rupture are not known to be located beneath or projecting toward the Add Area. Therefore,
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the potential for surface rupture at the Add Area due to fault plane displacement propagating to
the ground surface during the design life of the project is considered low. Although the Add Area
properties could be subjected to strong ground shaking in the event of an earthquake, this hazard
is common in Southern California and the effects of ground shaking can be mitigated to a less
than significant level by proper engineering design and construction in conformance with current
building codes and engineering practices. The development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area
would not result in substantial damage to structures or infrastructures, or expose people to
substantial risk of injury.

Groundwater

In 2001, groundwater just downstream and to the east of the Add Area properties (at the Project
Site) was reported at 84 feet below the ground surface. The historically high groundwater level
was recorded in 1944 between 35 and 40 feet below the surface.

Based on the historic recorded water levels in the area, groundwater levels could fluctuate
seasonally and annually as a result of groundwater management practices. Although water levels
have been known to have steadily declined in the project area since the 1960s, water levels could
reach historic highs in the future. Based on historical groundwater levels as recorded in borings
in nearby wells, there is a potential for shallow groundwater to have an adverse impact on the
proposed development. However, it is unlikely that groundwater would have an impact on
development unless subterranean levels are included, to a depth of at least 30 feet. Similar to the
proposed Project at the Project Site, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area does
not include the construction of subterranean levels. Further, the development scenarios analyzed
for the Add Area is not anticipated to result in substantial damage to structures or infrastructures,
or expose people to substantial risk of injury. Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for
the Add Area would result in a less than significant impact due to groundwater in the project
area.

Slope Stability

Similar to the proposed Project at the Project Site, the Add Area is not within an area identified
as having a potential for slope instability, according to the City of Los Angeles Safety Element
(1996) and the County of Los Angeles Seismic Safety Element (1990). Additionally, the
California Division of Mines and Geology does not identify the project area as having a potential
for seismic slope instability. There are no known landslides near the Add Area, nor is the Add
Area in the path of any known or potential landslides. Future scenarios at the Add Area will not
result in substantial damage to structures or infrastructures or expose people to substantial risk of
injury as a result of slope stability in the area. Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for
the Add Area would result in a less than significant impact as a result of slope instability.
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Liquefaction

Unlike the proposed Project Site, the Add Area properties are not located within a designated
area of liquefaction hazard, according to the California Department of Mines and Geology.
Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would result in a less than
significant impact due to liquefaction hazards in the area.  

Subsidence

Similar to the proposed Project at the Project Site, the Add Area is not located within an area of
known subsidence associated with fluid withdrawal (groundwater or petroleum), peat oxidation,
or hydrocompaction. Based on this information, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add
Area will not result in substantial damage to structures or infrastructures or expose people to a
substantial risk of injury. Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will
result in a less than significant impact due to areas of subsidence in the project vicinity.

Tsunamis, Seiches, and Flooding

Due to the location of the Add Area in an inland area, there is no potential for impacts resulting
from tsunamis. No large bodies of permanently stored water are located such that they would
adversely impact the Add Area due to seiches or flooding due to ground shaking. Therefore, the
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would result in a less than significant impact
due to water hazards in the project area.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Seismic

Environmental impacts may result to the safety of future occupants at the Project Site and Add
Area due to the location of the Project Site and Add Area within an area of potential seismic
activity. However, any potential impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant level by the
following measure:

24. The design and construction of the Project at the Project Site and Add Area shall
conform to the Uniform Building Code seismic standards as approved by the
Department of Building and Safety. (O, C, R)
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Liquefaction 

Environmental impacts may result due to the location of a portion of the Project Site within a
designated liquefaction zone. However, any potential impacts will be mitigated to a less than
significant level by the following measure:

25. Potential impacts from liquefaction may arise on the southern portion of the
Project Site which is located within a designated liquefaction zone. Building
design shall comply with the Uniform Building Code Chapter 18, Division 1,
Section 1804.5 Liquefaction Potential and Soil Strength Loss, requirements for
the preparation of a building specific geotechnical report assessing potential
consequences of any liquefaction and soil strength loss, estimation of settlement,
lateral movement, or reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, and discussion
of mitigation measures that may include building design consideration. Building
design considerations may include, but are not limited to ground stabilization,
selection of appropriate foundation type and depths, selection of appropriate
structural systems to accommodate anticipated displacements, or any combination
of these measures. (O, C, R)

Subsidence 

Although a specific significant impact has not been identified for the Project Site or Add Area,
environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the location of the project
in an area prone to subsidence. However, any potential impact will be further reduced to a less
than significant impact with the following mitigation measure: 

26. Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the applicant shall submit a
geotechnical report prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering
geologist to the Department of Building and Safety for approval. (O, C, R)

Grading

For potential impacts and mitigation measures regarding grading and earth movement, see
Section IV. B: Air Quality.

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION 

Less than significant.



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                              IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR D. GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

176

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

As with the proposed project, each related project requiring discretionary approval would be
subject to a review process and appropriate geotechnical investigation, and potential
incorporation of mitigation measures. 

As with the Project Site and Add Area properties, related projects in the area 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 to a less than significant
level by proper engineering design and construction in conformance with current building codes
and engineering practices.

Related projects number four (Porter Ranch) and number five (Deer Lake Ranch), located to the
north of the SR-118 freeway, are near an established Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone along
the Santa Susana fault. Further fault identification (active and potentially active) and
identification of the potential for fault rupture would be necessary for individual related projects.

Site specific groundwater analysis must be conducted for individual related projects. Further,
areas of slope instability, liquefaction, subsidence, tsunamis, and seiches will have to be
determined on a site- or project-specific basis. 

Project Site, Add Area, and Related Projects

The Project Site, Add Area, and related Project Sites would be subject to potential ground
shaking, as with most areas within the City and County of Los Angeles. However, incorporation
of the proposed mitigation measures will reduce any significant impacts resulting from the
proposed Project at the Project Site and Add Area and related projects to a less than significant
level. 

Therefore, a significant cumulative impact due to geotechnical hazards is not expected.
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177

E. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

The hazardous materials analysis assesses the potential environmental impacts of new
development on the Project Site associated with existing soil and/or groundwater contamination
at the Project Site and Add Area. Due to the highly industrial nature of the Project Site, Add
Area, and surrounding properties, the potential for use, storage, or disposal of hazardous
materials on Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site and Add Area is quite high. Due to the
likelihood of hazardous materials on or near the Project Site and Add Area, a Phase I
Environmental Assessment was conducted for properties included within the Project Site and
Add Area. The Phase I Environmental Assessment was prepared by American Environmental
Specialists, Co. (AES) in general accordance with the American Society of Testing and Materials
Standards (ASTM).48

The Phase I Environmental Assessment included the following: 

• Site reconnaissance of the Project Site and Add Area to identify and assess areas
of potential environmental concern;

• Survey of the Site vicinity to identify and assess potential environmental concerns
which could impact the Project Site and Add Area;

• A review of building permits, US Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps,
aerial photographs, and other available documents;

• A review of public records to identify sites of environmental concern on or within
a radius of the property as determined by ASTM; and 

• Review of documents provided by Teledyne and Litton regarding previous
environmental documentation on the Project Site.

As part of the Phase I Assessment, AES retained Environmental Risk Information & Imaging
Service (ERIIS) to perform an environmental database search for locations identified as
hazardous substance and/or hazardous waste sites near the Project Site and Add Area. The search
distance was determined by ASTM standards. Following is a list and brief description of the
databases searched by ERIIS.
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National Priorities List (NPL)
The NPL Report, also known as the Superfund List, is a U.S. EPA listing of uncontrolled or
abandoned hazardous waste sites. The list is primarily based upon a score which the site receives
from the EPA’s hazardous ranking system. These sites are targeted for possible long-term
remedial action under the Superfund Act. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System
(CERCLIS)
The CERCLIS database is a listing of known or suspected uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous
waste sites. These sites have either been investigated or are currently under investigation by the
federal EPA for the release or threatened release of hazardous substances.

Resource Conservation & Recovery Information System (RCRIS)
The RCRIS Report contains information pertaining to facilities that either treat, store, or dispose
of U.S. EPA-regulated hazardous wastes. The RCRIS list includes both small (RCRIS-SG) and
large (RCRIS-LG) quantity generators of Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
wastes, as well as treatment, storage, and disposal facilities (RCRIS-TS). Large generators are
considered to be facilities that generate more than 1,000 kilograms (2,204 pounds) of hazardous
waste per month. Small generators are those facilities that generate between 100 kilograms (220
pounds) and 1,000 kilograms (2,204 pounds) of hazardous waste per month. Information
pertaining to the status of facilities is provided through the RCRA Administrative Action
Tracking System (RAATS).

Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS)
The ERNS reporting system contains preliminary information on specific releases, including the
spill location, the substance released, and the responsible party. Information in the ERNS report
pertains only to those releases that occurred during the year of the report date.

California Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) Report
The California State Water Resources Control Board, in cooperation with the Office of
Emergency Services, compiles lists of all leaks of hazardous substances from underground
storage tanks in the State of California. The nine regional boards maintain information on all
reported leak cases within their jurisdiction, both for those where the Regional Board and where
other local agencies take the lead in overseeing investigations and remedial actions. The
California Environmental Protection Agency’s Department of Hazardous Materials Data
Management collects the nine regional lists and publishes them as one database identified as
LUST.

California Underground Storage Tank Report (UST)
This report is a listing of all registered underground storage tanks located within the State of
California.
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Solid Waste Information System (SWF)
The California Integrated Waste Management Board maintains an inventory list of both open as
well as closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and transfer stations pursuant to the
Solid Waste Management and Resources Recovery Act of 1972. 

California CalSites (HWS)
The California CalSites report contains information pertaining to the State Hazardous Waste
Sites governed by the California Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC). Sites formerly
listed in the Annual Workplan, the Abandoned Sites Project Information System (ASPIS), and
the Bond Expenditure Plan (BEP) are now included in the CalSites database.

No Further Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP)
The NFRAP report contains information pertaining to sites which have been removed from the
federal EPA’s CERCLIS database.  NFRAP sites may be sites where, following an initial
investigation, no contamination was found, contamination was removed quickly without need for
the site to be placed on the NPL, or the contamination was not serious enough to require federal
Superfund action or NPL consideration.

California Oil and Gas Well Report (OGW)
The OGW Report contains location and production information for all regulated oil and gas wells
in the State of California.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Previous Environmental Investigations

An environmental investigation has been conducted previously on the Project Site. A Phase I
Environmental Assessment was conducted for the Project Site by American Environmental
Specialists, Inc. on October 7, 1996. The investigation was conducted in two segments: one
square-shaped parcel consisting of approximately eight acres located on the southeastern corner
of Corbin Avenue and Prairie Street for the proposed Homeplace Retirement Community and
one “L” shaped parcel of approximately 27.5 acres located on the northeastern corner of
Nordhoff Street and Corbin Avenue, known as 19601 Nordhoff Street. These investigations were
updated later on March 10, 1999, and April 9, 1999, respectively.

The most recent Phase I investigation undertaken within the Add Area was conducted on July 15,
2002. No known previous environmental investigations were identified for the Add Area
properties. 
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Project Site

The Project Site is currently zoned MR2-1 and P-1 for primarily research and development uses
and associated parking. The Site has been used primarily as research and development for
guidance control systems developed by Litton Industries which is a primarily office use. Portions
of the Site have been used for light manufacturing throughout the history of the Site. 

To the north of the Project Site, across Prairie Street, are light industrial properties. To the west,
across Corbin Avenue, land uses included primarily commercial uses, however, the properties are
designated as light industrial by the Community Plan. To the south of the Project Site, across
Nordhoff Street, land uses include primarily commercial and retail buildings. To the east, across
Shirley Avenue, is the Northridge Fashion Center, a composite of retail stores and buildings.  

Historical Use

Review of historical aerial photographs available at the California State University-Northridge
Geography Map Library indicates that in 1989, the properties adjacent to the Project Site were
developed in their current configuration. The Northridge Fashion Center buildings to the east and
the K-Mart building to the north were constructed between 1967 and 1974. The Washington
Mutual Bank building to the west was constructed between 1975 and 1989. The adjoining
properties were used for agriculture prior to their development with these uses. In 1952, 1938,
and 1919, properties north, south, and east of the Site were cultivated.

The Northrup Grumman facility was built on the Project Site in 1966. Prior to 1966, the property
use was agricultural. According to personal interviews, Teledyne Systems Inc. took occupancy of
the building in 1968. Teledyne systems occupied the building until it was acquired by Litton
Industries in 1994. 

The USGS map shows an oil tank on the Litton Industries (Northrup Grumman) property in
1952. The oil tank was likely aboveground and associated with the agricultural activities on the
property. Previous site assessments of the Northrup Grumman property did not identify records
for the tank.

Site Inspection 

The predominant chemicals observed on the Project Site were isopropyl alcohol, liquid nitrogen,
refrigerants, and various solvents, thinners, lacquers, and paints. The hazardous waste materials
observed include waste alcohol, waste paint thinner, and waste oil. Thirty- and 70-gallon
aboveground tanks for diesel fuel related to back-up lighting and fire sprinkler systems are
located in the maintenance area of the main building and the pump house, respectively. No
evidence of underground storage tanks on the Project Site was observed.
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All chemical compounds were observed to be properly labeled and stored in appropriate
containers either in cabinets, on shelving, in secondary containment, and/or on concrete. No
compounds were observed stored directly on soil, grass, or asphalt. Other than minor staining on
concrete floors in some areas, no evidence of leaks or spills considered to be of concern was
observed. Hazardous wastes are disposed of by Safety Kleen every 90 days. Employees on Site
reported that the wastewater permit and seven South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) permits (the smallest spray paint booth no longer requires a permit) are updated
annually or as required and are in compliance. Material Safety Data Sheets are on file at the
facility for each of the chemical compounds. In general, housekeeping was observed to be
excellent, and the chemicals and wastes used, stored, generated, and disposed of were observed
to be properly handled at the Site. At this time, the chemical compounds present at the Site do
not appear to present an environmental concern. Additionally, indications of unauthorized
dumping or solid waste disposal were not observed during the site reconnaissance.

A transformer station owned by the DWP was identified adjacent to the maintenance area during
a site reconnaissance in 1996. A label on the gate of the station indicates that the fluid used in the
transformers does not contain PCBs. Additionally, several pole-mounted transformers are located
along the east side of Corbin Avenue, within the Project Site boundaries, and the north side of
Prairie Street, outside the Project Site boundaries.

Although asbestos and lead-paint have not been specifically identified as a hazardous material
issue at the Project Site and Add Area, due to the age of the buildings on the Sites, the potential
for these materials does exist. An asbestos survey and sampling for lead-based paint and radon
were not part of the scope of services for this assessment. However, mitigation measures that
preclude demolition or construction on these Sites prior to appropriate stabilization or removal of
such materials have been included.

Regulatory Agency Database Search

Based on ASTM accepted radii, the Phase I database search produced the following results for
the Project Site:

National Priorities List (NPL)
No NPL sites were identified within one mile of the Project Site.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System
(CERCLIS)
No CERCLIS sites were identified within one mile of the Project Site.

Resource Conservation & Recovery Information System (RCRIS)
The Northrup Grumman facility (Project Site) is identified as a large quantity generator. The
facility is also on the HAZNET and FINDS databases. No violations have been reported for the
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facility. According to the databases, Northrup Grumman has disposed of oxygenated,
halogenated, and hydrocarbon solvents and other off-specification, aged, or surplus organics.

Great Western Bank (also identified as Washington Mutual) located northwest of the Project
Site, across Corbin Avenue, is identified as a small quantity generator. This site is also on the
HAZNET, FINDS, and HIST UST databases. The HIST UST database identifies properties
where one or more USTs have been removed. No violations are reported for the facility.
According to the databases, the facility disposed of liquids with halogenated organic compounds,
laboratory waste chemicals, waste oil, and tank bottom waste. Four USTs were previously
operated at the facility. Three of the USTs contained gasoline and one contained diesel fuel. The
USTs were installed in 1980. The year the USTs were removed is not reported. The facility
address is not on the LUST list, indicating that there is not a reported leak associated with the
former USTs.

Properties located at 9345 Melvin Avenue and 9300/9310 Corbin /Avenue, are identified on the
RCRIS Small Quantity Generators List. Aton laboratory, located at 9345 Melvin Avenue in the
strip mall in the northwest corner of the Add Area properties, is also on the HAZNET Database.
There are no violations reported for the facility. According to the databases, Aton laboratory has
disposed of liquids with chromium VI, metal sludge, alkaline solution with metals, and other
inorganic solid waste.

Teledyne Systems Company is identified at 9300 and 9310 Corbin Avenue, the current location
of Modern Wholesale electric and The Sports Section. The addresses are also on the FINDS and
HAZNET databases. No violations have been reported for the earlier Teledyne facility.
According to the databases, Teledyne disposed of oxygenated, halogenated, and hydrocarbon
solvents and other off-specification, aged, or surplus organics.

One RCRA TSD and RCRA CORRACTS facility was identified within a one-mile radius of the
Project Site. The facility, Cirtec Division of Interlink Corporation, is located about a mile
southwest of the Project Site. The facility has been assigned a low corrective action priority.

Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS)
The Project Site (site only ASTM radius) was not identified as an ERNS facility.

California Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) Report
In a Phase I environmental assessment conducted in 1996 for the Project Site, eight California
LUST facilities were identified with a half-mile radius. A summary of these facilities identified
in 1996 can be found in Table 21: LUST Sites. 

Two of the properties identified on the LUST list are located adjacent to the Project Site: West
Valley Toyota, identified as Malibu Grand Prix, and The May Company at Northridge Fashion
Center. In both cases groundwater was affected by a gasoline leak and the contamination was 
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TABLE 21
LUST SITES1

SITE ADDRESS
CONTAMINANT AND CASE

TYPE
STATUS

DISTANCE AND DIRECTION
FROM SITE

Malibu Grand Prix (Toyota Dealership)
19550 Nordhoff Street, Northridge

Gasoline
Groundwater Affected Case Closed 200 feet south

Chevron #9-0055
8900 Corbin Avenue, Northridge

Gasoline
Undefined

Preliminary Assessment
Underway 1,250 feet southwest 

Unocal #5732
19301 Nordhoff Street, Northridge

Diesel
Undefined

Pollution
Characterization

Underway
1,250 feet west

Kahn Air Conditioning, Inc.
19434 Business Center Drive, Northridge

Gasoline
Undefined

Remediation Plan Under
Development 2,400 feet southwest

Exxon #7-3417
19260 Nordhoff Street, Northridge

Gasoline 
Undefined

Pollution
Characterization

Underway
1,500 feet west

Northridge Fashion Center -
May Co.

9301 Tampa Avenue, Northridge

Gasoline
Groundwater Affected Case Closed 1,250 feet northeast

Arco #1992
9454 Corbin Avenue, Northridge

Gasoline
Undefined

Preliminary Assessment
Underway

900 feet north

Riker Laboratories, Inc. 
19901 Nordhoff Street, Northridge

Solvents
Groundwater Affected

Remedial Action
Underway One-half mile southeast

1LUST sites identified within one-half mile of the property.
SOURCE: American Environmental Specialists. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment - Litton Guidance and Control Facility, October 7,
1996; Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Update - Litton Guidance and Control Facility, April 9, 1999; Phase I Environmental
Assessment - Southeast Corner of Prairie Street and Corbin Avenue, October 7, 1996; Phase I Environmental Assessment Update -
Proposed New Parcel Southeast Corner of Prairie Street and Corbin Avenue, March 10, 1999; Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
Commercial and Light Industrial Development Area North of Prairie Street Between Corbin and Shirley Avenues, July 15, 2002.

remediated by pumping and treating the groundwater. Both cases are closed and are unlikely to
impact the Project Site at this time.

One of the eight LUST facilities is located upgradient of the Project Site with respect to the
direction of groundwater flow. This facility, the ARCO Gas Station, is located at the corner of
Corbin Avenue and Plummer Street. However, based on the distance of the station from the
Project Site, the gas station is not likely to impact the Project Site at this time. 

The remaining properties identified are either undergoing remediation activities or are located at
an acceptable distance and/or direction from the Project Site and are unlikely to impact the
environmental integrity of the Project Site at this time.
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In 1999, the 1996 Phase I environmental assessment was updated for the Project Site. This
update identified six LUST facilities within a half-mile radius of the Project Site. The State has
closed the files for four of these six facilities. The other two facilities identified are at an
acceptable distance and/or direction from the Site and are unlikely to impact the environmental
integrity of the Project Site. 

In 2002, a Phase I investigation completed for the Add Area properties north of Prairie Street
identified 14 LUST facilities in the area. No further action is required at 11 of the identified sites.
The three active LUST facilities identified are located more than a half-mile away from those
properties. Therefore, LUST facilities identified in the area are unlikely to impact the
environmental integrity of the Project Site.

California Underground Storage Tank Report (UST)
Based on a Phase I environmental assessment updated in 1999, two UST facilities were identified
within a quarter-mile radius of the Project Site: West Hills Toyota Dealership, listed as
Northridge MGPC, and The Canteen Corporation. The type and capacity of the tanks are not
listed. However, both facilities are downgradient of the Site and are unlikely to impact the
Project Site at this time. 

A Phase I environmental assessment completed in 2002 for the Add Area properties located
north of Prairie Street identified one Historical UST Site (HIST UST): K-Mart (Penske Auto
Center) located just north of the Add Area properties. According to the databases, Penske Auto
Center disposed of oil/water sludge, aqueous solutions with organic residue, solvent waste, and
other organic compounds. The facility also operated a 500-gallon UST that contained waste oil.
The UST was installed in 1968; it is not reported when, or if, the UST was removed. However,
based on the conclusions of the Phase I environmental assessment, this site is not thought to
adversely affect properties in the vicinity. 

Solid Waste Information System (SWF)
No SWF facilities were identified within a half-mile radius of the Project Site.

California CalSites (HWS)
Eleven HWS facilities were identified within a one-mile radius of the Project Site. However,
none of these facilities is within a quarter mile of the Project Site and, therefore, do not pose a
significant threat to the environmental integrity of the Project Site at this time.

No Further Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP)
The Project Site and adjoining properties were not identified as NFRAP sites. 

California Oil and Gas Well Report (OGW)
No OGW facilities were identified within a quarter-mile radius of the Project Site.



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                             IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR                E. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

185

Add Area

The Add Area is located north of Prairie Street between Corbin and Shirley Avenues in the
Northridge area of the City of Los Angeles. The Add Area is zoned MR2-1 and P-1 for light
industrial development totaling approximately fifteen acres. A K-Mart store and shopping center
is located to the north of the Add Area. Washington Mutual Bank is across Corbin Avenue to the
west of the Add Area. A Northrup Gruman facility, identified as Litton Industries, is located to
the south of the Add Area, across Prairie Street. The Northridge Fashion Center, a retail shopping
mall, is east of the Add Area, across Shirley Avenue.

The properties are developed, improved with multiple buildings occupied by commercial and
light industrial businesses. The buildings are separated by driveways, alleyways, and parking
areas. Melvin Avenue runs north to south through the center of the Add Area, dividing the Add
Area approximately in half. Table 22: Current Add Area Occupants and Uses summarizes the
current light industrial and commercial land uses within the Add Area, listing the address, current
occupant, and known hazardous materials usage.

Historical Use 

Review of historical aerial photographs available at the California State University - Northridge
Map Library indicates that prior to 1967, the Add Area properties were used for agriculture; in
1975, the Add Area was developed with most of the current Site buildings; and in 1989, the Add
Area was developed in the current configuration.

Prior to the development of the adjoining properties, the adjoining properties were used for
agriculture. The Northrup Grumman facility to the south was developed around 1966. The
Northridge Fashion Center buildings to the east and the K-Mart building to the north were
constructed between 1967 and 1974. The Washington Mutual Bank Building to the west was
constructed between 1975 and 1989.

Site Inspection

The properties within the Add Area are not under the applicant’s control. Therefore, the interiors
of buildings on the Site were not available for inspection and hazardous substances were not
observed during the site reconnaissance. However, chemical compounds, including hazardous
substances, are known to currently be used or have been used in the past at nine of the Add Area
addresses.

LAFD records were requested for 16 site addresses. They have records or partial records for nine
of the site addresses. A portion of the files for four of those addresses were destroyed because the
occupant and user of hazardous materials no longer occupies the address. However, the inventory
of compounds used was still available. Compounds identified include motor oil, freon, propane, 
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TABLE 22
CURRENT ADD AREA OCCUPANTS AND USES

Address Current Occupant Summary of Use

9300 Corbin Ave The Sports Section Current uses include a sportswear retailer and a wholesale electric
supplier. Both addresses were formerly occupied by Teledyne
Systems and identified as RCRIS Small Quantity Generators
(SQGs). Teledyne used hazardous materials and disposed of

oxygenated, halogenated, and hydrocarbon solvents and other off-
specification, aged, or surplus organics.

9310 Corbin Ave Modern Wholesale Electric

9324 Corbin Ave Northstar Moving Company Formerly occupied by International Collection and carried a
hazardous materials inventory

9330 Corbin Ave Kouzouians’ Furniture Currently uses hazardous materials

19631 Prairie St Defco Lithograph Co. Currently uses hazardous materials

19617 - 19619 Prairie St Optronics Specialty Co. Currently uses hazardous materials

19607 Prairie St Parking Cowing Formerly occupied by Raphael Studios and used hazardous
materials

19555 Prairie St No Sign

No listing9305 Shirley Ave Northridge Arena
Soccer/Northridge Skate Park

9301 Shirley Ave Northridge Tennis Club

9341 Shirley Ave Public Storage Formerly occupied by Verizon Wireless and stored hazardous
materials

9321 Melvin Ave Dyna Pump No listing

9333 Melvin Ave Adco Products Formerly occupied by Northridge Moving & Storage; used/stored
motor oil

9345 - 9349 Melvin Ave Strip mall occupied by:
Karate Studio

JR Carpets
Northridge Barber

30-Minute Income Tax
Rivaderieira Insurance Broker

Cigarettes Unlimited
Custom Cleaners

Custom Signs
Savan Filtration
P & L Industries

Chem Dry Carpet Tech
Aton Laboratories
Lynch Plumbing

APT Security
John Watson Landscaping

Illumination

Swim-Mor Pool and Spa, a former occupant used hazardous
materials

Aton is identified as a RCRIS-SQG. They have disposed of liquids
with chromium VI, metal sludge, alkaline solution with metals, and

other inorganic solid waste

SOURCE: American Environmental Specialists. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Commercial and Light Industrial Development
Area North of Prairie Street Between Corbin and Shirley Avenues. July 15, 2002.
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kerosene, paint thinner, lacquer thinner, resins, solvents, ink, chlorine compounds used in pool
maintenance, compounds containing potassium hydroxide, sodium hydroxide, potassium
carbonate, sulfuric acid, hexane, photo development chemicals, and isopropyl alcohol. Table 23:
Summary of Hazardous Materials Inventory summarizes the chemicals used historically
and/or known to be used currently at properties within the Add Area.

Indications of PCBs were not observed during the site reconnaissance. Several pole-mounted
transformers are located along Prairie Street and Melvin Avenue but are not located on any of the
Add Area properties.

Indications of unauthorized dumping or solid waste disposal were not observed during the site
reconnaissance. An asbestos survey was not part of the scope of services for this assessment.
Additionally, sampling for lead-based paint and testing for radon were not included in the scope
of this site assessment. 

Regulatory Agency Database Search 

Based on ASTM accepted radii, the Phase I database search produced the following results for
the Add Area.

National Priorities List (NPL)
No NPL sites were identified within one mile of the Add Area.

CERCLIS and CERCLIS-NFRAP Databases
No CERCLIS sites were identified within a half-mile of the Add Area.

Resource Conservation & Recovery Information System (RCRIS)
Two of the addresses within the Add Area are identified on the RCRIS Small Quantity
Generators List. Aton laboratory is located at 9345 Melvin Avenue, in the strip mall at the
northwest corner of the Add Area and is also on the HAZNET Database. There are no violations
reported for the facility. According to the databases, Aton Laboratory has disposed of liquids
with chromium VI, metal sludge, alkaline solution with metals, and other inorganic solid waste.

Teledyne Systems Company is identified at 9300 and 9310 Corbin Avenue, the current location
of Modern Wholesale Electric and The Sports Section. The addresses are also on the FINDS and
HAZNET databases. No violations have been reported for the facility. According to the 
databases, Teledyne disposed of oxygenated, halogenated, and hydrocarbon solvents and other
off-specification, aged, or surplus organics.
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TABLE 23
SUMMARY OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS INVENTORY

Address Current
Occupant

Business Name of
Inventory User

Inventory

Hazardous Material Type of Material Annual Quantity Status

9300 N. Corbin
Ave

The Sport Section Teledyne Systems Freon-1,1,2-Trichlo-1,2,2-
Trifluoroethane Isopropyl Alcohol

Freon-1,1,2-Trichlo-1,2,2-
Trifluorethane Isopropyl Alcohol

Pure product

Pure product
Waste

Waste

240 gallons

240 gallons
160 gallons

160 gallons

Inactive - 1993

Inactive - 1993
Inactive - 1993

Inactive - 1993

9324 N. Corbin
Ave

Northstar Moving International
Connection

Water Based Ceramic Glaze (lead
oxide)

Propane
Waste Tile

Pure product

Pure product
Waste

2500 gallons

300 gallons
550 pounds

Inactive - 1995

Inactive - 1995
Inactive - 1995

9330 N. Corbin
Ave

Kouzouian’s
Furniture

Kouzouian’s Furniture Lacquer
Lacquer Sealer

Acetone

Pure product
Pure product
Pure product

220 gallons
110 gallons
110 gallons

Active
Active
Active

9333 N. Melvin
Ave

Adco Products Northridge Moving
and Storage

Motor Oil Pure product 50 gallons Inactive - 1992

9349 N. Melvin
Ave

Strip Mall Swim-Mor Pool and
Spa

Dry Granular Chlorine (Calcium
Hypochlorite)

Potassium Monopersulfate
Algazine-80

Muriatic Acid
Sodium Hypochlorite

Sodium Dichloro-S-Triazine
Trione 

Pure product

Pure product

Pure product
Pure product
Pure product

Pure product

12000 pounds

500 pounds

90 pounds
1200 gallons
2000 gallons

6500 pounds

Inactive - 1991

Inactive - 1991

Inactive - 1991
Inactive - 1991
Inactive - 1991

Inactive - 1991

19607 Prairie St Parker Cowing Raphael Studios Acetone
Aropol

Napthalene Distilate Solvent
Resin Ashland

Kerosene
Lacquer Thinner

Paint Thinner

Pure product
Pure product
Pure product

Pure product
Pure product
Pure product
Pure product

55 gallons
55 gallons
55 gallons

110 gallons
200 gallons
120 gallons
110 gallons

Inactive - 1995
Inactive - 1999
Inactive - 1999

Inactive - 1999
Inactive - 1994
Inactive - 1994
Inactive - 1994

19619 Prairie St Unknown Optronics Specialty
Co.

Liquid nitrogen
Isopropyl Alcohol

Cronalar Fixer Concentrate A
Cronalar Fixer Concentrate B
Lith 20 Black Satin Opaque

Crovex Activator with Potassium
Hydroxide

Hydroquinone
Kodak Developer D8

Ammonium Hydroxide
Sodium Hydroxide Pellets

CE 8040-P chrome Etchant 40
Bestine Solvent
Household Oil

Pure product
Pure product
Pure product

Pure product

Pure product

Pure product

Pure product
Pure product
Pure product
Pure product

Pure product

Pure product
Pure product

5200 cubic feet
12 gallons
45 gallons

1 gallon

45 gallons

55 gallons
5 gallons
4 gallons

100 pounds

2 gallons

unidentified
unknown

Active
Inactive - 1996
Inactive - 1996

Inactive - 1996

Inactive - 1996

Inactive - 1996

Inactive - 1996
Inactive - 1996
Inactive - 1996
Inactive - 1996

Inactive - 1996

Inactive - 1996
Inactive - 1996

1931 Prairie St Defco Lithograph Defco Lithograph Waste Ink
Super Klene

Blanket Wash
Oil Base Solvent

Waste
Mixture
Mixture

Pure product

110 gallons
110 gallons
110 gallons
100 gallons

Active 
Active
Active
Active

9341 Shirley Public Storage Verizon Wireless Battery Electrolyte with sulfuric
acid

Pure product 82 gallons Active

SOURCE: American Environmental Specialists. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Commercial and Light Industrial Development
Area North of Prairie Street Between Corbin and Shirley Avenues. July 15, 2002.
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RCRA TSD and CORRACTS Databases
One RCRA TSD and RCRA CORRACTS facility was identified within a one-mile radius of the
Add Area. The facility, Cirtec Division of Interlink Corporation, is located about a mile
southwest of the Add Area. The facility has been assigned a low corrective action priority.

RCRA Generators Database
Two properties adjacent to the Add Area are on the RCRA Generators list. The Northrup
Grumman facility (identified as Litton Guidance and Control) is located south of the Add Area,
across Prairie Street, and is a large quantity generator. The facility is also on the HAZNET and
FINDS databases. No violations have been reported for the facility. According to the databases,
Northrup Grumman has disposed of oxygenated, halogenated, and hydrocarbon solvents and
other off-specification, aged, or surplus organics.

Great Western Bank (also identified as Washington Mutual) is located west of the Add Area,
across Corbin Avenue, and is identified as a small quantity generator. This site is also on the
HAZNET, FINDS, and HIST UST databases. The HIST UST database identifies properties
where one or more USTs have been removed. No violations are reported for the facility.
According to the databases, the facility disposed of liquids with halogenated organic compounds,
laboratory waste chemicals, waste oil, and tank bottom waste. Four USTs were previously
operated at the facility. Three of the USTs contained gasoline and one contained diesel fuel. The
USTs were installed in 1980. The year the USTs were removed is not reported. The facility
address is not on the LUST list, indicating that there is not a reported leak associated with the
former USTs.

Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS)
None of the properties within the Add Area (site only ASTM radius) were identified as ERNS
facilities. No ERNS facilities were identified within a quarter-mile radius of the Add Area.

California Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) Report and Cortese List
In a Phase I environmental assessment completed in 1996 for the Project Site, eight LUST list
facilities were identified within one half mile of the Project Site. Two properties adjacent to the
Project Site, located to the south of the Add Area, were identified on the LUST list during this
reconnaissance: West Valley Toyota identified as Malibu Grand Prix, and The May Company at
Northridge Fashion Center. In both cases, groundwater was affected by a gasoline leak and the
contamination was remediated by pumping and treating the groundwater. Both cases are closed
and are unlikely to impact the Project Site at this time. Additionally, both cases are located
downgradient with respect to groundwater flow and are not anticipated to impact the
environmental integrity of the Add Area.



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                             IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR                E. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

190

One of the facilities identified during the Project Site reconnaissance in 1996 is located
upgradient of the Project Site and Add Area with respect to groundwater flow. This facility, the
ARCO Gas Station, is located at the corner of Corbin Avenue and Plummer Street. However,
based on the distance of the station from the Add Area, the gas station is not likely to impact the
environmental integrity of the Add Area.

The remaining properties are either undergoing remediation activities or are located at an
acceptable distance and/or direction from the Add Area and are unlikely to impact the
environmental integrity of the Site.

In 1999, the 1996 Phase I investigation was updated for the Project Site. This update identified
six LUST facilities within a half-mile radius of the Project Site. The state has closed the files for
four of these facilities. The other two facilities identified are at an acceptable distance and/or
direction from the Add Area and are unlikely to impact the environmental integrity of the Add
Area. 

A Phase I investigation completed in 2002 for the Add Area properties identified 14 LUST
facilities in the area. No further action is required at 11 of the identified sites. The three active
LUST facilities identified are located more than one half mile away from the properties.
Therefore, LUST facilities identified in the vicinity of the Add Area are unlikely to impact its
environmental integrity of the Project Site. 

California Underground Storage Tank Report
Records indicate that underground storage tanks have not been installed at any of the fourteen
Add Area properties. No facilities within the Add Area or adjoining properties were identified on
the State UST List. 

A Phase I environmental assessment conducted for the Project Site updated in 1999 identified
two UST facilities within a quarter-mile radius of the Project Site: West Hills Toyota Dealership,
listed as Northridge MGPC, and the Canteen Corporation. These two sites are located south of
the Project Site, downgradient of the Add Area properties. Therefore, both of these sites are
unlikely to impact the environmental integrity of the Add Area properties at this time. 

Historical UST (HIST UST)
K-Mart (also identified as Penske Auto Center), located north of the Add Area, is on the HIST
UST and HAZNET databases. According to the databases, Penske Auto Center disposed of
oil/water sludge, aqueous solutions with organic residue, solvent waste, and other organic
compounds. The facility also operated a 500-gallon UST that contained waste oil. The UST was
installed in 1968; it is not reported when the UST was removed.

State Landfill or Solid Waste Disposal Lists
No SWF facilities were identified within a half-mile radius of the Project Site.
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Annual Work Plan Database
No sites registered in the Annual Work Plan database were identified within a one- mile-radius
of the Add Area.

Cal-Site Database
One facility within one mile of the Site is identified on the Cal-Sites Database. The facility,
Commercial Recovery, is located about three-quarters of a mile southwest of the site area. No
further action is required at the facility. Additionally, due to the distance and downgradient
direction of the site with respect to the Add Area, the site identified does not pose a significant
threat to the environmental integrity of the Add Area properties at this time.

Based on reported location and status of the identified facilities, they are unlikely to impact soil
or groundwater below the Add Area at this time.

No Further Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP)
The Add Area properties and adjoining properties (the ASTM defined radius) were not identified
as NFRAP sites. 

Conclusions of Phase I Assessments

Project Site

Based on a visual assessment of the Project Site, a search of federal, state, and local records, and
a review of AES’ Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report, AES concludes the following.

• Evidence of USTs or hazardous material impacts to the environmental integrity of
the Project Site was not observed during site reconnaissance.

• The fresh and waste chemicals used, stored, and generated at the Project Site were
observed to be properly labeled, handled, disposed of, and stored.

• Evidence of activities likely to impact the environmental integrity of the Project
Site was not observed from a drive-by of the exteriors of the on-site buildings and
properties immediately surrounding the Project Site.

• The facilities identified on federal, state, and local agency databases did not
appear likely to impact the environmental integrity of the Project Site at this time.

Based on the findings of the Phase I environmental assessments, further assessment of the Project
Site is not recommended.
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Add Area

Based on a visual assessment of the Add Area, a search of federal, state, and local records, and a
review of AES’ Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report, AES concludes the following.

• Evidence of USTs or hazardous material impacts to the environmental integrity of
the Add Area was not observed during site reconnaissance.

• The fresh and waste chemicals used, stored, and generated at the Add Area were
observed to be properly labeled, handled, disposed of, and stored.

• Evidence of activities likely to impact the environmental integrity of the Add Area
was not observed from a drive-by of the exteriors of the on-site buildings and
properties immediately surrounding the Add Area.

• The facilities identified on federal, state, and local agency databases did not
appear likely to impact the environmental integrity of the Add Area at this time.

Due to the fact that the interiors of the Add Area buildings were not analyzed during the site
reconnaissance, additional assessment of the Add Area properties may be necessary before
demolition of existing structures.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance
shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors:

• The regulatory framework;

• The probable frequency and severity of consequences to people or property as a
result of a potential accidental release or explosion of a hazardous substance;

• The degree to which the project may require a new, or interfere with an existing,
emergency response or evacuation plan, and the severity of the consequences; and

• The degree to which project design will reduce the frequency or severity of a
potential accidental release or explosion of a hazardous substance.

Further, groundwater contamination would be significant if caused by the on-site release of
hazardous materials, or if contaminated groundwater were encountered during
excavation/construction of new development and not remediated in accordance with applicable
regulations. Impacts related to asbestos or lead-based paint in existing building on Site would be
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significant if demolition of any structures found to contain such materials would occur prior to
appropriate stabilization and/or removal of the materials in accordance with applicable
regulations. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The LAFD has identified that hazardous materials have been used, stored, and disposed of on the
Project Site and Add Area. These materials would be stored and disposed of in accordance with
State and local regulations and industry standards. By complying with the generally applicable
administrative procedures required by the Municipal Code, including the requirement to maintain
a copy of the Business Emergency Response Plan on file with the LAFD and the industry-wide
safety procedures for the use and storage of these materials, the Project will not result in a
significant impact due to hazardous materials. Development on the Project Site or Add Area
would be required to develop and maintain a Business Plan if it handles or intends to handle a
hazardous material. A Business Plan is required if a mixture containing a hazardous material has
a quantity at any one time during the reporting year equal to, or greater than, a total weight of 500
pounds, or a total volume of 55 gallons, or 200 cubic feet at standard temperature and pressure
for a compressed gas; or exceeds the applicable federal threshold planning quantity for an
Extremely Hazardous Substance specified in Title 40, CFR, Par 355, Appendix A.49

Project Site

According to the Phase I Environmental Assessment prepared by American Environmental
Specialist, Inc. (AES), no major environmental concerns requiring immediate investigation or
remediation exist on the Project Site. All chemical compounds on Site were observed to be
properly labeled and stored in appropriate containers either in cabinets, on shelving, or in
secondary containment and/or concrete. Housekeeping, in general, was excellent and all chemical
compounds present at the Site do not appear to present an environmental concern. Evidence of
activities likely to impact the environmental integrity of the Site were not observed during a
drive-by of the exteriors of the properties immediately surrounding the Site to the north, south,
east, and west. 

Demolition and construction activities at the Project Site could result in the potential for the
release of hazardous materials. Due to the age of the existing structures at the Project Site, the
potential for asbestos and lead-based paint does exist. Project demolition of any existing
structures found to contain Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) or lead-based paint will not
occur prior to appropriate stabilization and/or removal of such materials in accordance with
applicable regulations. Adherence to applicable regulations and the proposed mitigation
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measures, Project construction and demolition will result in a less than significant impact due to
the release of hazardous materials.

Contaminated soil is not known to exist on Site from previously reported accidents and was not
identified during the Phase I investigation. A regulatory agency database search identified
hazardous substance and/or hazardous waste sites within the ASTM-specified distances of the
Project Site. However, all cases identified are either closed or under remediation and are unlikely
to impact the environmental integrity of the Project Site at this time.50 Therefore, with proper site
investigation of the Project Site with respect to possible soil contamination prior to demolition
and remediation and adherence to code requirements, new development will result in a less than
significant impact to soil contamination.

Based on the manner in which hazardous materials were observed to be stored and used on the
Site and reports of good housekeeping measures on Site, contamination of groundwater as a
result of the a future aboveground, on-site release of hazardous materials is not anticipated.
Potential development does not include development of subterranean levels and therefore will
not include extensive excavation and disturbance of soil and groundwater on the Project Site.
Additionally, the proposed Project at the Project Site will not substantially alter groundwater
draft in the project area.

Groundwater contamination was not identified on the Project Site or adjacent properties during
the Phase I investigation performed. Therefore, groundwater contamination due to a hazardous
materials release on Site or in the project area is not anticipated as a result of development. With
further investigation of groundwater conditions in the project area prior to demolition and
remediation and adherence to code requirements, the proposed Project at the Project Site will
result in a less than significant impact to groundwater.  

Due to the age of the existing structures on the Project Site, the potential for asbestos and lead-
based paint does exist. A survey of asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint was not
included in the scope of the Phase I Environmental Assessment conducted on the Project Site.
The demolition of any structures with asbestos containing materials or lead-based paint would
have the potential to release these substances if they are not properly stabilized or removed prior
to demolition activity. Therefore, the demolition of existing buildings could result in a significant
impact to hazardous materials due to the occurrence of asbestos-containing materials and lead-
based paint on Site. However, with the incorporation of mitigation measures to appropriately
stabilize and/or remove asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paints, any potential impact
would be reduced to a less than significant level. As a result, the proposed Project at the Project
Site would result in a less than significant hazardous materials impact due to the release of
asbestos- containing materials or lead-based materials.
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The proposed Project at the Project Site is not expected to exceed maximum regulatory
requirements for hazardous materials and is not expected to release hazardous materials within
the project area or into nearby soil and groundwater supplies. Therefore, the proposed Project at
the Project Site will result in a less than significant impact as a result of hazardous materials. 

Add Area

The applicant does not have control of the properties currently located within the Add Area.
Based on the lack of ownership, interiors of buildings within the Add Area were not viewed
during the site reconnaissance. LAFD records indicate that chemical compounds, including
hazardous substances, are known to currently be used or have been used in the past at nine of the
Add Area addresses. Underground storage tanks have never been registered at any of the
addresses within the Add Area. Evidence of hazardous substances and activities likely to impact
the environmental integrity of the Site were not observed during a drive-by of the exteriors of the
properties. 

Demolition and construction activities at the Add Area could result in the potential for the release
of hazardous materials. Due to the age of the existing structures at the Add Area, the potential for
asbestos and lead-based paint does exist. Project demolition of any existing structures found to
contain Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) or lead-based paint will not occur prior to
appropriate stabilization and/or removal of such materials in accordance with applicable
regulations. Adherence to applicable regulations and the proposed mitigation measures, Project
construction and demolition will result in a less than significant impact due to the release of
hazardous materials.

Records do not indicate  previously reported accidents, and soil and groundwater contamination
in the area were not identified during the Phase I investigation. Due to the absence of apparent
soil contamination, with proper investigation prior to demolition and remediation and with
adherence to code requirements, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result
in a less than significant impact due to hazardous materials. 

Potential development scenarios for the Add Area do not include development of subterranean
levels and therefore will not include extensive excavation and disturbance of soil and
groundwater within the Add Area. Additionally, due to the depth to groundwater in the area and
the existing developed conditions, the development scenarios will not substantially alter
groundwater draft in the project area. Underground storage tanks have never been registered at
any of the addresses within the Add Area. Therefore, groundwater contamination due to a
hazardous materials release within the Add Area is not anticipated as a result of earthmoving
associated with new construction. 
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A regulatory agency database search identified hazardous substance and/or hazardous waste sites
within the ASTM-specified distances of the Add Area. Two facilities near the Add Area were
identified as RCRIS Small Quantity Generators. However, no violations have been reported for
either site. Additionally, several facilities were identified on other databases within the ASTM-
specified search distances of the Add Area. However, none of the facilities identified constitute a
recognized environmental condition as defined by ASTM.51 Therefore, the development
scenarios at the Add Area are not expected to result in a significant impact to groundwater
contamination due to a hazardous materials release in the area. 

However, due to the age of the existing structures at the Add Area, the potential for asbestos and
lead-based paint does exist. A survey of asbestos containing materials and lead-based paint was
not included in the scope of the Phase I Environmental Assessment conducted on the Add Area.
The demolition of any structures with asbestos-containing materials or lead-based paint would
have the potential to release these substances if they are not properly stabilized or removed prior
to demolition activity. Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area could
result in a significant hazardous materials impact due to the occurrence of asbestos-containing
materials and lead-based paint on the Add Area. However, with the incorporation of mitigation
measures to appropriately stabilize and/or remove asbestos-containing materials and lead-based
paints, any potential impact would be reduced to a less than significant level.

New development is not expected to exceed maximum regulatory requirements for hazardous
materials and is not expected to release hazardous materials within the area or into nearby soil
and groundwater supplies. Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will
result in a less than significant impact as a result of hazardous materials. 

MITIGATION MEASURES

Due to the age of the building(s) to be demolished, asbestos-containing materials (ACM) may be
located in the structure. Exposure to ACM during demolition could be hazardous to the health of
the demolition workers as well as area residents and employees. However, these impacts can be
mitigated to a less than significant level by the following measure:

27. Prior to the issuance of the demolition permit, the applicant shall provide a letter
to the Department of Building and Safety from a qualified asbestos abatement
consultant that no ACM are present in the building. If ACM are found to be
present, it will need to be abated in compliance with the South Coast Air Quality
Management District’s Rule 1403 as well as all other state and federal rules and
regulations. (O, C, R)
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Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the use, storage, and
creation of hazardous materials. However, these impacts can be mitigated to a less than 
significant level by the following measure

28. Prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall provide a
letter from the LAFD stating that the agency has been permitted the facility’s use,
storage, and creation of hazardous substances. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION 

Less than significant. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects 

Due to the inherently industrial nature of the project area, it is anticipated that hazardous
materials will continue to be transported, used, and disposed of in the project area. However,
none of the related projects identified in the project area include the development of additional
industrial lands or operations.

Two of the related projects have been identified as residential projects that may increase the
resident population which could be adversely affected by a release of existing hazardous
materials: Porter Ranch and Deer Lake Ranch. Both of these projects are located north of the SR-
118 freeway. Due to the distance between the Project Site and proposed related projects,
groundwater and/or soil contamination on the Project Site or Add Area that could be released as
a result of new development will not adversely affect these developments. 

The closest related project to the Project Site and Add Area is Related Project 9, the Northridge
Office Building. However, this project is located approximately one half mile west of the Site.
Due to the distance between the related Project Site and the Project Site and Add Area, the
proposed Project will result in a less than significant impact on related projects due to a release
of hazardous materials. 

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

Due to the inherently industrial nature of the project area, it is anticipated that hazardous
materials will continue to be transported, used, and disposed of in the project area. However, the
proposed Project at the Project Site and Add Area in combination with related projects, do not
include the addition of industrially-designated land or operations. Therefore, a significant
cumulative impact to the project area as a result of hazardous materials is not anticipated. 
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F. HYDROLOGY

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Project Site

The Project Site is located at 19601 Nordhoff Street in the Chatsworth area of the City of Los
Angeles, California, within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Planning Area. The
proposed Project Site is square in shape consisting of approximately 35.5 acres bounded by
Prairie Street to the north, Corbin Avenue to the west, Nordhoff Street to the south, and Shirley
Avenue to the east. The Project Site is developed with structures and surface parking with the
exception of two portions of the Site: a small stand of trees located at the northeast corner of the
intersection of Nordhoff Street and Corbin Avenue and a currently vacant parcel approved for the
construction of a senior housing facility located at the southeast corner of Corbin Avenue and
Prairie Street. The Project Site is assumed to be approximately 84 percent impervious.

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map
(FIRM) #0601370018C, the Project Site is located within Flood Zone C. According to FEMA,
Zone C was replaced by Zone X (No Shading) which is determined to be outside both the 100-
year and 500-year flood plain.52

On-Site Drainage

For analysis, the Project Site was divided into three subareas, as shown in Figure 19:
Hydrologic Subareas. Portion A, consisting of approximately 5.3 acres, is located at the
southeasterly corner of the intersection of Corbin Avenue and Prairie Street. This parcel is
currently undeveloped. This portion of the Project Site has been approved for the construction of
a senior housing facility and a building permit was issued for a private storm drain that will
convey runoff from Portion A to the intersection of Shirley Avenue and Nordhoff Street, where it
will join the existing 66-inch Reinforced Concrete Pipe (RCP).

Portion B is rectangular in shape, located at the southwestern corner of the intersection of Shirley
Avenue and Prairie Street. Portion C is rectangular in shape, bounded by Portions A and B to the
north and Nordhoff Street to the south. Collectively, Portions B and C comprise the remainder of
the Project size, approximately 30.2 acres. 
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Figure 19: Hydrologic Subareas
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Portion B is developed with a surface parking lot. This portion drains via sheet flow to the
private driveway located along the southerly border of Portion B. A private storm drain with
catch basins located along Teledyne Way conveys runoff from Portion B to the existing storm
drain located along Shirley Avenue.

Portion C, located north of Nordhoff Street, includes a paved surface parking lot for visitors, the
main building at the Project Site, and a small stand of trees located at the northeast corner of
Corbin Avenue and Nordhoff Street. Portion C drains via sheet flow to the northeasterly corner
of the intersection of Shirley Avenue and Nordhoff Street, where it is accepted by a 66- inch
storm drain.

Off-Site Drainage

There are several drainage devices located north of the Project Site. The purpose of these devices
is to intercept sheet flow from properties to the north (off-site drainage) and direct the flow
toward adjacent public streets, specifically Corbin Avenue and Shirley Avenue. These streets
convey the off-site drainage from approximately 78 acres of the area upstream of the Project Site.

Off-site drainage was evaluated to determine the effects of Project Site development on
downstream buildings and infrastructure and to estimate flooding potential for the Project Site
itself. The hydrologic evaluation was conducted for a 160-acre study area, as shown in Figure
19: Hydrologic Subareas.

Study Area Watersheds

The study area consists of two watersheds hereinafter called the “Eastern” and “Western”
watersheds. The eastern watershed consists of 89 acres and drains to the south along Shirley
Avenue and its southernly prolongation. The western watershed, consisting of 71 acres, drains to
the south along Corbin Avenue. The hydrology of each watershed is discussed below. There is an
existing ridge located along the western border of Portions A and C that separates the designated
eastern and western watersheds.

The hydrologic analysis was performed utilizing the Los Angeles County Rational Method
computer application. The study area is located within Rainfall Zone K. The predominant soil
classification is 019 for Subarea 1 of the western watershed and 016 for all other subareas. This
study utilized standard hydrologic values in accordance with the  recommendation of the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works Hydrology/Sedimentation Manual. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of Public works requires the 10-year frequency peak runoff
to be conveyed by a storm drain. However, any flow above the 10-year frequency peak runoff
(i.e., 25-year frequency peak runoff) is permitted to be conveyed by a street section (i.e., curb
full).
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Eastern Watershed

The eastern watershed includes residential areas north of Plummer Street to the south of Superior
Street, as well as commercial developments south of Plummer Street to the east of Melvin
Avenue. As shown in Figure 19: Hydrologic Subareas, the watershed is divided into five
subareas. Initial time of concentration was determined for each subarea. Routing data for the
watershed is included in the attached hydrology study. The resulting 50-year-frequency peak
discharge at the most downstream point of the Project Site was estimated to be 240 cubic feet per
second (cfs). 

Due to the high traffic volumes and intensity at the intersection of Nordhoff Street and Shirley
Avenue, even shallow flooding of this intersection should be prevented. This intersection is
currently protected from flooding by an overflow channel consisting of a driveway with concrete
gutter leading to Limekiln Creek Channel. The driveway is located immediately downstream
from the intersection.

The storm drain along Shirley Avenue, a main outflow drainage device for the Project Site, was
analyzed to determine the existing capacity. The 66-inch diameter segment of the storm drain
located under the intersection of Nordhoff Street and Shirley Avenue and extending southerly
from analysis point 5A-eastern watershed to Limekiln Creek Channel was determined to have
sufficient capacity to convey the 10-year frequency peak discharge of 190 cfs at this location.

The segment of the storm drain along Shirley Avenue upstream of the intersection of Nordhoff
Street and Shirley Avenue was checked for a 10-year frequency peak runoff. An approximately
650-foot-long segment of 42-inch and 39-inch RCP upstream of the intersection of Nordhoff
Street and Shirley Avenue (between analysis points 5A-eastern watershed and 3A-eastern
watershed) was determined to have sufficient capacity to convey the 10-year frequency peak
runoff of 132 cfs at this location.

The most upstream 36-inch and 33-inch diameter segments of the storm drain along Shirley
Avenue were determined to be undersized. These segments, located north of analysis point 3A-
eastern watershed, do not have sufficient capacity to convey the 10-year frequency peak flow of
101 cfs at this location. The 10-year frequency peak flow along Shirley Avenue is currently
conveyed partially by the storm drain and partially by the street cross-section. Maximum capacity
of the Shirley Avenue street cross section was estimated to be 112 cfs with the water surface at
the top of the curb and 188 cfs with the water surface at the property line (i.e. back of sidewalk).
Therefore, the estimated 10-year frequency peak flow of 101 cfs could be adequately conveyed
within the curb along Shirley Avenue. Based on the City of Los Angeles Department of Public
Works requirement that any flow above the 10-year frequency peak runoff is permitted to be
conveyed by the street section, existing conditions between analysis point 3A-eastern watershed
and Prairie Street are considered adequate although the existing storm drain pipes are considered
undersized.
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Western Watershed

The western watershed includes the residential development north of Superior Street to the west
of Melvin Avenue, commercial development south of Plummer Street to the west of Melvin
Avenue, and commercial development south of Prairie Street to the west of Corbin Avenue. For
analysis, the watershed was divided into five subareas as shown in Figure 19: Hydrologic
Subareas. The peak discharge for the 50-year frequency storm runoff for the intersection of
Corbin Avenue and Nordhoff Street was determined to be approximately 153 cfs, currently
conveyed by the street section and the existing 36-inch storm drain.

Add Area

The Add Area is located north of Prairie Street between Corbin Avenue and Shirley Avenue
within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Planning Area. The Add Area is rectangular in
shape, consisting of approximately fifteen acres. The Add Area is  fully developed with one- and
two-story buildings and surface parking lots and is assumed to be impervious.

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map
(FIRM) #0601370018C, the Project Site is located within flood zone C. According to FEMA,
Zone C was replaced by zone X (No Shading) which is determined to be outside both the 100-
year and 500-year flood plain.53

In general, stormwater in the area flows from north to south and is collected in catch basins and
storm sewers at the intersections of Corbin Avenue and Nordhoff Street and Shirley Avenue and
Nordhoff Street. Due to the proximity of the Add Area to the Project Site, the Add Area and
properties north of the Add Area were included in the hydrologic analysis completed for the
Project Site.

On-Site Drainage

The Add Area was divided into two subareas for analysis purposes, as shown in Figure 19:
Hydrologic Subareas. Portion D occupies the western section of the Add Area. this portion is
fully developed and includes paved areas and structures. Portion D drains via sheet flow and
concrete gutters to adjacent public streets including  Melvin Avenue, Prairie Street, and Corbin
Avenue. Water from Portion D is part of the western watershed.

Portion E consists of the eastern section of the Add Area. It is fully developed and consists of
paved areas and structures. Portion E drains via sheet flow and concrete gutters to adjacent public
streets including Melvin Avenue, Prairie Street, and Shirley Avenue. Water from Portion E is
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currently picked up by catch basins located at the northwestern corner of Shirley Avenue and
Prairie Street and piped to the south where it eventually connects with the 66-inch pipe located at
the intersection of Nordhoff Street and Shirley Avenue. Water from Portion E is part of the
eastern watershed.
 
Off-Site Drainage

There are several drainage devices located north of the Add Area. The purpose of these devices is
to intercept sheet flow from properties to the north (off-site drainage) and direct the flow toward
adjacent public streets, specifically Corbin Avenue and Shirley Avenue. These streets convey the
off-site drainage from approximately 78 acres of the area upstream of the Project Site.

Off-site drainage was evaluated to determine the effects of the development scenarios analyzed
for the Add Area on downstream buildings and infrastructure and to estimate flooding potential
for the area. The hydrologic evaluation was conducted for a 160-acre study area, as shown in
Figure 19: Hydrologic Subareas.

Study Area Watersheds
 
Due to the proximity of the Add Area properties with respect to the Project Site, the Add Area
was included in the hydrologic study conducted for the Project Site. Therefore, the study area
watershed information is similar to that provided in the Environmental Setting Section for the
Project Site. 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, a proposed project would
normally have a significant impact on surface water hydrology if it would:

• Cause flooding during the projected 50-year developed storm event which would
have the potential to harm people or damage property or sensitive biological
resources;

• Substantially reduce or increase the amount of surface water in a water body; or

• Result in a permanent, adverse change to the movement of surface water sufficient
to produce a substantial change in the current or direction of water flow.
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A project would normally have a significant impact on surface water quality if 

• Discharge associated with the project would create pollution, contamination or
nuisance as defined in Section 13050 of the California Water Code (CWC) or that
cause regulatory standards to be violated, as defined in the applicable NPDES
stormwater permit or Water Quality Control Plan for the receiving water body.

A project would normally have a significant impact on groundwater level if it would:

• Change potable water levels sufficiently to:

S Reduce the ability of a water utility to use the groundwater basin for public
water supplies, conjunctive use purposes, storage of imported water,
summer/winter peaking, or to respond to emergencies and drought;

S Reduce yields of adjacent wells or well fields (public or private); or 
S Adversely change the rate or direction of flow of groundwater; or

• Result in a demonstrable and sustained reduction of groundwater recharge
capacity.

A project would normally result in a significant impact on groundwater quality if it would:

• Affect the rate or change the direction of movement of existing contaminants;

• Expand the area affected by contaminants;

• Result in an increased level of groundwater contamination (including that from
direct percolation, injection or salt water intrusion); or

• Cause regulatory water quality standards at an existing production well to be
violated, as defined in the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 22,
Division 4, Chapter 15 and in the Safe Drinking Water Act.

Due to the existing developed and largely impervious nature of the Project Site and Add Area, a
permanent, adverse change to the quantity of surface water will not occur as a result of the
proposed Project. Additionally, the Project Site and Add Area have been fully developed for over
20 years and the development scenarios analyzed will not alter groundwater draft or recharge in
the area. Therefore, thresholds referred to above that reference surface water quality, groundwater
level, and groundwater quality will not be exceeded. Thresholds regarding surface water
hydrology will be addressed further in the following section.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site

The proposed development will result in an increase in the amount of impervious surface on the
Project Site due to the removal of a small stand of trees located at the northeast corner of Corbin
Avenue and Nordhoff Street. However, the drainage pattern will substantially remain the same.

Eastern Watershed

To model the proposed impervious conditions at the Project Site, the imperviousness of Subarea
4 was increased from 83 percent to 92 percent (established by Los Angeles County for
commercial development). The resulting 50-year frequency peak discharge at the most
downstream point of the Project Site was estimated to be 241 cfs. This presents a negligible 0.4
percent increase compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project
Site would result in a less than significant impact to people, property, or sensitive biological
resources based on the occurrence of a projected 50-year developed storm event.

There are no bodies of water in the project area. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project
Site will result in a less than significant impact to the amount of surface water in a water body. 

The proposed Project at the Project Site will not result in a permanent, adverse change to the
movement of surface water that will produce a substantial change in the current or direction of
water flow. Currently, water from the Project Site is carried via sheet flow and drainage pipes
(along Teledyne Way) to Shirley Avenue and eventually to the 66-inch pipe that exists at the
intersection of Nordhoff Street and Shirley Avenue. With the proposed Project, surface water
from the Project Site will continue to travel via sheet flow to Teledyne Way and drainage pipe to
the intersection of Nordhoff Street and Shirley Avenue. The proposed Project at the Project Site
will increase surface water flow by a maximum of 1 cfs, a 0.4 percent increase, which will not
significantly alter the quantity or direction of surface water flow. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works requires that the 10-year- frequency peak
runoff is conveyed by a storm drain. However, any flow above the 10-year-frequency peak runoff
(i.e., 25-year-frequency peak flow) is permitted to be conveyed by the street section. According
to the hydraulic analysis prepared for the project area, analysis point 5A-eastern watershed,
located at the intersection of Nordhoff Street and Shirley Avenue, currently has adequate capacity
to convey the estimated 10-year-frequency peak runoff of 190 cfs. Northerly of this intersection,
it has been determined that the 42-inch and 39-inch RCP between analysis point 5A-eastern
watershed and 3A-eastern watershed has adequate capacity to convey the 132 cfs 10-year-
frequency peak runoff. The portion of storm drain north from analysis point 3A-eastern
watershed to Prairie Avenue along Shirley Avenue does not currently have adequate capacity to
convey the 10-year frequency peak runoff of 101 cfs. However, based on the Department of
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Public Works requirement that flow in excess of the 10-year-frequency peak runoff is permitted
to be conveyed by the street section, the proposed Project at the Project Site will result in a less
than significant impact to this identified segment of storm drain although the existing storm drain
does not have adequate capacity. 

Stormwater from Portion A of the Project Site will be captured by a private storm drain on Site
and conveyed to the intersection of Shirley Avenue and Nordhoff  Street where it joins the
existing 66-inch RCP. Stormwater from Portion B of the proposed Project Site will be captured
by a private storm drain on Site and conveyed to the intersection of Shirley Avenue and Teledyne
Way, analysis point 3A-eastern watershed, where it will join the existing 42-inch and 39-inch
storm drains that currently have adequate capacity. This storm drain will convey stormwater from
Portion B to the existing 66-inch RCP located at the intersection of Nordhoff Street and Shirley
Avenue. Stormwater from Portion C of the Project Site will continue to drain to the existing 66-
inch RCP located at the intersection of Nordhoff Street and Shirley Avenue. No stormwater from
the Project Site will travel via sheet flow to Shirley Avenue and will therefore not adversely
affect the existing inadequate storm drain system east of the project area. The increase of 1 cfs as
a result of the proposed Project at the Project Site will be accommodated by existing capacity in
the storm drain located at the intersection of Nordhoff Street and Shirley Avenue. Therefore, the
proposed Project at the Project Site will result in a less than significant impact to hydrology in an
area already identified as being underserved as a result of inadequate storm drain capacity to
convey the 10-year-0frequency peak flow. 

Western Watershed

The proposed development will not affect drainage within the western watershed. The peak
discharge for the 50-year-frequency peak storm runoff and the 10-year- frequency peak storm
runoff at the intersection of Corbin Avenue and Nordhoff Street (analysis point 5A-western
watershed) will not be affected by the proposed development. As during existing conditions,
storm runoff will be conveyed by the street section and the existing 36-inch storm drain. The
proposed Project Site will not be subject to flooding during the projected 50-year-frequency peak
runoff and therefore, the proposed Project would not harm people, property, or sensitive
biological resources. There are no bodies of water within the project area, therefore, the proposed
Project will not result in a change to the amount of surface water within a water body. 

The capacity of Corbin Avenue was estimated to be approximately 83 cfs (curb full) and 209 cfs
between the street property lines (back of sidewalk to back of sidewalk). Therefore, no overflow
of the 50-year-frequency peak runoff (153 cfs) would be expected from the western watershed
into the Project Site. The existing ridge along the westerly property line shall be preserved. This
ridge line protects the Project Site from an overflow during storm events of a higher magnitude.
Therefore, the proposed Project will not result in a permanent, adverse change to the movement
of surface water that will substantially change the current or direction of water flow in the project
area. As the proposed Project will not alter the quantity or direction of stormwater flow to the
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western watershed, the proposed Project at the Project Site will result in a less than significant
impact to hydrology in the area as a result of inadequate capacity in the local storm drain to
convey the 10-year-frequency peak flow. Based on significance criteria established by the City of
Los Angeles Department of Public Works and the Draft Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide,
the proposed Project at the Project Site will result in a less than significant impact to hydrology
or stormwater in the area.

Hydrologic computations for the eastern and western watersheds as well as computations for
initial time of concentration for all subareas are attached in the hydrology study in Appendix E
of the Technical Appendices.

Add Area

The Add Area is developed with one- and two-story buildings and associated surface parking lots
and can be considered approximately one hundred percent impervious. Therefore, the drainage
pattern will substantially remain the same.

Eastern Watershed

Existing conditions at the Add Area are considered impervious. Therefore, development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will not result in a substantial change to the quantity of
stormwater in the area. A hydrology study was completed for the Add Area, including upstream
properties and downstream properties (the Project Site). The existing 50-year-frequency peak
discharge was determined to be 240 cfs. Under proposed conditions, the 50-year-frequency peak
discharge at the most downstream point of the analysis was estimated to be 241 cfs. This presents
a negligible 0.4 percent increase compared to existing conditions. Therefore, development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would result in a less than significant impact to people,
property, or sensitive biological resources based on the occurrence of a projected 50-year
developed storm event.

There are no bodies of water in the project area. Further, the Add Area is approximately one
hundred percent impervious under existing conditions and, with the construction of new
development will not add additional stormwater to hydrology in the area nor contribute to an
established water body. Therefore, development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would
result in a less than significant impact to the amount of surface water in a water body. 

Due to existing impervious conditions, development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will
not result in a permanent, adverse change to the quantity or movement of surface water that will
produce a substantial change in the current or direction of water flow.
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The City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works requires that the 10-year- frequency peak
runoff is conveyed by a storm drain. However, any flow above the 10-year-frequency peak flow
(i.e., 25-year-frequency peak flow) can be conveyed by the street section. According to the
hydraulic analysis prepared for the project area, analysis point 5A-eastern watershed, located at
the intersection of Nordhoff Street and Shirley Avenue, currently has adequate capacity to
convey the estimated 10-year-frequency peak runoff of 190 cfs. Northerly of this intersection, it
has been determined that the 42-inch and 39-inch RCP between analysis point 5A-eastern
watershed and 3A-eastern watershed have adequate capacity to convey the 132 cfs 10-year-
frequency peak runoff. The portion of storm drain north from analysis point 3A-eastern
watershed to Prairie Avenue along Shirley Avenue does not currently have adequate capacity to
convey the 10-year-frequency peak runoff of 101 cfs. However, due to the existing impervious
conditions, development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will not add water to the existing
inadequate storm drain system. Further, any flow above the 10-year-frequency peak runoff is
permitted to be conveyed by the street section which has existing adequate capacity. Therefore,
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would result in a less than significant impact
to hydrology in an area already identified as being underserved as a result of inadequate storm
drain capacity to convey the 10-year-frequency peak flow. 

Western Watershed

The proposed development will not affect drainage within the western watershed. The peak
discharge for the 50-year-frequency peak storm runoff and the 10-year- frequency peak storm
runoff at the intersection of Corbin Avenue and Nordhoff Street (analysis point 5A-western
watershed) will not be affected by the proposed development. As during existing conditions,
storm runoff will be conveyed by the street section and the existing 36-inch storm drain. The
Project Site will not be subject to flooding during the projected 50-year-frequency peak runoff
and therefore, the proposed Project would not harm people, property, or sensitive biological
resources. There are no bodies of water within the project area, therefore, the proposed Project
will not change the amount of surface water in a water body. 

The capacity of Corbin Avenue was estimated to be approximately 83 cfs (curb full) and 209 cfs
between the street property lines (back of sidewalk to back of sidewalk). Therefore, no overflow
of the 50-year-frequency peak runoff (153 cfs) would be expected from the western watershed
into the Project Site. The existing ridge along the westerly property line shall be preserved. This
ridge line protects the Project Site from an overflow during storm events of a higher magnitude.
Therefore, the proposed Project will not result in a permanent, adverse change to the movement
of surface water that will substantially change the current or direction of water flow in the project
area. As the proposed Project will not alter the quantity or direction of stormwater flow to the
western watershed, development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would result in a less than
significant impact to hydrology in the area as a result of inadequate capacity in the local storm
drain to convey the 10-year-frequency peak flow.
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Therefore, based on significance criteria established by the City of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works and the Draft Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, development scenarios
analyzed for the Add Area would result in a less than significant impact to hydrology or
stormwater in the area.

Hydrologic computations for the eastern and western watersheds, as well as computations for
initial time of concentration for all subareas are attached the hydrology study in Appendix E of
the Technical Appendices.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Although no significant impacts to hydrology have been identified, environmental impacts to
water quality and flow may result from the proposed Project at the Project Site and development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area. Further, in the event that development includes a restaurant
facility at either the Project Site or Add Area, environmental impacts may result from the release
of toxins into the stormwater drainage channels during the routine operation of restaurants,
bakeries, and food producers. 

However, the potential impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant level by incorporating
stormwater pollution control measures. Ordinance No. 172,176 and Ordinance No. 173,494
specify Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control which requires the application of Best
Management Practices (BMPs). Chapter IX, Division 70 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code
addresses grading, excavation, and fills. Applicants must meet the requirements of the Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) approved by Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board, including the following: (a copy of the SUSMP can be downloaded at
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb4/)

29. Project applicants are required to implement stormwater BMPs to retain or treat
the runoff from a storm event producing 3/4 inch of rainfall in a 24 hour period.
The design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development Best
Management Practices Handbook Part B Planning Activities. A signed certificate
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed
BMPs meet this numerical threshold standard is required. (O, C, R)

30. The owner of the property will prepare and execute a covenant and agreement
satisfactory to the Department of City Planning binding the owners to post
construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in accordance with the Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan. (O, C, R)

31. Runoff must be treated prior to release into the storm drain. Three types of
treatments are available: (1) dynamic flow separator, (2) filtration, (3) infiltration.
Dynamic flow separator uses hydrodynamic force to remove debris, and oil and
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grease, and are located underground. Filtration involves catch basins with filter
inserts. Filter inserts must be inspected every six months and after major storms,
cleaned at least twice a year. Infiltration methods are typically constructed on site
and are determined by various factors such as soil types and groundwater table.
(O, C, R)

32. Prior to the issuance of building permits for replacement buildings or new parking
areas within the Add Area, a hydrologic analysis shall be conducted to determined
if the project will create additional runoff. If the project proposed at that time will
generate additional runoff, an analysis must be conducted to determine if the
existing storm drain has adequate capacity to accommodate the additional runoff.
If the existing system can not provide adequate capacity, the applicant at that time
may be required to install a relief sewer along Shirley Avenue southward from
Prairie Street to Teledyne Way. (O, C, R)

33. Cleaning of oily vents and equipment to be performed within a designated
covered area, sloped for wash water collection, and with a pretreatment facility for
wash water before discharging to properly connected sanitary sewer with a CPI
type oil/water separator. The separator unit must be: designed to handle the
quantity of flows; removed for cleaning on a regular basis to remove any solids;
and the oil absorbent pads must be replaced regularly according to manufacturer’s
specifications. (C)

34. Store trash dumpsters either under cover and with drains routed to the sanitary
sewer or use non-leaking and water tight dumpsters with lids. Wash containers in
an area with properly connected sanitary sewer. (C)

35. Reduce and recycle wastes, including oil and grease. (C)

36. To prevent downstream flooding, the existing ridge along the westerly property
boundary shall be maintained unless additional storm drains capable of
accommodating additional flow are developed. (C)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Properties that may undergo substantial changes in the existing impervious conditions are of
concern to stormwater hydrology in the project area.  Due to the existing urban and fully-
developed nature of the project area, there are few areas that could significantly alter the existing
hydrologic conditions of the area. However, areas to the north of the Project Site and Add Area,
primarily north of State Route 118, including the Porter Ranch and Deer Lake Ranch related
projects, include unadulterated natural lands that, as a result of development, could change
stormwater hydrology in the area. 

The Porter Ranch related project (No. 4) does contain natural, vegetated lands that upon
development, could cause a change in stormwater hydrology. It was determined in the Porter
Ranch Specific Plan EIR that buildout of the specific plan area would increase the amount of
runoff from a 50-year-frequency storm. However, this runoff would be controlled by storm drain
systems designed in accordance with the standards of the City of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works. With the application of all mitigation measures outlined in the Porter Ranch EIR
and adherence to the recommendations and requirements of the responsible agencies, impacts
would be reduced to a less than significant level. Stormwater collected in the Porter Ranch area
will be piped southward by the Oakdale Drain, extending southward from the Porter Ranch area,
eastward along Devonshire Street, and southward along Winnetka Avenue where it connects with
the Limekiln Creek Channel. Therefore, as determined by the EIR prepared for the Porter Ranch
Specific Plan, related project No. 4 will result in a less than significant impact to people,
property, or sensitive biological resources due to stormwater hydrology. Further, it will not result
in a permanent, adverse change to the movement of surface water sufficient to produce a
substantial change in the current or direction of water flow.

Other related projects upstream of the proposed Project include Deer Lake Ranch (No. 5) and the
proposed Northridge office building (No. 9). Deer Lake Ranch is located west of Browns Canyon
Wash to which future stormwater from this development would flow. The proposed Northridge
Office building site is located in a  fully-developed, urban area. Due to the existing impervious
nature of the area, this related project will not increase the quantity of stormwater in the area.
Therefore, related projects would result in a less than significant impact to stormwater hydrology
in the project area.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects
Based on the existing fully-developed, urban nature of the project area, the proposed Project at
the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area, in combination with
related projects, would result in a less than significant impact on hydrology due to an increase in
stormwater quantity, substantial change in the direction of stormwater flow, or damage due to
insufficient flood control.
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G. LAND USE

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

PROJECT SITE

Zoning

As shown in Section II, Figure 3: Radius Map, current zoning on the Project Site includes
MR2-1 (Restricted Light Industrial, Height District 1), [T][Q]M1-1 (Limited Industrial, Height
District 1), and P-1 (Parking). Zoning on the Project Site was most recently updated through a
zone change from MR2-1 to [T][Q]M1-1 requested by the applicant in 1997, approved by City
Council on February 11, 1998 under Ordnance 171,920. The [T][Q]M1-1 zoning is applied to
approximately 8.2 acres located at the northwest corner of the Project Site for which a use
variance was approved for construction of the Homeplace Retirement facility (ZA 2002-6851-
ZV-SPR; April 14, 2003). The P-1 zone is located along the Corbin Avenue street frontage
between Dearborn Street and Nordhoff Street and along the Nordhoff Street street frontage
between Corbin Avenue and Shirley Avenue. The P-1 zone covers approximately 2.4 acres.  The
remaining 24.9 acres across the Site are zoned MR2-1

Land Use Compatibility

Properties to the north of the Project Site include the Add Area that consists of commercial and
industrial land uses. These uses include one and two-story office and light industrial buildings, a
two-story public storage facility, a seven-court tennis facility, and a skate park. To the west of the
Project Site, across Corbin Avenue, are a mixture of commercial, office and industrial buildings
including two- and three-story buildings containing Washington Mutual Bank,  Black Angus
Restaurant, the Great Western Bank office complex, and a vacant office building. To the south of
the Project Site, across Nordhoff Street, are commercial land uses, including various retail stores,
a car dealership, and various restaurants. Located to the east of the Project Site, across Shirley
Avenue, is the Northridge Fashion Center.

General Plan

The General Plan Framework is a comprehensive, long term declaration of purposes, policies,
and programs for the development of the City of Los Angeles adopted in 1995 with a 2010
planning horizon. The General Plan for the City of Los Angeles consists of eleven elements,
including the Land Use element for each of the thirty five local area plans, known as Community
Plans. Further, the General Plan includes a plan for the Los Angeles World Airport and the Port
of Los Angeles. The Project Site is located within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community
Plan Area. The status of the ten Citywide elements and an indication of the analysis of potential 
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impacts resulting from the proposed Project at the Project Site are summarized in Table 24:
Citywide Elements.

TABLE 24
CITYWIDE ELEMENTS

Citywide Element Date of Adoption Discussion
Applicable Policies to Individual Properties

Project Site Add Area

Framework Element Readopted 8.8.01

Transportation Element Adopted 9.8.99 Section IV. M: Traffic No No

Infrastructure Element Pending initiation Section IV. N:Electricity, Natural
Gas, Water, Sewers, Solid Waste  No No

Housing Element Adopted 12.18.01 Section IV. I: Population and
Housing No No

Noise Element Adopted 2.3.99 Section IV. H: Noise No No

Air Quality Element Adopted 11.12.92 Section IV. B: Air Quality No No

Conservation Element Adopted 9.26.01
Potential impacts determined to be
less than significant during project

scoping.
No No

Open Space Element Pending initiation.
Potential impacts determined to be
less than significant during project

scoping.
No No

Historic
Preservation/Cultural
Resources Element

Pending initiation.
Potential impacts determined to be
less than significant during project

scoping.
No No

Safety Element Adopted 11.26.96 Section IV. D: Earth No No

Public Facilities and
Service Element Pending initiation. Section IV. K: Public Services No No

General Plan Framework Element

The General Plan Framework Element of the General Plan is a strategy for accommodating long-
term growth, which provides a Citywide context to guide the update of community plans and the
Citywide elements. The Framework Element does not mandate or encourage growth but rather
refines adopted City policies and is intended to update Concept Los Angeles, a policy to preserve
single-family neighborhoods by focusing growth away from residential areas and towards a
designated center.

The Framework Element supersedes Concept Los Angeles and other components of the City of
Los Angeles General Plan, and sets forth a citywide comprehensive long-range growth strategy.
Implementation of the Framework Element should be achieved through plans, ordinances,
standards and guidelines, studies, capital improvements, economic development procedures,
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administrative procedures, coordination with other governmental agencies, coordination and joint
partnerships with private landowners and developers, and development review procedures. Many
of the Element's policies will be implemented by the revision of community plans and the
Municipal Code, which is the basic mechanism by which the City regulates the use and
development of land.54 Table 25: Citywide Land Use, provides a summary of the Citywide land
use mix as proposed by the Framework.

TABLE 25
CITYWIDE LAND USE

Land Use

Existing1 Policy
Change

(units/sf) (%)Acres % Total
Land

Dwelling
units/sf Acres % Total

Land
Dwelling
units/sf

Residential 116,395 38.5 1,299,963 145,842 48.2 1,566,108 20.5

Single Family2 94,796 31.3 519,692 112,372 37.1 544,921 4.9

Multi Family3 21,597 7.1 780,271 33,470 11.1 1,021,187 30.1

Commercial & Mixed Use 13,593 4.5 14,704 4.9

Commercial 13,395 4.4 341,157,200 7,393 2.4 392,631,845 15.1

Retail 180,298,200 208,668,170 15.7

Office 160,859,000 183,963,675 14.1

Mixed Use4 198 0.1 5 7,311,2.4 2.4 5

Industrial 23,314 7.7 299,689,434 26,260 8.7 299,780,932 0.03

Open Space/ Public/
Institutional/Other 78,418 25.9 64,303 21.3 (18.0)

Infrastructure6 63,890 21.1 51,441 17.0 N/a

Vacant 4,367 1.4 0 0 (100.0)

Total 302,596 100.0 302,596 100.0

1Acreage data may differ from that contained in previously published documents and Community Plans due to variations in the
methodologies of calculation
2Includes areas designated as “Single Family” on the General Plan Framework Land Use Map.
3Includes areas designated as “Low Medium I”, “Low Medium II”, “Medium”, “High Medium”, and “High” and residential portions of areas
designated for “Mixed Use” on the General Plan Framework Land Use Map.
4“Mixed Use” development encompasses parcels developed with a mix of commercial (retail/office) and/or residential units.
5Commercial building square footage and residential units incorporated Mixed Use development are included in the total for their respective
uses above.
6There is no direct correspondence between existing and future infrastructure uses due to variation in the elements included in the land use
data base. By policy, there will be no reduction in the infrastructure use or acreage.
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The General Plan Framework identifies existing issues and opportunities which are addressed
through the General Plan update process. Based on specific issues and designated opportunities
identified by the City of Los Angeles, a long range land use pattern was determined including
designated Conservation Areas and Targeted Growth Areas. Within identified Conservation
Areas, the prevailing uses and densities are to be maintained, and new development would be
comparable in type and scale with existing development.  Targeted Growth areas delineated
within the Framework Element identify districts, centers, and boulevards which will encourage
new development through incentives.

Figure 20: Long Range Land Use Diagram San Fernando Valley shows the General Plan
Framework Element Long Range Land Use Diagram for the San Fernando Valley.  The diagram
indicates that the Project Site and Add Area are located within a Targeted Growth area, which is
defined as a Regional Center.

The Framework Element defines a Regional Center as an area that, “...serves as the focal point of
regional commerce, identity, and activity for a population of 250,000 to 500,000 persons.
Generally, they include corporate professional offices, concentrations of entertainment and
cultural facilities, and mixed-use developments. Some contain region-serving retail facilities.
Typically, Regional Centers are higher-density places whose physical form is substantially
differentiated from the lower-density neighborhoods of the City. Regional Centers will fall
within the range of floor area ratios from 1.5:1 to 6.0:1. This category is generally characterized
by six- to twenty-story buildings or higher. Floor area ratios and any specific height restrictions
would be determined by the community plan.”

The General Plan Framework Element discussion of industrial lands highlights two issues
concerning the existing and proposed development pattern at the Project Site and Add Area. 

• The future of the City's industrial land is uncertain due to the regional recession,
national economic restructuring, and relocation of businesses to other cities and
states. Due to the loss of industrial activity, the appropriate use of some of these
properties is in question and has led to proposed re-use of these lands for non-
industrial purposes. Of concern is the amount of industrial land that should be
allowed to be converted to other uses, e.g., marginal use areas located adjacent to
stable residential neighborhoods of small and shallow lots with limited access to
major transportation routes.

• Many of the industrially-zoned properties encompass large areas in the San
Fernando Valley, Downtown, and Port area, affording opportunities to focus City
efforts to preserve industrial planned lands for such use as the economy recovers.
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Figure 20: Long Range Land Use Diagram San Fernando Valley 
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Opportunities to address identified issues are provided in the General Plan Framework through
policies. The policies of the Framework concerning industrially zoned land relate to identifying
opportunities to resolve these issues, but are generally more refined in various elements of the
General Plan. As shown in Table 24: Citywide Elements, policies applicable or relevant to land
use issues of the proposed Project are found only within the Land Use Element. Further analysis
of the other ten Elements is not provided in this section.

Land Use Element 

The primary objectives of the Land Use Element are to support the viability of the City’s
residential neighborhoods and commercial districts, and, when growth occurs, to encourage
sustainable growth in a number of high intensity commercial and mixed-use districts, centers and
boulevards and industrial districts. The Land Use Element is comprised of 35 Community Plans.
The Project Site is located within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan.  

Community Plan

As shown in Figure 21: General Plan, the Project Site is located within the Chatsworth -
Porter Ranch Community Plan, one of 35 planning areas within the City of Los Angeles.
This plan was updated September 4, 1993. The purpose of the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch
Community Plan is to provide an official guide to the future development of this
community. The Plan is intended to promote an arrangement of land use, circulation, and
services which will encourage and contribute to the economic, social and physical health,
safety, welfare, and convenience of the community, within the larger framework of Los
Angeles. Objectives and policies, as they pertain to the proposed Project, provided by the
Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Plan are provided in the following Environmental Impact
sections.

The proposed Project includes a General Plan Amendment from Light Manufacturing to
Community Commercial. The analysis of potential impacts to objectives and policies of
the Community Plan will include both commercial uses and industrial uses.

The text of the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan delineates the type of
industrial uses that were envisioned to be permitted in this portion of the San Fernando
Valley.  The plan, “...encourages continued development of research and development-
type industries which do not generate excessive noise, dust, and fumes and are compatible
with the residential character of the north and west San Fernando Valley.”  

The Plan also identifies the intention of preserving the industrially designated land within
the plan area.  The plan,“...designates approximately 1,821 acres of land for industrial
uses.  To preserve this valuable land resource from the intrusion of other use and insure 
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Figure 21. General Plan
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its development with high quality industrial uses, in keeping with the urban residential
character of the community, to the extent possible, the plan proposes classifying all
undeveloped industrial land, and well as industrial land used for industrial purposes, in
restricted industrial zoning categories, such as MR zones.”  

However, the plan also states, “The growth of new technological industries, the advent of
sophisticated communication systems, and the affinity between office and industrial uses
suggest the need for flexible zoning.”

 
Regional Plans

The Project Site is located within the planning area of two regional agencies: the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) and the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD). SCAG is a Joint Powers Agency with numerous roles and responsibilities
relative to regional issues that cross jurisdictional boundaries. SCAG is responsible for the
preparation of a Regional Comprehensive Plan Guide (RCPG) in conjunction with its constituent
members and other planning agencies. The RCPG provides a general view of the plans of various
regional agencies that will affect local governments or that respond to the significant issues
facing southern California, including growth management. It is intended to serve as a framework
for decision-making with respect to the growth and changes that can be anticipated by the year
2015 and beyond. In addition, the RCPG proposes a strategy for voluntary use by local
governments, which will assist them in addressing issues related to future growth and in
assessing the potential impacts of proposed development projects within the context of the
region.

The RCPG consists of five core chapters including:

• Growth Management
• Regional Mobility
• Air Quality 
• Water Quality
• Hazardous Waste Management

Issues pertaining to the proposed Project, as provided by SCAG, are included in the Growth
Management, Regional Mobility, and Air Quality sections. Discussion of these issues is provided
throughout the Environmental Impact sections within Section IV of this document.

The proposed Project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) which is under the
jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD is
required to achieve and maintain healthful air quality for its residents. This is accomplished
through a comprehensive program of planning, regulation, compliance assistance, enforcement,
monitoring, technology advancement, and public education. The SCAQMD is the air pollution
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control agency for the four-county region including Los Angeles and Orange counties and parts
of Riverside and San Bernardino counties. This area of 12,000 square miles is home to more than
14 million people--about half the population of the State of California. It is the second most
populous urban area in the United States. AQMD is responsible for controlling emissions from
stationary sources of air pollution. Emission standards for mobile sources are established by state
or federal agencies, such as the California Air Resources Board and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, rather than by local agencies such as the AQMD. Discussion of air quality
and other issues governed by the SCAQMD is provided in Section B. Air Quality of this
document.

ADD AREA 

Zoning

Zoning over the Add Area includes MR2-1 (Restricted Light Industrial) and P-1 (Parking). MR2-
1 zoning is applied to majority of the Add Area parcels, approximately fifteen acres. The P-1
zone is located along the Corbin Avenue street frontage extending north from Prairie Street
across four parcels that front Corbin Avenue. The P-1 zone covers approximately one half acre.

Land Use Compatibility 

Properties to the north of the Add Area include commercial uses, generally one and two-story
retail buildings. To the west of the Add Area, across Corbin Avenue, are a mixture of
commercial, office and industrial buildings including two and three-story buildings used by
Washington Mutual Bank,  Black Angus Restaurant, the Great Western Bank office complex. To
the south of the Add Area are the currently vacant senior housing site, and a surface parking lot
associated with the Project Site. Located to the east of the Add Area, across Shirley Avenue, is
the Northridge Fashion Center. The Fashion Center is comprised of two and three-story buildings
with four anchor stores, various retail stores, and associated parking.

General Plan

Due to the proximity of the Add Area to the Project Site, information regarding the general plan
is similar to that provided in the General Plan discussion for the Project Site.
 
The Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan designation for the Add Area is currently Light
Manufacturing. However, it should be noted that the previous Chatsworth - Porter Ranch District
Plan adopted in 1974, designated the eastern half of the Add Area as Community Commercial.



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                         IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR  G. LAND USE

221

Community Plans

Due to the proximity of the Add Area to the Project Site, information regarding the Community
Plan is similar to that provided in the Community Plan discussion for the Project Site.

Regional Plans

Due to the proximity of the Add Area to the Project Site, information regarding the Regional
Plans is similar to that provided in the Regional Plan discussion for the Project Site.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance
shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors:

• Whether the proposal is inconsistent with the adopted land use/density designation
in the Community Plan, redevelopment plan or specific plan for the site;

• Whether the proposal is inconsistent with the General Plan or adopted
environmental goals or policies contained in other applicable plans;

• The extent of the area that would be impacted, the nature and degree of impacts,
and the type of land uses within that area;

• The extent to which existing neighborhoods, communities, or land uses would be
disrupted, divided, or isolated, and the duration of the disruptions; and

• The number, degree, and type of secondary impacts to surrounding land uses that
could result from implementation of the proposed project.

The proposed Project includes a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change. Due to the nature
of the General Plan Amendment, the proposed Project would result in an inconsistency with the
Community Plan due to the alteration of the previously established land use designations.
However, the intent of a General Plan Amendment simultaneous with a Zone Change is to alter
the land use designation and zoning of a site such that there are no inconsistencies between the
Plan and zoning. Therefore, although the proposed Project will be considered inconsistent with
the existing Community Plan based on the request to amend it, the proposed Project would result
in a less than significant land use impact.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

PROJECT SITE

The proposed Project at the Project Site includes a Zone Change from [T][Q]M1-1, MR2-1, and
P-1 to C2-1 and a General Plan Amendment from Light Industrial to Community Commercial.

Zoning

All of the commercial and residential uses included in the proposed development scenarios are
allowable under the C2-1 zoning designation. The C2-1 zoning designation is with Height
District 1, which allows for unlimited height and a 1.5 Floor Area Ratio (FAR). The Project Site
covers approximately 1,546,400 square feet (35.5 acres) of land area, which allows for a floor
area of approximately 2,319,600 square feet. The maximum yield of the proposed development
scenarios is approximately 1,668,000 square feet55 of floor area on the Project Site, or an FAR of
1.08:1. The proposed FAR would not exceed the FAR allowed by the proposed zoning. Further,
based on the unlimited height district, the proposed Project at the Project Site will not exceed the
allowable development height. As a result, with the approval of a General Plan Amendment and
Zone Change, the proposed Project will result in a less than significant impact as a result of
inconsistencies with the existing and proposed zoning.

Due to the fact that the remaining uses at the Project Site are of an office nature, a Zone Change
from MR2-1 to C2-1 would not result in a legal non-conforming use on the Site. As a result, the
proposed Project at the Project Site would not create a substantial conflict with relevant zoning
regulations and would result in a less than significant impact to zoning.

General Plan

Framework Element

The General Plan Framework Element has identified Targeted Growth Areas throughout the
City. Within these Targeted Growth Areas, the City has acknowledged that due to a reduction of
industrial activity, some industrial land may be converted to non-industrial uses. As identified
previously, the Project Site is located within a Targeted Growth Area known as a Regional
Center. Therefore, loss of industrially designated land due to the expansion and concentration of
commercially designated land such as the Project proposes, would not result in an inconsistency
with the Framework Element. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site would result in
a less than significant land use impact.
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The proposed Zone Change and General Plan Amendment would result in a decrease of 35.5
acres, or 0.1 percent, of industrially designated land on a Citywide basis and a corresponding
increase of 35.5 acres, or 0.2 percent, in commercially designated land on a Citywide basis. The
scale of changes in land use designations is not considered significant. With adoption of the
General Plan Amendment from Light Industrial to Community Commercial, the proposed Zone
Change would be considered consistent. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site will
result in a less than significant impact due to an inconsistency between the Zoning and Land Use
designation.

Impacts to other Citywide Elements of the General Plan are discussed in the respective sections
throughout this document as indicated in Table 24: Citywide Elements. It should be noted that,
as discussed under Section K. Public Services, a potentially significant impact to the existing
Public Facilities and Services are of a cumulative nature and cannot be mitigated solely by the
Project, but must be addressed in the pending Public Facilities and Service Element. Therefore,
the proposed Zone Change and General Plan Amendment will result in a less than significant
impact to the General Plan and land use.

Land Use Element

Although the proposed General Plan Amendment will result in a reduction of industrially
designated land, lands on three sides of the study area are already zoned, designated, and
developed with commercial uses; the study area is separated from other industrially designated
lands by Corbin Avenue; and non-industrial uses have previously been permitted within the
project vicinity (Homeplace Retirement facility, public storage, skate park, tennis facility). The
General Plan Amendment is requested because it will encourage consistency between the
existing land use designation and the existing use of the property. Further, with coordination of
land use designation and use for commercial purposes, the General Plan Amendment could
encourage the conservation of other industrial lands in the Community Plan that are actually
utilized for industrial purposes currently. Therefore, the proposed General Plan Amendment and
Zone Change will result in a less than significant impact to the Land Use Element due to an
incompatibility with land uses in the area.

The proposed Zone Change and General Plan Amendment would result in a decrease of
approximately 35.5 acres, or 1.9 percent, of industrially designated land and a corresponding
increase of 35.5 acres, or 5.7 percent, of commercially designated land within the Chatsworth -
Porter Ranch Community Plan. The scale of change in land use designation is not considered
significant. With adoption of the General Plan Amendment from Light Industrial to Community
Commercial the proposed Zone Change would be considered consistent. Therefore, the proposed
Project at the Project Site will result in a less than significant impact to the Land Use Element
due to an inconsistency between Zoning and Land Use designation.
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While the proposed General Plan Amendment would conflict with a land use policy identified in
the Community Plan, it would not prevent implementation of any land use policies identified.
Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site will result in a less than significant impact to
the Land Use Element.

Community Plans

Community Plan Objectives

Objectives of the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan that relate to the
proposed Project include:

• To designate lands in quantities and at densities, at appropriate locations,
for various private uses; and to designate the need for public facilities and
the general locations thereof, as required to accommodate population and
activities projected to the year 2010.

• To promote economic well-being and public convenience through:

S Allocating and distributing commercial lands for retail, service,
and other facilities in quantities and patterns based on Los Angeles
City Planning Department accepted planning principles and
standards.

S Designating lands for industrial development that can be used
without detriment to adjacent uses of other types, and imposing
such restrictions on the types and intensities of industrial uses as
are necessary to this purpose.

The proposed Project will reallocate approximately 35.5 acres, or 0.1 percent, of
land that is currently industrially designated on a Citywide basis to commercial
uses, which equates to approximately 0.2 percent of commercially designated land
on a Citywide basis. Within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area,
this reallocation includes a decrease of approximately 1.9 percent in industrially
designated land and a corresponding increase of 5.7 percent in commercially
designated lands.

Currently, the General Plan Amendment request area, which used to be an internal
part of the Northridge Industrial Core, is surrounded on three sides by commercial
development. Over time, the surrounding land uses have changed and now include
retail to the north, retail to the east, and various commercial and retail uses to the
south. Moreover, the approval of the Homeplace Retirement facility on the Project
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Site indicates that the City of Los Angeles may not oppose transition of this area
from industrial to commercial. Uses currently within the Add Area such as the
tennis facility, skate park, and public storage also indicate the change of land use
in the immediate project vicinity. Therefore, the proposed change to the General
Plan and corresponding Zone Change is consistent with trends in the community
and will result in a less than significant impact to land use due to an inconsistency
with the Community Plan.

Further, the Project Site is developed with research and development type uses,
occupied by Litton Guidance and Control Systems. The current lease on the
building and property extends until 2005 at which time the tenant intends to
vacate the property and move operations elsewhere. As discussed in the No
Project Alternative section, the applicant has made numerous attempts to identify
a future user of the property with the same land use.

Due to current marker forces within the San Fernando Valley, the applicant has
been unable to identify a future industrial tenant for the Project Site and the
current industrial designation of the property is not beneficial. The proposed
Project would result in redevelopment of the Site with commercial uses which
would promote the economic well-being of the community. This would be
consistent with objectives of the Community Plan. Therefore, the proposed
Project will result in a less than significant impact to land use as a result of
inconsistencies with the objectives of the Community Plan.

Community Plan Policies

Policies included within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan that
relate to the proposed Project include:

Commerce

The commercial lands (not including associated parking) designated by this Plan
to serve suburban residential areas in this Plan are adequate to meet the needs of
the projected population to the year 2010, as computed by the following:

• 0.6 acres per 1,000 residents for commercial uses for neighborhood or
convenience-type commercial areas;

• 0.2 acres per 1,000 residents for commercial uses for community shopping
and business districts, including service uses and specialized commercial
uses. Without effective transportation demand management strategies,
such as carpool and vanpool or transit, off-street parking should be
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provided at a ratio of one parking space per 300 gross square feet of
building. Surface parking areas shall be located between commercial and
residential uses, where appropriate, to provide a buffer, and shall be
separated from residential uses by means of a wall and/or landscaped
setback.

The Plan indicates the presence of several highway-oriented commercial facilities
located throughout Chatsworth. It is a policy of the Plan that existing Highway-
Oriented Commercial sites should not be expanded. Marginal or temporary
commercial uses in designated industrial areas will be phased out as industrial
development takes place.

The proposed Zone Change and General Plan Amendment will result in the
creation of additional commercial uses in the Community Plan Area. This will
help to meet the plan agenda of the provision of neighborhood commercial uses
and community shopping and business districts. The proposed Project at the
Project Site does not consist of highway-oriented, marginal, or temporary
commercial facilities and will therefore not result in a significant impact to land
use as a result of an inconsistency with policies of the Community Plan regarding
commerce.

 
Industry

Industrial lands are located on a citywide basis without regard to the boundaries
of individual communities under the general principle that such employment
should be available within a reasonable commuting distance from residential
locations.

The [Q]M1 Zone classification is permitted on those properties fronting on the
following corridors: (1) the north and south sides of Nordhoff Street between De
Soto Avenue and Topanga Canyon Boulevard; (2) the east side of Topanga
Canyon Boulevard, from Nordhoff Street to the south side of Lassen Street; and
(3) the south side of Lassen Street between Topanga Canyon Boulevard and De
Soto Avenue. Such conditions of approval shall prohibit smoke stacks, metal
plating, toxic and noxious industrial uses, and any new retail commercial uses
within these zone classifications.

Industrial acreage shown on the Plan should be protected from intrusion by non-
industrial uses, except those corridors described above on Nordhoff Street,
Topanga Canyon Boulevard, and Lassen Street should allow uses similar to those
permitted in the M1 and M2 Zones. In keeping with the low-density residential
character of the Community, to the extent possible, the Plan proposes
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preservation of all existing MR zoned lands, and classification of all undeveloped
industrial land in the MR1 and MR2 Zones.

The Plan encourages continued development of research and development type
industries which do not generate excessive noise, dust, and fumes and are
compatible with the residential character of the north and west San Fernando
Valley.

The Plan designates approximately 1,821 acres of land for industrial uses. To
preserve this valuable land resource from the intrusion of other uses and insure
its development with high quality industrial uses, in keeping with the urban
residential character of the Community, to the extent possible, the Plan proposes
classifying all undeveloped industrial land, as well as all industrial land used for
industrial purposes, in restricted industrial zoning categories, such as the MR
Zones. 

The Project Site is currently zoned MR2-1. While the plan encourages
preservation of this zoning, the intent of the preservation is to prohibit
intensification of industrial uses beyond the MR zone except where identified by
the Plan in the M1 and M2 zones. The proposed Project at the Project Site
includes a Zone Change from MR2 to C2 which does not impact the Community
Plan policy regarding MR designated lands. Therefore, the proposed Project at the
Project Site will not result in a significant impact to land use due to an
inconsistency with policies of the Community Plan. 

Regional Plans

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the areawide clearinghouse for
regionally significant projects in the project area. SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans,
projects, and programs with regional plans. This activity is based on SCAG’s responsibilities as a
regional planning organization pursuant to state and federal laws and regulations. Guidance
provided by these review is intended to assist local agencies and project sponsors to take actions
that contribute to the attainment of regional goals and policies.

Policies of SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) and Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) which may be applicable to the proposed Project at the Project Site
are shown in Table 26: SCAG Policies.
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TABLE 26
SCAG POLICIES

Policy Project Consistency

Growth Management Chapter

3.01  The population, housing, and jobs forecasts which are
adopted by SCAG’s Regional Council and that reflect local
plans and policies, shall be used by SCAG in all phases of
implementation and review. 

Consistent. Section I. Population and Housing examines the population
and housing generation anticipated from the proposed Project. Section J.
Employment examines the employment projections resulting from the
proposed Project. All population, housing, and employment projections
would be within SCAG forecasts. 

3.03  The timing, financing, and location of public facilities,
utility systems, and transportation systems shall be used by
SCAG to implement the region’s growth policies.

Consistent. Section K. Public Facilities examines the existing and
proposed demand on public facilities as a result of the proposed Project.
Section N. Utilities examines the existing and proposed demand on utilities
in the project area. Section M. discusses the existing and proposed
conditions of the transportation system in the project area. As discussed in
these sections, the proposed Project will not result in a significant impact to
public facilities, utility systems, or transportation systems after mitigation.

Growth Management Chapter Policies Related to Improve the Regional Standard of Living

3.05  Encourage patterns of urban development and land use,
which reduce costs on infrastructure construction and make
better use of existing facilities

Consistent. Section K. Public Services and Section N. Utilities examine
the existing and proposed demand on these services as a result of the
proposed Project. As discussed, the proposed Project will utilize existing
infrastructure systems and will not require additions to or replacement of
any infrastructure. No significant impacts resulting from the proposed
Project were identified in either of these sections.

3.09  Support local jurisdictions’ efforts to minimize the cost
of infrastructure and public service delivery, and efforts to
seek new sources of funding for development and the
provision of service.

Consistent. The proposed Project includes redevelopment of the Project
Site and Add Area that are currently developed. The proposed Project will
not require additions to or replacement of infrastructure which will reduce
the costs of infrastructure and public service delivery.

3.10  Support local jurisdictions’ actions to minimize red
tape and expedite the permitting process to maintain
economic vitality and competitiveness. 

Consistent. The proposed Project includes redevelopment of the Project
Site and Add Area. Under the No Project Alternative, it was identified that
the project could go vacant if plans for redevelopment of the site are not
secured. This redevelopment is intended to enhance the economic vitality
and competitiveness of the project area.

Growth Management Chapter Policies Related to Improve the Regional Quality of Life

3.12  Encourage existing or proposed local jurisdictions’
programs aimed at designing land uses which encourage the
use of transit and thus reduce the need for roadway
expansion, reduce the number of auto trips and vehicle miles
traveled, and create opportunities for residents to walk and
bike.

Partially Consistent. The Project Site and Add Area are located in an area
that is currently developed. The proposed Project is not anticipated to result
in a substantial increase to population or housing in the project area.
Further, substantial relocation or redistribution of population is not
expected. Two of the four potential development scenarios are mixed-use
including office/residential and retail/residential which will create
opportunities for residents to walk, reducing the need for roadway
expansion and the number of vehicle trips.

3.13  Encourage local jurisdictions’ plans that maximize the
use of existing urbanized areas accessible to transit through
infill and redevelopment.

Consistent. The proposed Project includes infill redevelopment of the
Project Site and Add Area that are currently developed.

3.16 Encourage developments in and around activity centers,
transportation corridors, underutilized infrastructure systems,
and areas needing recycling and redevelopment.

Consistent. The Project Site and Add Area are currently located next to a
Regional Commercial Center, the Northridge Fashion Center. The project
would recycle and redevelop an underutilized property in a Regional
Center/transportation corridor which would revitalize the neighborhood.
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3.18  Encourage planned development in locations least
likely to cause environmental impacts.

Consistent. The Project Site and Add Area are currently developed. Both
sites have been void of such environmental attributes as biological
resources, cultural resources, and water resources for decades. Therefore,
environmental impacts resulting from the Project Site and Add Area would
be minimized.

3.20  Support the protection of vital resources such as
wetlands, groundwater recharge areas, woodlands, production
lands, and land containing unique endangered plants and
animals.

Consistent. The Project Site and Add Area are currently developed and
have been void of biological resources for decades. By redeveloping such
land, and conserving lands rich in biological resources, indirectly the
Project is supporting the protection of these vital resources. 

3.21  Encourage the implementation of measures aimed at the
preservation and protection of recorded and unrecorded
cultural resources and archaeological sites.

Not applicable. Determined less than significant, no analysis conducted

3.22 Discourage development or encourage the use of special
design requirements, in areas with steep slopes, high fire,
flood, and seismic hazards.

Consistent. As discussed in Section D. Geologic Hazards, the Project Site
and Add Area are not located in an area with steep slopes, high fire or
flood. The southern portion of the Project Site has the potential for
liquefaction. However, as discussed, development at the Project Site will
not result in a significant geologic hazards impact due to seismic hazards.

3.23  Encourage mitigation measures that reduce noise in
certain locations, measures aimed at preservation of
biological and ecological resources, measures that would
reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize earthquake
damage, and to develop emergency response and recovery
plans.

Consistent. As discussed in Section H. Noise, the proposed Project would
not result in a significant noise impact. As discussed in Section C.
Biological Resources, the proposed Project Site and Add Area do not have
significant biological resources and therefore, the proposed Project would
not result in a significant biological impact. As discussed in Section D.
Geologic Hazards, the proposed Project will not result in a significant
seismic hazard impact.

Growth Management Chapter Policies to Provide Social, Political, and Cultural Equity

3.24  Encourage efforts of local jurisdictions in the
implementation of programs that increase the supply and
quality of housing and provide  affordable housing as
evaluated in the Regional Housing Needs Assessment. 

Partially Consistent. As discussed in Section I. Population and Housing,
the proposed Project will introduce both multifamily and senior housing to
the Project Site. As discussed, the proposed Project will result in a less than
significant impact to housing.

3.27  Support local jurisdictions and other service providers
in their efforts to develop sustainable  communities and
provide, equally to all members of society, accessible and
effective services such as: public education, housing, health
care, social services, recreational facilities, law  enforcement,
and fire protection 

Consistent. As discussed in Sections K. Public Services, I. Population and
Housing, and L. Recreation, the proposed Project would result in a less
than significant impact to schools, housing, social and public services, and
recreation.

Core Regional Transportation Policies

4.01  Transportation investments shall be based on SCAG’s
adopted Regional Performance Indicators: Mobility,
Accessibility, Environment, Reliability, Safety,
Equity/Environmental Justice, and Cost Effectiveness.

Consistent. As discussed in Section M. Traffic, the proposed Project would
result in a less than significant impact to transportation services after
mitigation.

4.02  Transportation investments shall mitigate
environmental impacts to an acceptable level.

Consistent. As discussed in Section M. Traffic, the proposed Project would
not result in a significant impact to transportation services after mitigation.

4.04  Transportation control measures shall be a priority. Consistent. As discussed in Section M. Traffic, the proposed Project would
not result in a significant impact to transportation services after mitigation.

4.16  Maintaining and operating the existing transportation
system will be a priority over expanding capacity.

Consistent. As discussed in Section M. Traffic, the proposed Project would
not result in a significant impact to transportation services after mitigation.
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Air Quality Policies

5.07  Determine specific programs and associate actions
needed (e.g. indirect source rules, enhanced use of
telecommunications, provision of community based shuttle
services, provision of demand management based programs,
or vehicle-miles-traveled/emission fees) so that options to
command and control regulations can be assessed. 

Partially Consistent. As discussed in Section B. Air Quality, the proposed
Project would result in a less than significant air quality impact during
construction activities. However, although mitigation measures have been
included to reduce air quality impacts, the proposed Project would result in
a significant air quality impact during operational activities.

5.11  Through the environmental document review process,
ensure that plans at all levels of government (regional, air
basin, county, subregional and local) consider air quality,
land use, transportation, and economic relationships to ensure
consistency and minimize conflicts.

Consistent. The MEIR has considered plans from all levels of government
including, but not limited to, regional air quality and transportation plans
and local plans for air quality and land use. As discussed in Sections G.
Land Use, and M. Traffic, the proposed Project will result in a less than
significant impact to these issues. As discussed in Section B. Air Quality,
the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact to
construction air quality but after mitigation, would result in a significant
impact to operational air quality.

Water Quality Chapter Recommendations and Policy Options

11.07  Encourage water reclamation throughout the region
where it is cost-effective, feasible, and appropriate to reduce
reliance on imported water and wastewater discharges.
Current administrative impediments to increased use of
wastewater should be addressed.

Consistent. As discussed in Sections N. Utilities, Water and Sewers, water
reclamation projects are in the works around the City of Los Angeles. The
proposed Project will result in a less than significant impact to water supply
and sewers.

SOURCE: Comment letter from Jeffrey Smith, SCAG Senior Regional Planner, Intergovernmental Review, to Maya Zaitzevsky, LADCP,
Planning Associate, June 11, 2002.

As discussed in the relevant analysis sections, the proposed Project at the Project Site would not
conflict with policies provided by SCAG and would therefore not result in a significant impact to
land use as a result of an inconsistency with applicable regional plans.

Further, as discussed in Section B. Air Quality, although the proposed Project at the Project Site
may result in a significant impact to air quality, the proposed Project at the Project Site will not
conflict with any of the policies provided by the SCAQMD. Therefore, the proposed Project at
the Project Site will not result in a significant impact to land use as a result of an inconsistency
with applicable regional plans.

ADD AREA

Zoning

All of the commercial and residential uses included in the development scenarios are allowable
under the C2-1 zoning designation.  The C2-1 zoning designation is within Height District 1,
which allows for a 1.5 FAR.  The Add Area properties cover 673,437 square feet (15.4 acres) of
land area, which allows for a floor area of approximately 1,010,156 square feet. The maximum
yield of the proposed development scenario at the Add Area is approximately 586,000 square
feet of floor area, or an FAR of 0.58:1.  The proposed FAR would not exceed the FAR allowed
by the proposed zoning. Further, based on the unlimited height district of the proposed zoning,
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the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will not exceed the allowable development
height. With the approval of a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change, the development
scenarios analyzed will result in a less than significant impact as a result of inconsistencies with
the existing and proposed zoning.

The analyzed development scenarios at the Add Area assume that the City will approve a Zone
Change from MR2-1 and P-1 to C2-1 and a General Plan Amendment from Light Industrial to
Community Commercial concurrent with the proposed Project at the Project Site. Due to the
industrial nature of the Add Area, existing land uses in the Add Area including manufacturing
and public storage would be considered legal, non-conforming uses. If the requested Zone
Change and General Plan Amendment are approved, this land use inconsistency is considered a
potentially significant impact before mitigation. However, with incorporation of the proposed
mitigation measure, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less
than significant land uses impact due to inconsistencies with the Zoning and General Plan
designations. 

Land Use Compatibility

Land use compatibility issues are related to potential conflicts of the Project Site and Add Area
with existing off-site land uses and potential conflicts of existing off-site uses with future on-site
uses. 

A land use compatibility analysis for the Add Area concluded that the proposed residential and
commercial uses would not conflict with the existing commercial type land uses located to the
north and east of the Add Area. The properties zoned and designated for Light Industrial uses to
the west and south of the Add Area are fully contained within their respective buildings and do
not generate potentially objectionable noise, odors, or smoke. As a result, these uses are
considered to be as compatible with the proposed adjacent commercially designated properties. A
significant impact to land use compatibility at the Add Area is not anticipated from off-site uses.  

The Homeplace Retirement facility may be fully constructed on the Project Site prior to
completion of development resulting from the proposed Project at the Project Site. This
residential community be impacted by industrial uses within the Add Area. However, due to the
fully-contained nature of the existing office and industrial uses in the Add Area and those office
and industrial uses that would be adjacent to the Homeplace development on the Project Site, the
residential uses will not be adversely affected. A significant land use conflict with the proposed
residential use is not anticipated. 
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The expansion of commercial uses in the area, has not resulted in any known significant
incompatibilities with residential uses; therefore, expansion of commercial and residential uses in
the Add Area should not create conflicts for the existing off-site uses. As a result, with the
approval of the Zone Change and General Plan Amendment for the Add Area would not create a
significant impact to land use compatibility.

General Plan

Framework Element

The General Plan Framework Element has identified Targeted Growth Areas within the City of
Los Angeles. Within these Targeted Growth Areas, the City has acknowledged that due to the
loss of industrial activity, some industrial land may be converted for re-use as non-industrial
uses.  As identified previously, the Add Area is located within a Targeted Growth Area known as
a Regional Center. Therefore, loss of industrially designated land due to the expansion and
concentration of commercially designated land such as the Project proposes, would result in a
less than significant land use impact due to conflict with the Framework Element.

The proposed Zone Change and Plan Amendment at the Add Area would result in a decrease of
approximately 15.4 acres, or 0.1 percent, in industrially designated land. Further, the
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would increase commercially designated lands
by 15.4 acres, or 0.1 percent. However, the scale of change in land use designation resulting from
the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area is not considered significant by itself. With
adoption of the General Plan Amendment from Light Industrial to Community Commercial, the
proposed Zone Change would be considered consistent. Therefore, the development scenarios
analyzed for the Add Area will not result in a significant impact due to an inconsistency between
the Zoning and Land Use designation.  

Impacts to other Citywide Elements of the General Plan are discussed in the respective sections
throughout this document as indicated in Table 24: Citywide Elements. It should be noted that,
as discussed under Section K. Public Services, a significant impact to the existing Public
Facilities and Services are of a cumulative nature and cannot be mitigated solely by the Project,
but must be addressed in the pending Public Facilities and Service Element. Therefore, a
significant impact to the General Plan and land use is not anticipated as a result of the proposed
Zone Change and General Plan Amendment. 

Land Use Element

The proposed General Plan Amendment at the Add Area will result in a reduction of industrially
designated land. However, lands on three sides of the Add Area are already zoned, designated,
and developed with commercial uses; the study area is separated from other industrially
designated lands by Corbin Avenue; and non industrial uses have previously been permitted
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within the project vicinity (Homeplace Retirement facility, public storage, skate park, tennis
facility). The General Plan Amendment is considered appropriate as it will encourage consistency
between land use designation and the existing use of the Add Area properties. The proposed
General Plan Amendment and Zone Change will not result in a significant land use impact due to
an incompatibility with surrounding land uses in the area.

The proposed Zone Change and Plan Amendment at the Add Area would result in a decrease in
industrially designated lands of approximately 15.4 acres, or 0.8 percent and the development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would increase commercially designated lands by
approximately 15.4 acres, or 2.5 percent. The percentage of change in land use designation is not
considered significant. Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will not
result in a significant impact to land use due to an inconsistency between Zoning and Land Use
designation.

Community Plans

Policies included within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan that relate to the
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area include:

Commerce

The commercial lands (not including associated parking) designated by this Plan to serve
suburban residential areas in this Plan are adequate to meet the needs of the projected
population to the year 2010, as computed by the following standards:

• 0.6 acres per 1,000 residents for commercial uses for neighborhood or
convenience-type commercial areas;

• 0.2 acres per 1,000 residents for commercial uses for community shopping and
business districts, including service uses and specialized commercial uses.
Without effective transportation demand management strategies, such as carpool
and vanpool or transit, off-street parking should be provided at a ratio of one
parking space per 300 gross square feet of building. Surface parking areas shall
be located between commercial and residential uses, where appropriate, to
provide a buffer, and shall be separated from residential uses by means of a wall
and/or landscaped setback.

The Plan indicates the presence of several highway-oriented commercial facilities located
throughout Chatsworth. It is a policy of the Plan that existing Highway-Oriented Commercial
sites should not be expanded. Marginal or temporary commercial uses in designated industrial
areas will be phased out as industrial development takes place.
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The proposed Zone Change and General Plan Amendment will result in the creation of additional
commercial uses in the Community Plan Area. This will help to meet the plan agenda of the
provision of 0.6 acres of neighborhood commercial uses and 0.2 acres of community shopping
and business districts. The development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area do not consist of
highway-oriented, marginal, or temporary commercial facilities and will therefore not result in a
significant impact to land use as a result of an inconsistency with policies of the Community Plan
regarding commerce.

Industry

Industrial lands are located on a citywide basis without regard to the boundaries of individual
communities under the general principle that such employment should be available within a
reasonable commuting distance from residential locations.

The [Q]M1 Zone classification is permitted on those properties fronting on the following
corridors: (1) the north and south sides of Nordhoff Street between De Soto Avenue and Topanga
Canyon Boulevard; (2) the east side of Topanga Canyon Boulevard, from Nordhoff Street to the
south side of Lassen Street; and (3) the south side of Lassen Street between Topanga Canyon
Boulevard and De Soto Avenue. Such conditions of approval shall prohibit smoke stacks, metal
plating, toxic and noxious industrial uses, and any new retail commercial uses within these zone
classifications.

Industrial acreage shown on the Plan should be protected from intrusion by non-industrial uses,
except those corridors described above on Nordhoff Street, Topanga Canyon Boulevard, and
Lassen Street should allow uses similar to those permitted in the M1 and M2 Zones. In keeping
with the low-density residential character of the Community, to the extent possible, the Plan
proposes preservation of all existing MR zoned lands, and classification of all undeveloped
industrial land in the MR1 and MR2 Zones.

The Plan encourages continued development of research and development type industries which
do not generate excessive noise, dust, and fumes and are compatible with the residential
character of the north and west San Fernando Valley.

The Plan designates approximately 1,821 acres of land for industrial uses. To preserve this
valuable land resource from the intrusion of other uses and insure its development with high
quality industrial uses, in keeping with the urban residential character of the Community, to the
extent possible, the Plan proposes classifying all undeveloped industrial land, as well as all
industrial land used for industrial purposes, in restricted industrial zoning categories, such as
the MR Zones. 
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The Add Area properties are currently zoned MR2-1 and P-1. While the plan encourages
preservation of this zoning, the intent of the preservation is to prohibit densification of industrial
uses beyond the MR zone except where identified by the Plan in the M1 and M2 zones. The
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area include a Zone Change from MR2 to C2
which does not affect the Community Plan policy regarding MR designated lands. Therefore, the
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will not result in a significant impact to land
use due to an inconsistency with policies of the Community Plan. 

Regional Plans

Due to the proximity of the Add Area properties to the Project Site, regional plans applicable to
the Add Area are similar to those for the Project Site. Therefore, refer to the Regional Plan
discussion for the Project Site. As shown in Table 26: SCAG Policies, each of SCAG’s policies
relevant to the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area are analyzed in the individual
impact analysis sections of this document. The development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area
will not result in a significant impact to land use due to an inconsistency with applicable regional
plans. 

Further, as discussed in Section B. Air Quality, although the development scenarios analyzed
for the Add Area  may result in a significant impact to air quality, the development scenarios
analyzed for the Add Area will not conflict with any of the policies provided by the SCAQMD.
Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will not result in a significant
impact to land use as a result of an inconsistency with applicable regional plans.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Project Site

None required.

Add Area

Due to the small size of the parcels in the Add Area, it is possible that future projects proposed 
in the Add Area could be exempt from environmental review, and may result in inconsistencies
between zoning and land use.  To mitigate potential impacts of inconsistencies between zoning
and land use in the Add Area, the following “Q” conditions shall be placed on any property
undergoing a Zone Change and Plan Amendment without an identified specific development
plan:

37. When the use of this property formerly designated as “Light Manufacturing” is
proposed  to be discontinued, the proposed use shall be approved by the
appropriate decision-maker through a procedure similar to a conditional use.  The
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decision-maker shall determine that the proposed use is consistent with the
objectives of the General Plan and is compatible with the land uses, zoning, or
other restrictions of adjacent and surrounding properties. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

None of the related projects are known to result in a significant land use impact. However,
potential land use impacts from related projects in the area must be determined on a site and
project specific basis.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

Potential impacts with respect to the General Plan Framework are determined on a site specific
basis. The proposed Project at the Project Site and the development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area will not result in a significant land use impact. Therefore, a significant cumulative land
use impact due to conflict with the General Plan is not anticipated.

Impacts due to conflicts with the Community Plan and applicable Regional Plans are determined
on a site specific basis. The proposed Project at the Project Site and the development scenarios
analyzed for the Add Area will not result in a significant land use impact. Therefore, a significant
cumulative impact to land use due to conflict with the Community Plan and applicable Regional
Plans is not anticipated.
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H. NOISE

An evaluation of the existing and proposed noise conditions at the Project Site and Add Area was
prepared for the Master Environmental Impact Report by Terry A. Hayes Associates in
September 2002. This report is attached in full in Appendix B (under separate cover). Finding
from this evaluation were utilized in the preparation of this section.

Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound.  The degree to which noise can impact the human 
environment ranges from levels that interfere with speech and sleep (annoyance and nuisance) to
levels that cause adverse health effects (hearing loss and psychological effects).  Human response
to noise is subjective and can vary greatly from person to person.  Factors that influence
individual response include the intensity, frequency, and pattern of noise, the amount of
background noise present before the intruding noise, and the nature of work or human activity
that is exposed to the noise source.  

Sound is technically described in terms of the loudness (amplitude) and frequency (pitch) of the
sound.  The standard unit of measurement for sound is the decibel (dB).  The human ear is not
equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies.  The “A-weighted scale,” abbreviated dBA, reflects
the normal hearing sensitivity range of the human ear.  On this scale, the range of human hearing
extends from approximately 3 to 140 dBA. 

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is an average sound level during a 24-hour day. 
CNEL is a noise measurement scale which accounts for noise source, distance, single event
duration, single event occurrence, frequency, and time of day. Human reaction to sound between
7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. is as if the sound were actually five decibels higher than if it occurred
from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. From 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., humans perceive sound as if it were
10 dBA higher due to the lower background level. Because CNEL accounts for human sensitivity
to sound, the CNEL 24-hour figure is always a higher number than the actual 24-hour average.

Equivalent Noise Level (Leq) is the average noise level on an energy basis for any specific time
period. Leq can be thought of as the level of a continuous noise that has the same energy content
as the fluctuating noise level.  The equivalent noise level is expressed in units of dBA.  

Studies have shown that the smallest perceptible change in sound level is approximately three
decibels.  A change of at least five decibels would be noticeable and would likely evoke a
community reaction.  A ten-decibel increase is perceived subjectively as approximately a
doubling in loudness and would most certainly cause a community response.

Noise levels decrease as the distance from the noise source to the receiver increases.  Noise
generated by a stationary noise source, or point source, will decrease by approximately six
decibels over hard surfaces and nine decibels over soft surfaces for each doubling of the distance,
beginning at the reference distance.  For example, if a noise source produces a noise level of 89
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dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet, then the noise level would be 83 dBA at a distance of 100
feet from the noise source, 77 dBA at a distance of 200 feet, and so on.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project Site and Add Area are located in an urban environment. The existing noise
environment is characterized by the mix of land uses within it, which includes residences,
commercial and industrial developments, and arterial roadways. Vehicular traffic is the primary
source of noise in the project vicinity and is the largest consistent noise source in the project
vicinity. 

Land uses that are considered sensitive to noise impacts are referred to as “sensitive receptors.” 
Noise sensitive receptors consist of, but are not limited to, schools, residences, libraries,
hospitals, and other care facilities. 

Sound measurements were taken using a Quest Q-400 Noise Dosimeter during the hours between
1:00 p.m. and 2:30 p.m. on August 20, 2002 at various sensitive receptor locations within the
vicinity of the Project Site.  These readings were used to establish existing ambient conditions
and provide a baseline from which to evaluate construction noise impacts.  The locations of the
noise monitoring positions are shown in Figure 22: Noise Monitoring Positions.  These
locations consist of representative noise sensitive land uses, which include nearby residences and
a daycare center.  The existing noise levels, as recorded, are listed in Table 27: Existing Noise
Levels. 

TABLE 27
EXISTING NOISE LEVELS (DBA, LEQ)

Sensitive Receptors Sound Level

1–Residential Uses (on Plummer Street and Corbin Avenue) 56.1

2–Washington Mutual Child Care Center 59.6

SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC.

As stated earlier, vehicular traffic is the predominant noise source in the project vicinity.  Using
existing traffic volumes provided by the project traffic consultant and the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) RD-77-108 noise calculation formulas, a CNEL has been calculated for
the two sensitive receptors (N1 and N2) for which baseline noise levels were measured. The
CNEL is used as a baseline to measure the operational noise impacts of the proposed Project, as
shown in Table 28: Existing Community Noise Equivalent Level.56  The estimated noise
levels 
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Figure 22: Noise Monitoring Positions
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TABLE 28
EXISTING COMMUNITY NOISE EQUIVALENT LEVEL (DBA, CNEL)

Sensitive Receptor Estimated dBA, CNEL

1–Residential Uses (on Plummer Street and Corbin Avenue) 75.4

2–Washington Mutual Child Care Center 67.0

SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 

represent the most conservative scenario, which assumes that no shielding is provided between
the traffic and the location of each sensitive receptor.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, a project would normally have a
significant impact on noise levels from construction if:

Construction

• Construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient
exterior noise levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use;

• Construction activities lasting more than 10 days in a three month period would
exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise
sensitive use; or

• Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a noise
sensitive use between the hours of 9:00 pm, and 7:00 am, Monday through Friday,
before 8:00 am or after 6:00 pm on Saturday, or at anytime on Sunday.

Operational

A project would normally have a significant impact on noise levels from project operations if the
project causes the ambient noise level measured at the property line of affected uses to increase
by 3 dBA in CNEL to or within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly unacceptable” category,
or any 5 dBA or greater noise increase, as shown in Table 29: Land Use Compatibility for
Community Noise Environments.
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TABLE 29
LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE ENVIRONMENTS

Land Use Category
Community Noise Exposure (dBA, CNEL)

          55          60          65          70         75           80

Residential - Low Density Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes

Residential - Multi-Family

Transient Lodging - Motels Hotels

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, Cemeteries

Office Buildings, Business Commercial and Professional

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture

Normally Acceptable - Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal conventional construction without any special
noise insulation requirements.

Conditionally Acceptable - New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise
insulation features included in the design.  Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply system or air conditionally will normally suffice.

Normally Unacceptable - New construction or development should generally be discouraged.  If new construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the
noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design.

Clearly Unacceptable - New construction or development should generally not be undertaken.

SOURCE: California Office of Noise Control, Department of Health Services.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site Only

Construction Phase Impacts

Construction of the proposed Project at the Project Site would result in temporary increases in
ambient noise levels in the project area on an intermittent basis.  The increase in noise would
likely result in a temporary annoyance to nearby sensitive receptors.  Noise levels would fluctuate
depending on the construction phase, equipment type and duration of use, distance between the
noise source and receptor, and presence or absence of noise attenuation barriers. 

Construction activities require the use of numerous noise generating equipment, such as jack
hammers, pneumatic impact equipment, saws, and tractors.  Typical noise levels from various
types of equipment that may be used during construction are listed in Table 30: Maximum
Noise Levels of Common Construction Equipment.  The table shows noise levels at distances
of 50 and 100 feet from the construction noise source.

TABLE 30
MAXIMUM NOISE LEVELS OF COMMON CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

Noise Source
Noise Level (dBA)1

50 Feet 100 Feet

Jackhammer 82 76

Steamroller 83 77

Street Paver 80 74

Backhoe 83 77

Street Compressor 67 61

Front-end Loader 79 73

Street Cleaner 70 64

Idling Haul Truck 72 66

Cement Mixer 72 66

1Assumes a six decibel drop-off rate for noise generated by a point source, traveling over hard surfaces. Measured noise levels of equipment were taken at 10
and 30 feet from noise source. 
SOURCE: Cowan, James P., Handbook of Environmental Acoustics, 1994.

Whereas Table 30: Maximum Noise Levels of Common Construction Equipment shows the
noise level of individual pieces of equipment, the noise levels shown in Table 31: Outdoor
Construction Noise Levels take into account the likelihood that more than one piece of
construction equipment would be in operation simultaneously and lists the typical overall noise
levels expected for each phase of construction.  These noise levels are based on surveys 
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TABLE 31
OUTDOOR CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS

Construction Phase
Noise Level (dBA Leq)

At 50 Feet At 50 Feet with Mufflers

Ground Clearing 84 82

Grading/Excavation 89 86

Foundations 78 77

Structural 85 83

Finishing 89 86

SOURCE: EPA , Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment and Home Appliances,  PB 206717, 1971.

conducted by the USEPA in  the early 1970s.  Since 1970, regulations have been enforced to
improve noise generated by certain types of construction equipment to meet worker noise
exposure standards.  However, many older pieces of equipment are still in use.  Thus, the
construction phase noise levels indicated in Table 31: Outdoor Construction Noise Levels
represent worst-case conditions.  As the table shows, the highest noise levels are expected to
occur during the grading/excavation and finishing phases of construction.

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only To ascertain worst-case noise impacts at sensitive receptor
locations, construction noise has been modeled by introducing the noise level associated with the
grading phase of typical development.  The noise source is assumed to be active for 40 percent of
the eight-hour work day (consistent with the EPA studies of construction noise), generating a
noise level of 89 dBA (Leq) at a reference distance of 50 feet. 

The noise level during the construction period at each receptor location was calculated by (1)
making a distance adjustment to the construction source sound level and (2) logarithmically
adding the adjusted construction noise source level to the ambient noise level.57  The estimated
construction noise levels at sensitive receptors are shown in Table 32: Construction Noise
Impact, Project Site Only. 

As indicated in Table 32: Construction Noise Impact, Project Site Only, the new ambient
noise level during the construction phase of the proposed Project at the Project Site would be
approximately 1.7 dBA greater than the existing ambient noise level at N1 (residential uses) and
approximately 0.7 dBA greater than existing ambient noise levels at N2 (Washington Mutual
Child Care Center).  The incremental increase in noise levels is less than the significance
threshold of a five decibel increase over the existing ambient noise level.  Therefore, the
proposed Project at the Project Site.
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TABLE 32
CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACT, PROJECT SITE ONLY

Receptor Distance
(feet)1

Maximum
Construction
Sound Level 

(dBA)2

Existing
Ambient

(dBA, Leq)3 

New
Ambient 

(dBA, Leq)4 
Increase Significance

Threshold Impact?

N1 950 63.4 56.1 57.8 1.7 dBA $ 5 dBA No

N2 840 64.5 59.6 60.3 0.7 dBA $ 5 dBA No

1Distance of noise source from receptor.
2Construction noise source’s sound level at receptor location, with distance adjustment.
3Pre-construction activity ambient sound level at receptor location.
4New sound level at receptor location during the construction period, including noise from construction activity.
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC.

would result in a less than significant impact to noise levels in the project area due to
construction activities.

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only Construction phase impacts similar to those in Scenario 1:
Retail Project Site Only.58

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only Construction phase impacts similar to those in
Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only. 

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only Construction phase impacts similar to those in
Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only. 

Operational Phase Impacts

Vehicular Noise

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only The predominant noise source for Scenario 1: Retail Project
Site Only, as with most urbanized areas, is vehicular traffic. Utilizing the FHWA RD77108 noise
calculation formulas, predicted traffic volumes can be used to estimate project-related traffic
noise impacts.  Based on daily peak hour traffic volumes provided in the project traffic report, a
CNEL was calculated for two sensitive receptors (N1 and N2).  As indicated in Table 33: 2005
Estimated Community Noise Equivalent Level, Project Site Only, vehicular noise at sensitive
receptor N1 (single family residential on Plummer Street and Corbin Avenue) is approximately
76.2 dBA (CNEL) under Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only. Vehicular noise at sensitive
receptor N2 (Washington Mutual Child Care Center) is approximately 68.7 dBA (CNEL). 
According to Table 29: Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments, noise 
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TABLE 33
2005 ESTIMATED COMMUNITY NOISE EQUIVALENT LEVEL, PROJECT SITE ONLY

Sensitive Receptor
Estimated dBA, CNEL

Existing No Project Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C Scenario D

N1 75.4 76.0 76.2 76.2 76.2 76.2

N2 67.0 68.7 68.7 68.7 68.7 68.7

Assumptions: Vehicular traffic is the predominate noise source. The 24-hour distribution is 75, 13, and 12 percent for 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., 7:00 to 10:00
p.m., and 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., respectively. The vehicle distribution is approximately 87 percent, 7 percent, and 6 percent for auto, medium truck, and heavy
truck, respectively. 
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 

levels at the two sensitive receptors must be 70 dBA or lower in order to be within the “normally
compatible” or “conditionally acceptable” category.  As shown in Table 33: 2005 Estimated
Community Noise Equivalent Level, Project Site Only, N2 would remain within the 
“conditionally acceptable” category of the Land Use Compatibility Chart.  Additionally,
incremental increase in noise level at N2 is less-than-one decibel when compared to “no project”
conditions and approximately 1.7 dBA when compared to “existing” conditions.  This
incremental increase in noise level would not be perceptible by the general public and would not
exceed the significance criteria of a five decibel or more increase in noise level.  Therefore, the
proposed Project at the Project Site would result in a less than significant impact to noise levels
at N2 due to operational activities.

Under “existing,” “no project,” and Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only conditions, N1 is within
the “normally unacceptable” category of the Land Use Compatibility Chart.  According to the
significance criteria, areas that are within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly unacceptable”
category would have a significant impact if ambient noise levels incrementally increase by three
or more decibels.  As shown in Table 33: 2005 Estimated Community Noise Equivalent
Level, Project Site Only, Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only would incrementally increase
noise levels by less-than-one decibel when compared to “existing” and “no project” conditions,
which would not exceed the significance criteria.  Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project
Site would result in a less than significant impact to noise levels at N1 due to operational
activities.

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only Vehicular operational phase impacts similar to those in
Vehicular Noise, Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only. 59
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Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only Vehicular operational phase impacts similar to
those in Vehicular Noise, Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only. 

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only Vehicular operational phase impacts similar to
those in Vehicular Noise, Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only. 

MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental impacts to noise may result due to project implementation. However, the potential
impacts will be mitigated to a level os less than significance by the following measures:

38. The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code Chapter
XI - Noise regulations. (O, C, R)

39. Locate any haul routes as far from the noise sensitive land uses as possible to the
extent feasible. (O, C, R)

40. The staging of construction equipment shall be conducted as far from noise
sensitive land uses as possible to the extent feasible. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS - PROJECT SITE ONLY 

Related Projects

When calculating future traffic impacts, related projects in the area were taken into consideration. 
Thus, future traffic volumes with and without the proposed Project already account for the
cumulative impacts from related projects.  Since noise impacts are generated directly from the
traffic analysis results, future with Project and future without Project noise impacts described in
this report already reflect cumulative impacts. See Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related
Projects below.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

When calculating future traffic impacts, the traffic consultant took eight additional projects into
consideration.  Thus, future traffic volumes with and without the proposed Project already
account for the cumulative impacts from these other projects.  Since noise impacts are generated
directly from the traffic analysis results, future with Project and future without Project noise
impacts described in this report already reflect cumulative impacts.
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Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only would incrementally
increase noise levels by less-than-one decibel at N1 when compared to “existing” and “no
project” conditions. The incremental increase does not exceed the noise threshold of a three or
more decibel increase to or within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly unacceptable”
category.  An incremental increase of 1.7 decibels at N2 is anticipated when compared to
“existing” conditions.  When compared to “no project” conditions, incremental increases of less-
than-one decibel is expected at N2.  The incremental increase does not exceed the noise threshold
of a five or more decibels over ambient noise levels.  Therefore, Scenario 1: Retail Project Site
Only is not anticipated to exceed the operational phase significance criteria.  Thus, the proposed
Project at the Project Site will not result in a significant cumulative impact to noise levels in the
area.

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only Cumulative impacts similar to Proposed Project, Add Area,
and Related Projects, Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only. 

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only Cumulative impacts similar to Proposed Project,
Add Area, and Related Projects, Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only. 

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only Cumulative impacts similar to Proposed
Project, Add Area, and Related Projects, Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only. 

FULL PROJECT BUILD OUT (PROJECT SITE AND ADD AREA)

Construction Phase Impacts

Construction of any of the Full Build Out scenarios would result in temporary increases in
ambient noise levels in the project area on an intermittent basis.  The increase in noise would
likely result in a temporary annoyance to nearby sensitive receptors.  Noise levels would fluctuate
depending on construction phase, equipment type and duration of use, distance between the noise
source and receptor, and presence or absence of noise attenuation barriers. 

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out To ascertain worst-case noise impacts at sensitive receptor
locations, construction noise has been modeled by introducing the noise levels associated with
the grading phase of a typical development.  The noise source is assumed to be active for forty
percent of the eight-hour work day (consistent with the EPA studies of construction noise),
generating a noise level of 89 dBA (Leq) at a reference distance of 50 feet.

The noise level during the construction period at each receptor location was calculated by (1)
making a distance adjustment to the construction source sound level and (2) logarithmically



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                            IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR         H. NOISE

60 United States Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health
and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, March 1974.

248

adding the adjusted construction noise source level to the ambient noise level.60  Estimated
construction noise levels at sensitive receptors are shown in Table 34: Construction Noise
Impact Full Build Out. 

TABLE 34
CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACT, FULL BUILD OUT

Receptor Distance
(feet)1

Maximum
Construction
Sound Level 

(dBA)2

Existing
Ambient

(dBA, Leq)3

New
Ambient 

(dBA, Leq)4
Increase Significance

Threshold Impact?

N1 800 64.9 56.1 58.6 2.5 dBA $ 5 dBA No

N2 840 64.5 59.6 60.3 0.7 dBA $ 5 dBA No

1Distance of noise source from receptor. 
2Construction noise source’s sound level at receptor location, with distance adjustment. 
3Pre-construction activity ambient sound level at receptor location. 
4New sound level at receptor location during the construction period, including noise from construction activity. 
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC.

As indicated in Table 34: Construction Noise Impact, Full Build Out, the new ambient noise
level during the construction phase of the proposed Project at the Project Site and development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would be approximately 2.5 dBA greater than the existing
ambient noise level at N1 (residential uses) and approximately 0.7 dBA greater than existing
ambient noise levels at N2 (Washington Mutual Child Care Center).  The incremental increase in
noise levels is less than the significance threshold of a five decibel increase over the existing
ambient noise level.  Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site and development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to noise levels at
sensitive receptors (N1 and N2) in the area. 

Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out Construction phase impacts similar to Scenario 1: Retail Full
Build Out. 

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out Construction phase impacts similar to Scenario 1:
Retail Full Build Out. 

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out Construction phase impacts similar to Scenario 1:
Retail Full Build Out. 
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Operational Phase Impacts

Vehicular Noise

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out The predominant noise source for Scenario 1: Retail Full Build
Out, as with most urbanized areas, is vehicular traffic. Utilizing the FHWA RD77108 noise
calculation formulas, predicted traffic volumes can be used to estimate project-related traffic
noise impacts.  Based on daily peak hour traffic volumes provided in the project traffic report, a
CNEL was calculated for two sensitive receptors (N1 and N2).  As indicated in Table 35: 2005
Estimated Community Noise Equivalent Level, Full Build Out, vehicular noise at

TABLE 35
2005 ESTIMATED COMMUNITY NOISE EQUIVALENT LEVEL, FULL BUILD OUT

Sensitive Receptor
Estimated dBA, CNEL

Existing No Project Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C Scenario D

N1 75.4 76.0 76.2 76.3 76.2 76.2

N2 67.0 68.7 68.7 68.7 68.7 68.7

Assumptions: Vehicular traffic is the predominate noise source. The 24-hour distribution is 75, 20, and 5 percent for 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.,
7:00 to 10:00 p.m., and 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., respectively. The vehicle distribution is approximately 91 percent, 6 percent, and 3 percent
for auto, medium truck, and heavy truck, respectively. 
SOURCE: Terry A. Hayes Associates LLC. 

sensitive receptor N1 (single family residential on Plummer Street and Corbin Avenue) is
approximately 76.2 dBA (CNEL) under Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out.  Vehicular noise at
sensitive receptor N2 (Washington Mutual Child Care Center) is approximately 68.7 dBA
(CNEL).  According to Table 29: Land use Compatibility for Community Noise
Environments, noise levels at the two sensitive receptors must be 70 dBA or lower in order to
be within the “normally compatible” or “conditionally acceptable” category.  As shown in Table
35: 2005 Estimate Community Noise Equivalent Level, Full Build Out, N2 would remain
within the “conditionally acceptable” category of the Land Use Compatibility Chart. 
Additionally, incremental increase in noise level at N2 is less-than-one decibel when compared
to “no project” conditions and approximately 1.7 dBA when compared to “existing” conditions.

The incremental increase in noise level would not be perceptible by the general public and 
would not exceed the significance criteria of a five decibel or more increase in noise level. 
Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area would result in a less than significant impact to noise levels at N2.

Under “existing,” “no project,” and Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out conditions, N1 is within the
“normally unacceptable” category of the Land Use Compatibility Chart.  According to the
significance criteria, areas that are within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly unacceptable”
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category would have a significant impact if ambient noise levels incrementally increase by three
or more decibels.  As shown in Table 35: 2005 Estimate Community Noise Equivalent Level,
Full Build Out, Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out would incrementally increase noise levels by
less-than-one decibel when compared to “existing” and “no project” conditions, which would not
exceed the significance criteria.  Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site and
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to
noise levels at N1.

Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out The predominant noise source for Scenario 2: Office Full Build
Out, as with most urbanized areas, is vehicular traffic. Utilizing the FHWA RD77108 noise
calculation formulas, predicted traffic volumes can be used to estimate project-related traffic
noise impacts.  Based on daily peak hour traffic volumes provided in the project traffic report, a
CNEL was calculated for two sensitive receptors (N1 and N2).  As indicated in Table 35: 2005
Estimate Community Noise Equivalent Level, Full Build Out, vehicular noise at sensitive
receptor N1 (single family residential on Plummer Street and Corbin Avenue) is approximately
76.3 dBA (CNEL) under Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out.  Vehicular noise at sensitive receptor
N2 (Washington Mutual Child Care Center) is approximately 68.7 dBA (CNEL).  According to
Table 29: Land use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments, noise levels at the
two sensitive receptors must be 70 dBA or lower in order to be within the “normally compatible”
or “conditionally acceptable” category.  As shown in Table 35: 2005 Estimate Community
Noise Equivalent Level, Full Build Out, N2 would remain within the “conditionally
acceptable” category of the Land Use Compatibility Chart.  Additionally, incremental increase in
noise level at N2 is less-than-one decibel when compared to “no project” conditions and
approximately 1.7 dBA when compared to “existing” conditions.  The incremental increase in
noise level would not be perceptible by the general public and would not exceed the significance
criteria of a five decibel or more increase in noise level.  Therefore, the proposed Project at the
Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than
significant impact to noise levels at N2.

Under “existing,” “no project,” and Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out conditions, N1 is within
the “normally unacceptable” category of the Land Use Compatibility Chart.  According to the
significance criteria, areas that are within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly unacceptable”
category would have a significant impact if ambient noise levels incrementally increase by three
decibel or more.  As shown in Table 35: 2005 Estimate Community Noise Equivalent Level,
Full Build Out, Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out would incrementally increase noise levels by
less-than-one decibel when compared to “existing” and “no project” conditions, which would not
exceed the significance criteria.  Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site and
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to
noise levels at N1.
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Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out  Operational phase impacts are similar to Scenario
1: Retail Full Build Out. 

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out Operational phase impacts are similar to Scenario
1: Retail Full Build Out. 

MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental impacts to the sensitive receptors may result due to noise generated from the
Project Site and Add Area. However, any potential impacts will be mitigated to a less than
significant level by the following measures:

38. The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code Chapter
XI - Noise regulations. (O, C, R)

39. Locate any haul routes as far from the noise sensitive land uses as possible to the
extent feasible. (O, C, R)

40. The staging of construction equipment shall be conducted as far from noise
sensitive land uses as possible to the extent feasible. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS - FULL BUILD OUT

Related Projects

When calculating future traffic impacts, related projects in the area were taken into consideration. 
Thus, future traffic volumes with and without the proposed Project already account for the
cumulative impacts from related projects.  Since noise impacts are generated directly from the
traffic analysis results, future with Project and future without Project noise impacts described in
this report already reflect cumulative impacts. See Cumulative Impacts Section below.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

When calculating future traffic impacts, the traffic consultant took eight related projects into
consideration.  Thus, future traffic volumes with and without the proposed Project already
account for cumulative impacts from other projects.  Since noise impacts are generated directly
from the traffic analysis results, future with Project and future without Project noise impacts
described in this report already reflect cumulative impacts.
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Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out would incrementally increase
noise levels by less-than-one decibel at N1 when compared to “existing” and “no project”
conditions. This incremental increase does not exceed the noise threshold of a three or more
decibel increase to or within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly unacceptable” category.  An
incremental increase of 1.7 decibels at N2 is anticipated when compared to “existing” conditions. 
When compared to “no project” conditions, an incremental increase of less-than-one decibel is
expected at N2.  This incremental increase does not exceed the noise threshold of a five or more
decibels over ambient noise levels.  Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out is not anticipated to exceed
the operational phase significance criteria.  Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site
and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area in addition to related projects will not
result in a significant cumulative impact to noise levels in the area.

Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out Operational phase, cumulative impacts similar to Scenario 1:
Retail Full Build Out.

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out Operational phase, cumulative impacts similar to
Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out.

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out Operational phase, cumulative impacts similar to
Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out.
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I. POPULATION & HOUSING

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project Site is located within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area in the
western San Fernando Valley. According to the 2000 Census, as shown in Table 36: Existing
Housing and Population, the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area is home to
approximately 84,734 residents.61 This is an increase of approximately 4,950 residents over the
1990 Census population of 79,784 in the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Planning Area.
The City of Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR estimates the population of the
Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Planning Area will reach approximately 102,360
residents by 2010. The Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan estimates the population
capacity in 2010 to be 134,950 residents.

As shown in Table 36: Existing Housing and Population, housing estimates provided by the
LACPD for 2000 indicate approximately 19,335 single family housing units and approximately
11,730 multiple family housing units within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Planning
Area, totaling approximately 31,065 housing units.62 The City of Los Angeles Citywide General
Plan Framework EIR estimates that there will be approximately 37,290 housing units in the
Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area by 2010, including 22,062 single family
housing units and 15,288 multiple family housing units.

TABLE 36
EXISTING HOUSING AND POPULATION

Source Housing Population

2000 Census 
Single Family 19,335

84,734
Multifamily 11,730

LA General Plan EIR1
Single Family 22,062

102,360
Multifamily 15,288

1Projected for the year 2010. 
SOURCE: Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR.

Population in the area is assumed to include only the permanent population, residing within
housing units in the Community Plan Area. The Project Site and Add Area are currently occupied
by a mix of commercial and industrial development. There are no existing residential units
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located at the Project Site or Add Area. The Homeplace Retirement Community may be
constructed and operational prior to the 2005 buildout date of the proposed Project. This
construction would result in an increase of approximately 800 residents on the Project Site.

Project Site

The Project Site is developed with approximately 310,000 square feet of office space used for
research and development, approximately 12,500 square feet of industrial space, and 4,000
square feet of warehouse/storage space. The remainder of the Site is covered with either asphalt
or landscaping. Current Site development does not include housing units.

The surrounding properties include primarily commercial and industrial land uses. To the north,
the Project Site is bordered by the Add Area, a composite of light industrial and commercial
buildings. To the west, across Corbin Avenue, the Project Site is bounded by industrial land uses
and office buildings. To the south, across Nordhoff Street, the Site is bordered by commercial
land uses, such as strip malls and restaurants. To the east, across Shirley Avenue, the Site is
bordered by the retail and commercial uses within the Northridge Fashion Center. The closest
residential area to the Project Site is located approximately .2 miles to the north, across Plummer
Street. 

Population at the Project Site is comprised of employees only due to the current industrial land
use. The Site has no residential units and, therefore, no residential population. Operations on Site
are conducted during business hours and do not include night operations. Therefore, population
at the Site includes daytime employees who commute to and from the Site and can be considered
a temporary population.   

Add Area

The Add Area is currently developed with approximately 125,000 square feet of industrial and
manufacturing space, approximately 27,000 square feet of office space, and approximately
128,000 square feet of storage/warehouse space. Current development on the Add Area does not
include residential units.

The properties surrounding the Add Area are primarily commercial and industrial in nature. To
the north, the Add Area is bounded by a retail shopping center that includes a variety of retail
stores. To the west, across Corbin Avenue, the Add Area is bounded by industrial and office
buildings. To the south, across Prairie Street, the Add Area is bounded by the Project Site which
is industrial land. To the west, across Shirley Avenue, the Add Area is bounded by retail
properties including the Northridge Fashion Center.
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Population at the Add Area is comprised of employees only due to the current industrial land
uses. The Add Area has no residential units and therefore, no residential population. While there
is no residential population within the Add Area, the previously approved Homeplace Retirement
Community at the Project Site could be constructed and operational prior to any development at
the Add Area. 

Operations within the Add Area are generally conducted during business hours. However, the
existing tennis club has additional evening hours until 8pm Monday through Friday. The existing
skate park has additional evening hours until 10pm Monday through Sunday and, if at least 10
riders are present for each session, until 1am on Friday and Saturday nights. Therefore,
population within the Add Area consists of employees and visitors and can be considered a
temporary population.   

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Population

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance
shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors:

• The degree to which the project would cause growth (i.e., new housing or
employment generators) or accelerate development in an undeveloped area that
exceeds projected/planned levels for the year of project occupancy/buildout, and
that would result in an adverse physical change in the environment;

• Whether the project would introduce unplanned infrastructure that was not
previously evaluated in the adopted Community Plan or General Plan; and

• The extent to which growth would occur without implementation of the project.

Housing

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance
shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors:

• The total number of residential units to be demolished, converted to market rate,
or removed through other means as a result of the proposed project, in terms of
net loss of market-rate and affordable units;

• The current and anticipated housing demand and supply of market rate and
affordable housing units in the project area;
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• The land use and demographic characteristics of the project area and the
appropriateness of housing in the area; and 

• Whether the project is consistent with adopted City and regional housing policies
such as the Framework and Housing Elements, HUD Consolidated Plan and
CHAS policies redevelopment plan, Rent Stabilization Ordinance, and the
Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCP & G).

There are no existing housing units located on the Project Site or Add Area. Due to the need for
housing within the City of Los Angeles, the addition of housing units could be considered a
beneficial effect of the proposed Project. The thresholds of significance regarding the demolition,
conversion, or removal of housing do not apply to the proposed Project and were not analyzed
because there are no existing residential units. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site

The residential components of each of the above scenarios are detailed in Table 37: Proposed
Project Site Population. Based on the scenarios presented above, the potential resident
population at the Site will be generated from 389 senior housing units and 35 assisted living
units. Additionally, Scenario 3: retail/residential and Scenario 4: office/residential will introduce
approximately 300 condominiums that will generate a permanent population at the Site.
Scenarios one and two have the potential to increase population by approximately 797 residents
while Scenarios three and four have the potential to increase population by approximately 1,547
residents. The maximum potential residential population increase will be generated by Scenarios
three and four. 

As shown in Table 37: Proposed Project Site Population, the proposed Project could increase
the population at the Project Site by a maximum of approximately 1,547 residents as a result of
Scenarios three and four. Based on a 2000 Census population of 84,734 residents, this increase
would result in a total of approximately 86,281 residents in the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch
Community Plan Area.

The Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR has projected a resident population in
the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area of 102,360 residents by 2010. Therefore,
the proposed increase of 1,547 residents to 86,281 residents will result in a less than significant
impact to the existing population or public services in the area as a result of the population
increase. 
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TABLE 37
PROPOSED PROJECT SITE POPULATION

Land Use Unit Factor Residents 

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only

Senior Housing

211 one bedroom/du 1.5 res/du 317

178 two bedroom/du 2.5 res/du 445

35 asst. liv. beds 1 res/bed 35

Total potential population increase 797

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only

Senior Housing

211 one bedroom/du 1.5 res/du 317

178 two bedroom/du 2.5 res/du 445

35 asst. liv. beds 1 res/bed 35

Total potential population increase 797

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only

Senior Housing

211 one bedroom/du 1.5 res/du 317

178 two bedroom/du 2.5 res/du 445

35 asst. liv. beds 1 res/bed 35

Condominium 300 du 2.5 res/du 750

Total potential population increase 1,547

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only

Senior Housing

211 one bedroom/du 1.5 res/du 317

178 two bedroom/du 2.5 res/du 445

35 asst. liv. beds 1 res/bed 35

Condominium 300 du 2.5 res/du 750

Total potential population increase 1,547

As a result of the proposed Project, the housing unit total on the Project Site could increase by a
maximum of 724 units under Scenario 3: Retail/Residential and Scenario 4: Office/Residential,
each of which proposes 424 Senior units and 300 Condominium units. The City of Los Angeles
Citywide General Plan Framework EIR projects approximately 37,290 housing units in the
Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area by 2010. As shown in Table 36: Existing
Housing and Population, the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area had a total of
31,065 housing units in 2000.63 An increase of approximately 724 units in the Chatsworth -
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Porter Ranch Community Plan Area would increase the total to 31,789 units as a result of the
proposed Project. This projected increase does not exceed the projected 37,290 units. Therefore,
the proposed Project will result in a less than significant impact to housing at the Project Site.  

The Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan does not currently include provisions for
affordable housing. The proposed Project at the Project Site does not include affordable housing
units. However, based on the lack of policies in the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan,
the proposed Project at the Project Site would not result in a significant impact to the current or
future provision of affordable housing units in the project area.

Add Area

The potential resident population within the Add Area could increase by a maximum of 250
residents, as shown in Table 38: Proposed Add Area Population. This would increase the
Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area population to 84,984 residents excluding
residential development on the Project Site. 

TABLE 38
PROPOSED ADD AREA POPULATION

UNIT FACTOR TOTAL

100 condominiums 2.5 persons/du 250

Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Year 2000 population 84,734

Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Population with development at Add Area 84,984

As shown in Table 36: Existing Housing and Population, the City of Los Angeles Citywide
General Plan Framework EIR projects a total population of 102,360 residents in the Chatsworth -
Porter Ranch area by 2010. Based on a year 2000 Census population of 84,734 residents in the
Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area, a potential increase of approximately 250
residents at the Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to the existing population.

The City of Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR estimates approximately 37,290
housing units in the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area in 2010. Based on City of
Los Angeles data, the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area had a total of 31,065
housing units in 2000.64 With an increase of approximately 100 condominium units at the Add
Area, the total number of housing units in the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area
would increase to 31,165 units as a result of the proposed Project. Therefore, the development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to housing.
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The Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan does not currently include provisions for
affordable housing. The proposed Project at the Project Site does not include affordable housing
units. However, based on the lack of policies in the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan,
development scenarios analyzed for Add Area would not result in a significant impact to the
current or future provision of affordable housing units in the project area.

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Of the eleven related projects in the area, only two include housing components that might affect
the resident population in the area. Porter Ranch (No. 4) is expected to increase the housing stock
in the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area by approximately 3,845 units. Based on
City records and consistent with the traffic analysis conducted for the proposed Project, it is
assumed that approximately 1,327 units have been filed, recorded, or are under construction.
Therefore, Porter Ranch has the potential to contribute approximately 2,518 additional housing
units as a result of this related project. The Porter Ranch project could introduce a maximum of
approximately 9,443 residents into the Plan Area.65  Deer Lake Ranch (No. 5) is expected to
increase the housing stock in the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area by 484 single
family dwellings. This development is anticipated to increase the number of residents in the Plan
Area by 1,815.66

With the addition of both Related Project No. 4 and 5, approximately 11,258 residents will be
introduced into the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area. With the addition of both
Related Projects 4 and 5, the population in the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area
will be increased to approximately 95,992 residents. Based on the Citywide General Plan
Framework EIR projection of approximately 102,360 residents by 2010, this increase will result
in a less than significant impact on population in the area. Additionally, this increase will not
result in unplanned infrastructure not previously adopted by the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch
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Community Plan and will therefore result in a less than significant impact to population in the
area. 

Related Project No. 4 and 5 would add approximately 3,002 housing units to the Chatsworth -
Porter Ranch Community Plan Area. The housing stock in the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch
Community Plan Area will be increased to approximately 34,067 units. Based on the Citywide
General Plan Framework EIR projection of approximately 37,350 housing units by 2010, this
increase will not result in unplanned infrastructure not previously adopted by the Chatsworth -
Porter Ranch Community Plan and will therefore result in a less than significant impact to
housing in the area.  

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

The addition of the proposed Project at the Project Site and the development scenarios analyzed
for the Add Area, in combination with applicable Related Projects, the population in the area will
be increased by approximately 13,055 residents to 97,789 residents. The housing stock in the
area will be increased by 3,826 units to approximately 34,891 units. Based on the Citywide
General Plan Framework EIR projections of 102,360 residents and 37,290 housing units,
combination of the proposed Project and analyzed scenarios with related projects will not result
in a significant cumulative impact to population, housing, and associated public services and
infrastructure in the area. 
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J. EMPLOYMENT

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Add Area area is located within the planning area of the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG). SCAG is the Southern California region’s federally-designated
metropolitan planning organization for such issues as transportation, growth management,
hazardous waste management, and air quality.

The Project Site and Add Area are located within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community
Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. According to the LADCP - Demographics Division,
51,023 people were employed within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area in
2000.

Project Site

The Project Site is currently developed with approximately 310,000 square feet of office space
used for research and development, approximately 12,500 square feet of industrial space, and
4,000 square feet of warehouse/storage space. Currently, approximately 1,000 people are
employed at the Project Site.67

Add Area

The Add Area is currently developed with approximately 125,000 square feet of industrial and
manufacturing space, approximately 27,000 square feet of office space, and approximately
128,000 square feet of storage/warehouse space. As shown in Table 39: Existing Add Area
Employees, approximately 429 people are employed within the Add Area.

TABLE 39
EXISTING ADD AREA EMPLOYEES

Land Use Unit Factor Employees

Industrial 125,000 1.5 emp / 1,000 sf 188

Office 27,000 4.17 emp / 1,000 sf 113

Warehouse 128,000 1.0 emp / 1,000 sf 128

Total 429

SOURCE: LAUSD School Facilities Plan, February 24, 1998. Table 6-1, “Employees per Square Foot of Building Area,” Page 6-2.



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                     IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR                 J. EMPLOYMENT

262

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

A project would result in a potentially significant impact to employment 

• if it exceeds the SCAG forecasts for employment in the project area; or
• if a project substantially reduces employment in the project area.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site 

Table 40: Proposed Project Site Employees indicates the number of employees anticipated to
be generated as a result of each development scenario of the proposed Project at the Project Site.
Scenario 2: Office has the potential to generate the most employees, with an anticipated 4,074
employees as a result of the proposed Project at the Project Site. This is an increase of
approximately 3,074 employees at the Project Site. According to the employment data for 2000,
an increase of approximately 3,074 employees would create a total of approximately 54,097 jobs
within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area. This increase does not exceed the
SCAG projection of approximately 66,290 jobs by 2010 within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch
Plan Area. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site will result in a less than significant
impact to employment.

TABLE 40
PROPOSED PROJECT SITE EMPLOYEES

Scenario Land Use Unit Factor Employees

1

Retail 340,000 sf 2.5 emp/1,000sf 850

Senior Housing 588,000 sf .33 emp/1,000sf 195

Total 1,045

2

Office 930,000 sf 4.17 emp/1,000sf 3,879

Senior Housing 588,000 sf .33 emp/1,000sf 195

Total 4,074

3

Retail 250,000 sf 2.5 emp/1,000sf 625

Senior Housing 588,000 sf .33 emp/1,000sf 195

Total 820

4

Office 690,000 sf 4.17 emp/1,000sf 2,878

Senior Housing 588,000 sf .33 emp/1,000sf 195

Total 3,073

SOURCE: LAUSD School Facilities Plan, February 24, 1998. Table 6-1, “Employees per Square Foot of Building Area,” Page 6-2.
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Add Area

Table 41: Proposed Add Area Employees indicates the number of employees anticipated to be
generated as a result of the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area. The most
significant employee generation results from Scenario 2: Office increasing the number of
employees at the Add Area to approximately 2,444 employees. This would be an increase of
approximately 2,015 employees at the Add Area. According to employment data for 2000, an
increase of approximately 2,015 employees would create a total of approximately 53,038 jobs
within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area. This increase is within the SCAG
projection of approximately 66,290 jobs by 2010 within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Plan
Area. Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will not result in a
significant employment impact.

TABLE 41
PROPOSED ADD AREA EMPLOYEES

Scenario Land Use Unit Factor Employees

1 Retail 200,000 sf 2.5 emp/1,000sf 500

2 Office 586,000 sf 4.17 emp/1,000sf 2,444

3 Retail 150,000 sf 2.5 emp/1,000sf 375

4 Office 435,000 sf 4.17 emp/1,000sf 1,814

SOURCE: LAUSD School Facilities Plan, February 24, 1998. Table 6-1, “Employees per Square Foot of Building Area,” Page 6-2.

MITIGATION MEASURES
None required.

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION
Less than significant. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects in the project area would generate approximately 9,442 employees as a result of
their development. Related projects with the potential to generate employees are shown in Table
42: Related Project Employees. According to employment data for 2000, an increase of
approximately 9,442 employees would create a total of approximately 60,465 jobs within the
Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area. This increase is within the SCAG projection
of approximately 66,290 jobs by 2010 within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan
Area. Therefore, related projects in the area will result in a less than significant impact to
employment.
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TABLE 42
RELATED PROJECT EMPLOYEES

Project No. Land Use Unit Factor Employees

1
Retail 28,404 sf 2.5 emp/1,000sf 71

Total 71

2
Retail 16,580 sf 2.5 emp/1,000sf 41

Total 41

3

Church 100,000 sf 1.0 emp/1,000sf 100

Pre-School 45 students 1.0 emp / 10.0 students 5

Total 105

4

Office 560,000 sf 4.17 emp / 1,000 sf 2,336

Medical Office 80,000 sf 4.3 emp / 1,000 sf 344

Hotel 300 room 1.0 emp / room 300

Retail 2,275,000 sf 2.5 emp / 1,000 sf 5,688

Commercial 45,000 sf 2.5 emp / 1,000 sf 113

Total 8,781

6
High School 888 students 1.0 emp / 13.0 students 68

Total 68

9 
Office 80,000 sf 4.17 emp / 1,000 sf 334

Total 334

10
High School 550 students 1.0 emp / 13.0 students 42

Total 42

Total 9,442

SOURCE: LAUSD School Facilities Plan, February 24, 1998. Table 6-1, “Employees per Square Foot of Building Area,” Page 6-2.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

As a result of the proposed Project at the Project Site in combination with the development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area and related projects, employment within the Chatsworth -
Porter Ranch Community Plan Area could increase by approximately 14,531 jobs. According to
2000 data, this increase would create approximately 65,554 jobs within the Community Plan
Area. This total would not exceed the SCAG employment projection of approximately 66,290
jobs within the Planning Area by 2010 and would therefore result in a less than significant
cumulative impact to employment.
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K. PUBLIC SERVICES

1. FIRE

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

As shown in Table 43: Fire Stations, the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) has fire stations
at the following locations for initial response into the project area:

TABLE 43
FIRE STATIONS 

Fire
Station No. Address Services Available Staff Distance from

Site

104 8349 Winnetka Ave
Canoga Park  CA 91306

Single Engine Company
Paramedic Rescue Ambulance 6 1.5

103 18143 Parthenia St  
Northridge CA 91324 Single Engine Company 4 2.0

107 20225 Devonshire St
Chatsworth   CA  91311

Single Engine Company
Paramedic Rescue Ambulance 6 2.2

SOURCE: Letter from William R. Bamattre, Fire Chief, LAFD, to Carrie Riordan, Planning Associates, Inc., July 25, 2002.

Fire stations are shown in Figure 23: Public Facilities Map. Currently intersections studied and
identified in the Section IV. M: Traffic operate at a LOS E or F, which would impede fire
response times. These intersections are listed in Tables 61, 63, 65, 67, 73, 75, 77, and 79:
Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM and PM Peak Hours.
The remaining intersections operate at a LOS of D or better and do not impede fire response
times.

Fire service needs are analyzed by the LAFD on the basis of required fire-flows, minimum
distance to fire stations, and the judgement of the LAFD on the need for fire protection services
within the project area. Fire-flow is defined as the quantity of water needed for fire protection in
a given area, normally measured in both gallons per minute (gpm) and duration of flow. Required
fire-flow is defined as the rate of water flow measured in gpm and duration needed for fire-
fighting purposes to confine a major fire to the buildings within a block or other group complex.
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Figure 23: Public Facilities Map
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THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, a project would normally have a
significant impact on fire protection if:

• it requires the addition of a new fire station or the expansion, consolidation or
relocation of an existing facility to maintain service;

• fire service response time is not adequate, including when project implementation
increases the number of intersections that operate at LOS E or F; 

• when a project does not comply with all applicable LAFD code and ordinance
requirements for construction, fire-flow, water mains, fire hydrants, and access; or

• when a project requires the addition of a new fire station or the expansion,
consolidation or relocation of an existing facility in order to meet the demand for
additional staff and equipment capabilities. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site 

Fire-flow requirements range from 2,000 gpm in residential areas to 12,000 gpm in high density
commercial and industrial areas. A minimum residual water pressure of 20 pounds per square
inch (psi) must remain in the water system with the required gpm flowing. The LAFD has
determined that fire-flow for this Project has been set between 6,000 and 9,000 gpm from four to
six fire hydrants flowing simultaneously.68

A hydraulic analysis was performed on the existing water distribution system in the vicinity of
the proposed development to simulate additional demands at critical locations in the system.69 It
was assumed that additional water and pressure demands would be required at the midpoint of
each block on Prairie Street, Nordhoff Street, and Shirley Avenue. These proposed demands were
run in pairs to indicate fire services running simultaneously or public fire hydrant demands. The
hydraulic analysis indicated that:

• the existing water distribution system is capable of handling an additional 4,000
gpm flow at a minimum pressure of 25 psi from Shirley Avenue, between
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Nordhoff Street and Plummer Street, and from Nordhoff Street, between Corbin
Avenue and Shirley Avenue. However, compliance with Fire and Building Code
requirements at the time of development may impact the available flow

or

• the existing water distribution system is capable of handling an additional 2,500
gpm flow at a minimum pressure of 25 psi from Prairie Street, between Corbin
Avenue and Shirley Avenue and an additional 5,000 gpm flow at a minimum
pressure of 25 psi from Nordhoff Street, between Corbin Avenue and Shirley
Avenue. However, compliance with Fire and Building Code requirements at the
time of development may impact the available flow. 

Based on the required fire-flow of 6,000 to 9,000 gpm, the first due engine company should be
within 1.0 miles of the site and the first due truck company should be within 1.5 miles of the site
for industrial properties.70 Based on response distance criteria, fire protection for the Project Site
would be considered inadequate. However, the LAFD has not indicated that a new fire station or
expansion of an existing station would be necessary. With incorporation of the following
mitigation measures determined by the LAFD, any potential impacts will be mitigated to a less
than significant level.

The LAFD has indicated that intersections operating with a Level of Service (LOS) of E or F
could have a significant impact on fire protection services. Column [1] of Tables 61, 63, 65,
and 67: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM and PM Peak
Hours identifies those intersections existing with a LOS of E or F.   Column [4] of Tables 61,
63, 65, and 67: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM and PM
Peak Hours identifies the post-Project LOS at each of the study intersections. Column [5] of
Tables 61, 63, 65, and 67: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service
AM and PM Peak Hours show the intersection condition after mitigation incorporation as a
result of the proposed Project at the Project Site. As shown in these tables, the proposed Project
at the Project Site does not decrease the LOS at any of the intersections identified as having a
pre-Project LOS of E or F. Additionally, the number of intersections identified as having a LOS
of E or F does not increase as a result of the proposed Project at the Project Site. Therefore, the
proposed Project at the Project Site will not result in a significant fire protection services impact
as a result of intersection conditions in the project area.
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Add Area

Due to the proximity of the Add Area to the Project Site, fire service needs and fire-flow
requirements are similar to those discussed in the Project Site discussion. Refer to text above. 

Pursuant to the request of the LADCP, the Add Area north of Prairie Street has been included in
the environmental analysis of the proposed Project at the Project Site. The traffic study
conducted for the proposed Project analyzed full build out of the proposed Project which
includes development scenarios at both the Project Site and Add Area. The information presented
in this section does not include LOS for development of the Add Area individually but rather
data for full build (Project Site and Add Area).

The LAFD has indicated that intersections operating with a Level of Service (LOS) of E or F
could have a significant impact on fire protection services for full build out of the Project.
Column [1] of Tables 73, 75, 77, and 79: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and
Levels of Service AM and PM Peak Hours identifies those intersections existing with a LOS of
E or F.   Column [4] of Tables 73, 75, 77, and 79: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios
and Levels of Service AM and PM Peak Hours identifies the post-Project LOS at each of the
study intersections. Column [5] of Tables 73, 75, 77, and 79: Summary of Volume to
Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM and PM Peak Hours show the intersection
conditions after mitigation incorporation as a result of full build out of the Project. As shown in
these tables, full build out of the Project does not decrease the LOS at any of the intersections
identified as having a pre-Project LOS of E or F. Additionally, the number of intersections
identified as having a LOS of E or F does not increase as a result of full Project build out.
Therefore, full Project build out will result in a less than significant impact to fire protection
services as a result of intersection conditions in the project area.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Environmental impacts may result from project implementation due to the location of the Project
Site and Add Area in an area having marginal fire protection facilities. However, any potential
impacts resulting from the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios
analyzed for the Add Area would be reduced to a less than significant level by the following
measures: 

41. Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required, their
number and location to be determined after the LAFD reviews the plot plan. (O,
C, R)

42. Private streets and entry gates will be built to City standards to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer and the LAFD. (O, C, R)
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43. In order to mitigate the inadequacy of fire protection in travel distance, sprinkler
systems will be required throughout any structure to be built, in accordance with
the Los Angeles Municipal Code, Section 57.09.07. (O, C, R)

44. Construction of public or private roadways in the proposed development shall not
exceed 15 percent in grade. (O, C, R)

45. Private development shall conform to the standard street dimensions shown on
DPW Standard Plan D-22549. (O, C, R)

46. Standard cut-corners will be used on all turns. (O, C, R)

47. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be
less than 20 feet clear to the sky. (O, C, R)

48. Fire lanes, where required, and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de-sac
or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be greater
than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. (O, C, R)

49. No proposed development utilizing cluster, group, or condominium design of one-
or two-family dwellings shall be more than 150 feet from the edge of the roadway
of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. (R)

50. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must accommodate
the operation of LAFD aerial ladder apparatus or where fire hydrants are installed,
those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. (O, C, R)

51. Where aboveground floors are used for residential purposes, the access
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the
street, driveway, alley or designated fire lane to the main entrance or exit of
individual units. (R)

52. Where access for a given development requires accommodation of LAFD
apparatus, minimum outside radius of the paved surface shall be 35 feet. An
additional six feet of clear space must be maintained beyond the outside radius to
a vertical point 13 feet 6 inches above the paved surface of the roadway. (O, C, R)

53. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet from
the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane.
(O, C, R)
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54. Where access for a given development requires accommodation of LAFD
apparatus, overhead clearance shall not be less than 14 feet. (O, C, R)

55. Access for LAFD apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall be
required. (O, C, R)

56. The LAFD may require additional vehicular access where buildings exceed 28
feet in height. (O, C, R)

57. Where fire apparatus will be driven onto the road level surface of the subterranean
parking structure, that structure shall be engineered to withstand a bearing
pressure of 8,600 pounds per square foot. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Based on the first due engine company distance and response time, the proposed Project at the
Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would be considered to be
inadequately served. However, implementation of the proposed mitigation measures wold result
in the maximum feasible fire protection and access for emergency vehicles. Any potential fire
protection service impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects in the immediate area may result in the need for increased staff at existing fire
facilities, additional fire protection facilities, or relocation of present fire protection facilities
which may produce some area-wide impacts. As with the proposed Project however, related
projects would be subject to individual review and approval by the LAFD.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

As discussed above, development of the proposed Project at the Project Site and the development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to fire protection
services. Related project development in the area may result in the need for increased staff at
existing fire protection facilities, additional fire protection facilities, or relocation of present fire
facilities, which may produce some area-wide cumulative impacts. However, as with the
proposed Project and development scenarios analyzed, related projects would be subject to
individual review and approval by the LAFD. Therefore, a significant cumulative impact to fire
protection services is not anticipated.
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2. POLICE

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project Site is located within the boundaries of the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD)
Devonshire Division. The Devonshire Police Station is located at 10250 Etiwanda Avenue,
approximately three miles northeast of the Project Site. The approximate boundaries of the
Devonshire Division are roughly San Fernando Road and the Los Angeles City/County boundary
on the north, the Los Angeles City/County boundary on the west, Roscoe Boulevard to the south,
and Woodman Avenue and the San Diego Freeway (I-405) to the east.

The project area is located within Reporting District 1754. Reporting District 1754 is roughly
bounded by Devonshire Street to the north, Limekiln Canyon Road and Wash to the west, the
Southern Pacific Railroad to the south, and Tampa Avenue to the east. Reporting District 1754 is
described by detectives at the Devonshire Community Police Station as an area with a high level
of gang activity, vandalism (graffiti), auto theft, and theft/burglary from motor vehicle activity.
Approximately 351 major (part I) crimes were reported within Reporting District 1754 in 2001;
approximately 12,582 part I crimes for 2001 within the Devonshire Division; and approximately
187,069 part I crimes were reported Citywide in 2001.71 Part 1 crimes include homicide, rape,
robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, burglary/theft from a motor vehicle, grand theft, and auto
theft. Based on this data, the annual crime rate within Reporting District 1754 is higher than the
Citywide average annual crime rate of approximately 186 crimes per Reporting District.72

Further, the annual crime rate within Reporting District 1754 is higher than the average annual
crime rate within the Devonshire Division of approximately 153 crimes per Reporting District.73 

Average response time to emergency calls for the Devonshire Division in 2001 was
approximately 11 minutes. Within Reporting District 1754, the average response time to
emergency calls was approximately 9 minutes. The Citywide average response time to
emergency calls in 2001 was 9.8 minutes. 

The Devonshire Division currently has approximately 324 sworn officers and 27 civilian support
staff. Currently, the Devonshire Division is underdeployed by approximately 30 police officers,
18 percent below their authorized strength.
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THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance
shall be made on a case-by-case, considering the following factors:

• The population increase resulting from the proposed project, based on the net
increase of residential units or square footage of non-residential floor area;

• The demand for police services anticipated at the time of project buildout
compared to the expected level of service available. Consider, as applicable,
scheduled improvements to LAPD services (facilities, equipment, and officers)
and the project’s proportional contribution to the demand; and

• Whether the project includes security and/or design features that would reduce the
demand for police services.

Additionally, increase or decrease in LAPD response time due to traffic congestion during either
construction or operation of the project should be considered.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site

As shown in Section IV, I: Population and Housing, Table 37: Proposed Project Site
Population, the development scenarios could increase the resident or permanent population on
the Project Site by approximately1,547 residents. Additionally, as shown in Section IV, I:
Population and Housing, Table 40: Proposed Project Site Employees, approximately 3,074
new employees could be generated at the Project Site as a result of the proposed Project. The
LAPD estimates the need for one officer per 758 people. Therefore, the proposed Project at the
Project Site could require approximately seven additional officers. Based on the existing
understaffed conditions in the Devonshire Area, a potential increase in the need for officers may
result in a significant impact on police services in the project area due to increased staffing needs
and subsequent delayed response times.

Ambient traffic increases, as well as potential traffic impacts resulting from the proposed and
related projects, could result in a LOS of E or F during peak hours at intersections throughout the
San Fernando Valley. Column [1] of Tables 61, 63, 65, and 67: Summary of Volume to
Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM and PM Peak Hours identifies intersections within
the project area that currently operate at an LOS or E of F.
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As identified in the Section IV. M: Traffic, the proposed Project at the Project Site will not
increase the number of intersections operating at a LOS of E or F and will not decrease the LOS
at intersections already operating at these conditions. Therefore, the proposed Project at the
Project Site will not result in a significant impact on police services due to intersection
conditions. 

Add Area

As shown in Section IV, I: Population and Housing, Table 38: Proposed Add Area
Population, the development scenarios could increase the resident or permanent population
within the Add Area by approximately 250 residents. Additionally, as shown in Section IV, J:
Employment, Table 41: Proposed Add Area Employees, approximately 2,015 employees
could be generated at the Add Area as a result of the development scenarios analyzed. The LAPD
estimates the need for one officer per 758 people. Therefore, the Add Area could require
approximately three additional officers. Based on the existing understaffed conditions in the
Devonshire Area, the potential increase in the need for officers may result in a significant impact
on police services in the project area due to increased staffing needs and subsequent delayed
response times.

Pursuant to the request of the LADCP, the “Add Area” north of Prairie Street has been included
in the environmental analysis. The traffic study conducted for the proposed Project analyzed full
build out which includes development at both the Project Site and Add Area. The information
presented in this section does not include LOS for development of the Add Area individually but
rather data for full build out (Project Site and Add Area).

Ambient traffic increases as well as potential traffic impacts as a result of the proposed and
related projects could result in a LOS of E or F during peak hours at intersections throughout the
San Fernando Valley. Column [1] of Tables 73, 75, 77, and 79: Summary of Volume to
Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM and PM Peak Hours identifies intersections within
the project area that currently operate at a LOS of E of F.

As shown in Section IV. M: Traffic, the Add Area will not increase the number of intersections
operating at a LOS of E or F and will not decrease the LOS at intersections already operating at
these conditions. Therefore, the Add Area will not result in a significant impact on police
services due to intersection conditions. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential impacts identified at the Project Site and Add Area are a result of existing understaffed
conditions within the Devonshire Division of the LAPD. The applicant does not have control
over staffing within the LAPD and therefore can attempt to mitigate existing and potential
impacts only through physical design measures. Therefore, potential impacts at the Project Site
and Add Area will be mitigated to the greatest extent possible by the following measures:

58. a comprehensive security plan that includes uniformed security and video
monitoring; (O, C, R)

59. a graffiti removal plan; (O, C, R)

60. the establishment of a Business Coalition/Neighborhood Watch program; (O, C,
R)

61. a comprehensive traffic control plan; and (O, C)

62. incorporate into plans the design guidelines relative to security in semi-public and
private spaces, which may include, but not be limited to, access control of
building, secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-
illuminated public and semi-public space designed with a minimum of dead space
to eliminate areas of concealment, location of toilet facilities or building entrances
in high foot traffic areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the
Project Site if needed. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

With the incorporation of the proposed mitigation measures, significant impacts anticipated from
the proposed Project at the Project Site, development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area, and
related projects will be reduced to the greatest extent possible. However, the LAPD does not
have plans to increase staffing within the Devonshire Division that would mitigate the existing
understaffed conditions. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site and development
scenarios analyzed at the Add Area will result in a significant impact to police protection services
after the incorporation of mitigation measures.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects in the area have the potential to increase the permanent population by
approximately 11,258 residents. Further, approximately 9,442 employees could be introduced to
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the area as a result of related projects. Based on the LAPD staffing requirements, related projects
could result in a significant impact on police services due to increased staffing needs. Due to
existing understaffed conditions within the LAPD, the potential for an increased need for officers
could result in a significant impact on police protection services due to staffing needs and
subsequent delayed response times.

Ambient traffic increases, as well as potential traffic impacts resulting from the related projects,
could result in a LOS of E or F during peak hours at intersections throughout the San Fernando
Valley. Column [3] of Tables 61, 63, 65, 67, 73, 75, 77, and 79: Summary of Volume to
Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM and PM Peak Hours identifies intersections within
the project area that currently operate at an LOS of E or F. As shown in Section IV. M: Traffic,
the related projects will not increase the number of intersections operating at a LOS of E or F and
will not decrease the LOS at intersections already operating at these conditions. Therefore,
related projects will result in less than significant impact on police services due to intersection
conditions. 

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects 

Development of the proposed Project at the Project Site and the development scenarios analyzed
for the Add Area, in combination with any related project, could result in a significant impact on
police services in the western San Fernando Valley. This development could result in an increase
in the permanent population of approximately 13,055 people. Additionally, development could
introduce approximately 9,442 employees into the area. Due to police staffing requirements of
one officer per 758 residents and existing understaffed conditions, an increase in residents and
employees could result in a significant cumulative impact on police protection services. 

However, as indicated in Section IV. M: Traffic, the number of intersections operating at an
LOS of E or F will not increase and the LOS at intersections already operating at these conditions
will not decrease. Therefore, a significant cumulative impact on police protection services is not
anticipated due to intersection conditions.
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3. LIBRARIES

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

As shown by Table 44: Libraries, the project area is currently served by the following libraries:

TABLE 44
LIBRARIES 

Library
Branch Address Maximum Branch 

Service Area Existing

Maximum Branch
Service Area

Proposed

Population
Currently

Served 

Northridge1 9051 Darby Ave
Northridge CA 91325 49,920 100,000 0

Chatsworth1 21052 Devonshire St
Chatsworth  CA 91311 43,704 100,000 0

Porter Ranch 11371 Tampa Ave
Porter Ranch CA 91326 100,000 100,000 ~36,000

1Currently closed due to renovations. Scheduled to reopen by Fall 2003.
SOURCE: Email from Patricia Kiefer, Director of Branches, LA Public Library, to Carrie Riordan, Planning Assocaites, Inc., May 2, 2002.

According to 2000 Census data, the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area has
approximately 84,734 residents. The Porter Ranch Branch of the Los Angeles Public Library
currently has the capacity to serve a population of approximately 100,000 residents. However,
the current population served is approximately 36,000.74

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance
shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors:

• The net population increase resulting from the proposed project;

• The demand for library services anticipated at the time of the project buildout
compared to the expected level of service available. Consider, as applicable,
scheduled improvement to library services (renovation, expansion, addition or
relocation) and the project’s proportional contribution to the demand; and
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• Whether the project includes features that would reduce the demand for library
services (e.g., on-site library facilities or direct support to the LAPL).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site

Library facilities in the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area have the potential to be
adversely affected by a change in the resident population of the Plan Area. Transient and
temporary populations such as employees at the Site will not significantly affect library services.
As shown in Section IV, I: Population and Housing, Table 37: Proposed Project Site
Population, the proposed Project at the Project Site would generate a maximum of 1,547 new
residents in the area.

As a result of the proposed Project, the resident population in the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Plan
Area will increase from 84,734 residents75 to 86,281 residents. Based on the current service
capacity of the Porter Ranch Library (approximately 100,000 residents), the demand for library
services would not exceed the level of service available at the library branch currently serving the
project area. Additionally, the Northridge Branch and the Chatsworth Branch Libraries are
anticipated to open in late 2003 which will increase the capacity of library services in the project
area. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site will result in a less than significant
impact on library services in the project area. 

Further, the previously approved Homeplace Senior Housing facility will provide a library
facility on Site for its residents. This would reduce demand on City of Los Angeles Public
Library services.

Therefore, the proposed development at the Project Site will have a less than significant impact
on the Los Angeles Public Library branches in the project area.

Add Area

As a result of the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area, the resident population in
the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Plan Area will increase from 84,734 residents76 to 84,984
residents. Based on the current service capacity of the Porter Ranch Library (approximately
100,000 residents), the demand for library services would not exceed the level of service
available at the library branch currently serving the project area. Additionally, the Northridge
Branch and the Chatsworth Branch Libraries are anticipated to open in late 2003 which will
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increase the capacity of library services in the project area. Therefore, the development scenarios
analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to library services in the
project area. 

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Only two of the related projects have residential elements that have the potential to affect library
services by altering the permanent population in the area. Related Project No. 5 has the potential
to generate approximately 9,443 new residents in the area. Related Project No. 6 has the potential
to generate approximately 1,815 new residents. Based on these two related projects, the resident
population in the project area could increase by approximately 11,258 resident to approximately
95,992 residents. This population would be accommodated by existing library services and any
additional services that will open in the near future such as the Chatsworth and Northridge
Library Branches.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

General growth and specific development proposals in the Northridge and Porter Ranch area will
contribute to a cumulative increase in the demand for public services such as libraries. As
indicated in the above discussion, only resident and permanent populations will affect the
demand on library services. The proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios
analyzed for the Add Area have the potential to generate a maximum of approximately 1,797
new residents. Related projects will increase population by approximately 13,055 residents. This
could increase the total population in the Community Plan Area to 97,789 residents. 

Based on the current capacity of the Porter Ranch Library Branch of 100,000 residents, demand
for library services will not exceed the level of service currently available at the library branch
serving the area. Additionally, the Northridge Branch and the Chatsworth Branch Libraries are
anticipated to open in Fall 2003. This will increase the level of service available to the
community. Therefore, the a significant cumulative impact to library services is not anticipated.
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4. SCHOOLS

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Within the City of Los Angeles, the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) provides
public education for grades K-12. There are approximately 426 elementary schools, 74 middle
schools, 49 high schools, and 20 Magnet schools.77 In addition, the LAUSD also operates
multilevel, special education schools, and opportunity and continuation schools. The LAUSD
provides public education partially or entirely within 26 incorporated Los Angeles County cities.
The total enrollment for the LAUSD for the 2001-2002 school year was 736,675.78

The Project Site is in an attendance area serviced by Calahan Elementary School, located
approximately 1.35 miles east of the Site; Nobel Middle School, located approximately 1.5 miles
north-northeast of the Site; and Cleveland High School, located approximately 1.9 miles south of
the Site. The location of these schools is shown on Section IV, K: Public Services, Figure 23:
Public Facilities Map. Table 45: Schools summarizes the characteristics of each of these school
facilities.

TABLE 45
SCHOOLS

School Calahan Elementary Nobel Middle School Cleveland High School

Address 18722 Knapp St 9950 Tampa Ave 8140 Vanalden Ave

Distance from site 1.35 miles 1.46 miles 1.88 miles

Calendar Traditional Traditional Traditional

2001-2002 Enrollment 480 1,365 2,112

Magnet1 no yes yes

2001-2002 Magnet Enrollment 0 837 847

Total 2001-2002 Enrollment 480 2,202 2,959

Capacity 500 2,238 3,831

Surplus/Deficiency 20 36 872

1Magnet programs are voluntary integration opportunities available to students in grades K-12 in the LAUSD that emphasize a particular
subject area, specialty, or teaching approach such as alternative and/or gifted/high ability programs, as well as basic academic skills.  There
are over 130 magnet programs located throughout the District.
SOURCE: LAUSD website, http://www.lausd.k12.ca.us.
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All three of the attendance area schools currently operate on a traditional, one-track school
calendar year. As shown in Table 45: Schools, Calahan Elementary School has an operating
capacity of 500 students that adequately accommodates the current enrollment of 480. Nobel
Middle School has an operating capacity of 2,238 that adequately accommodates the current
enrollment of 2,202. Cleveland High School has an operating capacity of 3,831 that can
accommodate the current enrollment of 2,959 students.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance
shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors:

• The population increase resulting from the proposed project, based on the increase
in residential units or square footage of non-residential floor area;

• The demand for school services anticipated at the time of project buildout
compared to the expected level of service available. Consider, as applicable,
scheduled improvement to LAUSD services (facilities, equipment and personnel)
and the project’s proportional contribution to the demand;

• Whether (and the degree to which) accommodation of the increased demand
would require construction of new facilities, a major reorganization of students or
classrooms, major revisions to the school calendar (such as year-round sessions),
or other actions which would create a temporary or permanent impact on the
school(s); and 

• Whether the project includes features that would reduce the demand for school
services (e.g., on-site school facilities or direct support to LAUSD).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

School service needs are related to the size of the residential population, the geographic area
served, and community characteristics. The school-aged residential population in the school
attendance area could be affected by the construction of residential units associated with
Development Scenarios 3 and 4. However, the geographic area served and community
characteristics are not expected to change as a result of the proposed Project.79 
For planning purposes, all condominium units were assumed to have two bedrooms. 
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Project Site 

The proposed senior housing units are intended for seniors who require daily medical and living
assistance and therefore, will not generate school-aged children. According to school generation
rates provided by the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the condominium units proposed at the
Project Site would have the potential to generate a maximum of 21 new students: nine
elementary school  students, six middle school students, and six high school students, as shown
in Table 46: Projected Project Site Student Generation. 

TABLE 46
PROJECTED PROJECT SITE STUDENT GENERATION1

Scenario Elementary School Middle School High School

Scenario 1: Retail 0 0 0

Scenario 2: Office 0 0 0

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential 9 6 6

Scenario 4: Office/Residential 9 6 6

1Assumes a worst-case scenario of all two bedroom condominiums constructed in a high income area.  This results in a generation rate of .03
elementary school students, .02 middle school students, and .02 high school students per two bedroom condominium.

As shown in Table 47: Projected Project Site School Enrollment, both Calahan and Nobel
schools are anticipated to have the necessary capacity to accommodate the maximum number of
potential students generated by the proposed Project at the Project Site. Therefore, the proposed
increase of nine and six new students, respectively, would result in a less than significant impact
to Calahan Elementary School and Nobel Middle School, respectively. 

TABLE 47
PROJECTED PROJECT SITE SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

Enrollment Calahan Elementary Nobel Middle School Cleveland High School

2001-2002 Actual1 480 2,202 2,959

2005-2006 Projected1 331 1,735 4,227

Project Contribution2 9 6 6

2005-2006 Projected with Project 340 1,741 4,233

Operating Capacity1 500 2,238 3,831

Surplus/Deficiency 160 497 (402)

1Source: Fax from Ray Dippel, LAUSD Office of Environmental Health & Safety, to Carrie Riordan of Planning Associates, Inc., July 10, 2002.
2Based on potential project student generation shown in Table 66: Projected Student Generation Project Site.
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Cleveland High School is projected to have approximately 4,233 students enrolled by the year
2005 with the proposed Project at the Project Site, 402 students above the operating capacity of
3,831 students, as shown in Table 47: Projected Project Site School Enrollment. However, as
within other LAUSD schools, Cleveland High School could begin to operate on a four-track,
year-round school calendar, as opposed to the current one-track, traditional calendar. The four-
track, year-round calendar allows for an increase of approximately 25 percent in the enrollment at
a particular school annually. Implementation of a four-track, year round calendar at Cleveland
High School could increase from 3,831 students to 4,789 students, which would accommodate
the 2005 enrollment projection of 4,233 students. Further, with the incorporation of the proposed
mitigation measure, the proposed Project at the Project Site would result in a less than significant
impact to Cleveland High School. 

The potential generation of 21 students as a result of the proposed Project at the Project Site
would not result in a demand for school services that would not be met by LAUSD facilities
available at the time of Project buildout. Further, the potential student generation would not
require construction of new school facilities. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site
will result in a less than significant impact on school facilities or services.

Add Area
 
According to school generation rates provided by the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the
proposed condominium units in the Add Area would have the potential to generate a maximum
of seven new students: three elementary school students, two middle school students, and two
high school students as shown in Table 48: Projected Add Area Student Generation.80

TABLE 48
PROJECTED ADD AREA STUDENT GENERATION1

Scenario Elementary School Middle School High School

Scenario 1: Retail 0 0 0

Scenario 2: Office 0 0 0

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential 3 2 2

Scenario 4: Office/Residential 3 2 2

1Assumes a worst-case scenario of all two bedroom condominiums constructed in a high income area.  This results in a generation rate of .03 elementary school
students, .02 middle school students, and .02 high school students per two bedroom condominium.
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As shown in Table 49: Projected Add Area School Enrollment, both Calahan and Nobel
schools are anticipated to have the necessary capacity to accommodate the maximum number of
students that would be generated under the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area.
Therefore, the increase of three and two new students, respectively, would result in a less than
significant impact to Calahan Elementary School and Nobel Middle School. 

Cleveland High School is projected to have approximately 4,229 students enrolled by 2005
including students generated by development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area, 398 students
above the operating capacity of 3,831 students, as shown in Table 49: Projected Add Area
School Enrollment. However, as within other LAUSD schools, Cleveland High School could
begin to operate on a four-track, year-round school calendar, as opposed to the current one-track,
traditional calendar. The four-track, year-round calendar allows for an increase of approximately
25 percent in the enrollment at a particular school annually. Implementation of a four-track, year
round calendar at Cleveland High School could increase from 3,831 students to 4,789 students,
which would accommodate the 2005 enrollment projection of 4,229 students. Further, with
incorporation of the proposed mitigation measure, the development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area would result in a less than significant impact to Cleveland High School. 

TABLE 49
PROJECTED ADD AREA SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

Enrollment Calahan Elementary Nobel Middle School Cleveland High School

2001-2002 Actual1 480 2,202 2,959

2005-2006 Projected1 331 1,735 4,227

Project Contribution2 3 2 2

2005-2006 Projected with Project 334 1,737 4,229

Operating Capacity1 500 2,238 3,831

Surplus/Deficiency 160 497 (402)

1Fax from Ray Dippel, LAUSD Office of Environmental Health & Safety, to Carrie Riordan of Planning Associates, Inc. July 10, 2002.
2Based on potential project student generation shown in Table 68: Projected Student Generation Add Area.

The potential generation of seven students as a result of development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area would not result in a demand for school services that would not be met by LAUSD
facilities available at the time of Project buildout. Further, the potential student generation would
not require construction of new school facilities. Therefore, development scenarios analyzed for
the Add Area will result in a less than significant impact on school facilities or services.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

Although a significant impact to school facilities in the project area has not been identified,
environmental impacts may result on school facilities as a result of development scenarios
analyzed for the Project Site and Add Area. However, incorporation of the following mitigation
measures will help reduce any potential impacts on schools in the area. 

63. The developer will pay school fees as required by the City of Los Angeles. (O, C,
R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects 

Of the eleven related development projects in the area, only two include a residential component
that might have a significant impact on schools: Porter Ranch (No. 4) and Deer Lake Ranch (No.
5). However, due to the location of both of these communities north of the 118 Freeway (SR-
118), neither community is located in the same school attendance area as the project area.
Further, each related project will pay the required school fees. Therefore, related projects will
result in a less than significant impact to schools.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

The potential cumulative increase in students as a result of the proposed Project at the Project
Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area is approximately 28 students.
Although two related projects have residential elements that could affect school services in the
area, as discussed above, neither of the two related projects are within the same school
attendance area as the Project Site and Add Area. Therefore, the related projects identified as
having the potential to impact school facilities are not included in the cumulative impact
analysis. 

Based on the current and projected attendance and enrollment rates at each of the attendance area
schools (Calahan Elementary School, Nobel Middle School, Cleveland High School) as shown in
Table 47: Projected Project Site School Enrollment and Table 49: Projected Add Area
School Enrollment, it is anticipated that the potential increase of 28 students could be
accommodated. Therefore, a significant cumulative impact on school facilities or services in the
project area is not anticipated. 
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L. PARKS AND RECREATION

PARKLAND

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project Site and Add Area are located in the western San Fernando Valley in the Chatsworth
- Porter Ranch Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles. The operation and management
of public parkland and open space in the area is performed by the Department of Recreation and
Parks (LADRP). Planning efforts and activities concerning parks, recreation facilities, and open
space areas in the City of Los Angeles are governed by the Open Space Plan of the Open Space
Element of the General Plan; the Public Recreation Plan of the Services Systems Element of the
General Plan; and the Community Plans under the Land Use Element of the General Plan.
Currently, the City of Los Angeles operates approximately 123 recreation centers, 52 pools, 28
senior citizen centers, 12 museums and historic sites, 13 golf courses, 18 child care centers, and
seven camps.

As established by the State Legislature, “open space” is defined at a broader level than the
traditional zones that have been used by the City of Los Angeles.81 The State’s definition
encompasses both publicly- and privately-owned properties that are unimproved and used for the
preservation of natural resources, managed production of resources, outdoor recreation, and
protection of life and property due to natural hazards. For the purposes of this document,
“parkland” will include only those open space and parkland areas that are publicly-owned and
designated for outdoor recreation and the preservation of natural areas.

For the purposes of this document, active recreational facilities are considered to be both
publicly- or privately-owned facilities that provide active recreational opportunities such as
tennis, golf, and swimming.

The LADRP uses a ratio of 4.0  acres of parkland per 1,000 residents as a measure of the
adequacy of parkland within a given area. The LADRP currently administers approximately
15,686 acres of parkland for its 3,694,820 residents,82 a ratio of 4.25 acres of parkland per 1,000
residents. Table 50: Parkland summarizes the primary open space, parkland, and recreational
facilities that currently exist within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area. Figure
24: Parkland, delineates the location of existing parkland within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch
Community Plan Area. There may be additional parkland within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch 
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TABLE 50
PARKLAND

No. Parks Location Facilities Acreage

1 Chase Park 22525 Chase Street Picnic tables, children’s play area 6

2 Chatsworth Oaks Park 9301 Valley Circle Blvd Picnic tables, children’s play area 5

3 Chatsworth Park North 22300 Chatsworth
Picnic tables, bbq, children’s play area, baseball,

basketball, football, soccer, volleyball, horseshoe pit,
hiking trail

25

4 Chatsworth Reservoir Valley Circle Blvd 1294

5 Santa Susana Pass S. of Santa Susana Pass Rd Outdoor recreation, hiking trail, equestrian trail 756

6 Mason Park 10500 Mason Ave Community room, indoor gym, picnic tables, children’s
play area, baseball, football, basketball, soccer 17

7 Parthenia Park 21444 Parthenia St Picnic tables, children’s play area 1

8 Porter Ranch1 Porter Ranch Specific Plan Various recreational facilities 554

9 South Portion of Limekiln
Canyon Park

Southwest corner of SR-118
and Tampa Ave Picnic area, partially landscaped park 63

10 Topanga Canyon & Santa
Susana Pass Road Southeast corner Special recreational facilities 17

11 Winnetka Recreation
Center 8401 Winnetka Ave Soccer, football, baseball, children’s play area, picnic

tables, community room, indoor gym 15

Total Parkland  2,755

1Includes all parkland within Porter Ranch Specific Plan plus the northern portion of Limekiln Canyon Park

Community Plan Area in the form of small, pocket parks, which are generally less than one acre
each in size.

Project Site

There is no parkland located on or adjacent to the Project Site. The closest designated parkland is
Vanalden Park, located approximately .7 miles southeast of the Project Site within the
Northridge Community Plan Area, which abuts the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan
to the east. Within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area, the closest designated
parkland is the Winnetka Recreation Center, located approximately one mile southwest of the
Project Site.

Currently, there are no active recreational facilities located on the Project Site.  The closest active
recreational site is located at the northeast corner of Prairie Street and Shirley Avenue (within the
Add Area). This site offers seven privately-owned, outdoor tennis courts, as well as a skate park.
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Figure 24. Parkland
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Active recreation facilities located within a two mile radius of the Project Site are considered to
be within a reasonable walking or travel distance for recreational users. However, according to a
study conducted by the City of Los Angeles of all privately-owned golf and tennis facilities open
to the public, most facilities draw their customers from a radius of approximately ten miles.83 A
list of public and private recreational facilities within a ten mile radius is provided in Table 51:
Existing Recreational Facilities.

TABLE 51
EXISTING RECREATIONAL FACILITIES

Facility Location Distance
(miles) Recreational activities provided

Northridge Tennis Center NW Corner of Prairie St and Shirley
Ave, Northridge .1 Seven tennis courts

Skate Park NW Corner of Prairie St and Shirley
Ave, Northridge .1 Skate park

Winnetka Recreational Center 8401 Winnetka Avenue, Winnetka 1.4 Lit baseball diamond, football field, soccer
field

Mitchell’s Tennis Center 20737 Parthenia st,
 Canoga Park 1.9 Tennis Courts

Mason Park 10500 Mason Avenue, Chatsworth 2.0 Lit and unlit baseball diamond, football
field, soccer field

Runnymead Park 20200 Runnymede, Winnetka 2.8 Four unlit tennis courts

Northridge Community Center 18300 Lemarsh Street, Northridge 3.0
Four lit tennis courts, lit & unlit baseball
diamond, football field, volleyball, swim,

basketball court

Lanark Recreation Center 21816 Lanark Street, Canoga Park 3.7
Four lit tennis courts, lit & unlit baseball
diamond, football field, volleyball, swim,

basketball court

John Quimby Park 7008 De Soto Avenue, Canoga Park 4.2 Two unlit tennis courts

Reseda Recreation Center 18411 Victory Boulevard, Reseda 4.9
Four lit tennis courts, lit & unlit baseball

diamond, football field, volleyball,
basketball court

Chatsworth Park South 22360 Devonshire, Chatsworth 5.0 Two lit tennis courts, basketball court

Balboa Tennis Center 17015 Burbank Blvd, Encino 91316 8.0 Tennis
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Add Area

There is no parkland located on or adjacent to the Add Area. The closest designated parkland is
Vanalden Park, located approximately .7 miles southeast of the Add Area within the Northridge
Community Plan Area, which abuts the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan to the east.
Within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area, the closest designated parkland is
the Winnetka Recreation Center, located approximately one mile southwest of the Add Area.

Currently, seven outdoor, privately-owned tennis courts and a skate park are located in the Add
Area properties. Additional active recreation facilities are located within a ten-mile radius of the
Add Area, a distance considered acceptable by the City of Los Angeles for travel to/from
recreational activities.84 These facilities are summarized in Table 51: Existing Recreational
Facilities.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance
shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors:

• The net population increase resulting from the proposed project;

• The demand for recreation and park services anticipated at the time of project buildout
compared to the expected level of service available. Consider, as applicable, scheduled
improvement to recreation and park services (renovation, expansion, or addition) and the
project’s proportional contribution to the demand; and 

• Whether the project includes features that would reduce the demand for recreation and
park services (e.g., on-site recreation facilities, land dedication or direct financial support
to the LADRP).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site

The proposed Project at the Project Site will not result in the creation or removal of parkland or
active recreational facilities. However, the proposed Project at the Project Site could increase the
number of residents in the project area and therefore increase the demand on existing recreational
facilities which could result in a significant impact on parklands and active recreational facilities. 
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As shown in Table 50: Parkland, the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area
currently provides approximately 2,755 acres of parkland for its 84,734 residents,85 a ratio of 32.5
acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. While the proposed Project will not alter the existing 2,755
acres of parkland within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan, the proposed
development does have the potential to increase population in the area by a maximum of 1,547
residents to a total of 86,281 residents, as shown in Section IV, I: Population and Housing,
Table 37: Proposed Project Site Population. Therefore, the ratio of residents to acres of
parkland will decrease to 31.9 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. However, this ratio of 31.9
acres of parkland per 1,000 residents is still greater than both the City of Los Angeles standard of
4.0 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents and the City of Los Angeles average provision of 4.25
acres per 1,000 residents. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site would result in a
less than significant impact to parkland due to increased demand.  

As shown in Table 51: Existing Recreational Facilities, there are 12 active recreational
facilities within a ten-mile radius of the Project Site. Based on the number of public and private
facilities available in the project area, an increase in population at the Project Site will not result
in an increased demand on recreational facilities that cannot be absorbed by existing facilities.
Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site would result in a less than significant impact
to active recreational facilities.

Further, as determined by the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guidelines, consideration
should be given to projects that would reduce demand on recreational facilities. This includes on-
site recreation facilities, land dedication, and direct financial support to the LADRP. With the
incorporation of proposed mitigation measures, development at the Project Site will pay all
necessary in-lieu park fees, as required by the City’s Ordinance (No. 141,422) and as set forth in
the City’s Zoning Code (Section 17.12). With this fee, the Project would provide funds for public
parks, public park improvements, and recreational services, reducing potential impacts to a less
than significant level. Therefore, after incorporation of the identified mitigation measure, the
proposed Project at the Project Site would result in a less than significant impact to parkland or
active recreational facilities. 

Add Area

Currently, there is no parkland on any of the Add Area properties. The development scenarios
analyzed for the Add Area do not include the creation or removal of parkland. However, an
increase in the permanent population in the area which could increase demand on recreational
facilities could result. Therefore, development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area may result in
a significant impact to parkland.
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As shown in Table 50: Parkland, the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area
currently provides approximately 2,755 acres of parkland for its 84,734 residents,86 a ratio of 32.5
acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. While the development scenarios analyzed will not alter
the existing 2,755 acres of parkland within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan, the
scenarios do have the potential to increase population in the area by a maximum of 250 residents
to a total of 84,984 residents, as shown in Table 38: Proposed Add Area Population.
Therefore, the ratio of acres of parkland to residents will decrease to 32.4 acres of parkland per
1,000 residents. However, this ratio is still greater than both the City of Los Angeles standard of
4.0 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents and the City of Los Angeles average provision of 4.25
acres per 1,000 residents. Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would
result in a less than significant impact to parkland due to increased demand.  

Currently, seven outdoor, privately-owned tennis courts and a skate park are located within the
Add Area properties. Development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area could result in the
removal of all seven tennis courts and the skate park. The development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area does not include the construction of any new or additional active recreational facilities.
Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed may result in a significant impact to active
recreational facilities due to the removal of the existing facilities. However, the existing tennis
courts within the Add Area are not considered to be highly utilized.87 Therefore, based on the
current underutilization of the courts and the number of additional tennis facilities in the area,
removal of tennis courts within the Add Area would result in a less than significant impact to
recreational facilities. 

As stated above, development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area could increase the number of
residents in the project area and therefore increase the demand on existing active recreational
facilities. As shown in Table 51: Existing Recreational Facilities, there are 12  facilities within
a ten-mile radius of the Add Area. Based on the number of public and private facilities available
in the project area, an increase in population at the Add Area will not result in an increased
demand on recreational facilities that cannot be absorbed by existing facilities. Therefore,
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would result in a less than significant impact
to active recreational facilities.

Further, as determined by the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, consideration
should be given to projects that would reduce demand on recreational facilities. This includes on-
site recreation facilities, land dedication, and direct financial support to the LADRP. While
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area include removal of recreational facilities, all
in-lieu park fees, otherwise known as Quimby fees, will be paid, as required by the City’s
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Ordinance (No. 141,422) and as set forth in the City’s Zoning Code (Section 17.12). With this
fee, funds for public parks, public park improvements, and recreational services would be
provided, reducing potential impacts to a less than significant level. Therefore, development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would result in a less than significant impact to parkland or
active recreational facilities.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Although a significant impact to parkland, open space, and active recreational facilities in the
project area has not been identified, environmental impacts may result from project
implementation. However, incorporation of the following mitigation measures will help further
reduce any potential impacts on parkland and recreational facilities in the area. 

64. Per Section 17.12-A of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, the applicant
shall pay the applicable Quimby fees for the construction of condominiums, or
Recreation and Park fees for the construction of apartment buildings. (R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

Related projects that could potentially impact existing parkland are those that would increase
demand on parkland by either increasing the local population or removing existing facilities.
Related projects Nos. 4 and 5, while not disturbing any existing parkland, will increase the
resident population of the area by approximately 11,258 residents. Therefore, the ratio of
parkland to residents will decrease to 28.7 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. However, this
ratio of 28.7 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents is greater than both the City of Los Angeles
standard of 4.0 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents and the City of Los Angeles Citywide
average of 4.25 acres per 1,000 residents. Therefore, related projects will result in a less than
significant impact on parkland. 

The increase in population could result in a potentially significant impact to active recreational
facilities. However, recreational impacts of related projects must be determined on a project-
specific basis. Further, each project will pay an in-lieu fee in accordance with the City’s
Ordinance (No. 141,422) and as set forth in the City’s Zoning Code (Section 17.12). These fees
are based on the number of units and proposed zoning for each site. Credits may also be given for
recreational facilities provided as part of a project. As a result of incorporation of in-lieu fees,
any significant impacts due to related projects will be reduced to a less than significant level.
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Therefore, related projects will result in a less than significant impact to active recreational
facilities in the area.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

With the addition of the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed
for the Add Area, in combination with the identified related projects, the resident population in
the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area will be increased by approximately 13,055
residents to 97,789. As a result, the ratio of parkland to residents will decrease to approximately
28.2 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. This ratio is well above the City of Los Angeles
standard of 4.0 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents and the current Citywide average of 4.25
acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. Therefore, although the proposed and related projects may
increase the resident population in the area, a significant cumulative impact to parkland is not
anticipated.

The increase in population could result in a potentially significant impact to active recreational
facilities. Each project will pay an in-lieu fee in accordance with the City’s Ordinance (No.
141,422) and as set forth in the City’s Zoning Code (Section 17.12). These fees are based on the
number of units and zoning for each site. Credits may also be given for recreational facilities
provided as part of a project. As a result of incorporation of the identified mitigation measure,
any significant impacts due to the proposed or related projects will be reduced to a less than
significant level. Therefore, a significant cumulative impact to active recreational facilities is not
anticipated.
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M. TRAFFIC

A Traffic Study for the proposed Project was prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers
(LLG), dated May 21, 2003. LADOT has reviewed this traffic study and has determined that the
analysis adequately describes all transportation impacts associated with the proposed Project and
provides adequate measures to mitigate all significant impacts.88 The traffic study is attached in
full as Appendix F. The results of the study have been utilized in the preparation of this section.

Due to the the small size of the Add Area properties, LADOT was concerned that development
of these parcels individually or collectively might not require a traffic study to be completed.
Therefore, at LADOT’s request, for purposes of traffic analysis, potential traffic impacts
resulting from the Add Area were not analyzed independently. Rather, the Project Site was
analyzed independently and the Project Site and Add Area combination was analyzed
independently which is referred to in this traffic section as the “Full Build Out Project”. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Existing Street System

Access to the site is provided via Prairie Street, Corbin Avenue, Nordhoff Street, and Shirley
Avenue. A brief description of the major roadways in the project area follows.

State Route 118 (Ronald Reagan) Freeway is an east-west oriented freeway that extends from
the I-210 Foothill Freeway through the San Fernando Valley to Ventura County.  In the project
vicinity, SR-118 Freeway generally consists of four mainline travel lanes plus a high occupancy
vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction.  A full diamond interchange is provided at Tampa Avenue. 
Interchanges are also provided in the project vicinity at De Soto Avenue and Porter Ranch Road.  

De Soto Avenue is a north-south major highway located west of the Project Site.  Three through
travel lanes are provided on De Soto Avenue in the project vicinity.  Dual exclusive left-turn
lanes are provided in both directions on De Soto Avenue at the Roscoe Boulevard intersection,
while exclusive left-turn pockets are provided in both directions at other major intersections in
the project vicinity.  Bus stops for MTA Routes 243 and 167 are provided along De Soto Avenue
in the project vicinity.

Chatsworth Street is an east-west secondary highway located north of the project area. Two
travel lanes are generally provided in the eastbound direction and one travel lane is provided in
the westbound direction.  Dual exclusive left-turn lanes are provided in the westbound direction
at the intersection with Tampa Avenue.  At the intersection with Tampa Avenue, a right-turn
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only lane is also provided in the westbound direction. Parking is generally prohibited on both
sides of Chatsworth Street. However, curbside parking is provided on the north side of
Chatsworth Street west of Tampa Avenue.

Rinaldi Street is an east-west major highway located north of the project area. There are two
through travel lanes in each direction on Rinaldi Street. Exclusive left-turn lanes are provided in
both directions at the intersection of Corbin Avenue.  An exclusive right-turn only lane is also
provided in the eastbound direction on Rinaldi Street at the Corbin Avenue intersection.
Curbside parking is generally permitted on both sides of Rinaldi Street east of Corbin Avenue,
and prohibited on both sides of the roadway west of Corbin Avenue.

Devonshire Street is an east-west major highway located north of the Project Site.  Two through
travel lanes are generally provided in each direction. Dual left-turn lanes are provided in each
direction at the intersection with Tampa Avenue and in the westbound direction at the
intersection with Corbin Avenue.  Exclusive left-turn lanes are provided in each direction at the
intersection with Winnetka Avenue, and in the eastbound direction at the intersection with
Corbin Avenue.  An exclusive right-turn only lane is provided in the eastbound direction at the
intersection with Corbin Avenue.  A bike lane is also provided on both the north and south sides
of Devonshire Street in the project vicinity. Curbside parking is generally prohibited along both
sides of Devonshire Street.

Lassen Street is an east-west secondary highway located north of the Project Site.  Two through
travel lanes are provided in each direction along Lassen Street.  Exclusive left-turn lanes are
provided in each direction at the intersections with Winnetka Avenue, Corbin Avenue, and
Tampa Avenue.  Curbside parking is generally permitted from west of Winnetka Avenue to east
of Corbin Avenue. Parking is generally prohibited near the intersection with Tampa Avenue.

Plummer Street is an east-west secondary highway and is located north of the Project Site.  Two
through travel lanes are provided in each direction on Plummer Street.  Exclusive left-turn lanes
are provided in both directions at the major intersections in the project vicinity.  Dual left-turn
lanes are provided in the eastbound direction at the intersection with Tampa Avenue.  Bike lanes
are provided in both directions along Plummer Street.  Curbside parking is generally prohibited
on both sides of Plummer Street in the project vicinity.  Two-hour parking between 8AM and
6PM is provided on both sides of Plummer Street east of Reseda Boulevard. Bus stops for MTA
Routes 167 and 243 are provided along Plummer Street in the project vicinity.

Prairie Street is an east-west collector street that borders the Project Site on the north.  Exclusive
left-turn lanes are provided in each direction at the intersections with Winnetka Avenue and
Corbin Avenue.  A right-turn only lane is provided in the eastbound direction along Prairie Street
at the intersection with Winnetka Avenue. Curbside parking is prohibited on both sides of Prairie
Street in the project vicinity. A bus stop for the LADOT DASH-Chatsworth is provided along
Prairie Street near Corbin Avenue.    
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Nordhoff Street is designated as an east-west major highway and located to the south of the
Project Site.  Three through travel lanes are generally provided in each direction, except near
Shirley Avenue, where two through travel lanes are provided in either direction.  Exclusive left-
turn lanes are provided in each direction on Nordhoff Street at the major intersections.  Dual left-
turn lanes are provided in each direction on Nordhoff Street at the intersections with Tampa
Avenue and Reseda Boulevard, and in the eastbound direction at Zelzah Avenue.  A right-turn
only lane is provided on Nordhoff Street in the westbound direction at the intersection with
Corbin Avenue. Curbside parking is generally prohibited on both sides of Nordhoff Street during
afternoon peak commuter period. Bus stops for MTA Routes 166 and 243, and LADOT DASH
are provided at various locations along Nordhoff Street. 

Parthenia Street is an east-west secondary highway located to the south of the Project Site.  In
the project vicinity, two through travel lanes are provided in each direction.  Exclusive left-turn
lanes are provided in both directions of travel along Parthenia Street at the study intersections.
Parking is generally permitted on both sides of Parthenia Street in the project vicinity, except on
the north side near Corbin Avenue where parking is prohibited. 

Roscoe Boulevard in an east-west major highway located to the south of the Project Site.  Three
through travel lanes are provided in each direction along Roscoe Boulevard in the project
vicinity.  Exclusive left-turn lanes are provided in each direction at the intersections with
Winnetka Avenue, Corbin Avenue, and Tampa Avenue.  Dual left-turn lanes are provided in
each direction at the intersection with De Soto Avenue.  Curbside parking is generally prohibited
along both sides of Roscoe Boulevard in the project vicinity during the afternoon peak commuter
period and also during the morning peak commuter period along the south side of the roadway
east of De Soto Avenue. Roscoe Boulevard serves as a transit corridor providing bus stops for
MTA Routes 152, 154 and 418, and LADOT-DASH.

Saticoy Street is an east-west secondary highway which is located south of the Project Site.  Two
through travel lanes are provided in each direction on Saticoy Street.  Exclusive left-turn lanes
are provided in both directions on Saticoy Street at all major intersections in the project vicinity.
Curbside parking is generally permitted along both sides of Saticoy Street in the project vicinity. 

Victory Boulevard is a major east-west highway and is located south of the Project Site.  Three
through lanes are generally provided in each direction on Victory Boulevard in the project
vicinity.  However, two through lanes are provided in the westbound direction near the
intersection with Reseda Boulevard.  Exclusive left-turn lanes are provided in both directions on
Victory Boulevard at all major intersections in the project vicinity. Curbside parking is generally
prohibited along Victory Boulevard in the project vicinity. Bus stops for MTA Route 164 are
provided along Victory Boulevard in the project vicinity.
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Winnetka Avenue is designated as a north-south major highway and is located west of the
Project Site.  Three through travel lanes are generally provided in each direction on Winnetka
Avenue from its northerly terminus near Devonshire Street to north of Nordhoff Street.  South of
Nordhoff Street, two through travel lanes are generally provided in each direction on Winnetka
Avenue.  Exclusive left-turn lanes are provided in both directions at the major intersections in the
project vicinity.  Dual left-turn lanes are provided in the northbound direction at the intersection
with Devonshire Street.  Right-turn only lanes are provided in the northbound direction at the
Devonshire Street intersection, and in the southbound direction at the Nordhoff Street
intersection. Curbside parking is generally prohibited along both sides of Winnetka Avenue north
of Nordhoff Street. South of Nordhoff Street curbside parking is generally permitted on both
sides of Winnetka Avenue, except immediately adjacent to intersections. Bus stops for MTA
Route 243 are provided along Winnetka Avenue.

Corbin Avenue is designated as a north-south secondary highway and borders the Project Site on
the west.  Two through travel lanes are generally provided in each direction on Corbin Avenue. 
Exclusive left-turn lanes are provided in both directions at all major intersections in the project
vicinity.  Right-turn only lanes are provided in the northbound direction on Corbin Avenue at the
intersections with Rinaldi Street, Devonshire Street, Lassen Street, and Nordhoff Street/Nordhoff
Place.  A bike lane is provided on the east side of Corbin Avenue (i.e., northbound direction)
north of Rinaldi Street. Curbside parking is generally prohibited along both sides of Corbin
Avenue north of Devonshire Street, south of Plummer Street to Prairie Street, and near Nordhoff
Street. Curbside parking is prohibited on the east side of Corbin Avenue from Nordhoff Street to
south of Roscoe Boulevard. Bus stops for MTA Routes 243 and 166, and LADOT-DASH are
provided along Corbin Avenue.

Tampa Avenue is designated as a north-south major highway and is located east of the Project
Site.  Three through travel lanes are generally provided in each direction along Tampa Avenue. 
Exclusive left-turn lanes are provided in each direction on Tampa Avenue at major intersections
in the project vicinity.  Dual left-turn lanes are provided in the northbound direction at the SR-
118 Westbound Ramps intersection and in both directions at the Nordhoff Street intersection. 
Right-turn only lanes are provided in the northbound direction at the SR-118 Freeway Eastbound
Ramps and Chatsworth Street intersections and in the southbound direction at the Devonshire
Street intersection. Curbside parking is prohibited on both sides of Tampa Avenue from SR-118
Freeway to south of Nordhoff Street. Curbside parking is prohibited on both sides of Tampa
Avenue during the afternoon commuter peak period from just north of Roscoe Boulevard to
Saticoy Street in the project vicinity.

Mason Avenue is a non-contiguous north-south secondary highway in the project vicinity located
between De Soto Avenue and Winnetka Avenue. Currently, Mason Avenue extends from Victory
Boulevard to the south to the Porter Ranch Project area north of the SR-118 Freeway, however, it
does not provide access across the Union Pacific railroad tracks located between Prairie Street
and Nordhoff Street. Two through travel lanes are provided in each direction along Mason



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                    IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR M. TRAFFIC

299

Avenue. Exclusive left-turn lanes are provided in each direction on Mason Avenue at major
intersections in the project vicinity. Curbside parking is generally allowed on both sides of
Mason Avenue north of the railroad tracks, except along the west side of the street immediately
north of Lassen Street where parking is prohibited between 7AM and 5PM on schooldays. South
of the railroad tracks and north of Nordhoff Street, curbside parking is allowed on both sides of
Mason Avenue. South of Nordhoff Street, curbside parking is generally allowed on the east side
and prohibited on the west side of Mason Avenue. 

Wilbur Avenue is a north-south roadway located east of the Project Site.  In the project vicinity,
two through travel lanes are generally provided in each direction along Wilbur Avenue. 
Exclusive left-turn lanes are provided in both directions at the intersections with Plummer
Avenue and Nordhoff Street.  A right-turn only lane is provided in the southbound direction at
the intersection with Nordhoff Street. Parking is generally prohibited on the east side of Wilbur
Avenue north of Plummer Street and on the west side south of Nordhoff Street.

Reseda Boulevard is designated as a north-south major highway and is located east of the Project
Site.  In the project vicinity, two through travel lanes are provided in each direction on Reseda
Boulevard.  Exclusive left-turn lanes are provided at all major intersections on Reseda Boulevard
in the project vicinity.  Dual left-turn lanes are provided in the both directions at the intersection
with Nordhoff Street. Parking is generally permitted on Reseda Boulevard in the project vicinity,
except near the intersection with Nordhoff Street where Tow Away No Stopping Any Time signs
are posted. Bus stops for MTA Routes 167 and 240, as well as the LADOT-DASH are provided
along Reseda Boulevard.

Zelzah Avenue is a north-south secondary highway east of the Project Site.  In the project
vicinity, two through travel lanes are provided on Zelzah Avenue in each direction north of
Nordhoff Street.  South of Nordhoff Street, one through lane is provided on Zelzah Avenue in
each direction.  Exclusive left-turn lanes are provided in each direction at the Nordhoff Street
intersection. Dual right-turn only lanes are provided southbound at the intersection with Nordhoff
Street. Curbside parking is generally permitted on both sides of Zelzah Avenue north of Nordhoff
Street. Two-hour curbside parking between 8AM and 6PM is provided on both sides of Zelzah
Avenue south of Nordhoff Street.

Existing Trip Generation

Project Site

The Project Site is currently developed with a concrete tilt-up main building consisting of
approximately 310,000 square feet primarily utilized for research and development purposes.
Several small ancillary buildings that support the main building including an approximately
4,000-square-foot storage building, an approximately  4,450-square-foot machine shop, and an
approximately 8,000-square-foot maintenance shop are also located on the Project Site. As
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shown in Table 52: Existing Trip Generation, the existing development on the Project Site
generates approximately 2,802 trips daily.

TABLE 52
EXISTING TRIP GENERATION1

Land Use Size Daily Trip Ends
Volumes2

AM Peak Hour
Volumes2

PM Peak Hour
Volumes2

In Out Total In Out Total

Project Site

Research & Development3 340,000 sf 2,802 329 67 396 55 313 368

Add Area

Light Industrial4 132,665 sf 925 107 15 122 16 144 130

Manufacturing5 49,920 sf 191 28 8 36 13 24 37

Mini-Warehouse6 97,554 sf 244 9 6 15 13 12 25

Tennis Club7 7 courts 284 5 5 10 13 13 26

Multi-purpose Recreation Facility8 0.93 acres 84 1 1 2 3 3 3

Total 4,530 479 102 581 113 479 592

1SOURCE: ITE “Trip Generation”, 6th Edition, 1997.
2Trips are one-way traffic movement, entering or leaving.
3ITE Land Use Code 760 (Research & Development) trip generation equation rates.
4ITE Land Use Code 110 (Light Industrial) average trip generation rates.
5ITE Land Use Code 140 (Manufacturing) average trip generation rates.
6ITE Land Use Code 151 (mini-Warehouse) average trip generation rates.
7ITE Land Use Code 492 (Racquet Club) average trip generation rates.
8ITE Land Use Code 435 (Multipurpose Recreational Facility) average trip generation rates.

Add Area

Based on the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety records, the Add Area is
currently developed with 42,200 square feet of industrial uses, approximately 83,000 square feet
of manufacturing uses, approximately 27,400 square feet of office space, approximately 97,600
square feet of public storage, and approximately 30,200 square feet of warehouse space. As
shown in Table 52: Existing Trip Generation, existing development at the Add Area generates
approximately 1,728 daily trips.

Existing Intersection Conditions

Table 53: Existing Intersection Conditions summarizes the existing conditions of the 39 study
intersections.
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TABLE 53
EXISTING INTERSECTION CONDITIONS

No Intersections Peak Hour Existing v/c Existing LOS

1 De Soto Ave/Plummer St AM
PM

1.138
1.070

F
F

2 De Soto Ave/Nordhoff St AM
PM

1.032
0.910

F
E

3 De Soto Ave/Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.825
0.885

D
D

4 Winnetka Ave/Devonshire St AM
PM

0.584
0.856

A
D

5 Winnetka Ave/Lassen St AM
PM

0.778
0.765

C
C

6 Winnetka Ave/Plummer St AM
PM

0.841
0.763

D
C

7 Winnetka St/Prairie St AM
PM

0.616
0.642

B
B

8 Winnetka Ave/Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.998
0.910

E
E

9 Winnetka Ave/Parthenia St AM
PM

1.033
1.118

F
F

10 Winnetka Ave/Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.989
0.912

E
E

11 Winnetka Ave/Victory Blvd AM
PM

0.887
1.057

D
F

12 Corbin Ave/Rinaldi St AM
PM

0.612
0.559

B
A

13 Corbin Ave/Devonshire St AM
PM

1.051
0.942

F
E

14 Corbin Ave/Lassen St AM
PM

1.132
0.947

F
E

15 Corbin Ave/Plummer St AM
PM

0.993
1.071

E
F

16 Corbin Ave/Prairie st AM
PM

0.631
0.783

B
C

17 Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St & Nordhoff Pl AM
PM

0.443
0.984

A
E

18 Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St & Nordhoff Way AM
PM

0.923
0.996

E
E

19 Corbin Ave/Parthenia St AM
PM

1.070
1.058

F
F

20 Corbin Ave/Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.877
0.833

D
D

21 Corbin Ave/Saticoy St AM
PM

0.953
0.998

E
E

22 Shirley Ave/Plummer St AM
PM

0.467
0.704

A
C
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23 Shirley Ave/Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.208
0.420

A
A

24 Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way AM
PM

0.304
0.537

A
A

25 Tampa Ave/SR-118 WB Ramps AM
PM

0.893
0.744

D
C

26 Tampa Ave/SR-118 EB Ramps AM
PM

0.880
0.843

D
D

27 Tampa Ave/Chatsworth St AM
PM

0.695
0.649

B
B

 28 Tampa Ave/Devonshire St AM
PM

0.849
0.949

D
E

29 Tampa Ave/Lassen St AM
PM

0.967
0.948

E
E

30 Tampa Ave/Plummer St AM
PM

0.859
0.915

D
E

31 Tampa Ave/Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.978
1.093

E
F

32 Tampa Ave/Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.949
0.801

E
D

33 Tampa Ave/Saticoy St AM
PM

0.942
0.921

E
E

34 Wilbur Ave/Plummer St AM
PM

0.652
0.558

B
A

35 Wilbur Ave/Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.600
0.582

B
A

36 Reseda Blvd/Plummer St AM
PM

0.699
1.195

B
F

37 Reseda Blvd/Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.820
0.966

D
E

38 Reseda Blvd/Victory Blvd AM
PM

0.993
0.906

E
E

39 Zelzah Ave/Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.897
0.875

D
D
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89The traffic study conducted assumes the Homeplace Retirement development to be approximately 588,000 square feet consisting of
336 Senior Housing units, 100 Nursing Home units, and 50 Assisted Living units. It has been determined by Linscott, Law & Greenspan Traffic
Engineers that the proposed Project of 389 Senior Housing units and 35 Assisted Living units is less intensive and generates less daily trips than
the project approved for the original traffic study. However, to maintain a worst case scenario for environmental analysis, traffic numbers
generated in the original, more intensive traffic study are included in the traffic section. The proposed project will not exceed the trip generation
and any potential traffic impacts identified in the original traffic study.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site

Development at the Project Site could include one of the following scenarios:89

Scenario 1: Retail Scenario 2: Office
340,000 square feet Retail 930,000 square feet Office
389 Senior Housing Units 389 Senior Housing Units
35 Assisted Living Units 35 Assisted Living Units

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Scenario 4: Office/Residential
250,000 square feet Retail 690,000 square feet Office
389 Senior Housing Units 389 Senior Housing Units
35 Assisted Living Units 35 Assisted Living Units
300 Condominium Units 300 Condominium Units

For purposes of traffic analysis, potential traffic impacts of the Project Site development were
analyzed independently and are referred to in this traffic section as “Project Site Only”.

Add Area

Development at the Add Area could include one of the following scenarios:

Scenario 1: Retail Scenario 2: Office
200,000 square feet Retail 586,000 square feet Office

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Scenario 4: Office/Residential
150,000 square feet Retail 435,000 square feet Office
100 Condominium Units 100 Condominium Units

The following 39 study intersections were selected by Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(LADOT) staff for analysis of potential impacts due to the proposed Project:

1. De Soto Avenue and Plummer Street
2. De Soto Avenue and Nordhoff Street



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                    IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR M. TRAFFIC

304

3. De Soto Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard
4. Winnetka Avenue and Devonshire Street
5. Winnetka Avenue and Lassen Street
6. Winnetka Avenue and Plummer Street
7. Winnetka Avenue and Prairie Street
8. Winnetka Avenue and Nordhoff Street
9. Winnetka Avenue and Parthenia Street
10. Winnetka Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard
11. Winnetka Avenue and Victory Boulevard
12. Corbin Avenue and Rinaldi Street
13. Corbin Avenue and Devonshire Street
14. Corbin Avenue and Lassen Street
15. Corbin Avenue and Plummer Street
16. Corbin Avenue and Prairie Street
17. Corbin Avenue and Nordhoff Place
18. Corbin Avenue and Nordhoff Street
19. Corbin Avenue and Parthenia Street
20. Corbin Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard
21. Corbin Avenue and Saticoy Street
22. Shirley Avenue and Plummer Street
23. Shirley Avenue and Nordhoff Street
24. Nordhoff Street and Nordhoff Way
25. Tampa Avenue and SR-118 Westbound Ramps
26. Tampa Avenue and SR-118 Eastbound Ramps
27. Tampa Avenue and Chatsworth Street
28. Tampa Avenue and Devonshire Street
29. Tampa Avenue and Lassen Street
30. Tampa Avenue and Plummer Street
31. Tampa Avenue and Nordhoff Street
32. Tampa Avenue and Roscoe Boulevard
33. Tampa Avenue and Saticoy Street
34. Wilbur Avenue and Plummer Street
35. Wilbur Avenue and Nordhoff Street
36. Reseda Boulevard and Plummer Street
37. Reseda Boulevard and Nordhoff Street
38. Reseda Boulevard and Victory Boulevard
39. Zelzah Avenue and Nordhoff Street

All of the study intersections selected for analysis are controlled by traffic signals. 
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Traffic Counts

Manual counts of vehicular turning movements were conducted at each of the 39 study
intersections during the weekday morning (AM) and afternoon (PM) commuter periods to
determine the peak hour  traffic volume.  Traffic volumes at the study intersections show the
typical peak periods between 7:00 to 10:00AM and 3:00 to 6:00PM generally associated with
peak commuter hours.

Existing traffic volumes for the AM and PM peak hours presented in Table 54: Existing Traffic
Volumes are shown in Figure 25: Existing Traffic Volumes Peak Hours, AM and PM.

TABLE 54
EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES

No Intersection Date Dir 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Began Volume Began Volume

1 De Soto Ave/Plummer St1 3/14/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

1,809
2,225
322
790

4:30

2,710
1,435
355
689

2 De Soto Ave/Nordhoff St2 1/25/01

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:00

504
34

1,369
594

5:00

19
87

121
467

3 De Soto Ave/Roscoe Blvd1 3/14/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:30

1,145
1,884
1,243
1,265

4:45

1,717
1,520
1,811
1,144

4 Winnetka Ave/Devonshire St1 3/12/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

442
23

1,061
1,297

4:30

1,035
30

1,067
955

5 Winnetka Ave/Lassen St1 3/12/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

778
853

1,003
1,140

4:30

1,391
440

1,204
689

6 Winnetka Ave/Plummer St1 3/12/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

1,075
1,742
574
959

4:30

1,659
708

1,096
574

7 Winnetka St/Prairie St1 3/12/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

1,502
2,045
113
149

4:45

1,760
956
248
405

8 Winnetka Ave/Nordhoff St1 3/12/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

1,511
1,843
835

1,293

4:30

1,342
1,504
1,840
892

9 Winnetka Ave/Parthenia St1 3/12/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

1,401
1,725
733

1,186

4:30

1,526
1,666
1,310
1,250

10 Winnetka Ave/Roscoe Blvd1 3/14/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:30

1,198
1,502
1,077
1,307

4:45

1,254
1,327
1,369
1,109
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11 Winnetka Ave/Victory Blvd2 3/27/01

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:00

1,789
1,393
1,662
1,322

5:00

1,182
1,544
1,292
1,354

12 Corbin Ave/Rinaldi St1 3/13/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:30

189
221
628
847

5:00

670
208
870
835

13 Corbin Ave/Devonshire St1 4/02/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

562
1,218
1,178
2,130

4:45

1,395
474

1,641
1,278

14 Corbin Ave/Lassen St1 3/12/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

655
1,698
1,154
1,380

4:45

1,767
730

1,247
706

15 Corbin Ave/Plummer St1 4/02/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:30

804
1,705
545

1,212

5:00

1,799
820

1,384
606

16 Corbin Ave/Prairie St1 3/07/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:30

1,329
1,379

56
100

4:30

1,613
1,175
498
196

17 Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St & Nordhoff Pl2 2/21/01

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:00

1,384
1,540
1,557
1,663

5:00

968
1,289
1,889
1,903

18 Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St & Nordhoff Way1 3/13/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

1,568
1,258
715

1,213

4:30

1,524
1,715
1,792
694

19 Corbin Ave/Parthenia St1 3/12/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

1,590
1,237
953

1,413

4:45

1,460
1,396
1,255
1,320

20 Corbin Ave/Roscoe Blvd1 3/12/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:30

1,063
1,407
1,193
1,192

5:00

1,196
1,312
1,406
1,215

21 Corbin Ave/Saticoy St1 3/14/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

1,058
1,390
1,298
1,395

5:00

1,240
1,205
1,422
1,305

22 Shirley Ave/Plummer St1 3/07/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

59
30

535
1,482

4:45

504
34

1,369
594

23 Shirley Ave/Nordhoff St1 3/07/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:45

19
87

121
467

4:45

88
262
463
531

24 Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way1 4/02/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

9
62

667
1,174

4:45

105
545

1,370
733

25 Tampa Ave/SR-118 WB Ramps 1 3/13/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:30

618
892

0
1,680

5:00

1,173
597

0
1,531
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26 Tampa Ave/SR-118 EB Ramps1 3/13/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

1,540
2,331
664

0

4:45

2,361
1,611
154
303

27 Tampa Ave/Chatsworth St2 4/02/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

8:00

1,189
2,363
144
482

5:00

2,158
1,806
154
303

28 Tampa Ave/Devonshire St1 3/12/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

1,051
1,717
916

1,398

4:45

1,843
1,193
1,267
871

29 Tampa Ave/Lassen St1 3/13/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

1,024
1,821
1,068
1,494

4:45

1,815
1,305
1,432
825

30 Tampa Ave/Plummer St1 3/13/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

1,033
1,838
554

1,247

4:30

1,468
1,351
1,888
558

31 Tampa Ave/Nordhoff St1 3/13/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

1,415
1,757
805

1,663

4:30

1,789
1,393
1,662
1,322

32 Tampa Ave/Roscoe Blvd1 3/13/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

1,182
1,544
1,292
1,354

5:00

1,357
1,441
1,497
1,467

33 Tampa Ave/Saticoy St1 3/14/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:30

1,019
1,469
1,333
1,347

5:00

1,421
1,447
1,499
1,381

34 Wilbur Ave/Plummer St1 3/13/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

427
1,154
503
609

4:45

598
481

1,207
506

35 Wilbur Ave/Nordhoff St1 3/14/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

174
690

1,138
1,445

4:45

254
352

1,747
1,339

36 Reseda Blvd/Plummer St1 3/14/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:15

970
1,600
588
92

4:30

1,512
2,665
731
487

37 Reseda Blvd/Nordhoff St1 3/14/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:30

1,014
1,264
1,172
1,673

3:30

1,384
1,540
1,557
1,663

38 Reseda Blvd/Victory Blvd1 3/14/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:30

968
1,289
1,889
1,903

5:00

1,250
1,089
2,067
1,612

39 Zelzah Ave/Nordhoff St1 3/14/02

NB
SB
EB
WB

7:30

245
1,091
1,291
2,203

5:00

306
970

2,360
1,477

1Count conducted by Accutek
2Count conducted by LADOT
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Figure 25: Existing Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 25: Existing Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours (Page 2 of 2)
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THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

The 39 study intersections were evaluated using the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) method
of analysis which determines the Volume to Capacity (v/c) ratio on a critical lane basis. The
overall intersection v/c ratio is subsequently assigned a Level of Service (LOS) value to describe
intersection operations. The Levels of Service vary from LOS A (free flow) to LOS F (jammed
condition).

The significance of the potential impacts of project generated traffic at each study intersection
was identified using the traffic impact criteria set forth in LADOT’s Traffic Study Policies and
Procedures, November 1993.  According to the City’s published traffic study guidelines, a
significant transportation impact is determined based on the sliding scale criteria presented in
Table 55: Significant Intersection Impact Thresholds.

TABLE 55
SIGNIFICANT INTERSECTIONS IMPACT THRESHOLDS1

Final v/c Level of Service Project Related Increase in v/c

> 0.700 - 0.800 C Equal to or greater than 0.04

> 0.800 - 0.900 D Equal to or greater than 0.02

> 0.900 E-F Equal to or greater than 0.01

1SOURCE: LADOT’s Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, November, 1993.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Traffic volumes expected to be generated by the proposed development scenarios during AM and
PM peak hours, as well as on a daily basis, were estimated using rates published in the Institute
of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation manual, 6th Edition, 1997. 

Thirty-nine study intersections were evaluated using the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA)
method  of analysis which determines volume to capacity (v/c) ratio on a critical lane basis.  The
overall intersection v/c ratio is subsequently assigned a Level of Service (LOS) value to describe
intersection operations.  The Levels of Service vary from LOS A (free flow) to LOS F (jammed
condition).

Project Site Traffic Generation

It should be noted that specific vehicular access points to and from the Project Site have not been
determined at this time.  For purposes of analysis, it is assumed that vehicular access to the
Project Site will be provided via Prairie Street, Corbin Avenue, Nordhoff Street, and Shirley
Avenue. It is anticipated that full access (both ingress and egress) turning movements will be
accommodated at the Project driveways for both sites.
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A 20 percent pass-by adjustment has been applied to the traffic volumes forecasts for the retail
component of Scenarios 1 and 3 for both the Project Site Only and Full Build Out Projects. Pass-
by trips are made as intermediate stops on the way from an origin to a primary trip destination
without a route diversion. Pass-by trips are attracted from traffic passing the site on an adjacent
street or roadway that offers direct access to the generator. The pass-by traffic forecast has been
estimated based on existing traffic volumes at the study intersection, on recommended practice in
Chapter 5 of the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, October, 1998, and on LADOT policy. A 10
percent internal capture adjustment has been applied to the traffic volume forecasts for the
residential component of Scenarios 3 and 4 for both the Project Site Only and Full Build Out
Projects. Trips otherwise made from residential land uses to an office or retail land use
destination would be captured internally by the proposed mixed-use development because
residents would be able to walk, rather than drive, to their destination..   

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only

As shown in Table 56: Scenario 1 Retail Trip Generation, Project Site Only, Scenario 1:
Retail Project Site Only is expected to generate a net reduction of 87 vehicle trips (140 fewer
inbound and 53 more outbound) during the AM peak hour.  During the PM peak hour, the
proposed Project is expected to generate 821 net new vehicle trips (519  inbound and 303
outbound). Over a 24-hour period, the proposed Project is forecast to generate 10,714 net new
daily trip ends during a typical weekday (5,357 inbound and 5,357 outbound trips).

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only

As shown in Table 57: Scenario 2 Office Trip Generation, Project Site Only, Scenario 2:
Office Project Site Only is expected to generate a total of 750 net new vehicle trips (668 inbound
and 82 outbound) during the AM peak hour.  During the PM peak hour, Scenario 2: Office
Project Site Only is expected to generate 817 net new vehicle trips (169  inbound and 648
outbound).  Over a 24-hour period, Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only is forecast to generate
6,094 net new daily trip ends during a typical weekday (3,047 inbound and 3,047 outbound trips).

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only

As shown in Table 58: Scenario 3 Retail/Residential Trip Generation Project Site Only,
Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only is expected to generate a net reduction of 21
vehicle trips (149 fewer inbound and 127 outbound) during the AM peak hour. During the PM
peak hour, Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only is expected to generate 752 net new
vehicle trips (511 inbound and 240 outbound).  Over a 24-hour period, Scenario 3:
Retail/Residential Project Site Only is forecast to generate 10,056 net new daily trip ends during
a typical weekday (5,028 inbound and 5,028 outbound trips).
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TABLE 56
SCENARIO 1: RETAIL TRIP GENERATION, PROJECT SITE ONLY1

Land Use Size Daily Trip Ends
Volumes2

AM Peak Hour Volumes2 PM Peak Hour Volumes2

In Out Total In Out Total

Project Site
Shopping Center3

Less 20% Pass-By4
340,000 sf 14,973

(2,995)
202
(40)

129
(26)

331
(66)

676
(135)

732
(146)

1,408
(282)

Subtotal 11,978 162 103 265 541 586 1,126

Homeplace facility5

Elder Housing
Nursing Home
Assisted Living

336 du
100 beds

50 du

1,169
261
108

15
10
2

9
7
1

24
17
3

20
8
5

14
12
4

34
20
9

Subtotal 1,538 27 17 44 33 30 63

Existing Use
       Research & Development6 340,000 glsf (2,802) (329) (67) (396) (55) (313) (368)

Subtotal (2,802) (329) (67) (396) (55) (313) (368)

Trips at Non-Adjacent Intersections 10,714 (140) 53 (87) 519 303 821

Trips at Adjacent Intersections 13,709 (100) 79 (21) 654 449 1,103

1SOURCE: ITE “Trip Generation”, 6th Edition, 1997
2Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving
3ITE Land Use Code 820 (Shopping Center) trip generation equation rates
4Pass-by trip reduction based on LADOT policy on pass-by trips. The pass-by trip reduction will be applied to the study intersections located
immediately adjacent to the project site.
5Source: “Traffic Assessment for the proposed Homeplace Retirement Community”, prepared by LLG Engineers, July 26, 1999.
6ITE Land Use Code 760 (Research & Development) trip generation equation rates
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TABLE 57
SCENARIO 2: OFFICE TRIP GENERATION, PROJECT SITE ONLY1

Land Use Size Daily Trip Ends
Volumes2

AM Peak Hour Volumes2 PM Peak Hour Volumes2

In Out Total In Out Total

Project Site
               General Office3 930,000 sf 7,358 970 132 1,102 191 931 1,122

Subtotal 7,358 970 132 1,102 191 931 1,122

Homeplace facility4

Elder Housing
Nursing Home
Assisted Living

336 du
100 beds

50 du

1,169
261
108

15
10
2

9
7
1

24
17
3

20
8
5

14
12
4

34
20
9

Subtotal 1,538 27 17 44 33 30 63

Existing Use
       Research & Development5 340,000 glsf (2,802) (329) (67) (396) (55) (313) (368)

Subtotal (2,802) (329) (67) (396) (55) (313) (368)

Trips at Non-Adjacent Intersections 6,094 668 82 750 169 648 817

Trips at Adjacent Intersections 6,094 668 82 750 169 648 817

1SOURCE: ITE “Trip Generation”, 6th Edition, 1997
2Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving
3ITE Land Use Code 710 (Office) trip generation equation rates
4SOURCE: “Traffic Assessment for the proposed Homeplace Retirement Community”, prepared by LLG Engineers, July 26, 1999.
5ITE Land Use Code 760 (Research & Development) trip generation equation rates
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TABLE 58
SCENARIO 3: RETAIL/RESIDENTIAL TRIP GENERATION, PROJECT SITE ONLY1

Land Use Size Daily Trip Ends
Volumes2

AM Peak Hour Volumes2 PM Peak Hour Volumes2

In Out Total In Out Total

Project Site
             Shopping Center3

             Less 20% Pass-By4

             Condominiums5

             Less 10% Internal             
       Capture6

250,000 sf

300 du

12,288
(2,458)
1,656
(166)

168
(34)
21
(2)

108
(22)
101
(10)

276
(55)
122
(12)

552
(110)
102
(10)

598
(120)

50
(5)

1,150
(230)
152
(15)

Subtotal 11,320 153 177 331 533 523 1,057

Homeplace facility7

Elder Housing
Nursing Home
Assisted Living

336 du
100 beds

50 du

1,169
261
108

15
10
2

9
7
1

24
17
3

20
8
5

14
12
4

34
20
9

Subtotal 1,538 27 17 44 33 30 63

Existing Use
       Research & Development8 340,000 glsf (2,802) (329) (67) (396) (55) (313) (368)

Subtotal (2,802) (329) (67) (396) (55) (313) (368)

Trips at Non-Adjacent Intersections 10,056 (149) 127 (21) 511 240 752

Trips at Adjacent Intersections 12,514 (115) 149 34 622 360 982

1SOURCE: ITE “Trip Generation”, 6th Edition, 1997
2Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving
3ITE Land Use Code 820 (Shopping Center) trip generation equation rates
4Pass-by trip reduction based on LADOT policy on pass-by trips. The pass-by trip reduction will be applied to the study intersections located
immediately adjacent to the project site.
5ITE Land Use Code 230 (Condominiums) trip generation equation rates
6Internal trip capture reduction based on synergy between retail and residential land uses
7SOURCE: “Traffic Assessment for the proposed Homeplace Retirement Community”, prepared by LLG Engineers, July 26, 1999.
8ITE Land Use Code 760 (Research & Development) trip generation equation rates
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Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only

As shown in Table 59: Scenario 4 Office/Residential Trip Generation, Project Site Only,
Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only is expected to generate a total of 627 net new
vehicle trips (482 inbound and 145 outbound) during the AM peak hour.  During the PM peak
hour, Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only is expected to generate 685 net new
vehicle trips (215 inbound and 471 outbound).  Over a 24-hour period, Scenario 4:
Office/Residential Project Site Only is forecast to generate 6,076 net new daily trip ends during a
typical weekday (3,038 inbound and 3,038 outbound trips).

TABLE 59
SCENARIO 4: OFFICE/RESIDENTIAL TRIP GENERATION, PROJECT SITE ONLY1

Land Use Size Daily Trip Ends
Volumes2

AM Peak Hour Volumes2 PM Peak Hour Volumes2

In Out Total In Out Total

Project Site
               General Office3

               Condominiums4

               Less 10% Internal           
          Capture5

690,000 sf
300 du

5,850
1,656
(166)

765
21
(2)

104
101
(10)

869
122
(12)

145
102
(10)

708
50
(5)

853
152
(15)

Subtotal 7,340 784 195 979 237 753 990

Homeplace facility6

Elder Housing
Nursing Home
Assisted Living

336 du
100 beds

50 du

1,169
261
108

15
10
2

9
7
1

24
17
3

20
8
5

14
12
4

34
20
9

Subtotal 1,538 27 17 44 33 30 63

Existing Use
      Research & Development7 340,000 glsf (2,802) (329) (67) (396) (55) (313) (368)

Subtotal (2,802) (329) (67) (396) (55) (313) (368)

Trips at Non-Adjacent Intersections 6,076 482 145 627 215 471 685

Trips at Adjacent Intersections 6,076 482 145 627 215 471 685

1SOURCE: ITE “Trip Generation”, 6th Edition, 1997
2Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving
3ITE Land Use Code 710 (Office) trip generation equation rates
4ITE Land Use Code 230 (Condominium) trip generation equation rates
5Internal trip capture reduction based on synergy between office and residential land uses
6SOURCE: “Traffic Assessment for the proposed Homeplace Retirement Community”, prepared by LLG Engineers, July 26, 1999.
7ITE Land Use Code 760 (Research & Development) trip generation equation rates

Based on discussions with LADOT staff, a generalized distribution pattern was developed for
development scenarios determined for the Project Site Only. Project traffic was assigned to the
local roadway system based on a traffic distribution pattern which reflected the proposed Project
Site Only land uses, the anticipated vehicular site access scheme, existing traffic movements,
characteristics of the surrounding roadway system, and nearby residential areas. The distribution 
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pattern was developed in consultation with City staff and was submitted for review and approval
by LADOT staff before finalization.

The corresponding forecast AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes at the study intersections for
each of the Project Site Only scenarios are shown in Figures 26 thru 29, Project Traffic
Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours, Project Site Only. 

Future Traffic Conditions

A forecast of on-street traffic conditions prior to development of the site was prepared by
incorporating potential trips associated with other known development projects (related projects)
in the area.  

Pursuant to the direction of LADOT’s traffic study guidelines, Level of Service calculations have
been prepared for the following scenarios:

(a) Existing traffic conditions.
(b) Condition (a) plus two percent (2%) ambient traffic growth through 2005.
(c) Condition (b) with completion and occupancy of the related projects.
(d) Condition (c) with completion and occupancy of the proposed development

scenarios (2005).
(e) Condition (d) with implementation of mitigation measures, where necessary.

Traffic volumes for each new condition were added to volumes in the prior condition to
determine the change in capacity utilization at the study intersections.

Future Conditions with Ambient Growth

Growth in traffic due to the combined effects of continuing development, intensification of
existing development, and other factors was assumed to be two percent (2%) per year through
2005.  This ambient growth incrementally increases the volume to capacity ratios at all of the
study intersections. 

An annual two percent (2.0%) ambient growth rate was assumed so as to account for unknown
related projects in the vicinity of the site. Additionally, it was assumed that all new development
on the site will be complete and occupied by 2005.

It should be noted that installation of LADOT’s Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control
System (ATSAC)/Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS) is assumed to be complete by 2005
at study intersections located within the Ronald Reagan Freeway Corridor System (i.e., from
Devonshire Street to Rinaldi Street). LADOT estimates that the ATSAC system reduces the
critical Volume to Capacity (v/c) ratios by seven percent (0.07) and ATCS system upgrades 
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Figure 26: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 1: Retail, Project
Site Only (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 26: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 1: Retail, Project
Site Only (Page 2 of 2)
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Figure 27: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 2: Office, Project
Site Only (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 27: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 2: Office, Project
Site Only (Page 2 of 2)
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Figure 28: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 3: Retail/Residential,
Project Site Only (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 28: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 3: Retail/Residential,
Project Site Only (Page 2 of 2)
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Figure 29: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 4:
Office/Residential, Project Site Only (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 29: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 4:
Office/Residential, Project Site Only (Page 2 of 2)
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further reduces the critical v/c ratios by three percent (0.03).  Therefore, a 0.10 reduction in the
v/c ratios was assumed in the future pre-Project conditions (i.e., with ambient growth). The
Reseda and Canoga Park Systems are not anticipated to be complete until 2006, which is after the
anticipated build out of the proposed Project. Accordingly, reductions in the v/c ratios have not
been assumed in the future pre-project conditions at study intersections located within the Reseda
and Canoga Park Systems. 

Future Conditions with Related Projects

The Levels of Service at all of the study intersections are incrementally increased by the addition
of traffic generated by related projects. Summaries of the v/c ratios and LOS values for the study
intersections during the AM and PM peak hours as a result of ambient growth, related project
traffic, and the proposed Project Site Only development scenarios are shown in Tables 59
through 62, Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM and PM
Peak Hours.

As shown in Column [2] of the Level of Service Summary Tables, 14 of the 39 study
intersections are expected to operate at LOS D or better during the AM and/or PM peak hours
with the addition of ambient growth traffic.  Twenty five study intersections are expected to
operate at LOS E or F during peak hours with the addition of ambient growth traffic.  

As presented in Column [3] of the Level of Service Summary Tables, 13 of the 39 study
intersections are expected to operate at LOS D or better during the AM and/or PM peak hours
with the addition of growth in ambient traffic and traffic due to related projects.  Twenty six
study intersections are anticipated to operate at LOS E or F with the addition of growth in
ambient traffic and related project traffic during peak hours.

Roadway improvements associated with the Porter Ranch development project at Intersections
12, 13, and 27 have been assumed in the future pre-project conditions. Porter Ranch project
mitigation at the Corbin Avenue and Rinaldi Street intersection (Intersection 12) includes
restriping the northbound and southbound approaches to provide two left-turn lanes, one through
lane, and one shared through/right-turn lane.  The Porter Ranch project mitigation at the Corbin
Avenue and Devonshire Street (Intersection 13) intersection includes restriping the southbound
approach to provide one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one shared through/right-turn lane. 
The Porter Ranch project mitigation at the Tampa Avenue and Chatsworth Street intersection
(Intersection 27) includes restriping the northbound Tampa Avenue approach to provide one left-
turn lane, three through lanes, and one shared through/right-turn lane.

Traffic generation for related projects for the AM and PM peak hours and a typical weekday is
presented in Table 60: Related Project Trip Generation. The anticipated distribution of related
project traffic volumes at study intersections  during AM and PM peak hours is shown in Figure
30: Related Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours.
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TABLE 60
RELATED PROJECT TRIP GENERATION1

Proje
ct No Land Use Size

Daily Trip
Ends

Volumes2

AM Peak Hour Volumes2 PM Peak Hour Volumes2

In Out Total In Out Total

1 Courthouse3 8 courts n/a 490 65 555 15 330 345

2 Shopping Center3

Less 50% Pass-by4 28,404 gsf 3,035
(1,519)

46
(23)

29
(15)

75
(38)

131
(66)

142
(71)

273
(137)

3 Drug Store5 16,580 gsf (170) (26) (2) (28) 16 (14) 2

4
Church4

Senior Residential Facility7

Nursery School8

6,700 gsf
58 du

45 students

61
50

203

3
3

19

2
2

17

5
5

36

2
3

18

2
2

21

4
5

39

5

Porter Ranch9

Apartments
Office

Medical Office
Hotel Rooms

Retail
Restaurant

Church 

3,395 du
560,000 sf
80,000 sf
300 rooms

2,275,000 sf
45,000 sf

193,000 sf

129,250 2,653 2,821 5,474 6,330 6,226 12,556

6 Deer Lake Ranch10 484 du 4,632 91 272 363 313 176 489

7 LAUSD11 888 students 1,288 233 176 409 67 75 142

8 Office12 80,000 sf 1,118 137 19 156 29 140 169

9 Las Lomas Project13

10 CSUN Masterplan14

11 Private High School15 550 students 1,925 304 202 506 42 68 110

Total 139,874 3,930 3,589 7,519 6,901 7,097 13,998

1Source: ITE “Trip Generation”, 6th Edition, 1997
2Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving
3LADOT trip generation forecast
4Pass-by trips are attracted from traffic passing the site on an adjacent street containing direct access to the site. The pass-by reductions        
were based on LADOT policy on pass-by trips.
5Source: Northridge Sav-On (Store #9643) Project Traffic Impact Study prepared by LLG Engineers, February, 2002
6ITE Land Use Code 560 (church) average trip generation rates. The 600 seat sanctuary was assumed to be 6,700 sf
7ITE Land Use Code 253 (Senior Houfing Attached) average trip generation rates
8ITE Land Use Code 565 (Day Care) average trip generation rates
9Source: Porter Ranch Specific Plan Traffic Impact Study, prepared by Crain & Associates, March 2000. Pursuant to the direction of        
LADOT staff, approximately one-third of the development is anticipated to be complete by 2005.
10Source: Deer Lake Ranch Traffic Impact Study, prepared by LLG Engineers, revised November, 2001
11ITE Land Use Code 522 (High School) average trip generation rates
12ITE Land Use Code 710 (Office) trip generation equation rates
13The Las Lomas project is located in the County of Los Angeles and is not anticipated to commence construction until after 2005 (after          
the proposed Project completion)
14This phase of the CSUN Masterplan project is currently in planning stages and is not anticipated to be built and occupied until after          
2005 (after the proposed Project completion)
15ITE Land Use Code 521 (Private High School) average trip generation rates

In order to account for unknown related projects not included in this analysis, the existing traffic
volumes were increased at an annual rate of two percent (2.0%) per year to 2005 (i.e., the
anticipated year of completion).  Application of this annual ambient growth factor allows for a 
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Figure 30: Related Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 30: Related Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours (Page 2 of 2)



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                    IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR M. TRAFFIC

329

conservative worst case forecast of future traffic volumes in the area.  The ambient growth factor
was determined by LADOT staff.

Future Conditions with Project – Scenario 1: Retail, Project Site Only

As shown in Column [4] of Table 61: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of
Service AM and PM Peak Hours, Scenario 1 Retail, Project Site Only, application of the
City’s significant traffic impact thresholds to the future with Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only
would result in a significant impact to 13 study intersections.  According to the LADOT impact
criteria, Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only would create significant impacts during the peak
hours at the intersections identified in Table 62: Level of Service Summary Before Mitigation
Scenario 1 Retail, Project Site Only.
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TABLE 61
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVELS OF SERVICE AM AND PM PEAK HOURS SCENARIO 1:

RETAIL, PROJECT SITE ONLY

No. Intersection Peak
Hour

[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

2002
Existing

    V/C     LOS

2005
W/ Ambient

Growth
      V/C      LOS

2005
W/ Related

Projects
    V/C      LOS

2005
W/ Scenario 1

     V/C    LOS

Change
v/c

[(4)-(3)]

Sig.
Imp

2005
W/ Project
Mitigation

     V/C         LOS

Change
v/c

[(5)-(3)]
Mit.

1 De Soto Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.138
1.070

F
F

1.206
1.134

F
F

1.226
1.170

F
F

1.226
1.179

F
F

0.000
0.009

NO
NO

1.072
1.060

F
F

-0.154
-0.110

---
---

2 De Soto Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.032
0.910

F
E

1.093
0.964

F
E

1.139
0.990

F
E

1.140
0.994

F
E

0.001
0.004

NO
NO

1.023
0.937

F
E

-0.116
-0.053

---
---

3 De Soto Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.825
0.885

D
D

0.874
0.939

D
E

0.886
0.970

D
E

0.887
0.978

D
E

0.001
0.008

NO
NO

0.839
0.905

D
E

-0.047
-0.065

---
---

4 Winnetka Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.584
0.856

A
D

0.519
0.807

A
D

0.519
0.828

A
D

0.519
0.832

A
D

0.000
0.004

NO
NO

0.516
0.807

A
D

-0.003
-0.021

---
---

5 Winnetka Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

0.778
0.765

C
C

0.825
0.811

D
D

0.844
0.833

D
D

0.843
0.836

D
D

-0.001
0.003

NO
NO

0.832
0.825

D
D

-0.012
-0.008

---
---

6 Winnetka Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.841
0.763

D
C

0.891
0.808

D
D

0.910
0.829

E
D

0.909
0.833

E
D

-0.001
0.004

NO
NO

0.855
0.807

D
D

-0.055
-0.022

---
---

7 Winnetka Ave./
Prairie St.

AM
PM

0.616
0.642

B
B

0.653
0.681

B
B

0.755
0.739

C
C

0.748
0.758

C
C

-0.007
0.019

NO
NO

0.726
0.736

C
C

-0.029
-0.003

---
---

8 Winnetka Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.998
0.910

E
E

1.058
0.965

F
E

1.118
0.971

F
E

1.117
0.984

F
E

-0.001
0.013

NO
YES

1.071
0.964

F
E

-0.047
-0.007

---
YES

9 Winnetka Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.033
1.118

F
F

1.095
1.185

F
F

1.097
1.191

F
F

1.098
1.202

F
F

0.001
0.011

NO
YES

1.079
1.183

F
F

-0.018
-0.008

---
YES

10 Winnetka Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.989
0.912

E
E

1.048
0.966

F
E

1.051
0.979

F
E

1.052
0.988

F
E

0.001
0.009

NO
NO

1.034
0.970

F
E

-0.017
-0.009

---
---

11 Winnetka Ave./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

0.887
1.057

D
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.915
1.098

E
F

0.001
0.003

NO
NO

0.908
1.091

E
F

-0.006
-0.004

---
---

12 Corbin Ave./
Rinaldi St.

AM
PM

0.612
0.559

B
A

0.549
0.493

A
A

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

---
—

13 Corbin Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

1.051
0.942

F
E

1.014
0.899

F
D

0.929
0.965

E
E

0.927
0.978

E
E

-0.002
0.013

NO
YES

0.906
0.947

E
E

-0.023
-0.018

---
YES

14 Corbin Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.132
0.947

F
E

1.200
1.003

F
F

1.263
1.044

F
F

1.255
1.064

F
F

-0.008
0.020

NO
YES

1.218
1.027

F
F

-0.045
-0.017

---
YES

15 Corbin Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.993
1.071

E
F

1.053
1.136

F
F

1.119
1.185

F
F

1.106
1.228

F
F

-0.013
0.043

NO
YES

1.040
1.080

F
F

-0.079
-0.105

---
YES

16 Corbin Ave./
Praire St.

AM
PM

0.631
0.783

B
C

0.669
0.830

B
D

0.737
0.872

C
D

0.750
1.012

C
F

0.013
0.140

NO
YES

0.700
0.786

C
C

-0.037
-0.086

---
YES

17
Corbin Ave./

Nordhoff Place/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.443
0.984

A
E

0.470
1.043

A
F

0.628
1.108

B
F

0.626
1.182

B
F

-0.002
0.074

NO
YES

0.589
0.929

A
E

-0.039
-0.179

---
YES

18
Corbin Ave./
Nordhoff St./

Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

0.923
0.996

E
E

0.978
1.056

E
F

1.026
1.092

F
F

1.025
1.133

F
F

-0.001
0.041

NO
YES

0.965
1.074

E
F

-0.061
-0.018

---
YES

19 Corbin Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.070
1.058

F
F

1.134
1.121

F
F

1.151
1.150

F
F

1.141
1.199

F
F

-0.010
0.049

NO
YES

1.085
1.143

F
F

-0.066
-0.007

---
YES
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20 Corbin Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.877
0.833

D
D

0.929
0.883

E
D

0.960
0.911

E
E

0.957
0.947

E
E

-0.003
0.036

NO
YES

0.921
0.910

E
E

-0.039
-0.001

---
YES

21 Corbin Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

0.953
0.998

E
E

1.010
1.058

F
F

1.031
1.074

F
F

1.032
1.081

F
F

0.001
0.007

NO
NO

1.002
1.051

F
F

-0.029
-0.023

---
---

22 Shirley Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.467
0.704

A
C

0.495
0.747

A
C

0.499
0.750

A
C

0.497
0.785

A
C

-0.002
0.035

NO
NO

0.497
0.785

A
C

-0.002
0.035

---
---

23 Shirley Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.208
0.420

A
A

0.220
0.445

A
A

0.298
0.451

A
A

0.290
0.544

A
A

-0.008
0.093

NO
NO

0.290
0.544

A
A

-0.008
0.093

---
---

24 Nordhoff St./
Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

0.304
0.537

A
A

0.322
0.569

A
A

0.328
0.572

A
A

0.332
0.596

A
A

0.004
0.024

NO
NO

0.332
0.596

A
A

0.004
0.024

---
---

25 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 WB Ramps

AM
PM

0.893
0.744

D
C

0.846
0.689

D
B

0.855
0.702

D
C

0.851
0.718

D
C

-0.004
0.016

NO
NO

0.844
0.711

D
C

-0.011
0.009

---
---

26 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 EB Ramps

AM
PM

0.880
0.843

D
D

0.833
0.794

D
C

0.841
0.821

D
D

0.842
0.826

D
D

0.001
0.005

NO
NO

0.842
0.826

D
D

0.001
0.005

---
---

27 Tampa Ave./
Chatsworth St.

AM
PM

0.695
0.649

B
B

0.637
0.588

B
A

0.684
0.553

B
A

0.681
0.558

B
A

-0.003
0.005

NO
NO

0.674
0.553

B
A

-0.010
0.000

---
---

28 Tampa Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.849
0.949

D
E

0.800
0.906

D
E

0.844
0.950

D
E

0.840
0.959

D
E

-0.004
0.009

NO
NO

0.821
0.944

D
E

-0.023
-0.006

---
---

29 Tampa Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

0.967
0.948

E
E

1.025
1.005

F
F

1.047
1.027

F
F

1.043
1.036

F
F

-0.004
0.009

NO
NO

1.028
1.022

F
F

-0.019
-0.005

---
---

30 Tampa Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.859
0.915

D
E

0.911
0.970

E
E

0.937
0.980

E
E

0.932
1.001

E
F

-0.005
0.021

NO
YES

0.914
0.982

E
E

-0.023
0.002

---
YES

31 Tampa Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.978
1.093

E
F

1.036
1.158

F
F

1.122
1.181

F
F

1.111
1.194

F
F

-0.011
0.013

NO
YES

1.087
1.168

F
F

-0.035
-0.013

---
YES

32 Tampa Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.949
0.801

E
D

1.006
0.849

F
D

1.010
0.854

F
D

1.009
0.865

F
D

-0.001
0.011

NO
NO

0.993
0.853

E
D

-0.017
-0.001

---
---

33 Tampa Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

0.942
0.921

E
E

0.998
0.976

E
E

1.002
0.978

F
E

1.002
0.983

F
E

0.000
0.005

NO
NO

0.989
0.974

E
E

-0.013
-0.004

---
---

34 Wilbur Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.652
0.558

B
A

0.691
0.592

B
A

0.700
0.590

C
A

0.698
0.602

B
B

-0.002
0.012

NO
NO

0.698
0.602

B
B

-0.002
0.012

---
---

35 Wilbur Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.600
0.582

B
A

0.636
0.617

B
B

0.659
0.618

B
B

0.656
0.633

B
B

-0.003
0.015

NO
NO

0.656
0.633

B
B

-0.003
0.015

---
---

36 Reseda Blvd./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.699
1.195

B
F

0.741
1.266

C
F

0.739
1.291

C
F

0.739
1.301

C
F

0.000
0.010

NO
YES

0.668
1.269

B
F

-0.071
-0.022

---
YES

37 Reseda Blvd./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.820
0.966

D
E

0.869
1.024

D
F

0.898
1.035

D
F

0.896
1.042

D
F

-0.002
0.007

NO
NO

0.896
1.042

D
F

-0.002
0.007

---
---

38 Reseda Blvd./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

0.993
0.906

E
E

1.026
0.935

F
E

1.028
0.940

F
E

1.028
0.944

F
E

0.000
0.004

NO
NO

1.028
0.944

F
E

0.000
0.004

---
---

39 Zelzah Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.897
0.875

D
D

0.851
0.928

D
E

0.913
0.945

E
E

0.910
0.953

E
E

-0.003
0.008

NO
NO

0.910
0.953

E
E

-0.003
0.008

---
---
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TABLE 62
INTERSECTIONS WITH SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION 

SCENARIO 1: RETAIL PROJECT SITE ONLY

No Intersection 2005 w/ Related
Projects

2005 w/
Project

Change
V/C

LOS w
Related
Projects

LOS w/
Project

8 PM Winnetka Ave/Nordhoff Street 0.971 0.984 0.013 E E

9 PM Winnetka Ave/Parthenia st 1.191 1.202 0.011 F F

13 PM Corbin Ave/Devonshire St 0.965 0.978 0.013 E E

14 PM Corbin Ave/Lassen St 1.044 1.064 0.020 F F

15 PM Corbin Ave/Plummer St 1.185 1.228 0.043 F F

16 PM Corbin Ave/Prairie St 0.872 1.012 0.140 D F

17 PM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff Pl/Nordhoff St 1.108 1.182 0.074 F F

18 PM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way 1.092 1.133 0.041 F F

19 PM Corbin Ave/Parthenia St 1.150 1.199 0.049 F F

20 PM Corbin Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.911 0.947 0.036 E E

30 PM Tampa Ave/Plummer St 0.980 1.001 0.021 E F

31 PM Tampa Ave/Nordhoff St 1.181 1.194 0.013 F F

36 PM Reseda Blvd/Plummer St 1.291 1.301 0.010 F F

As indicated in Table 61: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM
and PM Peak Hours Scenario 1 Retail, Project Site Only, incremental but not significant
impacts are noted at the remaining study intersections due to the development of Scenario 1:
Retail Project Site Only. Traffic volumes in the future resulting from Scenario 1: Retail Project
Site Only (existing, ambient growth, related projects, and Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only)
for the AM and PM peak hours are shown in Figure 31: Future Traffic Volumes with Scenario
1 Retail, Project Site Only.

Future Conditions with Project – Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only

As shown in Column [4] of Table 63: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of
Service AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 2 Office, Project Site Only application of the
City’s significant traffic impact thresholds to the future with Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only
would result in a significant impact to 19 study intersections.  According to the LADOT impact
criteria, Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only would create significant impacts during peak hours
at the intersections identified in Table 64: Level of Service Summary Before Mitigation
Scenario 2 Office, Project Site Only.
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Figure 31: Future Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hour With Scenario 1: Retail,
Project Site Only (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 31: Future Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hour With Scenario 1: Retail,
Project Site Only (Page 2 of 2)
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TABLE 63
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVELS OF SERVICE AM AND PM PEAK HOURS SCENARIO 2 OFFICE, PROJECT SITE ONLY

No Intersection Peak
Hour

[1] 
2002 Existing

[2]
2005 w/ Ambient Growth

[3]
2005 w/ Related Projects

[4] [5] [6]

2005 w/ Proposed Project Change
v/c

 [(4)-(3)]
Sig. Impact

2005 w/ Project Mitigation Change v/c 
[(5)-(3)] Mitigated

2005 w/ Project TDM Change v/c
[(6)-(3)] Mitigated

v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS

1 De Soto Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

1.138
1.070

F
F

1.206
1.134

F
F

1.226
1.170

F
F

1.233
1.084

F
F

0.007
0.014

NO
YES

1.079
0.964

F
E

-0.147
-0.106

—
YES

1.077
0.962

F
E

-0.149
-0.108

—
—

2 De Soto Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

1.032
0.910

F
E

1.093
0.964

F
E

1.139
0.990

F
E

1.140
0.995

F
E

0.001
0.005

NO
NO

1.023
0.938

F
E

-0.116
-0.052

—
— 

1.023
0.935

F
E

-0.116
-0.055

—
—

3 De Soto Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.825
0.885

D
D

0.874
0.939

D
E

0.886
0.970

D
E

0.888
0.977

D
E

0.002
0.007

NO
NO

0.839
0.904

D
E

-0.047
-0.066

—
— 

0.839
0.903

D
E

-0.047
-0.067

—
—

4 Winnetka Ave/ Devonshire St AM
PM

0.584
0.856

A
D

0.519
0.807

A
D

0.519
0.828

A
D

0.520
0.829

A
D

0.001
0.001

NO
NO

0.517
0.805

A
D

-0.002
-0.023

—
— 

0.517
0.805

A
D

-0.002
-0.023

—
—

5 Winnetka Ave/ Lassen St AM
PM

0.778
0.765

C
C

0.825
0.811

D
D

0.844
0.833

D
D

0.849
0.834

D
D

0.005
0.001

NO
NO

0.838
0.823

D
D

-0.006
-0.010

—
— 

0.837
0.822

D
D

-0.007
-0.011

—
—

6 Winnetka Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.841
0.763

D
C

0.891
0.808

D
D

0.910
0.829

E
D

0.917
0.833

E
D

0.007
0.004

NO
NO

0.864
0.806

D
D

-0.046
-0.023

—
— 

0.863
0.805

D
D

-0.047
-0.024

—
—

7 Winnetka Ave/ Prairie St AM
PM

0.616
0.642

B
B

0.653
0.681

B
B

0.755
0.739

C
C

0.797
0.760

C
C

0.042
0.021

YES
NO

0.775
0.737

C
C

-0.020
-0.002

YES
—

0.766
0.733

C
C

0.011
-0.006

—
—

8 Winnetka Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.998
0.910

E
E

1.058
0.965

F
E

1.118
0.971

F
E

1.129
0.975

F
E

0.011
0.004

YES
NO

1.082
0.955

F
E

-0.036
-0.016

YES
—

1.080
0.955

F
E

-0.038
-0.016

—
—

9 Winnetka Ave/ Parthenia St AM
PM

1.033
1.118

F
F

1.095
1.185

F
F

1.097
1.191

F
F

1.098
1.195

F
F

0.001
0.004

NO
NO

1.080
1.176

F
F

-0.017
-0.015

—
— 

1.080
1.176

F
F

-0.017
-0.015

—
—

10 Winnetka Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.989
0.912

E
E

1.048
0.966

F
E

1.051
0.979

F
E

1.053
0.987

F
E

0.002
0.008

NO
NO

1.034
0.969

F
E

-0.017
-0.010

—
— 

1.034
0.968

F
E

-0.017
-0.011

—
—

11 Winnetka Ave/ Victory Blvd AM
PM

0.887
1.057

D
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.915
1.096

E
F

0.001
0.001

NO
NO

0.908
1.089

E
F

-0.006
-0.006

—
— 

0.908
1.089

E
F

-0.149
-0.108

—
—

12 Corbin Ave/ Rinaldi St AM
PM

0.612
0.559

B
A

0.549
0.493

A
A

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

—
— 

0.693
0.686

B
B

-0.116
-0.055

—
—

13 Corbin Ave/ Devonshire St AM
PM

1.051
0.942

F
E

1.014
0.899

F
D

0.929
0.965

E
E

0.947
0.986

E
E

0.018
0.021

YES
YES

0.926
0.954

E
E

-0.003
-0.011

YES
YES

0.922
0.950

E
E

-0.047
-0.067

—
—

14 Corbin Ave/ Lassen St AM
PM

1.132
0.947

F
E

1.200
1.003

F
F

1.263
1.044

F
F

1.300
1.074

F
F

0.037
0.030

YES
YES

1.264
1.037

F
F

0.001
-0.007

YES
YES

1.255
1.031

F
F

-0.002
-0.023

—
—

15 Corbin Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.993
1.071

E
F

1.053
1.136

F
F

1.119
1.185

F
F

1.184
1.237

F
F

0.065
0.052

YES
YES

1.117
1.083

F
F

-0.002
-0.102

YES
YES

1.103
1.075

F
F

-0.007
-0.011

—
—

16 Corbin Ave/ Prairie St AM
PM

0.631
0.783

B
C

0.669
0.830

B
D

0.737
0.872

C
D

0.797
1.001

C
F

0.060
0.129

YES
YES

0.747
0.812

C
D

0.010
-0.060

YES
YES

0.727
0.785

C
C

-0.047
-0.024

—
—

17 Corbin Ave/ Nordhoff Pl & St AM
PM

0.443
0.984

A
E

0.470
1.043

A
F

0.628
1.108

B
F

0.651
1.187

B
F

0.023
0.079

NO
YES

0.589
0.921

A
E

-0.039
-0.187

—
YES

0.589
0.903

A
E

0.011
-0.006

—
—

18 Corbin Ave/ Nordhoff St & Way AM
PM

0.923
0.996

E
E

0.978
1.056

E
F

1.026
1.092

F
F

1.055
1.147

F
F

0.029
0.055

YES
YES

0.996
1.088

E
F

-0.030
-0.004

YES
YES

0.989
1.076

E
F

-0.038
-0.016

—
—

19 Corbin Ave/ Parthenia St AM
PM

1.070
1.058

F
F

1.134
1.121

F
F

1.151
1.150

F
F

1.208
1.176

F
F

0.057
0.026

YES
YES

1.152
1.120

F
F

0.001
-0.030

YES
YES

1.139
1.115

F
F

-0.017
-0.015

—
—

20 Corbin Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.877
0.833

D
D

0.929
0.883

E
D

0.960
0.911

E
E

0.985
0.941

E
E

0.025
0.030

YES
YES

0.948
0.904

E
E

-0.012
-0.007

YES
YES

0.943
0.898

E
D

-0.017
-0.011

—
—

21 Corbin Ave/ Saticoy St AM
PM

0.953
0.998

E
E

1.010
1.058

F
F

1.031
1.074

F
F

1.032
1.079

F
F

0.001
0.005

NO
NO

1.002
1.049

F
F

-0.029
-0.025

—
—

1.002
1.048

F
F

-0.029
-0.026

—
—
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22 Shirley Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.467
0.704

A
C

0.495
0.747

A
C

0.499
0.750

A
C

0.516
0.800

A
D

0.017
0.050

NO
YES

0.543
0.785

A
C

0.044
0.035

—
YES

0.539
0.775

A
C

0.040
0.025

—
—

23 Shirley Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.208
0.420

A
A

0.220
0.445

A
A

0.298
0.451

A
A

0.354
0.521

A
A

0.056
0.070

NO
NO

0.354
0.521

A
A

0.056
0.070

—
—

0.342
0.507

A
A

0.044
0.056

—
—

24 Nordhoff St/ Nordhoff Way AM
PM

0.304
0.537

A
A

0.322
0.569

A
A

0.328
0.572

A
A

0.334
0.623

A
B

0.006
0.051

NO
NO

0.334
0.623

A
B

0.006
0.051

—
—

0.333
0.612

A
B

0.005
0.040

—
—

25 Tampa Ave/ SR-118 WB Ramps AM
PM

0.893
0.744

D
C

0.846
0.689

D
B

0.855
0.702

D
C

0.876
0.707

D
C

0.021
0.005

YES
NO

0.869
0.700

D
C

0.014
-0.002

YES
—

0.864
0.699

D
B

0.009
-0.003

—
—

26 Tampa Ave/ SR-118 EB Ramps AM
PM

0.880
0.843

D
D

0.833
0.794

D
C

0.841
0.821

D
D

0.842
0.832

D
D

0.001
0.011

NO
NO

0.842
0.832

F
F

0.001
0.011

—
—

0.842
0.830

D
D

0.001
0.009

—
—

27 Tampa Ave/ Chatsworth St AM
PM

0.695
0.649

B
B

0.637
0.588

B
A

0.684
0.553

B
A

0.700
0.564

C
A

0.016
0.011

NO
NO

0.693
0.559

B
A

0.009
0.006

—
—

0.690
0.557

B
A

0.006
0.004

—
—

28 Tampa Ave/ Devonshire ST AM
PM

0.849
0.949

D
E

0.800
0.906

D
E

0.844
0.950

D
E

0.864
0.969

D
E

0.020
0.019

YES
YES

0.846
0.954

D
E

0.002
0.004

YES
YES

0.841
0.950

D
E

-0.003
0.000

—
—

29 Tampa Ave/ Lassen St AM
PM

0.967
0.948

E
E

1.025
1.005

F
F

1.047
1.027

F
F

1.066
1.046

F
F

0.019
0.019

YES
YES

1.052
1.032

F
F

0.005
0.005

YES
YES

1.048
1.028

F
F

0.001
0.001

—
—

30 Tampa Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.859
0.915

D
E

0.911
0.970

E
E

0.937
0.980

E
E

0.973
0.999

E
E

0.036
0.019

YES
YES

0.954
0.980

E
E

0.017
0.000

NO
YES

0.946
0.976

E
E

0.009
-0.004

YES
—

31 Tampa Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.978
1.093

E
F

1.036
1.158

F
F

1.122
1.181

F
F

1.182
1.209

F
F

0.060
0.028

YES
YES

1.058
1.083

F
F

-0.064
-0.098

YES
YES

1.045
1.077

F
F

-0.077
-0.104

—
—

32 Tampa Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.949
0.801

E
D

1.006
0.849

F
D

1.010
0.854

F
D

1.021
0.857

F
D

0.011
0.003

YES
NO

1.004
0.846

F
D

-0.006
-0.008

YES
—

1.002
0.846

F
D

-0.008
-0.008

—
—

33 Tampa Ave/ Saticoy St AM
PM

0.942
0.921

E
E

0.998
0.976

E
E

1.002
0.978

F
E

1.002
0.983

F
E

0.000
0.005

NO
NO

0.989
0.974

E
E

-0.013
-0.004

—
—

0.989
0.973

E
E

-0.013
-0.005

—
—

34 Wilbur Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.652
0.558

B
A

0.691
0.592

B
A

0.700
0.590

C
A

0.716
0.599

C
A

0.016
0.009

NO
NO

0.716
0.599

C
A

0.016
0.009

—
—

0.713
0.597

C
A

0.013
0.007

—
—

35 Wilbur Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.600
0.582

B
A

0.636
0.617

B
B

0.659
0.618

B
B

0.673
0.630

B
B

0.014
0.012

NO
NO

0.673
0.630

B
B

0.014
0.012

—
—

0.670
0.628

B
B

0.011
0.010

—
—

36 Reseda Blvd/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.699
1.195

B
F

0.741
1.266

C
F

0.739
1.291

C
F

0.745
1.301

C
F

0.006
0.010

NO
YES

0.745
1.301

C
F

0.006
0.010

—
NO

0.743
1.299

C
F

0.004
0.008

—
YES

37 Reseda Blvd/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.820
0.966

D
E

0.869
1.024

D
F

0.898
1.035

D
F

0.906
1.037

E
F

0.008
0.002

NO
NO

0.906
1.037

E
F

0.008
0.002

—
—

0.904
1.037

E
F

0.006
0.002

—
—

38 Reseda Blvd/ Victory Blvd AM
PM

0.993
0.906

E
E

1.026
0.935

F
E

1.028
0.940

F
E

1.028
0.941

F
E

0.000
0.001

NO
NO

1.028
0.941

F
E

0.000
0.001

—
—

1.028
0.940

F
E

0.000
0.000

—
—

39 Zelzah Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.897
0.875

D
D

0.951
0.928

E
E

1.013
0.945

F
E

1.021
0.947

F
E

0.008
0.002

NO
NO

1.021
0.947

F
E

0.008
0.002

—
—

1.019
0.946

F
E

0.006
0.001

—
—
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TABLE 64
INTERSECTIONS WITH SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION 

SCENARIO 2: OFFICE PROJECT SITE ONLY

No Intersection 2005 w/ Related
Projects

2005 w/
Project

Change
V/C

LOS w
Related
Projects

LOS w/
Project

1 PM De Soto Ave/Plummer St 1.070 1.084 0.014 F F

7 AM Winnetka Ave/Prairie St 0.755 0.797 0.042 C C

8 AM Winnetka Ave/Nordhoff St 1.118 1.129 0.011 F F

13
AM Corbin Ave/Devonshire St 0.929 0.947 0.018 E E

PM Corbin Ave/Devonshire St 0.965 0.986 0.021 E E

14
AM Corbin Ave/Lassen St 1.263 1.300 0.037 F F

PM Corbin Ave/Lassen St 1.044 1.074 0.030 F F

15
AM Corbin Ave/Plummer St 1.119 1.184 0.065 F F

PM Corbin Ave/Plummer St 1.185 1.237 0.052 F F

16

AM Corbin Ave/Prairie St 0.737 0.797 0.060 C C

PM Corbin Ave/Prairie St 0.872 1.001 0.129 D F

17 PM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff Pl/Nordhoff St 1.108 1.187 0.079 F F

18
AM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way 1.026 1.055 0.029 F F

PM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way 1.092 1.147 0.055 F F

19
AM Corbin Ave/Parthenia St 1.151 1.208 0.057 F F

PM Corbin Ave/Parthenia St 1.150 1.176 0.026 F F

20
AM Corbin Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.960 0.985 0.025 E E

PM Corbin Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.911 0.941 0.030 E E

22 PM Shirley Ave/Plummer St 0.750 0.800 0.050 C D

25 AM Tampa Ave/SR-118 WB Ramps 0.855 0.876 0.021 D D

28
AM Tampa Ave/Devonshire St 0.844 0.864 0.020 D D

PM Tampa Ave/Devonshire St 0.950 0.969 0.019 E E

29
AM Tampa Ave/Lassen St 1.047 1.066 0.019 F F

PM Tampa Ave/Lassen St 1.027 1.046 0.019 F F

30
AM Tampa Ave/Plummer St 0.937 0.973 0.036 E E

PM Tampa Ave/Plummer St 0.980 0.999 0.019 E E

31
AM Tampa Ave/Nordhoff St 1.122 1.182 0.060 F F

PM Tampa Ave/Nordhoff St 1.181 1.209 0.028 F F

32 AM Tampa Ave/Roscoe Blvd 1.010 1.021 0.011 F F

36 PM Reseda Blvd/Plummer St 1.291 1.301 0.010 F F
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As indicated in Table 63: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM
and PM Peak Hours Scenario 2 Office, Project Site Only, incremental but not significant
impacts are noted at the remaining study intersections due to development of Scenario 2: Office
Project Site Only.  Traffic volumes in the future resulting from Scenario 2: Office Project Site
Only (existing, ambient growth, related projects, and Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only) for the
AM and PM peak hours are shown in Figure 32: Future Traffic Volumes with Scenario 2
Office, Project Site Only.

Future Conditions with Project – Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only

As shown in Column [4] of Table 65: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of
Service AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 3 Retail/Residential, Project Site Only,
application of the City’s significant traffic impact thresholds to the future with Scenario 3:
Retail/Residential Project Site Only would result in a significant impact to 13 study intersections. 
According to the LADOT impact criteria, Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only would
create significant impacts during peak hours at the intersections identified in Table 66: Level of
Service Summary Before Mitigation Scenario 3 Retail/Residential, Project Site Only.

As indicated in Table 65: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM
and PM Peak Hours Scenario 3 Retail/Residential, Project Site Only, incremental but not
significant impacts are noted at the remaining study intersections due to development of Scenario
3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only. Traffic volumes in the future resulting from Scenario 3:
Retail/Residential Project Site Only (existing, ambient growth, related projects, and Scenario 3:
Retail/Residential at the Project Site) for AM and PM peak hours are shown in Figure 33:
Future Traffic Volumes with Scenario 3 Retail/Residential, Project Site Only.
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Figure 32: Future Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hour With Scenario 2: Office,
Project Site Only (Page 1 of 2)



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                    IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR M. TRAFFIC

340

Figure 32: Future Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hour With Scenario 2: Office,
Project Site Only (Page 2 of 2)
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TABLE 65
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVELS OF SERVICE AM AND PM PEAK HOURS 

SCENARIO 3 RETAIL/RESIDENTIAL, PROJECT SITE ONLY

No Intersection Peak 
Hour

[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

2002
Existing

v/c      LOS

2005
w/ Ambient 

Growth
v/c      LOS

2005
w/ Related

Projects
v/c      LOS

2005
w/ Scenario 3

v/c           
LOS

Change 
v/c

[(4)-(3)]

Sig.
Imp. 

2005
w/ Project
Mitigation 

v/c         LOS

Change 
v/c

[(5)-(3)]
Mit

1 De Soto Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.138
1.070

F
F

1.206
1.134

F
F

1.226
1.170

F
F

1.228
1.178

F
F

0.002
0.008

NO
NO

1.074
1.059

F
F

-0.152
-0.111

---
---

2 De Soto Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.032
0.910

F
E

1.093
0.964

F
E

1.139
0.990

F
E

1.141
0.994

F
E

0.002
0.004

NO
NO

1.024
0.936

F
E

-0.115
-0.054

---
---

3 De Soto Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.825
0.885

D
D

0.874
0.939

D
E

0.886
0.970

D
E

0.888
0.977

D
E

0.002
0.007

NO
NO

0.840
0.904

D
E

-0.046
-0.066

---
---

4 Winnetka Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.584
0.856

A
D

0.519
0.807

A
D

0.519
0.828

A
D

0.520
0.832

A
D

0.001
0.004

NO
NO

0.517
0.807

A
D

-0.002
-0.021

---
---

5 Winnetka Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

0.778
0.765

C
C

0.825
0.811

D
D

0.844
0.833

D
D

0.845
0.836

D
D

0.001
0.003

NO
NO

0.833
0.825

D
D

-0.011
-0.008

---
---

6 Winnetka Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.841
0.763

D
C

0.891
0.808

D
D

0.910
0.829

E
D

0.909
0.833

E
D

-0.001
0.004

NO
NO

0.855
0.806

D
D

-0.055
-0.023

---
---

7 Winnetka Ave./
Prairie St.

AM
PM

0.616
0.642

B
B

0.653
0.681

B
B

0.755
0.739

C
C

0.750
0.757

C
C

-0.005
0.018

NO
NO

0.728
0.734

C
C

-0.027
-0.005

---
---

8 Winnetka Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.998
0.910

E
E

1.058
0.965

F
E

1.118
0.971

F
E

1.118
0.984

F
E

0.000
0.013

NO
YES

1.072
0.964

F
E

-0.046
-0.007

---
YES

9 Winnetka Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.033
1.118

F
F

1.095
1.185

F
F

1.097
1.191

F
F

1.099
1.201

F
F

0.002
0.010

NO
YES

1.081
1.183

F
F

-0.016
-0.008

---
YES

10 Winnetka Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.989
0.912

E
E

1.048
0.966

F
E

1.051
0.979

F
E

1.054
0.987

F
E

0.003
0.008

NO
NO

1.036
0.969

F
E

-0.015
-0.010

---
---

11 Winnetka Ave./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

0.887
1.057

D
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.915
1.098

E
F

0.001
0.003

NO
NO

0.908
1.091

E
F

-0.006
-0.004

---
---

12 Corbin Ave./
Rinaldi St.

AM
PM

0.612
0.559

B
A

0.549
0.493

A
A

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

---
—

13 Corbin Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

1.051
0.942

F
E

1.014
0.899

F
D

0.929
0.965

E
E

0.928
0.976

E
E

-0.001
0.011

NO
YES

0.907
0.945

E
E

-0.022
-0.020

---
YES

14 Corbin Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.132
0.947

F
E

1.200
1.003

F
F

1.263
1.044

F
F

1.254
1.061

F
F

-0.009
0.017

NO
YES

1.218
1.024

F
F

-0.045
-0.020

---
YES

15 Corbin Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.993
1.071

E
F

1.053
1.136

F
F

1.119
1.185

F
F

1.106
1.224

F
F

-0.013
0.039

NO
YES

1.039
1.077

F
F

-0.080
-0.108

---
YES

16 Corbin Ave./
Praire St.

AM
PM

0.631
0.783

B
C

0.669
0.830

B
D

0.737
0.872

C
D

0.763
0.995

C
E

0.026
0.123

NO
YES

0.713
0.770

C
C

-0.024
-0.102

---
YES

17
Corbin Ave./

Nordhoff Place/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.443
0.984

A
E

0.470
1.043

A
F

0.628
1.108

B
F

0.626
1.171

B
F

-0.002
0.063

NO
YES

0.591
0.917

A
E

-0.037
-0.191

---
YES
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18
Corbin Ave./
Nordhoff St./

Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

0.923
0.996

E
E

0.978
1.056

E
F

1.026
1.092

F
F

1.031
1.128

F
F

0.005
0.036

NO
YES

0.971
1.069

E
F

-0.055
-0.023

---
YES

19 Corbin Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.070
1.058

F
F

1.134
1.121

F
F

1.151
1.150

F
F

1.142
1.197

F
F

-0.009
0.047

NO
YES

1.085
1.140

F
F

-0.066
-0.010

---
YES

20 Corbin Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.877
0.833

D
D

0.929
0.883

E
D

0.960
0.911

E
E

0.960
0.945

E
E

0.000
0.034

NO
YES

0.923
0.908

E
E

-0.037
-0.003

---
YES

21 Corbin Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

0.953
0.998

E
E

1.010
1.058

F
F

1.031
1.074

F
F

1.033
1.080

F
F

0.002
0.006

NO
NO

1.003
1.050

F
F

-0.028
-0.024

---
---

22 Shirley Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.467
0.704

A
C

0.495
0.747

A
C

0.499
0.750

A
C

0.498
0.781

A
C

-0.001
0.031

NO
NO

0.477
0.781

A
C

-0.022
0.031

---
---

23 Shirley Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.208
0.420

A
A

0.220
0.445

A
A

0.298
0.451

A
A

0.289
0.535

A
A

-0.009
0.084

NO
NO

0.289
0.535

A
A

-0.009
0.084

---
---

24 Nordhoff St./
Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

0.304
0.537

A
A

0.322
0.569

A
A

0.328
0.572

A
A

0.338
0.591

A
A

0.010
0.019

NO
NO

0.338
0.591

A
A

0.010
0.019

---
---

25 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 WB Ramps

AM
PM

0.893
0.744

D
C

0.846
0.689

D
B

0.855
0.702

D
C

0.851
0.718

D
C

-0.004
0.016

NO
NO

0.844
0.711

D
C

-0.011
0.009

---
---

26 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 EB Ramps

AM
PM

0.880
0.843

D
D

0.833
0.794

D
C

0.841
0.821

D
D

0.843
0.825

D
D

0.002
0.004

NO
NO

0.843
0.825

D
D

0.002
0.004

---
---

27 Tampa Ave./
Chatsworth St.

AM
PM

0.695
0.649

B
B

0.637
0.588

B
A

0.684
0.553

B
A

0.681
0.557 

B
A

-0.003
0.004

NO
NO

0.674
0.552

B
A

-0.010
0.001

---
---

28 Tampa Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.849
0.949

D
E

0.800
0.906

D
E

0.844
0.950

D
E

0.839
0.957

D
E

-0.005
0.007

NO
NO

0.821
0.942

D
E

-0.023
-0.008

---
---

29 Tampa Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

0.967
0.948

E
E

1.025
1.005

F
F

1.047
1.027

F
F

1.043
1.034

F
F

-0.004
0.007

NO
NO

1.028
1.020

F
F

-0.019
-0.007

---
---

30 Tampa Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.859
0.915

D
E

0.911
0.970

E
E

0.937
0.980

E
E

0.934
0.999

E
E

-0.003
0.019

NO
YES

1.915
0.981

E
E

-0.022
0.001

---
YES

31 Tampa Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.978
1.093

E
F

1.036
1.158

F
F

1.122
1.181

F
F

1.111
1.191

F
F

-0.011
0.010

NO
YES

1.088
1.165

F
F

-0.034
-0.016

---
YES

32 Tampa Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.949
0.801

E
D

1.006
0.849

F
D

1.010
0.854

F
D

1.010
0.864

F
D

0.000
0.010

NO
NO

0.994
0.853

E
D

-0.016
-0.001

---
---

33 Tampa Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

0.942
0.921

E
E

0.998
0.976

E
E

1.002
0.978

F
E

1.003
0.982

F
E

0.001
0.004

NO
NO

0.990
0.974

E
E

-0.012
-0.004

---
---

34 Wilbur Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.652
0.558

B
A

0.691
0.592

B
A

0.700
0.590

C
A

0.698
0.601

B
B

-0.002
0.011

NO
NO

0.698
0.601

B
B

-0.002
0.011

---
---

35 Wilbur Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.600
0.582

B
A

0.636
0.617

B
B

0.659
0.618

B
B

0.658
0.632

B
B

-0.001
0.014

NO
NO

0.658
0.632

B
B

-0.001
0.014

---
---

36 Reseda Blvd./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.699
1.195

B
F

0.741
1.266

C
F

0.739
1.291

C
F

0.740
1.301

C
F

0.001
0.010

NO
YES

0.670
1.268

B
F

-0.069
-0.023

---
YES

37 Reseda Blvd./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.820
0.966

D
E

0.869
1.024

D
F

0.898
1.035

D
F

0.896
1.042

D
F

-0.002
0.007

NO
NO

0.896
1.042

D
F

-0.002
0.007

---
---

38 Reseda Blvd./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

0.993
0.906

E
E

1.026
0.935

F
E

1.028
0.940

F
E

1.029
0.943

F
E

0.001
0.003

NO
NO

1.029
0.943

F
E

0.000
0.003

---
---

39 Zelzah Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.897
0.875

D
D

0.951
0.928

E
E

1.013
0.945

F
E

1.011
0.951

F
E

-0.002
0.006

NO
NO

1.011
0.951

F
E

-0.002
0.006

---
---
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TABLE 66
INTERSECTIONS WITH SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION 

SCENARIO 3 RETAIL/RESIDENTIAL PROJECT SITE ONLY

No. Intersection
2005 w/
Related
Projects

2005 w/
Project

Change
V/C

LOS w
Related
Projects

LOS w/
Project

8 PM Winnetka Ave/Nordhoff St 0.971 0.984 0.013 E E

9 PM Winnetka Ave/Parthenia St 1.191 1.201 0.010 F F

13 PM Corbin Ave/Devonshire St 0.965 0.976 0.011 E E

14 PM Corbin Ave/Lassen St 1.044 1.061 0.017 F F

15 PM Corbin Ave/Plummer St 1.185 1.224 0.039 F F

16 PM Corbin Ave/Prairie St 0.872 0.995 0.123 D E

17 PM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff Pl/Nordhoff St 1.108 1.171 0.063 F F

18 PM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way 1.092 1.128 0.036 F F

19 PM Corbin Ave/Parthenia St 1.150 1.197 0.047 F F

20 PM Corbin Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.911 0.945 0.034 E E

30 PM Tampa Ave/Plummer St 0.980 0.999 0.019 E E

31 PM Tampa Ave/Nordhoff St 1.181 1.191 0.010 F F

36 PM Reseda Blvd/Plummer St 1.291 1.301 0.010 F F

Future Conditions with Project – Scenario 4: Office/Residential, Project Site Only

As shown in Column [4] of Table 67: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of
Service AM/PM Peak Hours Scenario 4 Office/Residential, Project Site Only, application of
the City’s significant traffic impact thresholds to the future with Scenario 4: Office/Residential
Project Site Only would result in a significant impact to 13 study intersections.  According to the
LADOT impact criteria, Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only would create significant
impacts during peak hours at the intersections identified in Table 68: Level of Service
Summary Before Mitigation Scenario 4 Office/Residential, Project Site Only.

As indicated in Table 67: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service
AM/PM Peak Hours Scenario 4 Office/Residential, Project Site Only, incremental but not
significant impacts are noted at the remaining study intersections due to development of Scenario
4: Office/Residential Project Site Only. Traffic volumes in the future resulting from Scenario 4:
Office/Residential Project Site Only (existing, ambient growth, related projects, and Scenario 4:
Office/Residential at the Project Site) for AM and PM peak hours are shown in Figure 34:
Future Traffic Volumes With Scenario 4 Office/Residential, Project Site Only.



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                    IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR M. TRAFFIC

344

Figure 33: Future Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hour With Scenario 3:
Retail/Residential, Project Site Only (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 33: Future Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hour With Scenario 3:
Retail/Residential, Project Site Only (Page 2 of 2)
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TABLE 67
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVELS OF SERVICE AM AND PM PEAK HOURS 

SCENARIO 4 OFFICE/RESIDENTIAL, PROJECT SITE ONLY

No Intersection Peak
Hour

[1] 
2002 Existing

[2]
2005 w/ Ambient Growth

[3]
2005 w/ Related Projects

[4] [5] [6]

2005 w/ Proposed Project Change
v/c

 [(4)-(3)]
Sig. Impact

2005 w/ Project Mitigation Change v/c 
[(5)-(3)] Mitigated

2005 w/ Project TDM Change v/c
[(6)-(3)] Mitigated

v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS

1 De Soto Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

1.138
1.070

F
F

1.206
1.134

F
F

1.226
1.170

F
F

1.233
1.180

F
F

0.007
0.010

NO
YES

1.079
1.061

F
F

-0.147
-0.109

—
YES

1.078
1.059

F
F

-0.148
-0.111

—
—

2 De Soto Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

1.032
0.910

F
E

1.093
0.964

F
E

1.139
0.990

F
E

1.141
0.994

F
E

0.002
0.004

NO
NO

1.024
0.935

F
E

-0.115
-0.055

—
—

1.024
0.934

F
E

-0.115
-0.056

—
—

3 De Soto Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.825
0.885

D
D

0.874
0.939

D
E

0.886
0.970

D
E

0.888
0.976

D
E

0.002
0.006

NO
NO

0.840
0.903

D
E

-0.046
-0.067

—
—

0.840
0.902

D
E

-0.046
-0.068

—
—

4 Winnetka Ave/ Devonshire St AM
PM

0.584
0.856

A
D

0.519
0.807

A
D

0.519
0.828

A
D

0.520
0.830

A
D

0.001
0.002

NO
NO

0.517
0.805

A
D

-0.002
-0.023

—
—

0.517
0.805

A
D

-0.002
-0.023

—
—

5 Winnetka Ave/ Lassen St AM
PM

0.778
0.765

C
C

0.825
0.811

D
D

0.844
0.833

D
D

0.849
0.834

D
D

0.005
0.001

NO
NO

0.838
0.823

D
D

-0.006
-0.010

—
—

0.837
0.823

D
D

-0.007
-0.010

—
—

6 Winnetka Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.841
0.763

D
C

0.891
0.808

D
D

0.910
0.829

E
D

0.916
0.832

E
D

0.006
0.003

NO
NO

0.862
0.805

D
D

-0.048
-0.024

—
—

0.861
0.805

D
D

-0.049
-0.024

—
—

7 Winnetka Ave/ Prairie St AM
PM

0.616
0.642

B
B

0.653
0.681

B
B

0.755
0.739

C
C

0.788
0.756

C
C

0.033
0.017

NO
NO

0.766
0.734

C
C

0.011
-0.005

—
—

0.758
0.731

C
C

0.003
-0.008

—
—

8 Winnetka Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.998
0.910

E
E

1.058
0.965

F
E

1.118
0.971

F
E

1.127
0.977

F
E

0.009
0.006

NO
NO

1.080
0.957

F
E

-0.038
-0.014

—
—

1.078
0.956

F
E

-0.040
-0.015

—
—

9 Winnetka Ave/ Parthenia St AM
PM

1.033
1.118

F
F

1.095
1.185

F
F

1.097
1.191

F
F

1.100
1.196

F
F

0.003
0.005

NO
NO

1.081
1.177

F
F

-0.016
-0.014

—
—

1.081
1.177

F
F

-0.016
-0.014

—
—

10 Winnetka Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.989
0.912

E
E

1.048
0.966

F
E

1.051
0.979

F
E

1.054
0.986

F
E

0.003
0.007

NO
NO

1.036
0.968

F
E

-0.015
-0.011

—
—

1.035
0.967

F
E

-0.016
-0.012

—
—

11 Winnetka Ave/ Victory Blvd AM
PM

0.887
1.057

D
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.915
1.096

E
F

0.001
0.001

NO
NO

0.908
1.089

E
F

-0.006
-0.006

—
—

0.908
1.089

E
F

-0.006
-0.006

—
—

12 Corbin Ave/ Rinaldi St AM
PM

0.612
0.559

B
A

0.549
0.493

A
A

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

—
—

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

—
—

13 Corbin Ave/ Devonshire St AM
PM

1.051
0.942

F
E

1.014
0.899

F
D

0.929
0.965

E
E

0.943
0.981

E
E

0.014
0.016

YES
YES

0.922
0.949

E
E

-0.007
-0.016

YES
YES

0.919
0.946

E
E

-0.010
-0.019

—
—

14 Corbin Ave/ Lassen St AM
PM

1.132
0.947

F
E

1.200
1.003

F
F

1.263
1.044

F
F

1.290
1.067

F
F

0.027
0.023

YES
YES

1.254
1.030

F
F

-0.009
-0.014

YES
YES

1.247
1.026

F
F

-0.016
-0.018

—
—

15 Corbin Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.993
1.071

E
F

1.053
1.136

F
F

1.119
1.185

F
F

1.166
1.227

F
F

0.047
0.042

YES
YES

1.100
1.076

F
F

-0.019
-0.019

YES
YES

1.088
1.069

F
F

-0.031
-0.116

—
—

16 Corbin Ave/ Prairie St AM
PM

0.631
0.783

B
C

0.669
0.830

B
D

0.737
0.872

C
D

0.778
0.974

C
E

0.041
0.102

YES
YES

0.728
0.779

C
C

-0.009
-0.093

YES
YES

0.722
0.758

C
C

-0.015
-0.114

—
—

17 Corbin Ave/ Nordhoff Pl & St AM
PM

0.443
0.984

A
E

0.470
1.043

A
F

0.628
1.108

B
F

0.645
1.169

B
F

0.017
0.061

NO
YES

0.591
0.904

A
E

-0.037
-0.204

—
YES

0.590
0.890

A
D

-0.038
-0.218

—
—

18 Corbin Ave/ Nordhoff St & Way AM
PM

0.923
0.996

E
E

0.978
1.056

E
F

1.026
1.092

F
F

1.054
1.136

F
F

0.028
0.044

YES
YES

0.994
1.076

E
F

-0.032
-0.016

YES
YES

0.989
1.067

E
F

-0.037
-0.025

—
—

19 Corbin Ave/ Parthenia St AM
PM

1.070
1.058

F
F

1.134
1.121

F
F

1.151
1.150

F
F

1.194
1.176

F
F

0.043
0.026

YES
YES

1.137
1.120

F
F

-0.014
-0.030

YES
YES

1.127
1.116

F
F

-0.024
-0.034

—
—

20 Corbin Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.877
0.833

D
D

0.929
0.883

E
D

0.960
0.911

E
E

0.981
0.937

E
E

0.021
0.026

YES
YES

0.945
0.901

E
E

-0.015
-0.010

YES
YES

0.940
0.896

E
D

-0.020
-0.015

—
—
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21 Corbin Ave/ Saticoy St AM
PM

0.953
0.998

E
E

1.010
1.058

F
F

1.031
1.074

F
F

1.033
1.079

F
F

0.002
0.005

NO
NO

1.003
1.049

F
F

-0.028
-0.025

—
—

1.002
1.048

F
F

-0.029
-0.026

—
—

22 Shirley Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.467
0.704

A
C

0.495
0.747

A
C

0.499
0.750

A
C

0.512
0.789

A
C

0.013
0.039

NO
NO

0.512
0.789

A
C

0.013
0.039

—
—

0.509
0.781

A
C

0.010
0.031

—
—

23 Shirley Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.208
0.420

A
A

0.220
0.445

A
A

0.298
0.451

A
A

0.339
0.510

A
A

0.041
0.059

NO
NO

0.339
0.510

A
A

0.041
0.059

—
—

0.329
0.499

A
A

0.031
0.048

—
—

24 Nordhoff St/ Nordhoff Way AM
PM

0.304
0.537

A
A

0.322
0.569

A
A

0.328
0.572

A
A

0.339
0.609

A
B

0.011
0.037

NO
NO

0.339
0.609

A
B

0.011
0.037

—
—

0.338
0.601

A
B

0.010
0.029

—
—

25 Tampa Ave/ SR-118 WB Ramps AM
PM

0.893
0.744

D
C

0.846
0.689

D
B

0.855
0.702

D
C

0.870
0.709

D
C

0.015
0.007

NO
NO

0.863
0.702

D
C

0.008
0.000

—
—

0.859
0.701

D
C

0.004
-0.001

—
—

26 Tampa Ave/ SR-118 EB Ramps AM
PM

0.880
0.843

D
D

0.833
0.794

D
C

0.841
0.821

D
D

0.843
0.829

D
D

0.002
0.008

NO
NO

0.843
0.829

D
D

0.002
0.008

—
—

0.843
0.827

D
D

0.002
0.006

—
—

27 Tampa Ave/ Chatsworth St AM
PM

0.695
0.649

B
B

0.637
0.588

B
A

0.684
0.553

B
A

0.696
0.561

B
A

0.012
0.008

NO
NO

0.688
0.556

B
A

0.004
0.003

—
—

0.686
0.554

B
A

0.002
0.001

—
—

28 Tampa Ave/ Devonshire ST AM
PM

0.849
0.949

D
E

0.800
0.906

D
E

0.844
0.950

D
E

0.859
0.964

D
E

0.015
0.014

NO
YES

0.840
0.949

D
E

-0.004
-0.001

—
YES

0.837
0.945

D
E

-0.007
-0.005

—
—

29 Tampa Ave/ Lassen St AM
PM

0.967
0.948

E
E

1.025
1.005

F
F

1.047
1.027

F
F

1.061
1.041

F
F

0.014
0.014

 YES
YES

1.047
1.026

F
F

0.000
-0.001

YES
YES

1.043
1.023

F
F

-0.004
-0.004

—
—

30 Tampa Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.859
0.915

D
E

0.911
0.970

E
E

0.937
0.980

E
E

0.965
0.996

E
E

0.028
0.016

YES
YES

0.946
0.977

E
E

0.009
-0.003

YES
YES

0.940
0.974

E
E

0.003
-0.006

—
—

31 Tampa Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.978
1.093

E
F

1.036
1.158

F
F

1.122
1.181

F
F

1.167
1.201

F
F

0.045
0.020

YES
YES

1.044
1.076

F
F

-0.078
-0.105

YES
YES

1.033
1.071

F
F

-0.089
-0.110

—
—

32 Tampa Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.949
0.801

E
D

1.006
0.849

F
D

1.010
0.854

F
D

1.019
0.859

F
D

0.009
0.005

NO
NO

1.002
0.847

F
D

-0.008
-0.007

—
—

1.000
0.847

F
D

-0.010
-0.007

—
—

33 Tampa Ave/ Saticoy St AM
PM

0.942
0.921

E
E

0.998
0.976

E
E

1.002
0.978

F
E

1.003
0.982

F
E

0.001
0.004

NO
NO

0.990
0.974

E
E

-0.012
-0.004

—
—

0.989
0.973

E
E

-0.013
-0.005

—
—

34 Wilbur Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.652
0.558

B
A

0.691
0.592

B
A

0.700
0.590

C
A

0.712
0.599

C
A

0.012
0.009

NO
NO

0.712
0.599

C
A

0.012
0.009

—
—

0.709
0.597

C
A

0.009
0.007

—
—

35 Wilbur Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.600
0.582

B
A

0.636
0.617

B
B

0.659
0.618

B
B

0.670
0.629

B
B

0.011
0.011

NO
NO

0.670
0.629

B
B

0.011
0.011

—
—

0.668
0.627

B
B

0.009
0.009

—
—

36 Reseda Blvd/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.699
1.195

B
F

0.741
1.266

C
F

0.739
1.291

C
F

0.744
1.299

C
F

0.005
0.008

NO
NO

0.744
1.299

C
F

0.005
0.008

—
—

0.743
1.297

C
F

0.004
0.006

—
—

 37 Reseda Blvd/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.820
0.966

D
E

0.869
1.024

D
F

0.898
1.035

D
F

0.904
1.038

E
F

0.006
0.003

NO
NO

0.904
1.038

E
F

0.006
0.003

—
—

0.902
1.038

E
F

0.004
0.003

—
—

 38 Reseda Blvd/ Victory Blvd AM
PM

0.993
0.906

E
E

1.026
0.935

F
E

1.028
0.940

F
E

1.029
0.941

F
E

0.001
0.001

NO
NO

1.029
0.941

F
E

0.001
0.001

—
—

1.028
0.941

F
E

0.000
0.001

—
—

 39 Zelzah Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.897
0.875

D
D

0.951
0.928

E
E

1.013
0.945

F
E

1.018
0.947

F
E

0.005
0.002

NO
NO

1.018
0.947

F
E

0.005
0.002

—
—

1.017
0.947

F
E

0.004
0.002

—
—
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TABLE 68
INTERSECTIONS WITH SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION 

SCENARIO 4: OFFICE/RESIDENTIAL PROJECT SITE ONLY

No Intersection 2005 w/ Related
Projects

2005 w/
Project

Change
V/C

LOS w
Related
Projects

LOS w/
Project

1 PM De Soto Ave/Plummer St 1.170 1.180 .010 F F

13
AM Corbin Ave/Devonshire St .929 .943 .014 E E

PM Corbin Ave/Devonshire St .965 .981 0.016 E E

14
AM Corbin Ave/Lassen St 1.263 1.290 0.027 F F

PM Corbin Ave/Lassen St 1.044 1.067 0.023 F F

15
AM Corbin Ave/Plummer St 1.119 1.166 0.047 F F

PM Corbin Ave/Plummer St 1.185 1.227 0.042 F F

16

AM Corbin Ave/Prairie St 0.737 0.778 0.041 C C

PM Corbin Ave/Prairie St 0.872 0.974 0.102 D E

17 PM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff Pl/Nordhoff St 1.108 1.169 .061 F F

18
AM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way 1.026 1.054 0.028 F F

PM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way 1.092 1.136 .044 F F

19
AM Corbin Ave/Parthenia St 1.151 1.194 .043 F F

PM Corbin Ave/Parthenia St 1.150 1.176 .026 F F

20
AM Corbin Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.960 0.981 .021 E E

PM Corbin Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.911 0.937 .026 E E

28 PM Tampa Ave/Devonshire St .950 .964 .014 E E

29
AM Tampa Ave/Lassen St 1.047 1.061 .014 F F

PM Tampa Ave/Lassen St 1.027 1.041 .014 F F

30
AM Tampa Ave/Plummer St 0.937 0.965 .028 E E

PM Tampa Ave/Plummer St 0.980 0.996 0.016 E E

31
AM Tampa Ave/Nordhoff St 1.122 1.167 .045 F F

PM Tampa Ave/Nordhoff St 1.181 1.201 .020 F F
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Full Build Out Project

Trip Generation

Traffic volumes expected to be generated by the Full Build Out Project scenarios during the AM
and PM peak hours, as well as on a daily basis, were estimated using rates published in the
Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation manual, 6th Edition, 1997. 

It should be noted that specific vehicular access points to and from the Add Area have not been
determined at this time.  For purposes of analysis, it is assumed that vehicular access to the Add
Area will be provided via Prairie Street, Corbin Avenue, Nordhoff Street, and Shirley Avenue. It
is anticipated that full access (both ingress and egress) turning movements will be accommodated
at the Project driveways for the Add Area.

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out

As shown in Table 69: Scenario 1 Retail Full Build Out Trip Generation, Scenario 1: Retail
Full Build Out is expected to generate a net reduction of 188 vehicle trips (239 fewer inbound
and 51 outbound) during the AM peak hour.  During the PM peak hour, Scenario 1: Retail Full
Build Out is expected to generate 1,000 net new vehicle trips (654  inbound and 346 outbound). 
Over a 24-hour period, Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out is forecast to generate 13,136 net new
daily trip ends during a typical weekday (6,568 inbound and 6,568 outbound trips).

Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out

As shown in Table 70: Scenario 2 Office Full Build Out Trip Generation, Scenario 2: Office
Full Build Out is expected to generate a total of 1,091 net new vehicle trips (981 inbound and
110 outbound) during the AM peak hour.  During the PM peak hour, Scenario 2: Office Full
Build Out is expected to generate 1,249 net new vehicle trips (222  inbound and 1,027
outbound).  Over a 24-hour period, Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out is forecast to generate
7,716 net new daily trip ends during a typical weekday (3,858 inbound and 3,858 outbound trips).

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out

As shown in Table 71: Scenario 3 Retail/Residential Full Build Out Trip Generation,
Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out is expected to generate a net reduction of 107
vehicle trips (251 fewer inbound and 143 outbound) during the AM peak hour.  During the PM
peak hour, Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out is expected to generate 898 net new
vehicle trips (638  inbound and 260 outbound).  Over a 24-hour period, Scenario 3:
Retail/Residential Full Build Out is forecast to generate 12,210 net new daily trip ends during a
typical weekday (6,105 inbound and 6,105 outbound trips).
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Figure 34: Future Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hour With Scenario 4:
Office/Residential, Project Site Only (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 34: Future Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hour With Scenario 4:
Office/Residential, Project Site Only (Page 2 of 2)
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TABLE 69
SCENARIO 1 RETAIL TRIP GENERATION, FULL BUILD OUT1

Land Use Size Daily Trip Ends
Volumes2

AM Peak Hour Volumes2 PM Peak Hour Volumes2

In Out Total In Out Total

Project Site & Add Area
       Shopping Center3

       Less 20% Pass-By4
540,000 sf 20,160

(4,032)
266
(53)

170
(34)

436
(87)

917
(183)

994
(199)

1,911
(382)

Subtotal 16,128 213 136 349 734 795 1,529

Homeplace facility5

       Elder Housing
       Nursing Home
       Assisted Living

336 du
100 beds

50 du

1,169
261
108

15
10
2

9
7
1

24
17
3

20
8
5

14
12
4

34
20
9

Subtotal 1,538 27 17 44 33 30 63

Existing Use
        Research & Development6
        Light Industrial7
        Manufacturing8

        Mini-Warehouse9

        Tennis Club10

        Multipurpose Recreation11

340,000 sf
132,665 sf
49,920 sf
97,554 sf
7 courts

0.93 acres

(2,802)
(925)
(191)
(244)
(284)
(84)

(329)
(107)
(28)
(9)
(5)
(1)

(67)
(15)
(8)
(6)
(5)
(1)

(396)
(122)
(36)
(15)
(10)
(2)

(55)
(16)
(13)
(13)
(13)
(3)

(313)
(114)
(24)
(12)
(13)
(3)

(368)
(130)
(37)
(25)
(26)
(6)

Subtotal (4,530) (479) (102) (581) (113) (479) (592)

Trips at Non-Adjacent Intersections 13,136 (239) 51 (188) 654 346 1,000

Trips at Adjacent Intersections 17,169 (186) 85 (101) 837 545 1,382

1SOURCE: ITE “Trip Generation”, 6th Edition, 1997
2Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving
3ITE Land Use Code 820 (Shopping Center) trip generation equation rates
4Pass-by trip reduction based on LADOT policy on pass-by trips. The pass-by trip reduction will be applied to the study intersections located
immediately adjacent to the project site.
5SOURCE: “Traffic Assessment for the proposed Homeplace Retirement Community”, prepared by LLG Engineers, July 26, 1999.
6ITE Land Use Code 760 (Research & Development) trip generation equation rates.
7ITE Land Use Code 110 (Light Industrial) average trip generation rates.
8ITE Land Use Code 140 (Manufacturing) average trip generation rates.
9ITE Land Use Code 151 (Mini-Warehouse) average trip generation rates.
10ITE Land Use Code 492 (Racquet Club) average trip generation rates.
11ITE Land Use Code 435 (Multipurpose Recreational Facility) average trip generation rates.



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                    IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR M. TRAFFIC

353

TABLE 70
SCENARIO 2 OFFICE TRIP GENERATION, FULL BUILD OUT1

Land Use Size Daily Trip
Ends Volumes2 

AM Peak Hour Volumes2 PM Peak Hour Volumes2

In Out Total In Out Total

Project Site & Add Area
      General Office3 1,516,000 sf 10,708 1,433 195 1,628 302 1,476 1,778

Subtotal 10,708 1,433 195 1,628 302 1,476 1,778

Homeplace facility4

       Elder Housing
       Nursing Home
       Assisted Living

336 du
100 beds

50 du

1,169
261
108

15
10
2

9
7
1

24
17
3

20
8
5

14
12
4

34
20
9

Subtotal 1,538 27 17 44 33 30 63

Existing Use
        Research & Development5
        Light Industrial6
        Manufacturing7

        Mini-Warehouse8

        Tennis Club9

        Multipurpose Recreation10

340,000 sf
132,665 sf
49,920 sf
97,554 sf
7 courts

0.93 acres

(2,802)
(925)
(191)
(244)
(284)
(84)

(329)
(107)
(28)
(9)
(5)
(1)

(67)
(15)
(8)
(6)
(5)
(1)

(396)
(122)
(36)
(15)
(10)
(2)

(55)
(16)
(13)
(13)
(13)
(3)

(313)
(114)
(24)
(12)
(13)
(3)

(368)
(130)
(37)
(25)
(26)
(6)

Subtotal (4,530) (479) (102) (581) (113) (479) (592)

Trips at Non-Adjacent Intersections 7,716 981 110 1,091 222 1,027 1,249

Trips at Adjacent Intersections 7,716 981 110 1,091 222 1,027 1,249

1SOURCE: ITE “Trip Generation”, 6th Edition, 1997
2Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving
3ITE Land Use Code 710 (Office) trip generation equation rates
4SOURCE: “Traffic Assessment for the proposed Homeplace Retirement Community”, prepared by LLG Engineers, July 26, 1999.
5ITE Land Use Code 760 (Research & Development) trip generation equation rates.
6ITE Land Use Code 110 (Light Industrial) average trip generation rates.
7ITE Land Use Code 140 (Manufacturing) average trip generation rates.
8ITE Land Use Code 151 (Mini-Warehouse) average trip generation rates.
9ITE Land Use Code 492 (Racquet Club) average trip generation rates.
10ITE Land Use Code 435 (Multipurpose Recreational Facility) average trip generation rates.
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TABLE 71
SCENARIO 3 RETAIL/RESIDENTIAL TRIP GENERATION, FULL BUILD OUT1

Land Use Size Daily Trip
Ends Volumes2

AM Peak Hour Volumes2 PM Peak Hour Volumes2

In Out Total In Out Total

Project Site & Add Area
        Shopping Center3

        Less 20% Pass-By4

        Condominiums5

        Less 10% Internal Capture6

400,000 sf

400 du

16,623
(3,325)
2,115
(211)

223
(45)
26
(3)

142
(28)
127
(13)

365
(73)
153
(15)

752
(150)
129
(13)

815
(163)

64
(6)

1,567
(313)
193
(19)

Subtotal 15,202 202 228 430 718 710 1,427

Homeplace facility7

       Elder Housing
       Nursing Home
       Assisted Living

336 du
100 beds

50 du

1,169
261
108

15
10
2

9
7
1

24
17
3

20
8
5

14
12
4

34
20
9

Subtotal 1,538 27 17 44 33 30 63

Existing Use
        Research & Development8
        Light Industrial9
        Manufacturing10

        Mini-Warehouse11

        Tennis Club12

        Multipurpose Recreation13

340,000 sf
132,665 sf
49,920 sf
97,554 sf
7 courts

0.93 acres

(2,802)
(925)
(191)
(244)
(284)
(84)

(329)
(107)
(28)
(9)
(5)
(1)

(67)
(15)
(8)
(6)
(5)
(1)

(396)
(122)
(36)
(15)
(10)
(2)

(55)
(16)
(13)
(13)
(13)
(3)

(313)
(114)
(24)
(12)
(13)
(3)

(368)
(130)
(37)
(25)
(26)
(6)

Subtotal (4,530) (479) (102) (581) (113) (479) (592)

Trips at Non-Adjacent Intersections 12,210 (251) 143 (107) 638 260 898

Trips at Adjacent Intersections 15,534 (206) 172 (34) 788 423 1,212

1SOURCE: ITE “Trip Generation”, 6th Edition, 1997
2Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving
3ITE Land Use Code 820 (Shopping Center) trip generation equation rates
4Pass-by trip reduction based on LADOT policy on pass-by trips. The pass-by trip reduction will not be applied to the study intersections
located immediately adjacent to the Project Site.
5Land Use Code 230 (Condominiums) trip generation equation rates.
6Internal capture reduction based on synergy between retail and residential land uses.
7SOURCE: “Traffic Assessment for the proposed Homeplace Retirement Community”, prepared by LLG Engineers, July 26, 1999.
8ITE Land Use Code 760 (Research & Development) trip generation equation rates.
9ITE Land Use Code 110 (Light Industrial) average trip generation rates.
10ITE Land Use Code 140 (Manufacturing) average trip generation rates.
11ITE Land Use Code 151 (Mini-Warehouse) average trip generation rates.
12ITE Land Use Code 492 (Racquet Club) average trip generation rates.
13ITE Land Use Code 435 (Multipurpose Recreational Facility) average trip generation rates.
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Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out

As shown in Table 72: Scenario 4 Office/Residential Full Build Out Trip Generation,
Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out is expected to generate a total of 884 net new
vehicle trips (700 inbound and 184 outbound) during the AM peak hour.  During the PM peak
hour, Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out is expected to generate 986 net new vehicle
trips (264 inbound and 722 outbound).  Over a 24-hour period, Scenario 4: Office/Residential 

Full Build Out is forecast to generate 7,428 net new daily trip ends during a typical weekday
(3,714 inbound and 3,714 outbound trips).

TABLE 72
SCENARIO 4 OFFICE/RESIDENTIAL FULL BUILD OUT TRIP GENERATION1

Land Use Size Daily Trip
Ends Volumes2

AM Peak Hour Volumes2 PM Peak Hour Volumes2

In Out Total In Out Total

Project Site & Add Area
        General Office3

        Condominiums4

        Less 10% Internal Capture5

1,125,000 sf
400 du

8,516
2,115
(211)

1,129
26
(3)

154
127
(13)

1,283
153
(15)

228
129
(13)

1,113
64
(6)

1,341
193
(19)

Subtotal 10,420 1,152 268 1,421 344 1,171 1,515

Homeplace facility6

        Elder Housing
        Nursing Home
        Assisted Living

336 du
100 beds

50 du

1,169
261
108

15
10
2

9
7
1

24
17
3

20
8
5

14
12
4

34
20
9

Subtotal 1,538 27 17 44 33 30 63

Existing Use
       Research & Development7
       Light Industrial8
       Manufacturing9

       Mini-Warehouse10

       Tennis Club11

       Multipurpose Recreation12

340,000 sf
132,665 sf
49,920 sf
97,554 sf
7 courts

0.93 acres

(2,802)
(925)
(191)
(244)
(284)
(84)

(329)
(107)
(28)
(9)
(5)
(1)

(67)
(15)
(8)
(6)
(5)
(1)

(396)
(122)
(36)
(15)
(10)
(2)

(55)
(16)
(13)
(13)
(13)
(3)

(313)
(114)
(24)
(12)
(13)
(3)

(368)
(130)
(37)
(25)
(26)
(6)

Subtotal (4,530) (479) (102) (581) (113) (479) (592)

Trips at Non-Adjacent Intersections 7,428 700 184 884 264 722 986

Trips at Adjacent Intersections 7,428 700 184 884 264 722 986

1SOURCE: ITE “Trip Generation”, 6th Edition, 1997
2Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving
3ITE Land Use Code 710 (Office) trip generation equation rates
4ITE Land Use Code 230 (Condominiums) trip generation equation rates.
5Internal capture reduction based on synergy between office and residential land uses.
6SOURCE: “Traffic Assessment for the proposed Homeplace Retirement Community”, prepared by LLG Engineers, July 26, 1999.
7ITE Land Use Code 760 (Research & Development) trip generation equation rates.
8ITE Land Use Code 110 (Light Industrial) average trip generation rates.
9ITE Land Use Code 140 (Manufacturing) average trip generation rates.
10ITE Land Use Code 151 (Mini-Warehouse) average trip generation rates.
11ITE Land Use Code 492 (Racquet Club) average trip generation rates.
12ITE Land Use Code 435 (Multipurpose Recreational Facility) average trip generation rates.
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Trip Distribution 

Based on discussions with LADOT staff, a generalized distribution pattern was created for
development scenarios determined for the Full Build Out development. Traffic was assigned to
the local roadway system based on a traffic distribution pattern which reflected the Full Build 
Out Project land uses, the anticipated vehicular site access scheme, existing traffic movements,
characteristics of the surrounding roadway system, and nearby residential areas. 

The corresponding forecast AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes at the study intersections for
each of the Full Build Out scenarios are shown in Figures 35 thru 38, Project Traffic Volumes
AM and PM Peak Hours, Full Build Out. 

Future with Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out

As shown in Column [4] of Table 73: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of
Service AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 1 Retail, Full Build Out, application of the City’s
significant traffic impact thresholds to the future with Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out would
result in a significant impact to 18 study intersections.  According to the LADOT impact criteria,
Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out would create significant impacts during peak hours at the 
intersections identified in Table 74: Level of Service Summary Before Mitigation Scenario 1
Retail, Full Build Out.
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Figure 35: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 1: Retail, Full Build
Out (Page 1 of 2)



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                    IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR M. TRAFFIC

358

Figure 35: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 1: Retail, Full Build
Out (Page 2 of 2)
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Figure 36: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 2: Office, Full Build
Out (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 36: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 2: Office, Full Build
Out (Page 2 of 2)
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Figure 37: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 3: Retail/Residential,
Full Build Out (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 37: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 3: Retail/Residential,
Full Build Out (Page 2 of 2)
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Figure 38: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 4:
Office/Residential, Full Build Out (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 38: Project Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 4:
Office/Residential, Full Build Out (Page 2 of 2)
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TABLE 73
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVELS OF SERVICE AM AND PM PEAK HOURS 

SCENARIO 1 RETAIL, FULL BUILD OUT

No Intersection Peak
Hour

[1] 
2002 Existing

[2]
2005 w/ Ambient Growth

[3]
2005 w/ Related Projects

[4] [5]

2005 w/ Proposed Project
Change

v/c
 [(4)-(3)]

Sig Imp

2005 w/ Project Mitigation Change
 v/c 

[(5)-(3)] Mit
v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS

1 De Soto Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

1.138
1.070

F
F

1.206
1.134

F
F

1.226
1.170

F
F

1.226
1.182

F
F

0.000
0.012

NO
YES

1.071
1.062

F
F

-0.155
-0.108

—
YES

2 De Soto Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

1.032
0.910

F
E

1.093
0.964

F
E

1.139
0.990

F
E

1.140
0.995

F
E

0.001
0.005

NO
NO

1.023
0.939

F
E

-0.116
-0.051

—
—

3 De Soto Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.825
0.885

D
D

0.874
0.939

D
E

0.886
0.970

D
E

0.887
0.979

D
E

0.001
0.009

NO
NO

0.839
0.906

D
E

-0.047
-0.064

—
—

4 Winnetka Ave/ Devonshire St AM
PM

0.584
0.856

A
D

0.519
0.807

A
D

0.519
0.828

A
D

0.519
0.833

A
D

0.000
0.005

NO
NO

0.516
0.808

A
D

-0.003
-0.020

—
—

5 Winnetka Ave/ Lassen St AM
PM

0.778
0.765

C
C

0.825
0.811

D
D

0.844
0.833

D
D

0.843
0.837

D
D

-0.001
0.004

NO
NO

0.831
0.826

D
D

-0.013
-0.007

—
—

6 Winnetka Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.841
0.763

D
C

0.891
0.808

D
D

0.910
0.829

E
D

0.907
0.835

E
D

-0.003
0.006

NO
NO

0.854
0.808

D
D

-0.056
-0.021

—
—

7 Winnetka Ave/ Prairie St AM
PM

0.616
0.642

B
B

0.653
0.681

B
B

0.755
0.739

C
C

0.742
0.763

C
C

-0.013
0.024

NO
NO

0.720
0.740

C
C

-0.035
0.001

—
—

8 Winnetka Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.998
0.910

E
E

1.058
0.965

F
E

1.118
0.971

F
E

1.116
0.987

F
E

-0.002
0.016

NO
YES

1.069
0.967

F
E

-0.049
-0.004

—
YES

9 Winnetka Ave/ Parthenia St AM
PM

1.033
1.118

F
F

1.095
1.185

F
F

1.097
1.191

F
F

1.098
1.204

F
F

0.001
0.013

NO
YES

1.079
1.186

F
F

-0.018
-0.005

—
YES

10 Winnetka Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.989
0.912

E
E

1.048
0.966

F
E

1.051
0.979

F
E

1.052
0.990

F
E

0.001
0.011

NO
YES

1.034
0.972

F
E

-0.017
-0.007

—
YES

11 Winnetka Ave/ Victory Blvd AM
PM

0.887
1.057

D
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.915
1.100

E
F

0.001
0.005

NO
NO

0.908
1.092

E
F

-0.006
-0.003

—
---

12 Corbin Ave/ Rinaldi St AM
PM

0.612
0.559

B
A

0.549
0.493

A
A

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

—
YES

13 Corbin Ave/ Devonshire St AM
PM

1.051
0.942

F
E

1.014
0.899

F
D

0.929
0.965

E
E

0.925
0.981

E
E

-0.004
0.16

NO
YES

0.904
0.949

E
E

-0.025
-0.016

—
YES

14 Corbin Ave/ Lassen St AM
PM

1.132
0.947

F
E

1.200
1.003

F
F

1.263
1.044

F
F

1.249
1.068

F
F

-0.014
0.024

NO
YES

1.212
1.031

F
F

-0.051
-0.013

—
YES

15 Corbin Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.993
1.071

E
F

1.053
1.136

F
F

1.119
1.185

F
F

1.097
1.237

F
F

-0.022
0.052

NO
YES

1.030
1.089

F
F

-0.089
-0.096

—
YES

16 Corbin Ave/ Prairie St AM
PM

0.631
0.783

B
C

0.669
0.830

B
D

0.737
0.872

C
D

0.749
1.045

C
F

0.012
0.173

NO
YES

0.699
0.811

B
D

-0.038
-0.061

—
YES

17 Corbin Ave/ Nordhoff Pl & St AM
PM

0.443
0.984

A
E

0.470
1.043

A
F

0.628
1.108

B
F

0.625
1.200

B
F

-0.003
0.092

NO
YES

0.590
0.952

A
E

-0.038
-0.156

—
YES

18 Corbin Ave/ Nordhoff St & Way AM
PM

0.923
0.996

E
E

0.978
1.056

E
F

1.026
1.092

F
F

1.021
1.141

F
F

-0.005
0.049

NO
YES

0.962
1.082

E
F

-0.064
-0.010

—
YES

19 Corbin Ave/ Parthenia St AM
PM

1.070
1.058

F
F

1.134
1.121

F
F

1.151
1.150

F
F

1.133
1.211

F
F

-0.018
0.061

NO
YES

1.076
1.55

F
F

-0.075
0.005

—
YES

20 Corbin Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.877
0.833

D
D

0.929
0.883

E
D

0.960
0.911

E
E

0.954
0.956

E
E

-0.006
0.045

NO
YES

0.917
0.920

E
E

-0.043
0.009

—
YES

21 Corbin Ave/ Saticoy St AM
PM

0.953
0.998

E
E

1.010
1.058

F
F

1.031
1.074

F
F

1.032
1.082

F
F

0.001
0.008

NO
NO

1.002
1.052

F
F

-0.029
-0.022

—
---

22 Shirley Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.467
0.704

A
C

0.495
0.747

A
C

0.499
0.750

A
C

0.494
0.792

A
C

-0.005
0.042

NO
YES

0.520
0.763

A
C

0.021
0.013

—
YES
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23 Shirley Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.208
0.420

A
A

0.220
0.445

A
A

0.298
0.451

A
A

0.283
0.568

A
A

-0.015
0.117

NO
NO

0.283
0.568

A
A

-0.015
0.117

—
—

24 Nordhoff St/ Nordhoff Way AM
PM

0.304
0.537

A
A

0.322
0.569

A
A

0.328
0.572

A
A

0.332
0.599

A
A

0.004
0.027

NO
NO

0.332
0.599

A
A

0.004
0.027

—
---

25 Tampa Ave/ SR-118 WB Ramps AM
PM

0.893
0.744

D
C

0.846
0.689

D
B

0.855
0.702

D
C

0.848
0.722

D
C

-0.007
0.020

NO
NO

0.841
0.715

D
C

-0.014
0.013

—
---

26 Tampa Ave/ SR-118 EB Ramps AM
PM

0.880
0.843

D
D

0.833
0.794

D
C

0.841
0.821

D
D

0.842
0.827

D
D

0.001
0.006

NO
NO

0.842
0.827

D
D

0.001
0.006

—
---

27 Tampa Ave/ Chatsworth St AM
PM

0.695
0.649

B
B

0.637
0.588

B
A

0.684
0.553

B
A

0.679
0.559

B
A

-0.005
0.006

NO
NO

0.672
0.554

B
A

-0.012
0.001

—
---

28 Tampa Ave/ Devonshire ST AM
PM

0.849
0.949

D
E

0.800
0.906

D
E

0.844
0.950

D
E

0.837
0.960

D
E

-0.007
0.010

NO
YES

0.818
0.945

D
E

-0.026
-0.005

—
YES

29 Tampa Ave/ Lassen St AM
PM

0.967
0.948

E
E

1.025
1.005

F
F

1.047
1.027

F
F

1.040
1.037

F
F

-0.007
0.010

NO
YES

1.026
1.023

F
F

-0.021
-0.004

—
YES

30 Tampa Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.859
0.915

D
E

0.911
0.970

E
E

0.937
0.980

E
E

0.927
1.006

E
F

-0.010
0.026

NO
YES

0.909
0.959

E
E

-0.028
-0.021

—
YES

31 Tampa Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.978
1.093

E
F

1.036
1.158

F
F

1.122
1.181

F
F

1.102
1.196

F
F

-0.020
0.015

NO
YES

1.079
1.170

F
F

-0.043
-0.011

—
YES

32 Tampa Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.949
0.801

E
D

1.006
0.849

F
D

1.010
0.854

F
D

1.008
0.867

F
D

-0.002
0.013

NO
NO

0.991
0.856

E
D

-0.019
0.002

—
—

33 Tampa Ave/ Saticoy St AM
PM

0.942
0.921

E
E

0.998
0.976

E
E

1.002
0.978

F
E

1.002
0.984

F
E

0.000
0.006

NO
NO

0.989
0.975

E
E

-0.013
-0.003

—
—

34 Wilbur Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.652
0.558

B
A

0.691
0.592

B
A

0.700
0.590

C
A

0.695
0.604

B
B

-0.005
0.014

NO
NO

0.695
0.604

B
B

-0.005
0.014

—
—

35 Wilbur Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.600
0.582

B
A

0.636
0.617

B
B

0.659
0.618

B
B

0.654
0.636

B
B

-0.005
0.018

NO
NO

0.654
0.636

B
B

-0.005
0.018

—
—

36 Reseda Blvd/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.699
1.195

B
F

0.741
1.266

C
F

0.739
1.291

C
F

0.738
1.304

C
F

-0.001
0.013

NO
YES

0.668
1.271

B
F

-0.071
-0.020

—
YES

37 Reseda Blvd/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.820
0.966

D
E

0.869
1.024

D
F

0.898
1.035

D
F

0.895
1.043

D
F

-0.003
0.008

NO
NO

0.895
1.043

D
F

-0.003
0.008

—
—

38 Reseda Blvd/ Victory Blvd AM
PM

0.993
0.906

E
E

1.026
0.935

F
E

1.028
0.940

F
E

1.028
0.944

F
E

0.000
0.004

NO
NO

1.028
0.944

F
E

0.000
0.004

—
—

39 Zelzah Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.897
0.875

D
D

0.951
0.928

E
E

1.013
0.945

F
E

1.010
0.953

F
E

-0.003
0.008

NO
NO

1.010
0.953

F
E

-0.003
0.008

—
—
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TABLE 74
INTERSECTIONS WITH SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION 

SCENARIO 1: RETAIL FULL BUILD OUT

No Intersection 2005 w/ Related
Projects

2005 w/
Project

Change
V/C

LOS w
Related
Projects

LOS w/
Project

1 PM De Soto Ave/Plummer St 1.170 1.182 0.012 F F

8 PM Winnetka Ave/Nordhoff St 0.971 0.987 0.016 E E

9 PM Winnetka Ave/Parthenia st 1.191 1.204 0.013 F F

10 PM Winnetka Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.979 0.990 0.011 E E

13 PM Corbin Ave/Devonshire St 0.965 0.981 0.016 E E

14 PM Corbin Ave/Lassen St 1.044 1.068 0.024 F F

15 PM Corbin Ave/Plummer St 1.185 1.237 0.052 F F

16 PM Corbin Ave/Prairie St 0.872 1.045 0.173 D F

17 PM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff Pl/Nordhoff St 1.108 1.200 0.092 F F

18 PM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way 1.092 1.141 0.049 F F

19 PM Corbin Ave/Parthenia St 1.150 1.211 0.061 F F

20 PM Corbin Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.911 0.956 0.045 E E

22 PM Shirley Ave/Plummer St 0.750 0.792 0.042 C C

28 PM Tampa Ave/Devonshire St 0.950 0.960 0.010 E E

29 PM Tampa Ave/Lassen St 1.027 1.037 0.010 F F

30 PM Tampa Ave/Plummer St 0.980 1.006 0.026 E F

31 PM Tampa Ave/Nordhoff St 1.181 1.196 0.015 F F

36 PM Reseda Blvd/Plummer St 1.291 1.304 0.013 F F

As indicated in Table 73: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM
and PM Peak Hours Scenario 1 Retail, Full Build Out, incremental but not significant
impacts are noted at the remaining study intersections due to development of Scenario 1: Retail
Full Build Out.  Traffic volumes in the future resulting from Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out
(existing, ambient growth, related projects, and Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out) for AM and
PM peak hours are shown in Figure 39: Future Traffic Volumes With Scenario 1 Retail, Full
Build Out.
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Figure 39: Future Traffic Volumes AM And PM Peak Hour With Scenario 1: Retail, Full
Build Out (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 39: Future Traffic Volumes AM And PM Peak Hour With Scenario 1: Retail, Full
Build Out (Page 2 of 2)
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Future with Scenario 2:Office Full Build Out

As shown in Column [4] of Table 75: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of
Service AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 2 Office, Full Build Out, application of the City’s
significant traffic impact thresholds to the future with Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out would
result in a significant impact to 24 study intersections.  According to the LADOT impact criteria,
Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out would create significant impacts during the peak hours at the
intersections identified in Table 76: Level of Service Summary Before Mitigation Scenario 2
Office, Full Build Out.

As indicated in Table 75: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM
and PM Peak Hours Scenario 2 Office, Full Build Out, incremental but not significant
impacts are noted at the remaining study intersections due to development of Scenario 2: Office
Full Build Out.  Traffic volumes in the future resulting from Scenario 2: Office Full Build
Out(existing, ambient growth, related projects, and Scenario 2: office Full Build Out) for the AM
and PM peak hours are shown in Figure 40: Future Traffic Volumes With Scenario 2 Office,
Full Build Out.

Future with Scenario 3:Retail/Residential Full Build Out

As shown in Column [4] of Table 77: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of
Service AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 3 Retail/Residential, Full Build Out, application
of the City’s significant traffic impact thresholds to the future with Scenario 3: Retail/Residential
Full Build Out would result in a significant impact to 14 study intersections.  According to the
LADOT impact criteria, Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out would create significant
impacts during peak hours at the intersections identified in Table 78: Level of Service
Summary Before Mitigation Scenario 3 Retail/Residential, Full Build Out.

As indicated in Table 77: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM
and PM Peak Hours Scenario 3 Retail/Residential, Full Build Out, incremental but not
significant impacts are noted at the remaining study intersections due to development of Scenario
3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out.  Traffic volumes in the future as a result of Scenario 3:
Retail/Residential Full Build Out(existing, ambient growth, related projects, and Scenario 3:
Retail/Residential Full Build Out) for AM and PM peak hours are shown in Figure 41: Future
Traffic Volumes With Scenario 3: Retail/Residential, Full Build Out.
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TABLE 75
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVELS OF SERVICE AM AND PM PEAK HOURS SCENARIO 2 OFFICE, FULL BUILD OUT

No Intersection Peak
Hour

[1] 
2002 Existing

[2]
2005 w/ Ambient Growth

[3]
2005 w/ Related Projects

[4] [5] [6]

2005 w/ Proposed Project Change
v/c

 [(4)-(3)]
Sig. Impact

2005 w/ Project Mitigation Change v/c 
[(5)-(3)] Mitigated

2005 w/ Project TDM Change v/c
[(6)-(3)] Mitigated

v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS

1 De Soto Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

1.138
1.070

F
F

1.206
1.134

F
F

1.226
1.170

F
F

1.236
1.191

F
F

0.010
0.021

YES
YES

1.081
1.071

F
F

-0.145
-0.099

YES
YES

1.079
1.067

F
F

-0.147
-0.103

—
—

2 De Soto Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

1.032
0.910

F
E

1.093
0.964

F
E

1.139
0.990

F
E

1.140
0.999

F
E

0.001
0.009

NO
NO

1.024
0.944

F
E

-0.115
-0.046

—
—

1.023
0.940

F
E

-0.116
-0.050

—
—

3 De Soto Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.825
0.885

D
D

0.874
0.939

D
E

0.886
0.970

D
E

0.888
0.980

D
E

0.002
0.010

NO
YES

0.839
0.907

D
E

-0.047
-0.063

—
YES

0.839
0.905

D
E

-0.047
-0.065

—
—

4 Winnetka Ave/ Devonshire St AM
PM

0.584
0.856

A
D

0.519
0.807

A
D

0.519
0.828

A
D

0.520
0.830

A
D

0.001
0.002

NO
NO

0.517
0.805

A
D

-0.002
-0.023

—
—

0.517
0.805

A
D

-0.002
-0.023

—
—

5 Winnetka Ave/ Lassen St AM
PM

0.778
0.765

C
C

0.825
0.811

D
D

0.844
0.833

D
D

0.852
0.834

D
D

0.008
0.001

NO
NO

0.840
0.823

D
D

-0.004
-0.010

—
—

0.839
0.823

D
D

-0.005
-0.010

—
—

6 Winnetka Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.841
0.763

D
C

0.891
0.808

D
D

0.910
0.829

E
D

0.921
0.835

E
D

0.011
0.006

YES
NO

0.868
0.808

D
D

-0.042
-0.021

YES
—

0.866
0.807

D
D

-0.044
-0.022

—
—

7 Winnetka Ave/ Prairie St AM
PM

0.616
0.642

B
B

0.653
0.681

B
B

0.755
0.739

C
C

0.816
0.785

D
C

0.061
0.046

YES
YES

0.794
0.763

C
C

0.039
0.024

YES
YES

0.780
0.746

C
C

0.025
0.007

—
—

8 Winnetka Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.998
0.910

E
E

1.058
0.965

F
E

1.118
0.971

F
E

1.133
0.977

F
E

0.015
0.006

YES
NO

1.087
0.957

F
E

-0.031
-0.014

YES
— 

1.083
0.956

F
E

-0.035
-0.015

—
—

9 Winnetka Ave/ Parthenia St AM
PM

1.033
1.118

F
F

1.095
1.185

F
F

1.097
1.191

F
F

1.099
1.196

F
F

0.002
0.005

NO
NO

1.080
1.177

F
F

-0.017
-0.014

—
--

1.080
1.176

F
F

-0.017
-0.015

—
—

10 Winnetka Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.989
0.912

E
E

1.048
0.966

F
E

1.051
0.979

F
E

1.053
0.993

F
E

0.002
0.014

NO
YES

1.035
0.974

F
E

-0.016
-0.005

—
YES

1.035
0.972

F
E

-0.016
-0.007

—
—

11 Winnetka Ave/ Victory Blvd AM
PM

0.887
1.057

D
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.915
1.096

E
F

0.001
0.001

NO
NO

0.908
1.089

E
F

-0.006
-0.006

—
—

0.908
1.089

E
F

-0.006
-0.006

—
—

12 Corbin Ave/ Rinaldi St AM
PM

0.612
0.559

B
A

0.549
0.493

A
A

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

—
—

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

—
—

13 Corbin Ave/ Devonshire St AM
PM

1.051
0.942

F
E

1.014
0.899

F
D

0.929
0.965

E
E

0.956
0.998

E
E

0.027
0.033

YES
YES

0.935
0.966

E
E

0.006
0.001

YES
YES

0.928
0.959

E
E

-0.001
-0.006

—
—

14 Corbin Ave/ Lassen St AM
PM

1.132
0.947

F
E

1.200
1.003

F
F

1.263
1.044

F
F

1.319
1.091

F
F

0.056
0.047

YES
YES

1.282
1.055

F
F

0.019
0.011

NO
NO

1.270
1.045

F
F

0.007
0.001

YES
YES

15 Corbin Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.993
1.071

E
F

1.053
1.136

F
F

1.119
1.185

F
F

1.215
1.266

F
F

0.096
0.081

YES
YES

1.148
1.106

F
F

0.029
-0.079

NO
YES

1.127
1.092

F
F

0.008
-0.093

YES
—

16 Corbin Ave/ Prairie St AM
PM

0.631
0.783

B
C

0.669
0.830

B
D

0.737
0.872

C
D

0.838
1.071

D
F

0.101
0.199

YES
YES

0.788
0.887

C
D

0.051
0.015

NO
YES

0.759
0.843

C
D

0.022
-0.029

YES
—

17 Corbin Ave/ Nordhoff Pl & St AM
PM

0.443
0.984

A
E

0.470
1.043

A
F

0.628
1.108

B
F

0.662
1.232

B
F

0.034
0.124

NO
YES

0.590
0.967

A
E

-0.038
-0.141

—
YES

0.589
0.939

A
E

-0.039
-0.169

—
—

18 Corbin Ave/ Nordhoff St & Way AM
PM

0.923
0.996

E
E

0.978
1.056

E
F

1.026
1.092

F
F

1.069
1.179

F
F

0.043
0.087

YES
YES

1.009
1.119

F
F

-0.017
0.027

YES
NO

0.999
1.100

E
F

-0.027
0.008

—
YES

19 Corbin Ave/ Parthenia St AM
PM

1.070
1.058

F
F

1.134
1.121

F
F

1.151
1.150

F
F

1.235
1.189

F
F

0.084
0.039

YES
YES

1.178
1.133

F
F

0.027
-0.017

NO
YES

1.159
1.125

F
F

0.008
-0.025

YES
—

20 Corbin Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.877
0.833

D
D

0.929
0.883

E
D

0.960
0.911

E
E

0.997
0.958

E
E

0.037
0.047

YES
YES

0.960
0.921

E
E

0.000
0.010

YES
NO

0.952
0.911

E
E

-0.008
0.000

—
YES
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21 Corbin Ave/ Saticoy St AM
PM

0.953
0.998

E
E

1.010
1.058

F
F

1.031
1.074

F
F

1.032
1.083

F
F

0.001
0.009

NO
NO

1.002
1.053

F
F

-0.029
-0.021

—
—

1.002
1.051

F
F

-0.029
-0.023

—
— 

22 Shirley Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.467
0.704

A
C

0.495
0.747

A
C

0.499
0.750

A
C

0.523
0.828

A
D

0.024
0.078

NO
YES

0.423
0.728

A
C

-0.076
-0.022

—
YES

0.418
0.711

A
C

-0.081
-0.039

—
—

23 Shirley Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.208
0.420

A
A

0.220
0.445

A
A

0.298
0.451

A
A

0.380
0.559

A
A

0.082
0.108

NO
NO

0.380
0.559

A
A

0.082
0.108

—
—

0.362
0.536

A
A

0.064
0.085

—
—

24 Nordhoff St/ Nordhoff Way AM
PM

0.304
0.537

A
A

0.322
0.569

A
A

0.328
0.572

A
A

0.336
0.653

A
B

0.008
0.081

NO
NO

0.336
0.653

A
B

0.008
0.081

—
—

0.334
0.636

A
B

0.006
0.064

—
—

25 Tampa Ave/ SR-118 WB Ramps AM
PM

0.893
0.744

D
C

0.846
0.689

D
B

0.855
0.702

D
C

0.885
0.709

D
C

0.030
0.007

YES
NO

0.878
0.702

D
C

0.023
0.000

NO
—

0.872
0.700

D
C

0.017
-0.002

YES
—

26 Tampa Ave/ SR-118 EB Ramps AM
PM

0.880
0.843

D
D

0.833
0.794

D
C

0.841
0.821

D
D

0.843
0.839

D
D

0.002
0.018

NO
NO

0.843
0.839

D
D

0.002
0.018

—
—

0.842
0.835

D
D

0.001
0.014

—
—

27 Tampa Ave/ Chatsworth St AM
PM

0.695
0.649

B
B

0.637
0.588

B
A

0.684
0.553

B
A

0.707
0.571

C
A

0.023
0.018

NO
NO

0.700
0.566

C
A

0.016
0.013

—
—

0.695
0.562

B
A

0.011
0.009

—
—

28 Tampa Ave/ Devonshire ST AM
PM

0.849
0.949

D
E

0.800
0.906

D
E

0.844
0.950

D
E

0.874
0.981

D
E

0.030
0.031

YES
YES

0.855
0.966

D
E

0.011
0.016

YES
NO

0.849
0.959

D
E

0.005
0.009

—
YES

29 Tampa Ave/ Lassen St AM
PM

0.967
0.948

E
E

1.025
1.005

F
F

1.047
1.027

F
F

1.075
1.057

F
F

0.028
0.030

YES
YES

1.061
1.043

F
F

0.014
0.016

NO
NO

1.055
1.036

F
F

0.008
0.009

YES
YES

30 Tampa Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.859
0.915

D
E

0.911
0.970

E
E

0.937
0.980

E
E

0.989
1.011

E
F

0.052
0.031

YES
YES

0.870
0.893

D
D

-0.067
-0.087

YES
YES

0.859
0.885

D
D

-0.078
-0.095

—
—

31 Tampa Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.978
1.093

E
F

1.036
1.158

F
F

1.122
1.181

F
F

1.210
1.225

F
F

0.088
0.044

YES
YES

1.087
1.100

F
F

-0.035
-0.081

YES
YES

1.067
1.090

F
F

-0.055
-0.091

—
—

32 Tampa Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.949
0.801

E
D

1.006
0.849

F
D

1.010
0.854

F
D

1.025
0.859

F
D

0.015
0.005

YES
NO

1.009
0.847

F
D

-0.001
-0.007

YES
—

1.005
0.847

F
D

-0.005
-0.007

—
—

33 Tampa Ave/ Saticoy St AM
PM

0.942
0.921

E
E

0.998
0.976

E
E

1.002
0.978

F
E

1.003
0.986

F
E

0.001
0.008

NO
NO

0.989
0.977

E
E

-0.013
-0.001

—
—

0.989
0.975

E
E

-0.013
-0.003

—
—

34 Wilbur Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.652
0.558

B
A

0.691
0.592

B
A

0.700
0.590

C
A

0.724
0.604

C
B

0.024
0.014

NO
NO

0.724
0.604

C
B

0.024
0.014

—
—

0.719
0.601

C
B

0.019
0.011

—
—

35 Wilbur Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.600
0.582

B
A

0.636
0.617

B
B

0.659
0.618

B
B

0.680
0.637

B
B

0.021
0.019

NO
NO

0.680
0.637

B
B

0.021
0.019

—
—

0.675
0.633

B
B

0.016
0.015

—
—

36 Reseda Blvd/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.699
1.195

B
F

0.741
1.266

C
F

0.739
1.291

C
F

0.747
1.307

C
F

0.008
0.016

NO
YES

0.669
1.277

B
F

-0.070
-0.014

—
YES

0.669
1.274

B
F

-0.070
-0.017

—
—

37 Reseda Blvd/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.820
0.966

D
E

0.869
1.024

D
F

0.898
1.035

D
F

0.910
1.038

E
F

0.012
0.003

YES
NO

0.910
1.038

E
F

0.012
0.003

NO
—

0.907
1.038

E
F

0.009
0.003

YES
—

38 Reseda Blvd/ Victory Blvd AM
PM

0.993
0.906

E
E

1.026
0.935

F
E

1.028
0.940

F
E

1.028
0.941

F
E

0.000
0.001

NO
NO

1.028
0.941

F
E

0.000
0.001

—
—

1.028
0.941

F
E

0.000
0.001

—
—

39 Zelzah Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.897
0.875

D
D

0.951
0.928

E
E

1.013
0.945

F
E

1.024
0.947

F
E

0.011
0.002

YES
NO

1.024
0.947

F
E

0.011
0.002

NO
—

1.022
0.947

F
E

0.009
0.002

YES
—
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TABLE 76
INTERSECTIONS WITH SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION 

SCENARIO 2: OFFICE FULL BUILD-OUT
No Intersection 2005 w/ Related Projects 2005 w/ Project Change V/C LOS w Related Projects LOS w/ Project

1
AM De Soto Ave/Plummer St 1.226 1.236 0.10 F F

PM De Soto Ave/Plummer St 1.170 1.191 .021 F F

3 PM De Soto Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.970 0.980 0.010 E E

6 AM Winnetka Ave/Plummer St 0.910 0.921 0.011 D D

7
AM Winnetka Ave/Prairie St 0.755 0.816 .061 C D

PM Winnetka Ave/Prairie St 0.739 0.785 0.046 C C

8 AM Winnetka Ave/Nordhoff St 1.118 1.133 .015 F F

10 PM Winnetka Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.979 0.993 0.014 E E

13
AM Corbin Ave/Devonshire St .929 .956 .027 E E

PM Corbin Ave/Devonshire St .965 .998 .033 E E

14
AM Corbin Ave/Lassen St 1.263 1.319 .056 F F

PM Corbin Ave/Lassen St 1.044 1.091 .047 F F

15
AM Corbin Ave/Plummer St 1.119 1.215 .096 F F

PM Corbin Ave/Plummer St 1.185 1.266 .081 F F

16
AM Corbin Ave/Prairie St 0.737 0.838 .101 C D

PM Corbin Ave/Prairie St 0.872 1.071 .199 D F

17 PM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff Pl/Nordhoff St 1.108 1.232 .124 F F

18
AM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way 1.026 1.069 .043 F F

PM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way 1.092 1.179 .087 F F

19
AM Corbin Ave/Parthenia St 1.151 1.235 .084 F F

PM Corbin Ave/Parthenia St 1.150 1.189 .039 F F

20
AM Corbin Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.960 0.997 .037 E E

PM Corbin Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.911 0.958 .047 E E

22 PM Shirley Ave/Plummer St 0.750 0.828 .078 C D

25 AM Tampa Ave/SR-118 WB RAmps .855 .885 .030 D D

28
AM Tampa Ave/Devonshire St .844 .874 .030 D D

PM Tampa Ave/Devonshire St .950 .981 .031 E E

29
AM Tampa Ave/Lassen St 1.047 1.075 .028 F F

PM Tampa Ave/Lassen St 1.027 1.057 .030 F F

30
AM Tampa Ave/Plummer St 0.937 0.989 .052 E E

PM Tampa Ave/Plummer St 0.980 1.011 .031 E F

31
AM Tampa Ave/Nordhoff St 1.122 1.210 .088 F F

PM Tampa Ave/Nordhoff St 1.181 1.225 .044 F F

32 AM Tampa Ave/Roscoe Blvd 1.010 1.025 .015 F F

36 PM Reseda Blvd/Plummer St 1.291 1.307 .016 F F

37 AM Rededa Blvd/Nordhoff St 0.898 0.910 0.012 D E

39 AM Zelzah Ave/Nordhoff St 1.013 1.024 .011 F F
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Figure 40: Future Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hour With Scenario 2: Office, Full
Build Out (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 40: Future Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hour With Scenario 2: Office, Full
Build Out (Page 2 of 2)
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TABLE 77
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVELS OF SERVICE AM AND PM PEAK HOURS 

SCENARIO 3 RETAIL/RESIDENTIAL, FULL BUILD OUT

No Intersection Peak
Hour

[1] 
2002 Existing

[2]
2005 w/ Ambient

Growth

[3]
2005 w/ Related

Projects

[4] [5]

2005 w/ Proposed
Project Change

v/c
 [(4)-(3)]

Sig
Imp

2005 w/ Project
Mitigation Change

v/c 
[(5)-(3)]

Mit
v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS

1 De Soto Ave/
Plummer St

AM
PM

1.138
1.070

F
F

1.206
1.134

F
F

1.226
1.170

F
F

1.227
1.179

F
F

0.001
0.009

NO
NO

1.073
1.060

F
F

-0.153
-0.110

—
—

2 De Soto Ave/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

1.032
0.910

F
E

1.093
0.964

F
E

1.139
0.990

F
E

1.141
0.994

F
E

0.002
0.004

NO
NO

1.024
0.938

F
E

-0.115
-0.052

—
—

3 De Soto Ave/
Roscoe Blvd

AM
PM

0.825
0.885

D
D

0.874
0.939

D
E

0.886
0.970

D
E

0.888
0.978

D
E

0.002
0.008

NO
NO

0.840
0.906

D
E

-0.046
-0.064

—
—

4 Winnetka Ave/
Devonshire St

AM
PM

0.584
0.856

A
D

0.519
0.807

A
D

0.519
0.828

A
D

0.520
0.833

A
D

0.001
0.005

NO
NO

0.517
0.808

A
D

-0.002
-0.020

—
—

5 Winnetka Ave/
Lassen St

AM
PM

0.778
0.765

C
C

0.825
0.811

D
D

0.844
0.833

D
D

0.844
0.837

D
D

0.000
0.004

NO
NO

0.833
0.826

D
D

-0.011
-0.007

—
—

6 Winnetka Ave/
Plummer St

AM
PM

0.841
0.763

D
C

0.891
0.808

D
D

0.910
0.829

E
D

0.907
0.834

E
D

-0.003
0.005

NO
NO

0.854
0.807

D
D

-0.056
-0.022

—
—

7 Winnetka Ave/
Prairie St

AM
PM

0.616
0.642

B
B

0.653
0.681

B
B

0.755
0.739

C
C

0.744
0.760

C
C

-0.011
0.021

NO
NO

0.722
0.738

C
C

-0.033
-0.001

—
—

8 Winnetka Ave/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.998
0.910

E
E

1.058
0.965

F
E

1.118
0.971

F
E

1.117
0.987

F
E

-0.001
0.016

NO
YES

1.071
0.967

F
E

-0.047
-0.004

—
YES

9 Winnetka Ave/
Parthenia St

AM
PM

1.033
1.118

F
F

1.095
1.185

F
F

1.097
1.191

F
F

1.100
1.204

F
F

0.003
0.013

NO
YES

1.081
1.186

F
F

-0.016
-0.005

—
YES

10 Winnetka Ave/
Roscoe Blvd

AM
PM

0.989
0.912

E
E

1.048
0.966

F
E

1.051
0.979

F
E

1.054
0.989

F
E

0.003
0.010

NO
YES

1.036
0.971

F
E

-0.015
-0.008

—
YES

11 Winnetka Ave/
Victory Blvd

AM
PM

0.887
1.057

D
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.915
1.100

E
F

0.915
1.100

NO
NO

0.908
1.092

E
F

-0.006
-0.003

—
—

 12 Corbin Ave/
Rinaldi St

AM
PM

0.612
0.559

B
A

0.549
0.493

A
A

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.693
0.686

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

—
—

13 Corbin Ave/
Devonshire St

AM
PM

1.051
0.942

F
E

1.014
0.899

F
D

0.929
0.965

E
E

0.927
0.978

E
E

0.927
0.978

NO
YES

0.906
0.947

E
E

-0.023
-0.018

—
YES

14 Corbin Ave/
Lassen St

AM
PM

1.132
0.947

F
E

1.200
1.003

F
F

1.263
1.044

F
F

1.248
1.064

F
F

1.248
1.064

NO
YES

1.212
1.027

F
F

-0.051
-0.017

—
YES

15 Corbin Ave/
Plummer St

AM
PM

0.993
1.071

E
F

1.053
1.136

F
F

1.119
1.185

F
F

1.095
1.231

F
F

1.095
1.231

NO
YES

1.028
1.083

F
F

-0.091
-0.102

—
YES

16 Corbin Ave/
Prairie St

AM
PM

0.631
0.783

B
C

0.669
0.830

B
D

0.737
0.872

C
D

0.765
1.028

C
F

0.765
1.028

NO
YES

0.715
0.795

C
C

-0.022
-0.077

—
YES

17
Corbin Ave/

Nordhoff Pl &
St

AM
PM

0.443
0.984

A
E

0.470
1.043

A
F

0.628
1.108

B
F

0.628
1.185

B
F

0.628
1.185

NO
YES

0.592
0.935

A
E

-0.036
-0.173

—
YES

18
Corbin Ave/

Nordhoff St &
Way

AM
PM

0.923
0.996

E
E

0.978
1.056

E
F

1.026
1.092

F
F

1.027
1.134

F
F

1.027
1.134

NO
YES

0.968
1.074

E
F

-0.058
-0.018

—
YES

19 Corbin Ave/
Parthenia St

AM
PM

1.070
1.058

F
F

1.134
1.121

F
F

1.151
1.150

F
F

1.133
1.208

F
F

1.133
1.208

NO
YES

1.076
1.151

F
F

-0.075
0.001

—
YES
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20 Corbin Ave/
Roscoe Blvd

AM
PM

0.877
0.833

D
D

0.929
0.883

E
D

0.960
0.911

E
E

0.957
0.953

E
E

0.957
0.953

NO
YES

0.920
0.916

E
E

-0.040
0.005

—
YES

21 Corbin Ave/
Saticoy St

AM
PM

0.953
0.998

E
E

1.010
1.058

F
F

1.031
1.074

F
F

1.033
1.082

F
F

1.033
1.082

NO
NO

1.003
1.052

F
F

-0.028
-0.022

—
—

22 Shirley Ave/
Plummer St

AM
PM

0.467
0.704

A
C

0.495
0.747

A
C

0.499
0.750

A
C

0.495
0.786

A
C

0.495
0.786

NO
NO

0.475
0.786

A
C

-0.024
0.036

—
—

23 Shirley Ave/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.208
0.420

A
A

0.220
0.445

A
A

0.298
0.451

A
A

0.281
0.554

A
A

0.281
0.554

NO
NO

0.281
0.554

A
A

-0.017
0.103

—
—

24 Nordhoff St/
Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

0.304
0.537

A
A

0.322
0.569

A
A

0.328
0.572

A
A

0.339
0.592

A
A

0.339
0.592

NO
NO

0.339
0.592

A
A

0.011
0.020

—
—

25
Tampa Ave/
SR-118 WB

Ramps

AM
PM

0.893
0.744

D
C

0.846
0.689

D
B

0.855
0.702

D
C

0.847
0.722

D
C

0.847
0.722

NO
NO

0.840
0.715

D
C

-0.015
0.013

—
—

 26
Tampa Ave/
SR-118 EB

Ramps

AM
PM

0.880
0.843

D
D

0.833
0.794

D
C

0.841
0.821

D
D

0.843
0.825

D
D

0.843
0.825

NO
NO

0.843
0.825

D
D

0.002
0.004

—
—

27 Tampa Ave/
Chatsworth St

AM
PM

0.695
0.649

B
B

0.637
0.588

B
A

0.684
0.553

B
A

0.678
0.557

B
A

0.678
0.557

NO
NO

0.671
0.552

B
A

-0.013
-0.001

—
—

28 Tampa Ave/
Devonshire ST

AM
PM

0.849
0.949

D
E

0.800
0.906

D
E

0.844
0.950

D
E

0.836
0.957

D
E

0.836
0.957

NO
NO

0.818
0.942

D
E

-0.026
-0.008

—
—

29 Tampa Ave/
Lassen St

AM
PM

0.967
0.948

E
E

1.025
1.005

F
F

1.047
1.027

F
F

1.040
1.035

F
F

1.040
1.035

NO
NO

1.025
1.020

F
F

-0.022
-0.007

—
—

30 Tampa Ave/
Plummer St

AM
PM

0.859
0.915

D
E

0.911
0.970

E
E

0.937
0.980

E
E

0.929
1.004

E
F

0.929
1.004

NO
YES

0.910
0.985

E
E

-0.027
0.005

—
YES

31 Tampa Ave/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.978
1.093

E
F

1.036
1.158

F
F

1.122
1.181

F
F

1.103
1.192

F
F

1.103
1.192

NO
YES

1.079
1.166

F
F

-0.043
-0.015

—
YES

32 Tampa Ave/
Roscoe Blvd

AM
PM

0.949
0.801

E
D

1.006
0.849

F
D

1.010
0.854

F
D

1.009
0.867

F
D

1.009
0.867

NO
NO

0.993
0.856

E
D

-0.017
0.002

—
—

33 Tampa Ave/
Saticoy St

AM
PM

0.942
0.921

E
E

0.998
0.976

E
E

1.002
0.978

F
E

1.003
0.984

F
E

1.003
0.984

NO
NO

0.990
0.975

E
E

-0.012
-0.003

—
—

34 Wilbur Ave/
Plummer St

AM
PM

0.652
0.558

B
A

0.691
0.592

B
A

0.700
0.590

C
A

0.694
0.604

B
B

0.694
0.604

NO
NO

0.694
0.604

B
B

-0.006
0.014

—
—

35 Wilbur Ave/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.600
0.582

B
A

0.636
0.617

B
B

0.659
0.618

B
B

0.656
0.634

B
B

0.656
0.634

NO
NO

0.656
0.634

B
B

-0.003
0.016

—
—

36 Reseda Blvd/
Plummer St

AM
PM

0.699
1.195

B
F

0.741
1.266

C
F

0.739
1.291

C
F

0.739
1.303

C
F

0.739
1.303

NO
YES

0.670
1.269

B
F

-0.069
-0.022

—
YES

37 Reseda Blvd/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.820
0.966

D
E

0.869
1.024

D
F

0.898
1.035

D
F

0.895
1.043

D
F

0.895
1.043

NO
NO

0.895
1.043

D
F

-0.003
0.008

—
—

38 Reseda Blvd/
Victory Blvd

AM
PM

0.993
0.906

E
E

1.026
0.935

F
E

1.028
0.940

F
E

1.029
0.944

F
E

1.029
0.944

NO
NO

1.029
0.944

F
E

0.001
0.004

—
—

39 Zelzah Ave/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.897
0.875

D
D

0.951
0.928

E
E

1.013
0.945

F
E

1.009
0.952

F
E

1.009
0.952

NO
NO

1.009
0.952

F
E

-0.004
0.007

—
—
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TABLE 78
INTERSECTIONS WITH SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION 

SCENARIO 3: RETAIL/RESIDENTIAL FULL BUILD OUT

No Intersection
2005 w/
Related
Projects

2005 w/
Project

Change
V/C

LOS w
Related
Projects

LOS w/
Project

8 PM Winnetka Ave/Nordhoff St 0.971 0.987 0.016 E E

9 PM Winnetka Ave/parthenia 1.191 1.204 0.013 F F

10 PM Winnetka Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.979 0.989 0.010 E E

13 PM Corbin Ave/Devonshire St 0.965 0.978 0.013 E E

14 PM Corbin Ave/Lassen St 1.044 1.064 0.020 F F

15 PM Corbin Ave/Plummer St 1.185 1.231 0.046 F F

16 PM Corbin Ave/Prairie St 0.872 1.028 0.156 D F

17 PM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff Pl/Nordhoff St 1.108 1.185 0.077 F F

18 PM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way 1.092 1.134 0.042 F F

19 PM Corbin Ave/Parthenia St 1.150 1.208 0.058 F F

20 PM Corbin Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.911 0.953 0.042 E E

30 PM Tampa Ave/Plummer St 0.980 1.004 0.024 E F

31 PM Tampa Ave/Nordhoff St 1.181 1.192 0.011 F F

36 PM Reseda Blve/Plummer St 1.291 1.303 0.012 F F
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Figure 41: Future Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hour With Scenario 3:
Retail/Residential, Full Build Out (Page 1 of 2)



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                    IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR M. TRAFFIC

380

Figure 41: Future Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hour With Scenario 3:
Retail/Residential, Full Build Out (Page 2 of 2)
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Future with Scenario 4:Office/Residential Full Build Out

As shown in Column [4] of Table 79: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Level of
Service AM and PM Peak Hours Scenario 4 Office/Residential, Full Build Out, application of
the City’s significant traffic impact thresholds to the future with Scenario 4: Office/Residential
Full Build Out would result in a significant impact to 20 study intersections.  According to the
LADOT impact criteria, Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out would create significant
impacts during peak hours at the intersections identified in Table 80: Level of Service Summary
Before Mitigation Scenario 4 Office/Residential, Full Build Out.

As indicated in Table 79: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Level of Service AM
and PM Peak Hours Scenario 4 Office/Residential, Full Build Out, incremental but not
significant impacts are noted at the remaining study intersections due to development of Scenario
4: Office/Residential Full Build Out. Traffic volumes in the future as a result of Scenario 4:
Office/Residential Full Build Out(existing, ambient growth, related projects, and Scenario 4:
Office/Residential Full Build Out) for AM and PM peak hours are shown in Figure 42: Future
Traffic Volumes With Scenario 4: Office/Residential, Full Build Out.
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TABLE 79
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVEL OF SERVICE AM AND PM PEAK HOURS SCENARIO 4 OFFICE/RESIDENTIAL, FULL BUILD OUT

No Intersection Peak
Hour

[1] 
2002 Existing

[2]
2005 w/ Ambient Growth

[3]
2005 w/ Related Projects

[4] [5] [6]

2005 w/ Proposed Project Change
v/c

 [(4)-(3)]
Sig. Impact

2005 w/ Project Mitigation Change v/c 
[(5)-(3)] Mitigated

2005 w/ Project TDM Change v/c
[(6)-(3)] Mitigated

v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS

1 De Soto Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

1.138
1.070

F
F

1.206
1.134

F
F

1.226
1.170

F
F

1.236
1.186

F
F

0.010
0.016

YES
YES

1.081
1.067

F
F

-0.145
-0.103

YES
YES

1.080
1.063

F
F

-0.146
-0.107

—
—

2 De Soto Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

1.032
0.910

F
E

1.093
0.964

F
E

1.139
0.990

F
E

1.141
0.996

F
E

0.002
0.006

NO
NO

1.025
0.939

F
E

-0.114
-0.051

—
—

1.025
0.937

F
E

-0.114
-0.053

—
—

3 De Soto Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.825
0.885

D
D

0.874
0.939

D
E

0.886
0.970

D
E

0.889
0.978

D
E

0.003
0.008

NO
NO

0.840
0.905

D
E

-0.046
-0.065

—
—

0.840
0.904

D
E

-0.046
-0.066

—
—

4 Winnetka Ave/ Devonshire St AM
PM

0.584
0.856

A
D

0.519
0.807

A
D

0.519
0.828

A
D

0.520
0.830

A
D

0.001
0.002

NO
NO

0.517
0.805

A
D

-0.002
-0.023

—
—

0.517
0.805

A
D

-0.002
-0.023

—
—

5 Winnetka Ave/ Lassen St AM
PM

0.778
0.765

C
C

0.825
0.811

D
D

0.844
0.833

D
D

0.851
0.834

D
D

0.007
0.001

NO
NO

0.840
0.823

D
D

-0.004
-0.010

—
—

0.838
0.823

D
D

-0.006
-0.010

—
—

6 Winnetka Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.841
0.763

D
C

0.891
0.808

D
D

0.910
0.829

E
D

0.918
0.833

E
D

0.008
0.004

NO
NO

0.865
0.807

D
D

-0.045
-0.022

—
—

0.863
0.806

D
D

-0.047
-0.023

—
—

7 Winnetka Ave/ Prairie St AM
PM

0.616
0.642

B
B

0.653
0.681

B
B

0.755
0.739

C
C

0.802
0.764

D
C

0.047
0.025

YES
NO

0.780
0.742

C
C

0.025
0.003

YES
—

0.769
0.736

C
C

0.014
-0.003

—
—

8 Winnetka Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.998
0.910

E
E

1.058
0.965

F
E

1.118
0.971

F
E

1.131
0.978

F
E

0.013
0.007

YES
NO

1.084
0.958

F
E

-0.034
-0.013

YES
—

1.081
0.957

F
E

-0.037
-0.014

—
—

9 Winnetka Ave/ Parthenia St AM
PM

1.033
1.118

F
F

1.095
1.185

F
F

1.097
1.191

F
F

1.100
1.197

F
F

0.003
0.006

NO
NO

1.082
1.178

F
F

-0.015
-0.013

—
—

1.082
1.178

F
F

-0.015
-0.013

—
—

10 Winnetka Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.989
0.912

E
E

1.048
0.966

F
E

1.051
0.979

F
E

1.055
0.990

F
E

0.004
0.011

NO
YES

1.037
0.972

F
E

-0.014
-0.007

—
YES

1.036
0.969

F
E

-0.015
-0.010

—
—

11 Winnetka Ave/ Victory Blvd AM
PM

0.887
1.057

D
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.914
1.095

E
F

0.916
1.097

E
F

0.002
0.002

NO
NO

0.909
1.090

E
F

-0.005
-0.005

—
—

0.909
1.089

E
F

-0.005
-0.006

—
—

12 Corbin Ave/ Rinaldi St AM
PM

0.612
0.559

B
A

0.549
0.493

A
A

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

—
—

0.693
0.686

B
B

0.000
0.000

—
—

13 Corbin Ave/ Devonshire St AM
PM

1.051
0.942

F
E

1.014
0.899

F
D

0.929
0.965

E
E

0.950
0.989

E
E

0.021
0.024

YES
YES

0.928
0.957

E
E

-0.001
-0.008

YES
YES

0.924
0.952

E
E

-0.005
-0.013

—
—

14 Corbin Ave/ Lassen St AM
PM

1.132
0.947

F
E

1.200
1.003

F
F

1.263
1.044

F
F

1.302
1.079

F
F

0.039
0.035

YES
YES

1.266
1.042

F
F

0.003
-0.002

YES
YES

1.256
1.034

F
F

-0.007
-0.010

—
—

15 Corbin Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.993
1.071

E
F

1.053
1.136

F
F

1.119
1.185

F
F

1.188
1.247

F
F

0.069
0.062

YES
YES

1.121
1.092

F
F

0.002
-0.093

YES
YES

1.105
1.081

F
F

-0.014
-0.104

—
—

16 Corbin Ave/ Prairie St AM
PM

0.631
0.783

B
C

0.669
0.830

B
D

0.737
0.872

C
D

0.806
1.022

E
F

0.069
0.150

YES
YES

0.756
0.829

C
D

0.019
-0.043

YES
YES

0.733
0.796

C
C

-0.004
-0.076

—
—

17 Corbin Ave/ Nordhoff Pl & St AM
PM

0.443
0.984

A
E

0.470
1.043

A
F

0.628
1.108

B
F

0.653
1.199

B
F

0.025
0.091

NO
YES

0.592
0.935

A
E

-0.036
-0.173

—
YES

0.592
0.914

A
E

-0.036
-0.194

—
—

18 Corbin Ave/ Nordhoff St & Way AM
PM

0.923
0.996

E
E

0.978
1.056

E
F

1.026
1.092

F
F

1.064
1.156

F
F

0.038
0.064

YES
YES

1.005
1.097

F
F

-0.021
0.005

YES
YES

0.997
1.083

E
F

-0.029
-0.009

—
—

19 Corbin Ave/ Parthenia St AM
PM

1.070
1.058

F
F

1.134
1.121

F
F

1.151
1.150

F
F

1.214
1.186

F
F

0.063
0.036

YES
YES

1.157
1.130

F
F

0.006
-0.020

YES
YES

1.142
1.124

F
F

-0.009
-0.026

—
—

20 Corbin Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.877
0.833

D
D

0.929
0.883

E
D

0.960
0.911

E
E

0.990
0.948

E
E

0.030
0.037

YES
YES

0.953
0.911

E
E

-0.007
0.000

YES
YES

0.947
0.904

E
E

-0.013
-0.007

—
—
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21 Corbin Ave/ Saticoy St AM
PM

0.953
0.998

E
E

1.010
1.058

F
F

1.031
1.074

F
F

1.034
1.081

F
F

0.003
0.007

NO
NO

1.004
1.051

F
F

-0.027
-0.023

—
—

1.003
1.050

F
F

-0.028
-0.024

—
—

22 Shirley Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.467
0.704

A
C

0.495
0.747

A
C

0.499
0.750

A
C

0.518
0.808

A
D

0.019
0.058

NO
YES

0.545
0.790

A
C

0.046
0.040

—
NO

0.541
0.778

A
C

0.042
0.028

—
YES

23 Shirley Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.208
0.420

A
A

0.220
0.445

A
A

0.298
0.451

A
A

0.357
0.536

A
A

0.059
0.085

NO
NO

0.357
0.536

A
A

0.059
0.085

—
—

0.342
0.519

A
A

0.044
0.068

—
—

24 Nordhoff St/ Nordhoff Way AM
PM

0.304
0.537

A
A

0.322
0.569

A
A

0.328
0.572

A
A

0.342
0.629

A
B

0.014
0.057

NO
NO

0.342
0.629

A
B

0.014
0.057

—
—

0.340
0.616

A
B

0.012
0.044

—
—

25 Tampa Ave/ SR-118 WB Ramps AM
PM

0.893
0.744

D
C

0.846
0.689

D
B

0.855
0.702

D
C

0.877
0.710

D
C

0.022
0.008

YES
NO

0.870
0.703

D
C

0.015
0.001

YES
—

0.865
0.702

D
C

0.010
0.000

—
—

26 Tampa Ave/ SR-118 EB Ramps AM
PM

0.880
0.843

D
D

0.833
0.794

D
C

0.841
0.821

D
D

0.844
0.834

D
D

0.003
0.013

NO
NO

0.844
0.834

D
D

0.003
0.013

—
—

0.844
0.831

D
D

0.003
0.010

—
—

27 Tampa Ave/ Chatsworth St AM
PM

0.695
0.649

B
B

0.637
0.588

B
A

0.684
0.553

B
A

0.701
0.565

C
A

0.017
0.012

NO
NO

0.694
0.560

B
A

0.010
0.007

—
—

0.690
0.557

B
A

0.006
0.004

—
—

28 Tampa Ave/ Devonshire ST AM
PM

0.849
0.949

D
E

0.800
0.906

D
E

0.844
0.950

D
E

0.865
0.971

D
E

0.021
0.021

YES
YES

0.847
0.956

D
E

0.003
0.006

YES
YES

0.841
0.951

D
E

-0.003
0.001

—
—

29 Tampa Ave/ Lassen St AM
PM

0.967
0.948

E
E

1.025
1.005

F
F

1.047
1.027

F
F

1.067
1.048

F
F

0.020
0.021

YES
YES

1.053
1.034

F
F

0.006
0.007

YES
YES

1.048
1.029

F
F

0.001
0.002

—
—

30 Tampa Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.859
0.915

D
E

0.911
0.970

E
E

0.937
0.980

E
E

0.977
1.002

E
F

0.040
0.022

YES
YES

0.858
0.884

D
D

-0.079
-0.096

YES
YES

0.849
0.879

D
D

-0.088
-0.101

—
—

31 Tampa Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.978
1.093

E
F

1.036
1.158

F
F

1.122
1.181

F
F

1.187
1.212

F
F

0.065
0.031

YES
YES

1.063
1.086

F
F

-0.059
-0.095

YES
YES

1.048
1.079

F
F

-0.074
-0.102

—
—

32 Tampa Ave/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

0.949
0.801

E
D

1.006
0.849

F
D

1.010
0.854

F
D

1.023
0.859

F
D

0.013
0.005

YES
NO

1.006
0.848

F
D

-0.004
-0.006

YES
—

1.003
0.848

F
D

-0.007
-0.006

—
—

33 Tampa Ave/ Saticoy St AM
PM

0.942
0.921

E
E

0.998
0.976

E
E

1.002
0.978

F
E

1.004
0.984

F
E

0.002
0.006

NO
NO

0.990
0.975

E
E

-0.012
-0.003

—
—

0.990
0.974

E
E

-0.012
-0.004

—
—

34 Wilbur Ave/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.652
0.558

B
A

0.691
0.592

B
A

0.700
0.590

C
A

0.718
0.601

C
B

0.018
0.011

NO
NO

0.718
0.601

C
B

0.018
0.011

—
—

0.714
0.599

C
A

0.014
0.009

—
—

35 Wilbur Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.600
0.582

B
A

0.636
0.617

B
B

0.659
0.618

B
B

0.675
0.633

B
B

0.016
0.015

NO
NO

0.675
0.633

B
B

0.016
0.015

—
—

0.672
0.630

B
B

0.013
0.012

—
—

36 Reseda Blvd/ Plummer St AM
PM

0.699
1.195

B
F

0.741
1.266

C
F

0.739
1.291

C
F

0.746
1.303

C
F

0.007
0.012

NO
YES

0.746
1.303

C
F

0.007
0.012

—
NO

0.745
1.300

C
F

0.006
0.009

—
YES

37 Reseda Blvd/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.820
0.966

D
E

0.869
1.024

D
F

0.898
1.035

D
F

0.906
1.039

E
F

0.008
0.004

NO
NO

0.906
1.039

E
F

0.008
0.004

—
—

0.904
1.038

E
F

0.006
0.003

—
—

 38 Reseda Blvd/ Victory Blvd AM
PM

0.993
0.906

E
E

1.026
0.935

F
E

1.028
0.940

F
E

1.029
0.941

F
E

0.001
0.001

NO
NO

1.029
0.941

F
E

0.001
0.001

—
—

1.029
0.941

F
E

0.001
0.001

—
—

 39 Zelzah Ave/ Nordhoff St AM
PM

0.897
0.875

D
D

0.951
0.928

E
E

1.013
0.945

F
E

1.021
0.948

F
E

0.008
0.003

NO
NO

1.021
0.948

F
E

0.008
0.003

—
—

1.019
0.947

F
E

0.006
0.002

—
—
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TABLE 80
INTERSECTIONS WITH SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION 

SCENARIO 4: OFFICE/RESIDENTIAL FULL BUILD-OUT

No Intersection
2005 w/
Related
Projects

2005 w/
Project

Change
V/C

LOS w
Related
Projects

LOS w/
Project

1
AM De Soto Ave.Plummer St 1.226 1.236 .010 F F

PM De Soto Ave.Plummer St 1.170 1.186 .016 F F

7 AM Winnetka Ave/Prairie St 0.755 0.802 .047 C D

8 AM Winnetka Ave/Nordhoff St 1.118 1.131 .013 F F

10 PM Winnetka Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.979 0.990 0.011 E E

13
AM Corbin Ave/Devonshire St .929 .950 .021 E E

PM Corbin Ave/Devonshire St .965 .989 .024 E E

14
AM Corbin Ave/lassen St 1.263 1.302 .039 F F

PM Corbin Ave/lassen St 1.044 1.079 .035 F F

15
AM Corbin Ave/Plummer St 1.119 1.188 .069 F F

PM Corbin Ave/Plummer St 1.185 1.247 .062 F F

16
AM Corbin Ave/Prairie St 0.737 0.806 .069 C D

PM Corbin Ave/Prairie St 0.872 1.022 .150 D F

17 PM Corbin Ave/Norhoff Pl/Nordhoff ST 1.108 1.199 .091 F F

18
AM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way 1.026 1.064 .038 F F

PM Corbin Ave/Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way 1.092 1.156 .064 F F

19
AM Corbin Ave/Parthenia St 1.151 1.214 .063 F F

PM Corbin Ave/Parthenia St 1.150 1.186 .036 F F

20
AM Corbin Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.960 0.990 .030 E E

PM Corbin Ave/Roscoe Blvd 0.911 0.948 .037 E E

22 PM Shirley Ave/Plummer St 0.750 0.808 .058 C D

25 AM Tampa Ave/SR-118 WB Ramps .855 .877 .022 D D

28
AM Tampa Ave/Devonshire St .844 .865 .021 D D

PM Tampa Ave/Devonshire St .950 .971 .021 E E

29
AM Tampa Ave/Lassen St 1.047 1.067 .020 F F

PM Tampa Ave/Lassen St 1.027 1.048 .021 F F

30
AM Tampa Ave/Plummer St 0.937 0.977 .040 E E

PM Tampa Ave/Plummer St 0.980 1.002 .022 E F

31
AM Tampa Ave/Nordhoff ST 1.122 1.187 .065 F F

PM Tampa Ave/Nordhoff ST 1.181 1.212 .031 F F

32 AM Tampa Ave/Roscoe Blvd 1.010 1.023 .013 F F

36 PM Reseda Blvd/Plummer St 1.291 1.303 .012 F F
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Figure 42: Future Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hour With Scenario 4:
Office/Residential, Full Build Out (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 42: Future Traffic Volumes AM and PM Peak Hour With Scenario 4:
Office/Residential, Full Build Out (Page 2 of 2)
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TRIP EQUIVALENCY PROGRAM

An equivalency program helps define a specific framework within which certain land uses can be
exchanged for other land uses without increasing environmental impacts. As part of this
environmental document, a total of eight development scenarios with different mixes of office,
retail, and condominium land uses were analyzed. With the equivalency program, the Project Site
and Add Area may ultimately be developed with a revised range of land use mixes. Within a
limited scope, there may be increases in square footages of certain land uses in exchange for
corresponding decreases in the square footages of other land uses. The equivalency program is
designed to ensure that although the final land uses and mixes may be different from the original
assumptions (i.e., the eight development scenarios), the maximum thresholds of environmental
impacts that are addressed and mitigated by this or any subsequent environmental documents, are
not exceeded.

In order to implement the equivalency program, a set of equivalency factors have been developed.
The equivalency factor for each land use is derived based on the total PM peak hour trip
generation. It should be noted that this approach accounts for the total number of trips during the
PM peak hour and does not account for the specific characteristics of those trips (i.e., whether the
trips are inbound or outbound). Equivalency factors have been established for both office and
retail floor areas. The equivalency factors for the proposed land uses are presented in Table 81:
Trip Equivalency below:

TABLE 81
TRIP EQUIVALENCY

Converted Land Use Converted Floor Area Equivalent Office
Floor Area

Equivalent Retail Floor
Area

Medical Office 100,000 sf 302,000 sf 111,000 sf

Hotel 100 rooms 50,000 sf 18,000 sf

New Car Dealership 100,000 sf 231,000 sf 85,000 sf

Condominiums 100 du 45,000 sf 16,000 sf

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PLAN TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The Congestion Management Program (CMP) is a state-mandated program enacted by the passage
of Proposition 111 in 1990. The program is intended to address the impact of local growth on the
regional transportation system.

As required by the 2002 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County, a Traffic
Impact Assessment (TIA) has been prepared to determine the potential impacts on designated



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                    IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR M. TRAFFIC

90The analysis has been prepared in accordance with procedures outlined in the 2002 Congestion Management Program for Los
Angeles County, County of Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority, June, 2002.  

388

monitoring locations on the CMP highway system.90  A summary of the CMP traffic impact
assessment is provided in Table 82: Congestion Management Plan Traffic Impact Analysis.

Intersections

The CMP TIA guidelines require that intersection monitoring locations must be examined if the
proposed Project will add 50 or more trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak periods. 
The following CMP intersection monitoring locations have been identified within the project
vicinity:

CMP Station             Intersection
        64 Topanga Canyon Boulevard and Devonshire Street
        65 Topanga Canyon Boulevard and Roscoe Boulevard
        80 Victory Boulevard and Reseda Boulevard
        82 Victory Boulevard and Winnetka Avenue

The proposed Project will not add 50 or more trips during the AM or PM peak hours at the CMP
monitoring intersections, which is the threshold for preparing a traffic impact assessment stated in
the CMP manual.  Therefore, no further review of potential impacts to intersection monitoring
locations which are part of the CMP highway system is required.

Freeways

The CMP TIA guidelines require that freeway monitoring locations must be examined if the
proposed Project will add 150 or more trips (in either direction) during either the AM or PM
weekday peak hours.  The following CMP freeway monitoring locations have been identified
within the project vicinity:

CMP Station Location
        1051 SR-118 Freeway at the Los Angeles/Ventura County line
        1052 SR-118 Freeway east of Woodley Avenue
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TABLE 82
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PLAN TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

CMP Station Location Peak Hour
Forecasted Trips Project Site Only Forecasted Trips Full Build Out CMP Traffic Impact

Assessment Threshold
CMP Traffic Impact
Assessment RequiredScenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

64 Topanga Canyon Blvd/ Devonshire St AM
PM

-1
8

8
8

0
8

6
7

-2
10

11
12

-1
9

9
10

50
50

NO
NO

65 Topanga Canyon Blvd/ Roscoe Blvd AM
PM

-2
16

15
16

0
8

13
14

-4
20

22
25

-2
18

18
20

50
50

NO
NO

80 Victory Blvd/ Reseda Blvd AM
PM

-2
16

15
16

0
8

13
14

-4
20

22
25

-2
18

18
20

50
50

NO
NO

82 Victory Blvd/ Winnetka Ave AM
PM

-2
16

15
16

0
8

13
14

-4
20

22
25

-2
18

18
20

50
50

NO
NO

1051 EB SR-118 at LA/Ventura County Line AM
PM

-8
31

40
10

-9
31

29
13

-14
39

59
13

-15
38

42
16

150
150

NO
NO

1051 WB SR-118 at LA/ Ventura County Line AM
PM

3
18

5
39

8
14

9
28

3
21

7
62

9
16

11
43

150
150

NO
NO

1052 EB SR-118 EO Woodley Ave AM
PM

3
15

4
32

6
12

7
24

3
17

6
51

7
13

9
36

150
150

NO
NO

1052 WB SR-118 EO Woodley Ave AM
PM

-7
26

33
9

-7
26

24
11

-12
33

49
11

-13
32

35
13

150
150

NO
NO
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The proposed Project will not add 150 or more trips (in either direction) during either the AM or
PM weekday peak hours at CMP mainline freeway monitoring locations, which is the threshold
for preparing a traffic impact assessment stated in the CMP manual.  Therefore, no further review
of potential impacts to freeway monitoring locations is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

As identified in Tables 92 through 99: Level of Service Summary After Mitigation,
development of the Project Site Only and Full Build Out projects would result in significant
transportation impacts at a maximum of 24 of the 39 study intersections. However, due to
differing levels of development between potential development scenarios, differing traffic
distribution between potential development scenarios, and the level of development at the time of
implementation of a specific mitigation measure, the need for a specific improvement may differ.
However, the identified improvement at each intersection will not be different from one
development scenario to another. The following mitigation measures apply to Residential, Office,
and Commercial/Retail.

The following provides an overview of potential mitigation measures which would reduce
identified traffic impacts resulting from development scenarios to a less than significant level.  

65. Mason Avenue Extension Project

The mitigation consists of providing a fair-share contribution to LADOT for the design and
construction of the Mason Avenue Extension project. Mason Avenue is a non-contiguous north-
south secondary highway in the project vicinity located between De Soto Avenue and Winnetka
Avenue. Currently, Mason Avenue extends from Victory Boulevard to the south to the Porter
Ranch Project area north of the SR-118 Freeway, however, it does not provide access across the
Union Pacific Railroad tracks located between Prairie Street and Nordhoff Street. Due to the
discontinuous nature of Mason Avenue, regional through traffic that would otherwise travel on
Mason Avenue must instead use alternative parallel north-south roadways such as De Soto
Avenue, Winnetka Avenue, Corbin Avenue, and Tampa Avenue.

The Mason Avenue Extension project includes the design and construction of an at-grade crossing
of Mason Avenue at the existing railroad tracks. When the Mason Avenue Extension project is
complete, it is anticipated that traffic from other major north-south roadways (i.e. De Soto
Avenue, Winnetka Avenue, Corbin Avenue, and Tampa Avenue) will shift to Mason Avenue
such that the regional through traffic will become better balanced among these thoroughfares.
Therefore, the mitigation measures identified for the Project Site Only project includes a
redistribution of traffic from the parallel north-south roadways to Mason Avenue in conjunction
with the construction of the at-grade crossing on Mason Avenue south of Prairie Street. 
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The City of Los Angeles prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and Initial Study,
which included a transportation component, for the Mason Avenue Extension (at-grade crossing)
project. The Mason Avenue Extension project has been approved by the City of Los Angeles for
installation. The MND prepared for the extension project concluded that there would be no
significant transportation impacts due to the Mason Avenue Extension project or due to the
regional shift of traffic associated with it.

It is anticipated that construction of the at-grade crossing on Mason Avenue south of Prairie Street
will result in a shift of regional through traffic onto Mason Avenue (which is currently relatively
underutilized) from other parallel north-south thoroughfares such as De Soto Avenue, Winnetka
Avenue, Corbin Avenue and Tampa Avenue. To determine the likely changes in regional through
traffic on Mason Avenue, as well as on the parallel north-south thoroughfares, manual turning
movement counts were conducted during the morning (7:00 - 10:00AM) and afternoon (3:00 -
6:00PM) peak commuter periods at Mason Avenue intersections north and south of the Union
Pacific railroad tracks (i.e., Mason Avenue/Devonshire Street, Mason Avenue/Plummer Street,
Mason Avenue/Lassen Street, Mason Avenue/Nordhoff Street, and Mason Avenue/Parthenia
Street). The peak hour traffic volumes north and south of the Union Pacific railroad tracks (i.e.,
north of Plummer Street and south of Nordhoff Street) along Mason Avenue were reviewed and
compared to the peak hour traffic volumes along De Soto Avenue, Winnetka Avenue, Corbin
Avenue, and Tampa Avenue. 

The current Mason Avenue traffic volumes north of Plummer Street and south of Nordhoff Street
are significantly lower than other north-south corridors in the vicinity (i.e., De Soto Avenue,
Winnetka Avenue, Corbin Avenue and Tampa Avenue). The prepared MND and Initial Study
prepared by the City of Los Angeles for the Mason Avenue Extension (at-grade crossing) project
expects that with the Mason Avenue Extension project, some regional traffic volumes along the
major north-south corridors will shift to Mason Avenue and achieve a more balanced traffic flow.
Based on a review of traffic volumes along the major north-south corridors, as well as their
proximity to Mason Avenue, the traffic volume shifts to Mason Avenue were forecast.

The shifts in regional traffic anticipated with the Mason Avenue Extension project have been
applied at the study intersections to the traffic analysis condition with implementation of project
mitigation measures. The shifts were applied to both AM and PM peak hours at all study
intersections along the affected corridors. The forecast future with project mitigation AM and PM
traffic volumes at the study intersections for both the Project Site Only and Full Build Out project
development scenarios.

Based on discussions with senior management at LADOT, it has been determined that this
project’s contribution to the Mason Avenue Extension Project shall not exceed $500,000.000.
Payment of the project’s fair share contribution shall be either in cash or by the posting of a letter
of credit and shall be due prior to the issuance of the first building permit for new development at
the Project Site. 
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Secondary Impacts on Mason Avenue

Pursuant to the direction of LADOT, a review of intersections along Mason Avenue with
implementation of the Mason Avenue Extension project was required. This analysis was intended
to identify secondary, project-related impacts, to intersections along Mason Avenue. Primary
impacts are considered those resulting from the regional redistribution of traffic after the
completion of the Mason Avenue Extension construction. Primary impacts to transportation were
determined to be less than significant by the MND prepared by the Bureau of Engineering and
approved by the City Council on December 18, 2001 (CF 01-2602). Secondary impacts are
considered those specific to the Project Site Only project, assuming prior completion of the
Mason Avenue Extension project. In order to determine the secondary impacts on Mason Avenue
associated with the Project Site Only project, intersections operations in the With Project
conditions were compared to intersection operations in the Without Project condition, including
the regional traffic volume shifts associated with completion of the Mason Avenue Extension
project.

The following five intersections along Mason Avenue were selected for analysis:

• Mason Avenue and Devonshire Street
• Mason Avenue and Lassen Street
• Mason Avenue and Plummer Street
• Mason Avenue and Nordhoff Street
• Mason Avenue and Parthenia Street

Summaries for the Project Site Only project v/c ratios and LOS values for the Mason Avenue
study intersection during the AM and PM peak hours are shown in Tables 83 through 86:
Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM and PM Peak Hours at
Mason Avenue Intersections, Project Site Only. Summaries of the Full Build Out project v/c
ratios and LOS values for the Mason Avenue study intersections during the AM and PM peak
hours are shown in Tables 87 through 90: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels
of Service AM and PM Peak Hours at Mason Avenue Intersections, Full Build Out. 

The LOS at all of the study intersections along Mason Avenue are incrementally increased by the
addition of traffic associated with the traffic shifts due to the Mason Avenue Extension project.
As presented in Column [3] of Tables 83 through 86: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios
and Levels of Service AM and PM Peak Hours at Mason Avenue Intersections, Project Site
Only, and Column [3] Table 87 through 90: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and
Levels of Service AM and PM Peak Hours at Mason Avenue Intersections, Full Build Out,
two of the five study intersections are expected to operate at LOS D or better during the AM
and/or PM peak hours with the addition of traffic due to the Mason Avenue Extension. The 
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following three study intersections are anticipated to operate at LOS E or F with the addition of
traffic associated with the Mason Avenue Extension project during the peak hours. These
intersections include:

• No. 40: Mason Avenue and Devonshire Street
• No. 41: Mason Avenue and Lassen Street
• No. 43: Mason Avenue and Nordhoff Street 

As shown in Column [4] of Tables 83 through 86: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios
and Levels of Service AM and PM Peak Hours at Mason Avenue Intersections, Project Site
Only, and Column [4] Table 87 through 90: Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and
Levels of Service AM and PM Peak Hours at Mason Avenue Intersections, Full Build Out,
application of the City’s thresholds of significance to the With Project condition indicates that
development of the Project Site Only project and the Full Build Out project do not result in
significant secondary impacts to study intersections along Mason Avenue. Therefore, no
additional improvement measures along Mason Avenue are required or recommended.
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TABLE 83
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVEL OF SERVICE 

AM AND PM PEAK HOURS AT MASON AVENUE INTERSECTIONS
SCENARIO 1 RETAIL, PROJECT SITE ONLY

No Intersection Peak Hour

[1] [2] [3]1
[4] [5]

2002 Existing 2005 w/ Ambient Growth 2005 w/ Related Projects 2005 w/ Proposed Project Change
 v/c 

[(4)-(3)]
Significant Impact

2005 w/ Project Mitigation Change
 v/c 

[(5)-(3)]
Mitigated

v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS  v/c LOS v/c LOS

40 Mason Ave/ Devonshire St
AM 0.804 D 0.837 D 1.024 F 1.023 F -0.001 NO 1.023 F -0.001 ---

PM 0.740 C 0.769 C 0.935 E 0.937 E 0.002 NO 0.937 E 0.002 ---

41 Mason Ave/ Lassen St
AM 0.769 C 0.800 D 0.960 E 0.959 E -0.001 NO 0.959 E -0.001 ---

PM 0.692 B 0.720 C 0.871 D 0.874 D 0.003 NO 0.874 D 0.003 ---

 42 Mason Ave/ Plummer St
AM 0.459 A 0.487 A 0.676 B 0.677 B 0.001 NO 0.677 B 0.001 ---

PM 0.570 A 0.605 B 0.813 D 0.815 D 0.002 NO 0.815 D 0.002 ---

43 Mason Ave/ Nordhoff St
AM 0.767 C 0.813 D 1.117 F 1.118 F 0.001 NO 1.118 F 0.001 ---

PM 0.653 B 0.693 B 0.879 D 0.884 D 0.005 NO 0.884 D 0.005 ---

44 Mason Ave/ Parthenia St
AM 0.659 B 0.686 B 0.846 D 0.846 D 0.000 NO 0.846 D 0.000 ---

PM 0.693 B 0.720 C 0.884 D 0.887 D 0.003 NO 0.887 D 0.003 ---

1 Includes re-distribution of traffic due to the Mason Avenue Extension Project
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TABLE 84
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVEL OF SERVICE 

AM/PM PEAK HOURS AT MASON AVENUE INTERSECTIONS
SCENARIO 2 OFFICE, PROJECT SITE ONLY

No Intersection Peak
Hour

[1]
2002 Existing

[2]
2005 w. Ambient Growth

[3]1

2005 w/ Related Projects

[4] [5] [6]

2005 w/ Proposed Project Change v/c
[(4)-(3)]

Significant
Impact

2005 w/ Project Mitigation Change v/c
 [(5)-(3)] Mitigated

2005 w/ Project TDM Change
 v/c 

[(6)-(3)]
Mitigated

v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS

40 Mason Ave/ Devonshire St
AM 0.804 D 0.837 D 1.024 F 1.028 F 0.004 NO 1.028 F 0.004 --- 1.027 F 0.003 ---

PM 0.740 C 0.769 C 0.935 E 0.939 E 0.004 NO 0.939 E 0.004 --- 0.938 E 0.003 ---

41 Mason Ave/ Lassen St
AM 0.769 C 0.800 D 0.960 E 0.965 E 0.005 NO 0.965 E 0.005 --- 0.964 E 0.004 ---

PM 0.692 B 0.720 C 0.871 D 0.872 D 0.001 NO 0.872 D 0.001 --- 0.872 D 0.001 ---

 42 Mason Ave/ Plummer St
AM 0.459 A 0.487 A 0.676 B 0.677 B 0.001 NO 0.677 B 0.001 --- 0.677 B 0.001 ---

PM 0.570 A 0.605 B 0.813 D 0.818 D 0.005 NO 0.818 D 0.005 --- 0.817 D 0.004 ---

43 Mason Ave/ Nordhoff St
AM 0.767 C 0.813 D 1.117 F 1.118 F 0.001 NO 1.118 F 0.001 --- 1.118 F 0.001 ---

PM 0.653 B 0.693 B 0.879 D 0.880 D 0.001 NO 0.880 D 0.001 --- 0.880 D 0.001 ---

44 Mason Ave/ Parthenia St
AM 0.659 B 0.686 B 0.846 D 0.848 D 0.002 NO 0.848 D 0.002 --- 0.847 D 0.001 ---

PM 0.693 B 0.720 C 0.884 D 0.885 D 0.001 NO 0.885 D 0.001 --- 0.884 D 0.000 ---

1Includes re-distribution of traffic due to the Mason Avenue Extension Project
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TABLE 85
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVEL OF SERVICE 

AM AND PM PEAK HOURS AT MASON AVENUE INTERSECTIONS
SCENARIO 3 RETAIL/RESIDENTIAL, PROJECT SITE ONLY

No Intersection Peak Hour

[1] [2] [3]1
[4] [5]

2002 Existing 2005 w/ Ambient Growth 2005 w/ Related Projects 2005 w/ Proposed Project Change
 v/c 

[(4)-(3)] Significant Impact
2005 w/ Project Mitigation Change

 v/c 
[(5)-(3)]

Mitigated
v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS

40 Mason Ave/ Devonshire St
AM 0.804 D 0.837 D 1.024 F 1.023 F -0.001 NO 1.023 F -0.001 ---

PM 0.740 C 0.769 C 0.935 E 0.937 E 0.002 NO 0.937 E 0.002 ---

41 Mason Ave/ Lassen St
AM 0.769 C 0.800 D 0.960 E 0.959 E -0.001 NO 0.959 E -0.001 ---

PM 0.692 B 0.720 C 0.871 D 0.874 D 0.003 NO 0.874 D 0.003 ---

 42 Mason Ave/ Plummer St
AM 0.459 A 0.487 A 0.676 B 0.677 B 0.001 NO 0.677 B 0.001 ---

PM 0.570 A 0.605 B 0.813 D 0.815 D 0.002 NO 0.815 D 0.002 ---

43 Mason Ave/ Nordhoff St
AM 0.767 C 0.813 D 1.117 F 1.119 F 0.002 NO 1.119 F 0.002 ---

PM 0.653 B 0.693 B 0.879 D 0.884 D 0.005 NO 0.884 D 0.005 ---

44 Mason Ave/ Parthenia St
AM 0.659 B 0.686 B 0.846 D 0.847 D 0.001 NO 0.847 D 0.001 ---

PM 0.693 B 0.720 C 0.884 D 0.887 D 0.003 NO 0.887 D 0.003 ---

1Includes re-distribution of traffic due to the Mason Avenue Extension Project
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TABLE 86
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVEL OF SERVICE 

AM AND PM PEAK HOURS AT MASON AVENUE INTERSECTIONS
SCENARIO 4 OFFICE/RESIDENTIAL, PROJECT SITE ONLY

No Intersection Peak
Hour

[1]
2002 Existing

[2]
2005 w. Ambient Growth

[3]1 
2005 w/ Related Projects

[4] [5] [6]

2005 w/ Proposed Project Change 
v/c 

[(4)-(3)]

Significant
Impact

2005 w/ Project Mitigation Change
 v/c 

[(5)-(3)]
Mitigated

2005 w/ Project TDM Change 
v/c

 [(6)-(3)]
Mitigated

v/C LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/C LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS

40 Mason Ave/ Devonshire St
AM 0.804 D 0.837 D 1.024 F 1.027 F 0.003 NO 1.027 F 0.003 --- 1.027 F 0.003 ---

PM 0.740 C 0.769 C 0.935 E 0.938 E 0.003 NO 0.938 E 0.003 --- 0.937 E 0.002 ---

41 Mason Ave/ Lassen St
AM 0.769 C 0.800 D 0.960 E 0.964 E 0.004 NO 0.964 E 0.004 --- 0.963 E 0.003 ---

PM 0.692 B 0.720 C 0.871 D 0.872 D 0.001 NO 0.872 D 0.001 --- 0.872 D 0.001 ---

 42 Mason Ave/ Plummer St
AM 0.459 A 0.487 A 0.676 B 0.677 B 0.001 NO 0.677 B 0.001 --- 0.677 B 0.001 ---

PM 0.570 A 0.605 B 0.813 D 0.816 D 0.003 NO 0.816 D 0.003 --- 0.816 D 0.003 ---

43 Mason Ave/ Nordhoff St
AM 0.767 C 0.813 D 1.117 F 1.119 F 0.002 NO 1.119 F 0.002 --- 1.119 F 0.002 ---

PM 0.653 B 0.693 B 0.879 D 0.881 D 0.002 NO 0.881 D 0.002 --- 0.881 D 0.002 ---

44 Mason Ave/ Parthenia St
AM 0.659 B 0.686 B 0.846 D 0.847 D 0.001 NO 0.847 D 0.001 --- 0.847 D 0.001 ---

PM 0.693 B 0.720 C 0.884 D 0.885 D 0.001 NO 0.885 D 0.001 --- 0.885 D 0.001 ---

1Includes re-distribution of traffic due to the Mason Avenue Extension Project
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TABLE 87
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVEL OF SERVICE 

AM AND PM PEAK HOURS AT MASON AVENUE INTERSECTIONS
SCENARIO 1 RETAIL, FULL BUILD OUT

No Intersection Peak Hour

[1] [2] [3]1
[4] [5]

2002 Existing 2005 w/ Ambient Growth 2005 w/ Related Projects 2005 w/ Proposed Project Change 
v/c 

[(4)-(3)]
Significant Impact

2005 w/ Project Mitigation Change 
v/c 

[(5)-(3)] 
Mitigated

v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS

40 Mason Ave/ Devonshire St
AM 0.804 D 0.837 D 1.024 F 1.022 F -0.002 NO 1.022 F -0.002 ---

PM 0.740 C 0.769 C 0.935 E 0.937 E 0.002 NO 0.937 E 0.002 ---

41 Mason Ave/ Lassen St
AM 0.769 C 0.800 D 0.960 E 0.959 E -0.001 NO 0.959 E -0.001 ---

PM 0.692 B 0.720 C 0.871 D 0.875 D 0.004 NO 0.875 D 0.004 ---

 42 Mason Ave/ Plummer St
AM 0.459 A 0.487 A 0.676 B 0.677 B 0.001 NO 0.677 B 0.001 ---

PM 0.570 A 0.605 B 0.813 D 0.816 D 0.003 NO 0.816 D 0.003 ---

43 Mason Ave/ Nordhoff St
AM 0.767 C 0.813 D 1.117 F 1.118 F 0.001 NO 1.118 F 0.001 ---

PM 0.653 B 0.693 B 0.879 D 0.886 D 0.007 NO 0.886 D 0.007 ---

44 Mason Ave/ Parthenia St
AM 0.659 B 0.686 B 0.846 D 0.846 D 0.000 NO 0.846 D 0.000 ---

PM 0.693 B 0.720 C 0.884 D 0.888 D 0.004 NO 0.888 D 0.004 ---

1Includes re-distribution of traffic due to the Mason Avenue Extension Project
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TABLE 88
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVEL OF SERVICE 

AM AND PM PEAK HOURS AT MASON AVENUE INTERSECTIONS
SCENARIO 2 OFFICE, FULL BUILD OUT

No Intersection Peak
Hour

[1]
2002 Existing

[2]
2005 w. Ambient Growth

[3]1

2005 w/ Related Projects

[4] [5] [6]

2005 w/ Proposed Project Change v/c 
[(4)-(3)] 

Significant
Impact

2005 w/ Project Mitigation Change v/c
[(5)-(3)] Mitigated

2005 w/ Project TDM Change 
v/c 

[(6)-(3)]
Mitigated

v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS

40 Mason Ave/ Devonshire St
AM 0.804 D 0.837 D 1.024 F 1.031 F 0.007 NO 1.031 F 0.007 --- 1.029 F 0.005 ---

PM 0.740 C 0.769 C 0.935 E 0.942 E 0.007 NO 0.942 E 0.007 --- 0.941 E 0.006 ---

41 Mason Ave/ Lassen St
AM 0.769 C 0.800 D 0.960 E 0.967 E 0.007 NO 0.967 E 0.007 --- 0.965 E 0.005 ---

PM 0.692 B 0.720 C 0.871 D 0.872 D 0.001 NO 0.872 D 0.001 --- 0.872 D 0.001 ---

 42 Mason Ave/ Plummer St
AM 0.459 A 0.487 A 0.676 B 0.677 B 0.001 NO 0.677 B 0.001 --- 0.677 B 0.001 ---

PM 0.570 A 0.605 B 0.813 D 0.820 D 0.007 NO 0.820 D 0.007 --- 0.819 D 0.006 ---

43 Mason Ave/ Nordhoff St
AM 0.767 C 0.813 D 1.117 F 1.119 F 0.002 NO 1.119 F 0.002 --- 1.118 F 0.001 ---

PM 0.653 B 0.693 B 0.879 D 0.881 D 0.002 NO 0.881 D 0.002 --- 0.881 D 0.002 ---

44 Mason Ave/ Parthenia St
AM 0.659 B 0.686 B 0.846 D 0.851 D 0.005 NO 0.851 D 0.005 --- 0.849 D 0.003 ---

PM 0.693 B 0.720 C 0.884 D 0.885 D 0.001 NO 0.885 D 0.001 --- 0.885 D 0.001 ---

1Includes re-distribution of traffic due to the Mason Avenue Extension Project
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TABLE 89
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVEL OF SERVICE 

AM AND PM PEAK HOURS AT MASON AVENUE INTERSECTIONS
SCENARIO 3 RETAIL/RESIDENTIAL, FULL BUILD OUT

No Intersection Peak Hour

[1] [2] [3]1  [4] [5]

2002 Existing 2005 w/ Ambient Growth 2005 w/ Related Projects 2005 w/ Proposed Project Change 
v/c 

[(4)-(3)]
Significant Impact

2005 w/ Project Mitigation Change 
v/c 

[(5)-(3)] 
Mitigated

v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS

40 Mason Ave/ Devonshire St
AM 0.804 D 0.837 D 1.024 F 1.022 F -0.002 NO 1.022 F -0.002 ---

PM 0.740 C 0.769 C 0.935 E 0.937 E 0.002 NO 0.937 E 0.002 ---

41 Mason Ave/ Lassen St
AM 0.769 C 0.800 D 0.960 E 0.959 E -0.001 NO 0.959 E -0.001 ---

PM 0.692 B 0.720 C 0.871 D 0.875 D 0.004 NO 0.875 D 0.004 ---

 42 Mason Ave/ Plummer St
AM 0.459 A 0.487 A 0.676 B 0.677 B 0.001 NO 0.677 B 0.001 ---

PM 0.570 A 0.605 B 0.813 D 0.815 D 0.002 NO 0.815 D 0.002 ---

43 Mason Ave/ Nordhoff St
AM 0.767 C 0.813 D 1.117 F 1.119 F 0.002 NO 1.119 F 0.002 ---

PM 0.653 B 0.693 B 0.879 D 0.886 D 0.007 NO 0.886 D 0.007 ---

44 Mason Ave/ Parthenia St
AM 0.659 B 0.686 B 0.846 D 0.847 D 0.001 NO 0.847 D 0.001 ---

PM 0.693 B 0.720 C 0.884 D 0.888 D 0.004 NO 0.888 D 0.004 ---

1Includes re-distribution of traffic due to the Mason Avenue Extension Project
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TABLE 90
SUMMARY OF VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIOS AND LEVEL OF SERVICE 

AM AND PM PEAK HOURS AT MASON AVENUE INTERSECTIONS
SCENARIO 4 OFFICE/RESIDENTIAL, FULL BUILD OUT

No Intersection Peak
Hour

[1]
2002 Existing

[2]
2005 w. Ambient Growth

[3]1

2005 w/ Related Projects

[4] [5] [6]

2005 w/ Proposed Project Change
 v/c 

[(4)-(3)]

Significant
Impact

2005 w/ Project Mitigation Change
 v/c 

[(5)-(3)] 
Mitigated

2005 w/ Project TDM Change 
v/c 

[(6)-(3)]
Mitigated

v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS v/c LOS

40 Mason Ave/ Devonshire St
AM 0.804 D 0.837 D 1.024 F 1.029 F 0.005 NO 1.029 F 0.005 --- 1.027 F 0.003 ---

PM 0.740 C 0.769 C 0.935 E 0.940 E 0.005 NO 0.940 E 0.005 --- 0.939 E 0.004 ---

41 Mason Ave/ Lassen St
AM 0.769 C 0.800 D 0.960 E 0.965 E 0.005 NO 0.965 E 0.005 --- 0.964 E 0.004 ---

PM 0.692 B 0.720 C 0.871 D 0.873 D 0.002 NO 0.873 D 0.002 --- 0.872 D 0.001 ---

 42 Mason Ave/ Plummer St
AM 0.459 A 0.487 A 0.676 B 0.678 B 0.002 NO 0.678 B 0.002 --- 0.678 B 0.002 ---

PM 0.570 A 0.605 B 0.813 D 0.818 D 0.005 NO 0.818 D 0.005 --- 0.817 D 0.004 ---

43 Mason Ave/ Nordhoff St
AM 0.767 C 0.813 D 1.117 F 1.120 F 0.003 NO 1.120 F 0.003 --- 1.119 F 0.002 ---

PM 0.653 B 0.693 B 0.879 D 0.881 D 0.002 NO 0.881 D 0.002 --- 0.881 D 0.002 ---

44 Mason Ave/ Parthenia St
AM 0.659 B 0.686 B 0.846 D 0.849 D 0.003 NO 0.849 D 0.003 --- 0.848 D 0.002 ---

PM 0.693 B 0.720 C 0.884 D 0.885 D 0.001 NO 0.885 D 0.001 --- 0.885 D 0.001 ---

1Includes re-distribution of traffic due to the Mason Avenue Extension Project
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66. Physical Improvement Measures

Several physical improvement measures are available to mitigate transportation impacts expected
from construction and occupancy of the proposed Project. It is envisioned that the physical
improvement measures will be appropriately timed such that traffic impacts will not exceed the
City’s thresholds of significance at the study intersections. Implementation of the physical
improvements will depend on the amount of square footage to be constructed in each phase of
development. It is envisioned that prior to the issuance of a building permit, the “triggered”
improvements must be guaranteed and moreover, prior to occupancy, the improvements must be
completed. The point in development at which the physical improvements become necessary for
each of the Project Site Only and Full Build Out project scenarios is summarized in Table 91:
Traffic Mitigation Requirements. A summary of physical improvement measures is provided in
the following paragraphs.

Intersections 15, 16, and 17: Corbin Ave between Nordhoff St/Pl and Plummer Street 

Mitigation for Corbin Avenue between Nordhoff Street/Nordhoff Place and Plummer Street
includes the following.

• Dedicate up to two feet on Corbin Avenue along the Project Site frontage (i.e.,
from Prairie Street to Nordhoff Street) to provide a minimum 45-foot half right-of-
way in compliance with the City’s standard for secondary highways.

• Widen curb on the east side of Corbin Avenue between Nordhoff Street/Nordhoff
Place and Prairie Street by three feet along the Project Site frontage.  The three foot
widening will yield a 40-foot half roadway on the flare section of Corbin Avenue
north of Nordhoff Street, and a 35-foot half roadway northerly thereof, in
compliance with the City’s standard for Secondary Highways.

• Modify striping on the northbound Corbin Avenue approach to the Nordhoff
Street/Nordhoff Place intersection to provide one left-turn lane, two through lanes,
and one optional through/right-turn lane.

• Modify striping on Corbin Avenue between Nordhoff Street/Nordhoff Place and
Plummer Street to provide three northbound through lanes and two southbound
through lanes, plus a center lane designated for left turns.  At the Plummer Street
intersection, the northbound Corbin Avenue curb lane will be designated as a right-
turn lane, thereby providing one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-
turn lane on the northbound Corbin Avenue approach to the Plummer Street
intersection. It should be noted that the third northbound through lane on Corbin
Avenue between Prairie Street and Plummer Street can be accommodated within
the existing curb-to-curb roadway width.
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TABLE 91
TRAFFIC MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS

Mitigation Measure
Project Site Only Scenarios Full Build Out Scenarios

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

Mason Ave Extension x x x x x x x x

Physical Improvements
   Corbin Ave from        
Nordhoff St / Pl  to             
Plummer St

x
150,000 sf

Retail
(821 trips)

x
720,000 sf 

Office
(887 trips)

x
105,000 sf 

Retail
(648 trips)

x
610,000 sf

Office
(763 trips)

x
195,000 sf

Retail
(975 trips)

x
940,000 sf

Office
(1,133 trips)

x
130,000 sf

Retail
(746 trips)

x
805,000 sf

Office
(982 trips)

Transportation Demand
Management

x x x x

ATSAC/ATCS

Shirley Ave/Plummer St

x
775,000 sf

Office
(948 trips)

x
510,000 sf

Retail
(1,840 trips)

x
1,140,000 sf

Office
(1,358 trips)

x
1,025,000 sf

Office
(1,229 trips)

Reseda Blvd/Plummer St
x

295,000 sf
Retail

(1,282 trips)

x
235,000 sf

Retail
(1,104 trips)

x
400,000 sf

Retail
(1,567 trips)

x
1,260,000 sf

Office
(1,492 trips)

x
320,000 sf

Retail
(1,353 trips)

 Tampa Ave/Plummer St 
x

1,165,000 sf
Office

(1,385 trips)

x
1,050,000 sf

Office
(1,257 trips)

Tampa Ave/Nordhoff St
x

715,000 sf
Office

(881 trips)

x
660,000 sf

Office
(819 trips)

x
930,000 sf

Office
(1,122 trips)

x
855,000 sf

Office
(1,037 trips)

XXX,000 sf = Level of office or retail development that triggers physical improvement for traffic mitigation. The development “trigger” includes build out of the
Homeplace Retirement Community, as well as the condominium components of Scenarios 3 & 4.

66. Transportation Demand Management Measures

The Project shall comply with Ordinance No. 168,700 which requires the implementation of a
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan for new development in excess of 25,000
square feet. The TDM plan will include actions to encourage the use of alternatives to single-
occupant vehicles such as public transit, cycling, walking, carpooling/vanpooling, and changes in
work schedule to move trips out of the peak travel periods or eliminate them altogether. The TDM
plan applies only to the office land use component. The TDM plan will apply to employees only
and would not apply to residents, patrons, or visitors to the Project Site. It is conservatively
estimated that a TDM plan will reduce Project-related office trips by 15 percent as compared to
unmanaged development at the Project Site and Add Area. 

Prior to the issuance of any building, grading, or foundation permit for an office project, the
applicant shall submit a preliminary TDM plan to LADOT for review. LADOT shall review and
approve the preliminary TDM plan. The preliminary TDM plan should identify measures of
effectiveness, building/site design elements that facilitate employee vehicle trip reduction efforts,
specific measures to be performed to provide ridesharing services, financial/non-financial trip
reduction incentives, methods to encourage cooperation of tenants with TDM measures, and
mechanisms for penalty assessment due to non-compliance with the TDM plan. 
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Prior to the issuance of any temporary or permanent certificate of occupancy for an office-related
project, a final TDM plan shall be submitted for review and approval by LADOT. An annual
status report regarding the TDM program shall be submitted by the building owner to LADOT
beginning one year after the issuance of the project’s first certificate of occupancy. The building
owner can discontinue the preparation and submittal of the annual status reports after submitting
five consecutive reports demonstrating compliance with the TDM program. The TDM plan shall
include documentation that the 15% trip reduction credit, proposed as a mitigation measure for the
office component, is fully realized and maintained for five consecutive years.

No building permit, change of use permit, conditional use permit or certificate of occupancy shall
be issued for any development that has not complied with the requirements of the TDM
mitigation. Non-compliance with the TDM plan may include any of the following, pursuant to a
written determination letter by the LADOT General Manager: failure to submit a TDM plan in
conformance with the requirements; failure to implement an approved TDM plan; or failure to
address modifications recommended to a preliminary TDM plan after consultation. Failure to
submit a required annual status report within 30 calendar days of the anniversary date of the
issuance of a certificate of occupancy shall constitute non-compliance with the TDM
requirements. When written notification of failure to meet the TDM’s plan is received from
LADOT, the building owner shall submit a revised TDM plan to LADOT for review and
approval. The revised TDM plan shall incorporate measures necessary for the property owner to
comply with goals by the next TDM annual status report period or a date agreed upon by the
property owner and LADOT.

67. ATSAC/ATCS Measures

ATSAC/ATCS improvement measures are available to mitigate significant transportation impacts
expected at intersections from the construction and occupancy of the proposed Project. As with
the physical improvement measures described above, it is envisioned that the ATSAC/ATCS
improvement measures will be approximately timed such that traffic impacts will not exceed the
City’s thresholds of significance at study intersections. Implementation of the traffic signal
improvements will depend on the amount of square footage constructed in each phase of
development. It is envisioned that prior to the issuance of a building permit for a specific phase of
development, the “triggered” improvements must be guaranteed and, moreover, prior to
occupancy of each phase of development, the improvements must be completed.

ATSAC/ATCS mitigation consists of funding the installation of LADOT’s Automated Traffic
Surveillance and Control System (ATSAC)/Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS) at the
impacted intersection. ATSAC/ATCS is a computerized traffic signal synchronization system that
devotes more green time to those traffic movements with heavy volumes, thus increasing the
capacity of the intersection. Furthermore, ATSAC/ATCS provides computer control of traffic
signals allowing automatic adjustment of signal timing plans to reflect changing traffic conditions,
identification of unusual traffic conditions caused by incidents, the ability to centrally implement
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special purpose short-term traffic timing changes in response to incidents, and the ability to
quickly identify signal equipment malfunctions. LADOT estimates that the ATSAC system
reduces the critical v/c ratios by seven percent (0.07) at intersections where such equipment is
installed and the ATCS system upgrade further reduces the critical v/c rations by three percent
(0.03).

ATSAC/ATCS is proposed to mitigate significant traffic impacts at the following intersections:

• Shirley Avenue and Plummer Street 
• Reseda Boulevard and Plummer Street
• Tampa Avenue and Plummer Street
• Tampa Avenue and Nordhoff Street

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION (INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS)

Effectiveness of the mitigation measures was assessed through intersection capacity analysis,
which assumes implementation of the above mitigation measures.  Implementation of the traffic
mitigation measures is expected to reduce traffic impacts to less than significant levels at the
affected study intersections. Tables 92 through 99: Level of Service Summary After
Mitigation summarize the effects of the traffic mitigation measures.  The following provides an
overview of the effects of the traffic mitigation measures for each development scenario.

Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only

According to LADOT thresholds of significance, Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only would result
in a significant transportation impact at 13 of the 39 study intersections. As shown in Table 92:
Level of Service Summary After Mitigation Scenario 1 Retail, Project Site Only, all
significant impacts are reduced to a less than significant level after implementation of the
mitigation measures.   

The provision of fair-share funding to LADOT for the design and construction of the Mason
Avenue Extension project can mitigate impacts created by this Scenario at the following
intersections. 

• Intersection 8: Winnetka Ave and Nordhoff Street 
• Intersection 9: Winnetka Ave and Parthenia St
• Intersection 13: Corbin Ave and Devonshire St
• Intersection 14: Corbin Ave and Lassen St
• Intersection 15: Corbin Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 18: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way
• Intersection 19: Corbin Ave and Parthenia St
• Intersection 20: Corbin Ave and Roscoe Blvd
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TABLE 92
LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY AFTER MITIGATION SCENARIO 1 RETAIL, PROJECT SITE ONLY

No Intersection Peak
Hour

2005 w/ Related
Projects v/c

2005 w/
Scenario 1 v/c

Significant
Impact

2005 w/ Project
Mitigation v/c

Change
v/c Mitigated

1 De Soto Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.226
1.170

1.226
1.179

NO
NO

1.072
1.060

-0.154
-0.110

---
---

2 De Soto Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.139
0.990

1.140
0.994

NO
NO

1.023
0.937

-0.116
-0.053

---
---

3 De Soto Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.886
0.970

0.887
0.978

NO
NO

0.839
0.905

-0.047
-0.065

---
---

4 Winnetka Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.519
0.828

0.519
0.832

NO
NO

0.516
0.807

-0.003
-0.021

---
---

5 Winnetka Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.833

0.843
0.836

NO
NO

0.832
0.825

-0.012
-0.008

---
---

6 Winnetka Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.910
0.829

0.909
0.833

NO
NO

0.855
0.807

-0.055
-0.022

---
---

7 Winnetka Ave./
Prairie St.

AM
PM

0.755
0.739

0.748
0.758

NO
NO

0.726
0.736

-0.029
-0.003

---
---

8 Winnetka Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.118
0.971

1.117
0.984

NO
YES

1.071
0.964

-0.047
-0.007

---
YES

9 Winnetka Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.097
1.191

1.098
1.202

NO
YES

1.079
1.183

-0.018
-0.008

---
YES

10 Winnetka Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.051
0.979

1.052
0.988

NO
NO

1.034
0.970

-0.017
-0.009

---
---

11 Winnetka Ave./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

0.914
1.095

0.915
1.098

NO
NO

0.908
1.091

-0.006
-0.004

---
---

12 Corbin Ave./
Rinaldi St.

AM
PM

0.693
0.686

0.693
0.686

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

0.000
0.000

---
—

13 Corbin Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.929
0.965

0.927
0.978

NO
YES

0.906
0.947

-0.023
-0.018

---
YES

14 Corbin Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.263
1.044

1.255
1.064

NO
YES

1.218
1.027

-0.045
-0.017

---
YES

15 Corbin Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.119
1.185

1.106
1.228

NO
YES

1.040
1.080

-0.079
-0.105

---
YES

16 Corbin Ave./
Praire St.

AM
PM

0.737
0.872

0.750
1.012

NO
YES

0.700
0.786

-0.037
-0.086

---
YES

17
Corbin Ave./

Nordhoff Place/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.628
1.108

0.626
1.182

NO
YES

0.589
0.929

-0.039
-0.179

---
YES

18
Corbin Ave./
Nordhoff St./

Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

1.026
1.092

1.025
1.133

NO
YES

0.965
1.074

-0.061
-0.018

---
YES

19 Corbin Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.151
1.150

1.141
1.199

NO
YES

1.085
1.143

-0.066
-0.007

---
YES

20 Corbin Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.960
0.911

0.957
0.947

NO
YES

0.921
0.910

-0.039
-0.001

---
YES

21 Corbin Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.031
1.074

1.032
1.081

NO
NO

1.002
1.051

-0.029
-0.023

---
---
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22 Shirley Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.499
0.750

0.497
0.785

NO
NO

0.497
0.785

-0.002
0.035

---
---

23 Shirley Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.298
0.451

0.290
0.544

NO
NO

0.290
0.544

-0.008
0.093

---
---

24 Nordhoff St./
Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

0.328
0.572

0.332
0.596

NO
NO

0.332
0.596

0.004
0.024

---
---

25 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 WB Ramps

AM
PM

0.855
0.702

0.851
0.718

NO
NO

0.844
0.711

-0.011
0.009

---
---

26 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 EB Ramps

AM
PM

0.841
0.821

0.842
0.826

NO
NO

0.842
0.826

0.001
0.005

---
---

27 Tampa Ave./
Chatsworth St.

AM
PM

0.684
0.553

0.681
0.558

NO
NO

0.674
0.553

-0.010
0.000

---
---

28 Tampa Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.950

0.840
0.959

NO
NO

0.821
0.944

-0.023
-0.006

---
---

29 Tampa Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.047
1.027

1.043
1.036

NO
NO

1.028
1.022

-0.019
-0.005

---
---

30 Tampa Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.937
0.980

0.932
1.001

NO
YES

0.914
0.982

-0.023
0.002

---
YES

31 Tampa Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.122
1.181

1.111
1.194

NO
YES

1.087
1.168

-0.035
-0.013

---
YES

32 Tampa Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.010
0.854

1.009
0.865

NO
NO

0.993
0.853

-0.017
-0.001

---
---

33 Tampa Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.002
0.978

1.002
0.983

NO
NO

0.989
0.974

-0.013
-0.004

---
---

34 Wilbur Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.700
0.590

0.698
0.602

NO
NO

0.698
0.602

-0.002
0.012

---
---

35 Wilbur Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.659
0.618

0.656
0.633

NO
NO

0.656
0.633

-0.003
0.015

---
---

36 Reseda Blvd./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.739
1.291

0.739
1.301

NO
YES

0.668
1.201

-0.071
-0.090

---
YES

37 Reseda Blvd./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.898
1.035

0.896
1.042

NO
NO

0.896
1.042

-0.002
0.007

---
---

38 Reseda Blvd./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

1.028
0.940

1.028
0.944

NO
NO

1.028
0.944

0.000
0.004

---
---

39 Zelzah Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.913
0.945

0.910
0.953

NO
NO

0.910
0.953

-0.003
0.008

---
---

• Intersection 30: Tampa Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 31: Tampa Ave and Nordhoff St

Physical improvements would be required to mitigate the impacts for this Scenario at the
following intersections.

• Intersection 16: Corbin Ave and Prairie St
• Intersection 17: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff Pl/Nordhoff St
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Installation of ATSAC/ATCS will mitigate the impacts create by Scenario 1: Retail Project Site
Only at the following intersection:

• Intersection 36: Reseda Blvd and Plummer St

As shown in Table 91: Traffic Mitigation Requirements, the Corbin Avenue widening is not
required to mitigate significant traffic impacts resulting from Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only
until development of up to or greater than 150,000 square feet of new retail floor area on the
Project Site.  Also shown in Table 91: Traffic Mitigation Requirements, the installation of
ATSAC/ATCS at the Reseda Boulevard/Plummer Street (No. 36) is not required to mitigate
significant traffic impacts resulting from Scenario 1: Retail Project Site Only until development of
up to or greater than 295,000 square feet of new retail floor area occurs on the Project Site.

Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only

According to LADOT thresholds of significance, Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only would
result in a significant impact at 19 of the 39 study intersections. As shown in Table 93: Level of
Service Summary After Mitigation Scenario 2 Office, Project Site Only, all significant
impacts are reduced to a less than significant level after implementation of the mitigation
measures. 

The provision of fair-share funding to LADOT for the design and construction of the Mason
Avenue Extension project can mitigate impacts created by this Scenario at the following
intersections.

• Intersection 1: De Soto Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 7: Winnetka Ave and Prairie St
• Intersection 8: Winnetka Ave and Nordhoff St
• Intersection 13: Corbin Ave and Devonshire St
• Intersection 14: Corbin Ave and Lassen St
• Intersection 15: Corbin Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 18: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way
• Intersection 19: Corbin Ave and Parthenia St
• Intersection 20: Corbin Ave and Roscoe Blvd
• Intersection 25: Tampa Ave and SR-118 WB Ramps
• Intersection 28: Tampa Ave and Devonshire St
• Intersection 29: Tampa Ave and Lassen St
• Intersection 32: Tampa Ave and Roscoe Blvd

Physical improvements would be required to mitigate impacts created by Scenario 2: Office
Project Site Only at the following intersections.

• Intersection 16: Corbin Ave and Prairie St
• Intersection 17: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff Pl/Nordhoff St
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TABLE 93
LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY AFTER MITIGATION SCENARIO 2 OFFICE, PROJECT SITE ONLY

No Intersection Peak
Hour

2005 w/
Related

Projects v/c

2005 w/
Scenario 2 v/c

Significant
Impact

2005 w/ Project
Mitigation v/c

W/ Project
TDM v/c

Change
v/c Mitigated

1 De Soto Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.226
1.170

1.233
1.084

NO
YES

1.079
0.964

1.077
0.962

-0.149
-0.108

—
YES

2 De Soto Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.139
0.990

1.140
0.995

NO
NO

1.023
.0938

1.023
0.935

-0.116
-0.055

—
—

3 De Soto Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.886
0.970

0.888
0.977

NO
NO

0.839
0.904

0.839
0.903

-0.047
-0.067

—
—

4 Winnetka Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.519
0.828

0.520
0.829

NO
NO

0.517
0.805

0.517
0.805

-0.002
-0.023

—
—

5 Winnetka Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.833

0.849
0.834

NO
NO

0.838
0.823

0.837
0.822

-0.007
-0.011

—
—

6 Winnetka Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.910
0.829

0.917
0.833

NO
NO

0.864
0.806

0.863
0.805

-0.047
-0.024

—
—

7 Winnetka Ave./
Prairie St.

AM
PM

0.755
0.739

0.797
0.760

YES
NO

0.775
0.737

0.766
0.733

0.011
-0.006

YES
—

8 Winnetka Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.118
0.971

1.129
0.975

YES
NO

1.082
0.955

1.080
0.955

-0.038
-0.016

—
—

9 Winnetka Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.097
1.191

1.098
1.195

NO
NO

1.080
1.176

1.080
1.176

-0.017
-0.015

—
—

10 Winnetka Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.051
0.979

1.053
0.987

NO
NO

1.034
0.969

1.034
0.968

-0.017
-0.011

—
—

11 Winnetka Ave./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

0.914
1.095

0.915
1.096

NO
NO

0.908
1.089

0.908
1.089

-0.149
-0.108

—
—

12 Corbin Ave./
Rinaldi St.

AM
PM

0.693
0.686

0.693
0.686

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

0.693
0.686

-0.116
-0.055

—
—

13 Corbin Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.929
0.965

0.947
0.986

YES
YES

0.926
0.954

0.922
0.950

-0.047
-0.067

—
—

14 Corbin Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.263
1.044

1.300
1.074

YES
YES

1.264
1.037

1.255
1.031

-0.002
-0.023

—
—

15 Corbin Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.119
1.185

1.184
1.237

YES
YES

1.117
1.083

1.103
1.075

-0.007
-0.011

—
—

16 Corbin Ave./
Praire St.

AM
PM

0.737
0.872

0.797
1.001

YES
YES

0.747
0.812

0.727
0.785

-0.047
-0.024

—
—

17
Corbin Ave./

Nordhoff Place/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.628
1.108

0.61
1.187

NO
YES

0.589
0.921

0.589
0.903

0.011
-0.006

—
—

18
Corbin Ave./
Nordhoff St./

Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

1.026
1.092

1.055
1.147

YES
YES

0.996
1.088

0.989
1.076

-0.038
-0.016

—
—

19 Corbin Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.151
1.150

1.208
1.179

YES
YES

1.152
1.120

1.139
1.115

-0.017
-0.015

—
—

20 Corbin Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.960
0.911

0.985
0.941

YES
YES

0.948
0.904

0.943
0.898

-0.017
-0.011

—
—
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21 Corbin Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.031
1.074

1.032
1.079

NO
NO

1.002
1.049

1.002
1.048

-0.029
-0.026

—
—

22 Shirley Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.499
0.750

0.516
0.800

NO
YES

0.543
0.700

0.539
0.690

0.040
-0.060

—
—

23 Shirley Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.298
0.451

0.354
0.521

NO
NO

0.354
0.521

0.342
0.507

0.044
0.056

—
—

24 Nordhoff St./
Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

0.328
0.572

0.334
0.623

NO
NO

0.334
0.623

0.333
0.612

0.005
0.040

—
—

25 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 WB Ramps

AM
PM

0.855
0.702

0.876
0.707

YES
NO

0.869
0.700

0.864
0.699

0.009
-0.003

—
—

26 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 EB Ramps

AM
PM

0.841
0.821

0.842
0.832

NO
NO

0.842
0.832

0.842
0.830

0.001
0.009

—
—

27 Tampa Ave./
Chatsworth St.

AM
PM

0.684
0.553

0.700
0.564

NO
NO

0.693
0.599

0.690
0.557

0.006
0.004

—
—

28 Tampa Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.950

0.864
0.969

YES
YES

0.846
0.954

0.841
0.950

-0.003
0.000

—
—

29 Tampa Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.047
1.027

1.066
1.046

YES
YES

1.052
1.032

1.048
1.028

0.001
0.001

—
—

30 Tampa Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.937
0.980

0.973
0.999

YES
YES

0.954
0.980

0.946
0.976

0.009
-0.004

YES
—

31 Tampa Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.122
1.181

1.182
1.209

YES
YES

1.058
1.086

1.045
1.077

-0.077
-0.104

—
—

32 Tampa Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.010
0.854

1.021
0.857

YES
NO

1.004
0.846

1.002
0.846

-0.008
-0.008

—
—

33 Tampa Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.002
0.978

1.002
0.983

NO
NO

0.989
0.974

0.989
0.973

-0.013
-0.005

—
—

34 Wilbur Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.700
0.590

0.716
0.599

NO
NO

0.716
0.599

0.713
0.597

0.013
0.007

—
—

35 Wilbur Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.659
0.618

0.673
0.630

NO
NO

0.673
0.630

0.670
0.628

0.011
0.010

—
—

36 Reseda Blvd./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.739
1.291

0.745
1.301

NO
YES

0.745
1.301

0.743
1.299

0.004
0.008

—
YES

37 Reseda Blvd./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.898
1.035

0.906
1.037

NO
NO

0.906
1.037

0.904
1.037

0.006
0.002

—
—

38 Reseda Blvd./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

1.028
0.940

1.028
0.941

NO
NO

1.028
0.941

1.028
0.940

0.000
0.000

—
—

39 Zelzah Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.226
1.170

1.021
0.947

NO
NO

1.021
0.947

1.019
0.946

0.006
0.001

—
—

Installation of ATSAC/ATCS will mitigate impacts resulting from Scenario 2: Office Project Site
Only at the following intersection:

• Intersection 22: Shirley Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 31: Tampa Ave and Nordhoff St
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Implementation of a Transportation Demand Management program (TDM) will mitigate the
impacts created by Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only at the following intersection.

• Intersection 30: Tampa Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 36: Reseda Blvd and Plummer St

As shown in Table 91: Traffic Mitigation Requirements, the Corbin Avenue widening is not
required to mitigate significant traffic impacts resulting from Scenario 2: Office Project Site Only
until development of up to or greater than 720,000 square feet of new office floor area occurs on
the Project Site. Installation of ATSAC/ATCS at the Shirley Avenue/Plummer Street intersection
(No. 22) is not required to mitigate significant traffic impacts resulting from Scenario 2: Office
Project Site Only until development of up to or greater than 775,000 square feet of new office
floor area on the Project Site. Installation of ATSAC/ATCS at the Tampa Avenue/Nordhoff Street
intersection (No. 31) is not required to mitigate significant impacts until development of up to or
greater than 715,000 square feet of new office floor area on the Project Site.

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only

According to LADOT thresholds of significance, Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project Site Only
would result in a significant transportation impact at 13 of the 39 study intersections. As shown
inTable 94: Level of Service Summary After Mitigation Scenario 3 Retail/Residential,
Project Site Only, all significant impacts are reduced to a less than significant level after
implementation of the mitigation measures.  

The provision of fair-share funding to LADOT for the design and construction of the Mason
Avenue Extension project can mitigate impacts created by this scenario at the following
intersections.

• Intersection 8: Winnetka Ave and Nordhoff St
• Intersection 9: Winnetka Ave and Parthenia St
• Intersection 13: Corbin Ave and Devonshire St
• Intersection 14 Corbin Ave and Lassen St
• Intersection 18: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way
• Intersection 19: Corbin Ave and Parthenia St
• Intersection 20: Corbin Ave and Roscoe Blvd
• Intersection 30: Tampa Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 31: Tampa Ave and Nordhoff St

Physical improvements would be required to mitigate the impacts created by this scenario at the
following intersections.

• Intersection 15: Corbin Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 16: Corbin Ave and Prairie St
• Intersection 17: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff Pl/Nordhoff St
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TABLE 94
LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY AFTER MITIGATION SCENARIO 3 RETAIL/RESIDENTIAL, PROJECT SITE ONLY

No Intersection Peak
Hour

2005 w/ Related
Projects v/c

2005 w/
Scenario 3 v/c

Significant
Impact

2005 w/ Project
Mitigation v/c

Change
v/c Mitigated

1 De Soto Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.226
1.170

1.228
1.178

NO
NO

1.074
1.059

-0.152
-0.111

---
---

2 De Soto Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.139
0.990

1.141
0.994

NO
NO

1.024
0.936

-0.115
-0.054

---
---

3 De Soto Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.886
0.970

0.888
0.977

NO
NO

0.840
0.904

-0.046
-0.066

---
---

4 Winnetka Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.519
0.828

0.520
0.832

NO
NO

0.517
0.807

-0.002
-0.021

---
---

5 Winnetka Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.833

0.845
0.836

NO
NO

0.833
0.825

-0.011
-0.008

---
---

6 Winnetka Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.910
0.829

0.909
0.833

NO
NO

0.855
0.806

-0.055
-0.023

---
---

7 Winnetka Ave./
Prairie St.

AM
PM

0.755
0.739

0.750
0.757

NO
NO

0.728
0.734

-0.027
-0.005

---
---

8 Winnetka Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.118
0.971

1.118
0.984

NO
YES

1.072
0.964

-0.046
-0.007

---
YES

9 Winnetka Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.097
1.191

1.099
1.201

NO
YES

1.081
1.183

-0.016
-0.008

---
YES

10 Winnetka Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.051
0.979

1.054
0.987

NO
NO

1.036
0.969

-0.015
-0.010

---
---

11 Winnetka Ave./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

0.914
1.095

0.915
1.098

NO
NO

0.908
1.091

-0.006
-0.004

---
---

12 Corbin Ave./
Rinaldi St.

AM
PM

0.693
0.686

0.693
0.686

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

0.000
0.000

---
—

13 Corbin Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.929
0.965

0.928
0.976

NO
YES

0.907
0.945

-0.022
-0.020

---
YES

14 Corbin Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.263
1.044

1.254
1.061

NO
YES

1.218
1.024

-0.045
-0.020

---
YES

15 Corbin Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.119
1.185

1.106
1.224

NO
YES

1.039
1.077

-0.080
-0.108

---
YES

16 Corbin Ave./
Praire St.

AM
PM

0.737
0.872

0.763
0.995

NO
YES

0.713
0.770

-0.024
-0.102

---
YES

17
Corbin Ave./

Nordhoff Place/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.628
1.108

0.626
1.171

NO
YES

0.591
0.917

-0.037
-0.191

---
YES

18
Corbin Ave./
Nordhoff St./

Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

1.026
1.092

1.031
1.128

NO
YES

0.971
1.069

-0.055
-0.023

---
YES

19 Corbin Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.151
1.150

1.142
1.197

NO
YES

1.085
1.140

-0.066
-0.010

---
YES

20 Corbin Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.960
0.911

0.960
0.945

NO
YES

0.923
0.908

-0.037
-0.003

---
YES

21 Corbin Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.031
1.074

1.033
1.080

NO
NO

1.003
1.050

-0.028
-0.024

---
---

22 Shirley Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.499
0.750

0.498
0.781

NO
NO

0.477
0.781

-0.022
0.031

---
---
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23 Shirley Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.298
0.451

0.289
0.535

NO
NO

0.289
0.535

-0.009
0.084

---
---

24 Nordhoff St./
Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

0.328
0.572

0.338
0.591

NO
NO

0.338
0.591

0.010
0.019

---
---

25 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 WB Ramps

AM
PM

0.855
0.702

0.851
0.718

NO
NO

0.844
0.711

-0.011
0.009

---
---

26 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 EB Ramps

AM
PM

0.841
0.821

0.843
0.825

NO
NO

0.842
0.825

0.002
0.004

---
---

27 Tampa Ave./
Chatsworth St.

AM
PM

0.684
0.553

0.681
0.557

NO
NO

0.674
0.552

-0.010
0.001

---
---

28 Tampa Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.950

0.839
0.957

NO
NO

0.821
0.942

-0.023
-0.008

---
---

29 Tampa Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.047
1.027

1.043
1.034

NO
NO

1.028
1.020

-0.019
-0.007

---
---

30 Tampa Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.937
0.980

0.934
0.999

NO
YES

1.915
0.981

-0.022
0.001

---
YES

31 Tampa Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.122
1.181

1.111
1.191

NO
YES

1.088
1.165

-0.034
-0.016

---
YES

32 Tampa Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.010
0.854

1.010
0.864

NO
NO

0.994
0.853

-0.016
-0.001

---
---

33 Tampa Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.002
0.978

1.003
0.982

NO
NO

0.990
0.974

-0.012
-0.004

---
---

34 Wilbur Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.700
0.590

0.698
0.601

NO
NO

0.698
0.601

-0.002
0.011

---
---

35 Wilbur Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.659
0.618

0.658
0.632

NO
NO

0.658
0.632

-0.001
0.014

---
---

36 Reseda Blvd./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.739
1.291

0.740
1.301

NO
YES

0.670
1.201

-0.069
-0.090

---
YES

37 Reseda Blvd./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.898
1.035

0.896
1.042

NO
NO

0.896
1.042

-0.002
0.007

---
---

38 Reseda Blvd./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

1.028
0.940

1.029
0.943

NO
NO

1.029
0.943

0.000
0.003

---
---

39 Zelzah Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.913
0.945

1.011
0.951

NO
NO

1.011
0.951

-0.002
0.006

---
---

Installation of ATSAC/ATCS will mitigate the impacts create by Scenario 3: Retail/Residential
Project Site Only at the following intersection:

• Intersection 36: Reseda Blvd and Plummer St

As shown in Table 91: Traffic Mitigation Requirements, the Corbin Avenue widening is not
required to mitigate significant traffic impacts created by Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Project
Site Only until development of up to or greater than 105,000 square feet of new retail floor area
occurs on the Project Site. Installation of ATSAC/ATCS at the Reseda Boulevard/Plummer Street
intersection (No. 36) is not required to mitigate significant traffic impacts created by Scenario 3: 
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Retail/Residential Project Site Only until development of up to or greater than 235,000 square feet
of new retail floor area occurs on the Project Site.

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only

According to LADOT thresholds of significance, Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site Only
would result in a significant transportation impact at 13 of the 39 study intersections. As shown in
Table 95: Scenario 4 Level of Service Summary After Mitigation Office, Project Site Only,
all significant impacts are reduced to a less than significant level after implementation of the
mitigation measures.

The provision of fair-share funding to LADOT for the design and construction of the Mason
Avenue Extension project can mitigate impacts created by this scenario at the following
intersections.

• Intersection 1: De Soto Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 13: Corbin Ave and Devonshire St
• Intersection 14: Corbin Ave and Lassen St
• Intersection 15: Corbin Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 18: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way
• Intersection 19: Corbin Ave and Parthenia St
• Intersection 20: Corbin Ave and Roscoe Blvd
• Intersection 28: Tampa Ave and Devonshire St
• Intersection 29: Tampa Ave and Lassen St
• Intersection 30: Tampa Ave and Plummer St

Physical improvements would be required to mitigate the impacts created by Scenario 4:
Office/Residential Project Site Only at the following intersection.

• Intersection 16: Corbin Ave and Prairie St
• Intersection 17: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff Pl/Nordhoff St

Installation of ATSAC/ATCS will mitigate the impacts create by Scenario 4: Office/Residential
Project Site Only at the following intersection:

• Intersection 31: Tampa Ave and Nordhoff St

As shown in Table 91: Traffic Mitigation Requirements, the Corbin Avenue widening is not
required to mitigate significant traffic impacts due to Scenario 4: Office/Residential Project Site
Only until development of up to or greater than 610,000 square feet of new office floor area on the
Project Site. Installation of ATSAC/ATCS at the Tampa Avenue/Nordhoff Street intersection 
(No. 31) is not required to mitigate significant traffic impacts resulting from Scenario 4: 
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TABLE 95
LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY AFTER MITIGATION SCENARIO 4 OFFICE, PROJECT SITE ONLY

No Intersection Peak
Hour

2005 w/
Related

Projects v/c

2005 w/
Scenario 4 v/c

Significant
Impact

2005 w/ Project
Mitigation v/c

W/ Project
TDM v/c

Change
v/c Mitigated

1 De Soto Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.226
1.170

1.233
1.180

NO
YES

1.079
1.061

1.078
1.059

-0.148
-0.111

—
YES

2 De Soto Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.139
0.990

1.141
0.994

NO
NO

1.024
0.935

1.024
0.934

-0.115
-0.056

—
—

3 De Soto Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.886
0.970

0.888
0.976

NO
NO

0.840
0.903

0.840
0.902

-0.046
-0.068

—
—

4 Winnetka Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.519
0.828

0.520
0.830

NO
NO

0.517
0.805

0.517
0.805

-0.002
-0.023

—
—

5 Winnetka Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.833

0.849
0.834

NO
NO

0.838
0.823

0.837
0.823

-0.007
-0.010

—
—

6 Winnetka Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.910
0.829

0.916
0.832

NO
NO

0.862
0.805

0.861
0.805

-0.049
-0.024

—
—

7 Winnetka Ave./
Prairie St.

AM
PM

0.755
0.739

0.788
0.756

NO
NO

0.766
0.734

0.758
0.731

0.003
-0.008

—
—

8 Winnetka Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.118
0.971

1.127
0.977

NO
NO

1.080
0.957

1.078
0.956

-0.040
-0.015

—
—

9 Winnetka Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.097
1.191

1.100
1.196

NO
NO

1.081
1.177

1.081
1.177

-0.016
-0.014

—
—

10 Winnetka Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.051
0.979

1.054
0.986

NO
NO

1.036
0.968

1.035
0.967

-0.016
-0.012

—
—

11 Winnetka Ave./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

0.914
1.095

0.915
1.096

NO
NO

0.908
1.089

0.908
1.089

-0.006
-0.006

—
—

12 Corbin Ave./
Rinaldi St.

AM
PM

0.693
0.686

0.693
0.686

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

0.693
0.686

0.000
0.000

—
—

13 Corbin Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.929
0.965

0.943
0.981

YES
YES

0.922
0.949

0.919
0.946

-0.010
-0.019

YES
YES

14 Corbin Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.263
1.044

1.290
1.067

YES
YES

1.254
1.030

1.247
1.026

-0.016
-0.018

YES
YES

15 Corbin Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.119
1.185

1.166
1.227

YES
YES

1.100
1.076

1.088
1.069

-0.031
-0.116

YES
YES

16 Corbin Ave./
Praire St.

AM
PM

0.737
0.872

0.778
0.974

YES
YES

0.728
0.779

0.722
0.758

-0.015
-0.114

YES
YES

17
Corbin Ave./

Nordhoff Place/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.628
1.108

0.645
1.169

NO
YES

0.591
0.904

0.590
0.890

-0.038
-0.218

—
YES

18
Corbin Ave./
Nordhoff St./

Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

1.026
1.092

1.054
1.136

YES
YES

0.994
1.076

0.989
1.067

-0.037
-0.025

YES
YES

19 Corbin Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.151
1.150

1.194
1.176

YES
YES

1.137
1.120

1.127
1.116

-0.024
-0.034

YES
YES

20 Corbin Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.960
0.911

0.981
0.937

YES
YES

0.945
0.901

0.940
0.896

-0.020
-0.015

YES
YES
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21 Corbin Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.031
1.074

1.033
1.079

NO
NO

1.003
1.049

1.002
1.048

-0.029
-0.026

—
—

22 Shirley Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.499
0.750

0.512
0.789

NO
NO

0.512
0.789

0.509
0.781

0.010
0.031

—
—

23 Shirley Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.298
0.451

0.339
0.510

NO
NO

0.339
0.510

0.329
0.499

0.031
0.048

—
—

24 Nordhoff St./
Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

0.328
0.572

0.339
0.609

NO
NO

0.339
0.609

0.338
0.601

0.010
0.029

—
—

25 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 WB Ramps

AM
PM

0.855
0.702

0.870
0.709

NO
NO

0.863
0.702

0.859
0.701

0.004
-0.001

—
—

26 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 EB Ramps

AM
PM

0.841
0.821

0.843
0.829

NO
NO

0.843
0.829

0.843
0.827

0.002
0.006

—
—

27 Tampa Ave./
Chatsworth St.

AM
PM

0.684
0.553

0.696
0.561

NO
NO

0.688
0.556

0.686
0.554

0.002
0.001

—
—

28 Tampa Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.950

0.859
0.964

NO
YES

0.840
0.949

0.837
0.945

-0.007
-0.005

—
YES

29 Tampa Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.047
1.027

1.061
1.041

YES
YES

1.047
1.026

1.043
1.023

-0.004
-0.004

YES
YES

30 Tampa Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.937
0.980

0.965
0.996

YES
YES

0.946
0.977

0.940
0.974

0.003
-0.006

YES
YES

31 Tampa Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.122
1.181

1.167
1.201

YES
YES

1.044
1.076

1.033
1.071

-0.089
-0.110

YES
YES

32 Tampa Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.010
0.854

1.019
0.859

NO
NO

1.022
0.847

1.000
0.847

-0.010
-0.007

—
—

33 Tampa Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.002
0.978

1.003
0.982

NO
NO

0.990
0.974

0.989
0.973

-0.013
-0.005

—
—

34 Wilbur Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.700
0.590

0.712
0.599

NO
NO

0.712
0.599

0.709
0.597

0.009
0.007

—
—

35 Wilbur Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.659
0.618

0.670
0.629

NO
NO

0.670
0.629

0.668
0.627

0.009
0.009

—
—

36 Reseda Blvd./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.739
1.291

0.744
1.299

NO
NO

0.744
1.299

0.743
1.297

0.004
0.006

—
—

37 Reseda Blvd./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.898
1.035

0.904
1.038

NO
NO

0.904
1.038

0.902
1.038

0.004
0.003

—
—

38 Reseda Blvd./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

1.028
0.940

1.029
0.941

NO
NO

1.029
0.941

1.028
0.941

0.000
0.001

—
—

39 Zelzah Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.226
1.170

1.018
0.947

NO
NO

1.018
0.947

1.017
0.947

0.004
0.002

—
—

Office/Residential Project Site Only until development of up to or greater than 660,000 square
feet of new office floor area occurs on the Project Site.

Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out Project

According to LADOT thresholds of significance, Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out would result in
a significant transportation impact at 18 of the 39 study intersections. As shown in Table 96:
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Level of Service Summary After Mitigation Scenario 1 Retail, Full Build Out, all significant
impacts are reduced to a less than significant level after implementation of the mitigation
measures.

TABLE 96
LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY AFTER MITIGATION SCENARIO 1 RETAIL, FULL BUILD OUT

No Intersection Peak
Hour

2005 w/ Related
Projects v/c

2005 w/
Scenario 1 v/c

Significant
Impact

2005 w/ Project
Mitigation v/c

Change
v/c Mitigated

1 De Soto Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.226
1.170

1.226
1.182

NO
YES

1.071
1.062

-0.155
-0.108

—
YES

2 De Soto Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.139
0.990

1.140
0.995

NO
NO

1.023
0.939

-0.116
-0.051

—
—

3 De Soto Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.886
0.970

0.887
0.979

NO
NO

0.839
0.906

-0.047
-0.064

—
—

4 Winnetka Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.519
0.828

0.519
0.833

NO
NO

0.516
0.808

-0.003
-0.020

—
—

5 Winnetka Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.833

0.843
0.837

NO
NO

0.831
0.826

-0.013
-0.007

—
—

6 Winnetka Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.910
0.829

0.907
0.835

NO
NO

0.854
0.808

-0.056
-0.021

—
—

7 Winnetka Ave./
Prairie St.

AM
PM

0.755
0.739

0.742
0.763

NO
NO

0.720
0.740

-0.035
0.001

—
—

8 Winnetka Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.118
0.971

1.116
0.987

NO
YES

1.069
0.967

-0.049
-0.004

—
YES

9 Winnetka Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.097
1.191

1.098
1.204

NO
YES

1.079
1.186

-0.018
-0.005

—
YES

10 Winnetka Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.051
0.979

1.052
0.990

NO
YES

1.034
0.972

-0.017
-0.007

—
YES

11 Winnetka Ave./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

0.914
1.095

0.915
1.100

NO
NO

0.908
1.092

-0.006
-0.003

—
---

12 Corbin Ave./
Rinaldi St.

AM
PM

0.693
0.686

0.693
0.686

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

0.000
0.000

—
YES

13 Corbin Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.929
0.965

0.925
0.981

NO
YES

0.904
0.949

-0.025
-0.016

—
YES

14 Corbin Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.263
1.044

1.249
1.068

NO
YES

1.212
1.031

-0.051
-0.013

—
YES

15 Corbin Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.119
1.185

1.097
1.237

NO
YES

1.030
1.089

-0.089
-0.096

—
YES

16 Corbin Ave./
Praire St.

AM
PM

0.737
0.872

0.749
1.045

NO
YES

0.699
0.811

-0.038
-0.061

—
YES

17
Corbin Ave./

Nordhoff Place/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.628
1.108

0.625
1.200

NO
YES

0.590
0.952

-0.038
-0.156

—
YES

18
Corbin Ave./
Nordhoff St./

Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

1.026
1.092

1.021
1.141

NO
YES

0.962
1.082

-0.064
-0.010

—
YES

19 Corbin Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.151
1.150

1.133
1.211

NO
YES

1.076
1.55

-0.075
0.005

—
YES
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20 Corbin Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.960
0.911

0.954
0.956

NO
YES

0.917
0.920

-0.043
0.009

—
YES

21 Corbin Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.031
1.074

1.032
1.082

NO
NO

1.002
1.052

-0.029
-0.022

—
---

22 Shirley Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.499
0.750

0.494
0.792

NO
YES

0.520
0.692

0.021
-0.058

—
YES

23 Shirley Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.298
0.451

0.283
0.568

NO
NO

0.283
0.568

-0.015
0.117

—
—

24 Nordhoff St./
Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

0.328
0.572

0.332
0.599

NO
NO

0.332
0.599

0.004
0.027

—
---

25 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 WB Ramps

AM
PM

0.855
0.702

0.848
0.722

NO
NO

0.841
0.715

-0.014
0.013

—
---

26 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 EB Ramps

AM
PM

0.841
0.821

0.842
0.827

NO
NO

0.842
0.827

0.001
0.006

—
---

27 Tampa Ave./
Chatsworth St.

AM
PM

0.684
0.553

0.679
0.559

NO
NO

0.672
0.554

-0.012
0.001

—
---

28 Tampa Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.950

0.837
0.960

NO
YES

0.818
0.945

-0.026
-0.005

—
YES

29 Tampa Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.047
1.027

1.040
1.037

NO
YES

1.026
1.023

-0.021
-0.004

—
YES

30 Tampa Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.937
0.980

0.927
1.006

NO
YES

0.909
0.959

-0.028
-0.021

—
YES

31 Tampa Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.122
1.181

1.102
1.196

NO
YES

1.079
1.170

-0.043
-0.011

—
YES

32 Tampa Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.010
0.854

1.008
0.867

NO
NO

0.991
0.856

-0.019
0.002

—
—

33 Tampa Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.002
0.978

1.002
0.984

NO
NO

0.989
0.975

-0.013
-0.003

—
—

34 Wilbur Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.700
0.590

0.695
0.604

NO
NO

0.695
0.604

-0.005
0.014

—
—

35 Wilbur Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.659
0.618

0.654
0.636

NO
NO

0.654
0.636

-0.005
0.018

—
—

36 Reseda Blvd./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.739
1.291

0.738
1.304

NO
YES

0.668
1.204

-0.071
-0.087

—
YES

37 Reseda Blvd./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.898
1.035

0.895
1.043

NO
NO

0.895
1.043

-0.003
0.008

—
—

38 Reseda Blvd./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

1.028
0.940

1.028
0.944

NO
NO

1.028
0.944

0.000
0.004

—
—

39 Zelzah Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.913
0.945

1.010
0.953

NO
NO

1.010
0.953

-0.003
0.008

—
—
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The provision of fair-share funding to LADOT for the design and construction of the Mason
Avenue Extension project can mitigate impact for Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out at the
following intersections.

• Intersection 1: De Soto Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 8: Winnetka Ave and Nordhoff St
• Intersection 9: Winnetka Ave and Parthenia St
• Intersection 10: Winnetka Ave and Roscoe Blvd
• Intersection 13: Corbin Ave and Devonshire St
• Intersection 14: Corbin Ave and Lassen St
• Intersection 15: Corbin Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 18: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way
• Intersection 19: Corbin Ave and Parthenia St
• Intersection 20: Corbin Ave and Roscoe Blvd
• Intersection 28: Tampa Ave and Devonshire St
• Intersection 29: Tampa Ave and Lassen St
• Intersection 30: Tampa Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 31: Tampa Ave and Nordhoff St

Physical improvements would be required to mitigate the impacts from Scenario 1: Retail Full
Build Out at the following intersections.

• Intersection 16: Corbin Ave and Prairie St
• Intersection 17: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff Pl/Nordhoff St

Installation of ATSAC/ATSC will mitigate impacts resulting from Scenario 1: Retail Full Build
Out at the following intersection:

• Intersection 22: Shirley Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 36: Reseda Blvd and Plummer St

As shown in Table 91: Traffic Mitigation Requirements, the Corbin Avenue widening is not
required to mitigate significant traffic impacts resulting from Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out
until development of up to or greater than 195,000 square feet of new retail floor area occurs
across the Project Site and Add Area.  Installation of ATSAC/ATCS at the Shirley
Avenue/Plummer Street intersection (No. 22) is not required to mitigate significant traffic impacts
due to Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out until development of up to or greater than 510,000 square
feet of new retail floor area on the Project Site and Add Area. Installation of ATSAC/ATCS at the
Reseda Boulevard/Plummer Street (No. 36) is not required to mitigate significant traffic impacts
resulting from Scenario 1: Retail Full Build Out until development of up to or greater than
400,000 square feet of new retail floor area occurs across the Project Site and Add Area.
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Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out Project

According to LADOT thresholds of significance, Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out would result
in a significant transportation impact at 24 of the 39 study intersections. As shown in Table 97:
Level of Service Summary After Mitigation Scenario 2 Office, Full Build Out, all significant
impacts are reduced to a less than significant level after  implementation of the mitigation
measures. 

The provision of fair-share funding to LADOT for the design and construction of the Mason
Avenue Extension project can mitigate impact resulting from Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out at
the following intersections.

• Intersection 1: De Soto Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 3: De Soto Ave and Roscoe Blvd
• Intersection 6: Winnetka Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 7: Winnetka Ave and Prairie St
• Intersection 8: Winnetka Ave and Nordhoff St
• Intersection 10: Winnetka Ave and Roscoe Blvd
• Intersection 13: Corbin Ave and Devonshire St
• Intersection 32: Tampa Ave and Roscoe Blvd

Physical improvements would be required to mitigate the impacts resulting from Scenario 2:
Office Full Build Out at the following intersections.

• Intersection 16: Corbin Ave and Prairie St
• Intersection 17: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff Pl/Nordhoff St

Installation of ATSAC/ATSC will mitigate impacts resulting from Scenario 2: Office Full Build
Out at the following intersection:

• Intersection 22: Shirley Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 30: Tampa Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 31: Tampa Ave and Nordhoff St
• Intersection 36: Reseda Blvd and Plummer St

Implementation of a Transportation Demand Management program (TDM) will mitigate the
impacts resulting from Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out at the following intersection.

• Intersection 14: Corbin Ave and Lassen St
• Intersection 15: Corbin Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 18: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way
• Intersection 19: Corbin Ave and Parthenia St
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TABLE 97
LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY AFTER MITIGATION SCENARIO 2 OFFICE, FULL BUILD OUT

No Intersection Peak
Hour

2005 w/
Related

Projects v/c

2005 w/
Scenario 2 v/c

Significant
Impact

2005 w/ Project
Mitigation v/c

W/
Project

TDM v/c

Change
v/c Mitigated

1 De Soto Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.226
1.170

1.236
1.191

YES
YES

1.081
1.071

1.079
1.067

-0.147
-0.103

—
—

2 De Soto Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.139
0.990

1.140
0.999

NO
NO

1.024
0.944

1.023
0.940

-0.116
-0.050

—
—

3 De Soto Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.886
0.970

0.888
0.980

NO
YES

0.839
0.907

0.839
0.905

-0.047
-0.065

—
—

4 Winnetka Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.519
0.828

0.520
0.830

NO
NO

0.517
0.805

0.517
0.805

-0.002
-0.023

—
—

5 Winnetka Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.833

0.852
0.834

NO
NO

0.840
0.823

0.839
0.823

-0.005
-0.010

—
—

6 Winnetka Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.910
0.829

0.921
0.835

YES
NO

0.868
0.808

0.866
0.807

-0.044
-0.022

—
—

7 Winnetka Ave./
Prairie St.

AM
PM

0.755
0.739

0.816
0.785

YES
YES

0.794
0.763

0.780
0.746

0.025
0.007

—
—

8 Winnetka Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.118
0.971

1.133
0.977

YES
NO

1.087
0.957

1.083
0.956

-0.035
-0.015

—
—

9 Winnetka Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.097
1.191

1.099
1.196

NO
NO

1.080
1.177

1.080
1.176

-0.017
-0.015

—
—

10 Winnetka Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.051
0.979

1.053
0.993

NO
YES

1.035
0.974

1.035
0.972

-0.016
-0.007

—
—

11 Winnetka Ave./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

0.914
1.095

0.915
1.096

NO
NO

0.908
1.089

0.908
1.089

-0.006
-0.006

—
—

12 Corbin Ave./
Rinaldi St.

AM
PM

0.693
0.686

0.693
0.686

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

0.693
0.686

0.000
0.000

—
—

13 Corbin Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.929
0.965

0.956
0.998

YES
YES

0.935
0.966

0.928
0.959

-0.001
-0.006

—
—

14 Corbin Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.263
1.044

1.319
1.091

YES
YES

1.282
1.055

1.270
1.045

0.007
0.001

YES
YES

15 Corbin Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.119
1.185

1.215
1.266

YES
YES

1.148
1.106

1.127
1.092

0.008
-0.093

YES
—

16 Corbin Ave./
Praire St.

AM
PM

0.737
0.872

0.838
1.071

YES
YES

0.788
0.887

0.759
0.843

0.022
-0.029

YES
—

17
Corbin Ave./

Nordhoff Place/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.628
1.108

0.662
1.232

NO
YES

0.590
0.967

0.589
0.939

-0.039
-0.169

—
—

18
Corbin Ave./
Nordhoff St./

Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

1.026
1.092

1.069
1.179

YES
YES

1.009
1.119

0.999
1.100

-0.027
0.008

—
YES

19 Corbin Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.151
1.150

1.235
1.178

YES
YES

1.178
1.133

1.159
1.125

0.008
-0.025

YES
—

20 Corbin Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.960
0.911

0.997
0.958

YES
YES

0.960
0.921

0.952
0.911

-0.008
0.000

—
YES



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                    IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR M. TRAFFIC

422

21 Corbin Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.031
1.074

1.032
1.083

NO
NO

1.002
1.053

1.002
1.051

-0.029
-0.023

—
— 

22 Shirley Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.499
0.750

0.523
0.828

NO
YES

0.423
0.728

0.418
0.711

-0.081
-0.039

—
—

23 Shirley Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.298
0.451

0.380
0.559

NO
NO

0.380
0.559

0.362
0.536

0.064
0.085

—
—

24 Nordhoff St./
Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

0.328
0.572

0.336
0.653

NO
NO

0.336
0.653

0.334
0.636

0.006
0.064

—
—

25 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 WB Ramps

AM
PM

0.855
0.702

0.885
0.709

YES
NO

0.878
0.702

0.872
0.700

0.017
-0.002

YES
—

26 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 EB Ramps

AM
PM

0.841
0.821

0.843
0.839

NO
NO

0.843
0.839

0.842
0.835

0.001
0.014

—
—

27 Tampa Ave./
Chatsworth St.

AM
PM

0.684
0.553

0.707
0.571

NO
NO

0.700
0.566

0.695
0.562

0.011
0.009

—
—

28 Tampa Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.950

0.874
0.981

YES
YES

0.855
0.966

0.849
0.959

0.005
0.009

—
YES

29 Tampa Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.047
1.027

1.075
1.057

YES
YES

1.061
1.043

1.055
1.036

0.008
0.009

YES
YES

30 Tampa Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.937
0.980

0.989
1.011

YES
YES

0.870
0.893

0.859
0.885

-0.078
-0.095

—
—

31 Tampa Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.122
1.181

1.210
1.225

YES
YES

1.087
1.100

1.067
1.090

-0.055
-0.091

—
—

32 Tampa Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.010
0.854

1.025
0.859

YES
NO

1.009
0.847

1.005
0.847

-0.005
-0.007

—
—

33 Tampa Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.002
0.978

1.003
0.986

NO
NO

0.989
0.977

0.989
0.975

-0.013
-0.003

—
—

34 Wilbur Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.700
0.590

0.725
0.604

NO
NO

0.724
0.604

0.719
0.601

0.019
0.011

—
—

35 Wilbur Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.659
0.618

0.680
0.637

NO
NO

0.680
0.637

0.675
0.633

0.016
0.015

—
—

36 Reseda Blvd./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.739
1.291

0.747
1.307

NO
YES

0.669
1.207

0.669
1.204

-0.070
-0.087

—
—

37 Reseda Blvd./
Nordhoff ST

AM
PM

0.898
1.035

0.910
1.038

YES
NO

0.910
1.038

0.907
1.038

0.009
0.003

YES
—

38 Reseda Blvd./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

1.028
0.940

1.028
0.941

NO
NO

1.028
0.941

1.028
0.941

0.000
0.001

—
—

39 Zelzah Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.226
1.170

1.024
0.947

YES
NO

1.024
0.947

10022
0.947

0.009
0.002

YES
—

• Intersection 20: Corbin Ave and Roscoe Blvd
• Intersection 25: Tampa Ave and SR-118 WB Ramps
• Intersection 28: Tampa Ave and Devonshire St
• Intersection 29: Tampa Ave and Lassen St
• Intersection 37: Reseda Blvd and Nordhoff St
• Intersection 39: Zelzah Ave and Nordhoff St
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As shown in Table 91: Traffic Mitigation Requirements, the Corbin Avenue widening is not
required to mitigate significant traffic impacts resulting from Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out
until development of up to or greater than 940,000 square feet of new office floor area occurs
across the Project Site and Add Area.  Installation of ATSAC/ATCS at the Reseda
Boulevard/Plummer Street intersection (No. 36) is not required to mitigate significant traffic
impacts resulting from Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out until development of up to or greater
than 1,260,000 square feet of new office floor area occurs across the Project Site and Add Area.
Installation of ATSAC/ATCS at the Shirley Avenue/ Plummer Street intersection (No. 22) is not
required to mitigate significant traffic impacts resulting from Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out
until development of up to or greater than 1,140,000 square feet of new office floor area occurs
across the Project Site and Add Area. Installation of ATSAC/ATCS at the Tampa
Avenue/Plummer Street (No. 30) is not required to mitigate significant traffic impacts resulting
from Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out until development of up to or greater than 1,165,000
square feet of new office floor area across the Project Site and Add Area. The Tampa
Avenue/Nordhoff Street (No. 31) ATSAC/ATCS improvement is not required to mitigate
significant traffic impacts resulting from Scenario 2: Office Full Build Out until development of
up to or greater than 930,000 square feet of new office floor area across the Project Site and Add
Area.

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out Project

According to LADOT thresholds of significance, Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out
would result in a significant transportation impact at 14 of the 39 study intersections. As shown in
Table 98: Level of Service Summary After Mitigation Scenario 3 Retail/Residential Full
Build Out, all significant impacts are reduced to a less than significant level after implementation
of the mitigation measures.

The provision of fair-share funding to LADOT for the design and construction of the Mason
Avenue Extension project can mitigate impact for Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out at
the following intersections.

• Intersection 8: Winnetka Ave and Nordhoff St
• Intersection 9: Winnetka Ave and Parthenia St
• Intersection 10: Winnetka Ave and Roscoe Blvd
• Intersection 13: Corbin Ave and Devonshire St
• Intersection 14: Corbin Ave and Lassen St
• Intersection 15: Corbin Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 18: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way
• Intersection 19: Corbin Ave and Parthenia St
• Intersection 20: Corbin Ave and Roscoe Blvd
• Intersection 30: Tampa Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 31: Tampa Ave and Nordhoff St
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TABLE 98
LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY AFTER MITIGATION SCENARIO 3 RETAIL/RESIDENTIAL, FULL BUILD OUT

No Intersection Peak
Hour

2005 w/ Related
Projects v/c

2005 w/
Scenario 3 v/c

Significant
Impact

2005 w/ Project
Mitigation v/c

Change
v/c Mitigated

1 De Soto Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.226
1.170

1.227
1.179

NO
NO

1.073
1.060

-0.153
-0.110

—
—

2 De Soto Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.139
0.990

1.141
0.994

NO
NO

1.024
0.938

-0.115
-0.052

—
—

3 De Soto Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.886
0.970

0.888
0.978

NO
NO

0.840
0.906

-0.046
-0.064

—
—

4 Winnetka Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.519
0.828

0.520
0.833

NO
NO

0.517
0.808

-0.002
-0.020

—
—

5 Winnetka Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.833

0.844
0.837

NO
NO

0.83
0.826

-0.011
-0.007

—
—

6 Winnetka Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.910
0.829

0.907
0.834

NO
NO

0.854
0.807

-0.056
-0.022

—
—

7 Winnetka Ave./
Prairie St.

AM
PM

0.755
0.739

0.744
0.760

NO
NO

0.722
0.738

-0.033
-0.001

—
—

8 Winnetka Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.118
0.971

1.117
0.987

NO
YES

1.071
0.967

-0.047
-0.004

—
YES

9 Winnetka Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.097
1.191

1.100
1.204

NO
YES

1.081
1.186

-0.016
-0.005

—
YES

10 Winnetka Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.051
0.979

1.054
0.989

NO
YES

1.036
0.971

-0.015
-0.008

—
YES

11 Winnetka Ave./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

0.914
1.095

0.915
1.100

NO
NO

0.908
1.092

-0.006
-0.003

—
—

12 Corbin Ave./
Rinaldi St.

AM
PM

0.693
0.686

0.693
0.686

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

0.000
0.000

—
—

13 Corbin Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.929
0.965

0.927
0.978

NO
YES

0.906
0.947

-0.023
-0.018

—
YES

14 Corbin Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.263
1.044

1.248
1.064

NO
YES

1.212
1.027

-0.051
-0.017

—
YES

15 Corbin Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.119
1.185

1.095
1.231

NO
YES

1.028
1.083

-0.091
-0.102

—
YES

16 Corbin Ave./
Praire St.

AM
PM

0.737
0.872

0.765
1.028

NO
YES

0.715
0.795

-0.022
-0.077

—
YES

17
Corbin Ave./

Nordhoff Place/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.628
1.108

0.628
1.185

NO
YES

0.592
0.935

-0.036
-0.173

—
YES

18
Corbin Ave./
Nordhoff St./

Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

1.026
1.092

1.027
1.134

NO
YES

0.968
1.074

-0.058
-0.018

—
YES

19 Corbin Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.151
1.150

1.133
1.208

NO
YES

1.076
1.151

-0.075
0.001

—
YES

20 Corbin Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.960
0.911

0.957
0.953

NO
YES

0.920
0.916

-0.040
0.005

—
YES

21 Corbin Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.031
1.074

1.033
1.082

NO
NO

1.003
1.052

-0.028
-0.022

—
—
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22 Shirley Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.499
0.750

0.495
0.786

NO
NO

0.475
0.786

-0.024
0.036

—
—

23 Shirley Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.298
0.451

0.281
0.554

NO
NO

0.281
0.554

-0.017
0.103

—
—

24 Nordhoff St./
Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

0.328
0.572

0.339
0.592

NO
NO

0.339
0.592

0.011
0.020

—
—

25 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 WB Ramps

AM
PM

0.855
0.702

0.847
0.722

NO
NO

0.840
0.715

-0.015
0.013

—
—

26 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 EB Ramps

AM
PM

0.841
0.821

0.843
0.825

NO
NO

0.843
0.825

0.002
0.004

—
—

27 Tampa Ave./
Chatsworth St.

AM
PM

0.684
0.553

0.678
0.557

NO
NO

0.671
0.552

-0.013
-0.001

—
—

28 Tampa Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.950

0.836
0.957

NO
NO

0.818
0.942

-0.026
-0.008

—
—

29 Tampa Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.047
1.027

1.040
01.035

NO
NO

1.025
1.02

-0.022
-0.007

—
—

30 Tampa Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.937
0.980

0.929
1.004

NO
YES

0.910
0.985

-0.027
0.005

—
YES

31 Tampa Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.122
1.181

1.103
1.192

NO
YES

1.079
1.166

-0.043
-0.015

—
YES

32 Tampa Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.010
0.854

1.009
0.867

NO
NO

0.993
0.856

-0.017
0.002

—
—

33 Tampa Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.002
0.978

1.003
0.984

NO
NO

0.990
0.975

-0.012
-0.003

—
—

34 Wilbur Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.700
0.590

0.694
0.604

NO
NO

0.694
0.604

-0.006
0.014

—
—

35 Wilbur Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.659
0.618

0.656
0.634

NO
NO

0.656
0.634

-0.003
0.016

—
—

36 Reseda Blvd./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.739
1.291

0.739
1.303

NO
YES

0.670
1.203

-0.069
-0.088

—
YES

37 Reseda Blvd./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.898
1.035

0.895
1.043

NO
NO

0.895
1.043

-0.003
0.008

—
—

38 Reseda Blvd./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

1.028
0.940

1.029
0.944

NO
NO

1.029
0.944

0.001
0.004

—
—

39 Zelzah Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.913
0.945

1.009
0.952

NO
NO

1.009
0.952

-0.004
0.007

—
—

Physical improvements would be required to mitigate the impacts resulting from Scenario 3:
Retail/Residential Full Build Out at the following intersections.

• Intersection 16: Corbin Ave and Prairie St
• Intersection 17: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff Pl/Nordhoff St
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Installation of ATSAC/ATSC will mitigate impacts resulting from Scenario 3: Retail/Residential
Full Build Out at the following intersection:

• Intersection 36: Reseda Blvd and Plummer St

As shown in Table 91: Traffic Mitigation Requirements, the Corbin Avenue widening is not
required to mitigate significant traffic impacts resulting from Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full
Build Out until development of up to or greater than 130,000 square feet of new retail floor area
occurs across the Project Site and Add Area.  Installation of ATSAC/ATCS at the Reseda
Boulevard/Plummer Street intersection (No. 36) is not required to mitigate significant traffic
impacts resulting from Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Full Build Out until development of up to or
greater than 320,000 square feet of new retail floor area occurs across the Project Site and Add
Area.

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out Project

According to LADOT thresholds of significance, Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out
would result in a significant transportation impact at 20 of the 39 study intersections. As shown in
Table 99: Level of Service Summary After Mitigation Scenario 4 Office, Full Build Out, all
significant impacts are reduced to a less than significant level after implementation of the
mitigation measures.  

The provision of fair-share funding to LADOT for the design and construction of the Mason
Avenue Extension project can mitigate impacts resulting from Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full
Build Out at the following intersections.

• Intersection 1: De Soto Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 7: Winnetka Ave and Prairie St
• Intersection 8: Winnetka Ave and Nordhoff St
• Intersection 10: Winnetka Ave and Roscoe Blvd
• Intersection 13: Corbin Ave and Devonshire St
• Intersection 14: Corbin Ave and Lassen St
• Intersection 15: Corbin Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 18: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff St/Nordhoff Way
• Intersection 19: Corbin Ave and Parthenia St
• Intersection 20: Corbin Ave and Roscoe Blvd
• Intersection 25: Tampa Ave and SR-118 WB Ramps

 • Intersection 28: Tampa Ave and Devonshire St
• Intersection 29: Tampa Ave and Lassen St
• Intersection 32: Tampa Ave and Roscoe Blvd
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TABLE 99
LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY AFTER MITIGATION SCENARIO 4 OFFICE, FULL BUILD OUT

No Intersection Peak
Hour

2005 w/
Related

Projects v/c

2005 w/
Scenario 4 v/c

Significant
Impact

2005 w/ Project
Mitigation v/c

W/ Project
TDM v/c

Change
v/c Mitigated

1 De Soto Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.226
1.170

1.236
1.186

YES
YES

1.081
1.067

1.080
1.063

-0.146
-0.107

—
—

2 De Soto Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.139
0.990

1.141
0.996

NO
NO

1.025
0.939

1.025
0.937

-0.114
-0.053

—
—

3 De Soto Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.886
0.970

0.889
0.978

NO
NO

0.840
0.905

0.840
0.904

-0.046
-0.066

—
—

4 Winnetka Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.519
0.828

0.520
0.830

NO
NO

0.517
0.805

0.517
0.805

-0.002
-0.023

—
—

5 Winnetka Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.833

0.851
0.834

NO
NO

0.840
0.823

0.838
0.823

-0.006
-0.010

—
—

6 Winnetka Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.910
0.829

0.918
0.833

NO
NO

0.865
0.807

0.863
0.806

-0.047
-0.023

—
—

7 Winnetka Ave./
Prairie St.

AM
PM

0.755
0.739

0.802
0.764

YES
NO

0.780
0.742

0.769
0.736

0.014
-0.003

—
—

8 Winnetka Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.118
0.971

1.131
0.978

YES
NO

1.084
0.958

1.081
0.957

-0.037
-0.014

—
—

9 Winnetka Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.097
1.191

1.100
1.197

NO
NO

1.082
1.178

1.082
1.178

-0.015
-0.013

—
—

10 Winnetka Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.051
0.979

1.055
0.990

NO
YES

1.037
0.972

1.036
0.969

-0.015
-0.010

—
—

11 Winnetka Ave./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

0.914
1.095

0.916
1.097

NO
NO

0.909
1.090

0.909
1.089

-0.005
-0.006

—
—

12 Corbin Ave./
Rinaldi St.

AM
PM

0.693
0.686

0.693
0.686

NO
NO

0.693
0.686

0.693
0.686

0.000
0.000

—
—

13 Corbin Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.929
0.965

0.950
0.989

YES
YES

0.928
0.957

0.924
0.952

-0.005
-0.013

—
—

14 Corbin Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.263
1.044

1.302
1.079

YES
YES

1.266
1.042

1.256
1.034

-0.007
-0.010

—
—

15 Corbin Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

1.119
1.185

1.188
1.247

YES
YES

1.121
1.092

1.105
1.081

-0.014
-0.104

—
—

16 Corbin Ave./
Praire St.

AM
PM

0.737
0.872

0.806
1.022

YES
YES

0.756
0.829

0.733
0.796

-0.004
-0.076

—
—

17
Corbin Ave./

Nordhoff Place/
Nordhoff St

AM
PM

0.628
1.108

0.653
1.199

NO
YES

0.592
0.935

0.592
0.914

-0.036
-0.194

—
—

18
Corbin Ave./
Nordhoff St./

Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

1.026
1.092

1.064
1.156

YES
YES

1.005
1.097

0.997
1.083

-0.029
-0.009

—
—

19 Corbin Ave./
Parthenia St.

AM
PM

1.151
1.150

1.214
1.186

YES
YES

1.157
1.130

1.142
1.124

-0.009
-0.026

—
—

20 Corbin Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

0.960
0.911

0.990
0.948

YES
YES

0.953
0.911

0.947
0.904

-0.013
-0.007

—
—

21 Corbin Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.031
1.074

1.034
1.081

NO
NO

1.004
1.051

1.003
1.050

-0.028
-0.024

—
—
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22 Shirley Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.499
0.750

0.518
0.808

NO
YES

0.545
0.708

0.541
0.695

0.042
-0.055

—
—

23 Shirley Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.298
0.451

0.357
0.536

NO
NO

0.357
0.536

0.342
0.519

0.044
0.068

—
—

24 Nordhoff St./
Nordhoff Way

AM
PM

0.328
0.572

0.342
0.629

NO
NO

0.342
0.629

0.340
0.616

0.012
0.044

—
—

25 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 WB Ramps

AM
PM

0.855
0.702

0.877
0.710

YES
NO

0.870
0.703

0.865
0.702

0.010
0.000

—
—

26 Tampa Ave./SR-
118 EB Ramps

AM
PM

0.841
0.821

0.844
0.834

NO
NO

0.844
0.834

0.844
0.831

0.003
0.010

—
—

27 Tampa Ave./
Chatsworth St.

AM
PM

0.684
0.553

0.701
0.565

NO
NO

0.694
0.560

0.690
0.557

0.006
0.004

—
—

28 Tampa Ave./
Devonshire St.

AM
PM

0.844
0.950

0.865
0.971

YES
YES

0.847
0.956

0.841
0.951

-0.003
0.001

—
—

29 Tampa Ave./
Lassen St.

AM
PM

1.047
1.027

1.067
1.048

YES
YES

1.053
1.034

1.048
1.029

0.001
0.002

—
—

30 Tampa Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.937
0.980

0.977
1.002

YES
YES

0.858
0.884

0.849
0.879

-0.088
-0.101

—
—

31 Tampa Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.122
1.181

1.187
1.212

YES
YES

1.063
1.086

1.048
1.079

-0.074
-0.102

—
—

32 Tampa Ave./
Roscoe Blvd.

AM
PM

1.010
0.854

1.02
0.859

YES
NO

1.006
0.848

1.003
0.848

-0.007
-0.006

—
—

33 Tampa Ave./
Saticoy St.

AM
PM

1.002
0.978

1.004
0.984

NO
NO

0.990
0.975

0.990
0.974

-0.012
-0.004

—
—

34 Wilbur Ave./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.700
0.590

0.718
0.601

NO
NO

0.718
0.601

0.714
0.599

0.014
0.009

—
—

35 Wilbur Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.659
0.618

0.675
0.633

NO
NO

0.675
0.633

0.672
0.630

0.013
0.012

—
—

36 Reseda Blvd./
Plummer St.

AM
PM

0.739
1.291

0.746
1.303

NO
YES

0.746
1.303

0.745
1.300

0.006
0.009

—
—

37 Reseda Blvd./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

0.898
1.035

0.906
1.039

NO
NO

0.906
1.039

0.904
1.038

0.006
0.003

—
—

38 Reseda Blvd./
Victory Blvd.

AM
PM

1.028
0.940

1.029
0.941

NO
NO

1.029
0.941

1.029
0.941

0.001
0.001

—
—

39 Zelzah Ave./
Nordhoff St.

AM
PM

1.226
1.170

1.021
0.948

NO
NO

1.021
0.948

1.019
0.947

0.006
0.002

-0.146
-0.107

Physical improvements would be required to mitigate impacts resulting from Scenario 4:
Office/Residential Full Build Out at the following intersections.

• Intersection 16: Corbin Ave and Prairie St
• Intersection 17: Corbin Ave and Nordhoff Pl/Nordhoff St

Installation of ATSAC/ATSC will mitigate impacts resulting from Scenario 4: Office/Residential
Full Build Out at the following intersection:

• Intersection 22: Shirley Ave and Plummer St
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• Intersection 30: Tampa Ave and Plummer St
• Intersection 31: Tampa Ave and Nordhoff St
• Intersection 36: Reseda Blvd and Plummer St

As shown in Table 91: Traffic Mitigation Requirements, the Corbin Avenue widening is not
required to mitigate significant traffic impacts resulting from Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full
Build Out until development of up to or greater than 805,000 square feet of new office floor area
occurs across the Project Site and Add Area.  Installation of ATSAC/ATCS at the Shirley
Avenue/Plummer Street intersection (No. 22) is not required to mitigate significant traffic impacts
resulting from Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full Build Out until development of up to or greater
than 1,025,000 square feet of new office floor area across the Project Site and Add Area.
Installation of ATSAC/ACTS at the Tampa Avenue/Plummer Street intersection (No. 30) is not
required to mitigate significant traffic impacts resulting from Scenario 4: Office/Residential Full
Build Out until development of up to or greater than 1,050,000 square feet of new office floor area
across the Project Site and Add Area. The Tampa Avenue/Nordhoff Street ATSAC/ATCS
installation is not required to mitigate significant traffic impacts resulting from Scenario 4:
Office/Residential Full Build Out until development of up to or greater than 855,000 square feet
of new office floor area occurs across the Project Site and Add Area.
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N. UTILITIES AND SERVICES 

1. ELECTRICITY

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Project Site

Electricity is supplied to the project area by the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (DWP) from one 4800-volt and one 34,500-volt subtransmission circuit located near the
Site. According to the DWP, there are currently no service problems or deficiencies with
electricity service in the project area.91

Based on the existing development at the Project Site, 4,162,625 kilowatt hours (kWh) of
electricity are consumed annually, as shown in Table 100: Existing Project Site Electricity
Demand.

TABLE 100
EXISTING PROJECT SITE ELECTRICITY DEMAND

Land Use Consumption Rate Unit Annual Electricity
Consumption (kWh)

Industrial 10.5 kWh/sf 12,450 sf 130,725

Office 12.95 kWh/sf 310,000 sf 4,014,500

Warehouse 4.35 kWh/sf 4,000 sf 17,400

Total 4,162,625

SOURCE: SCAQMD, CEQA Handbook, Table A9-11-A, Page A9-114

Add Area 

Electricity is supplied to the project area by the DWP from one 4800-volt and one 34,500-volt
subtransmission circuit located near the Site. According to the DWP, there are currently no
service problems or deficiencies with electricity service in the project area.92 

The current electricity demand of structures located within the Add Area is 2,230,803 kWh as
shown in Table 101: Existing Add Area Electricity Demand. 
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TABLE 101
EXISTING ADD AREA ELECTRICITY DEMAND

Land Use Consumption Rate Unit Annual Electricity
Consumption (kWh)

Industrial 10.5 kWh/sf 42,165 sf 442,733

Manufacturing 10.5 kWh/sf 83,050 sf 872,025

Office 12.95 kWh/sf 27,427 sf 355,180

Storage 4.35 kWh/sf 97,554 sf 424,360

Warehouse 4.35 kWh/sf 30,231 sf 131,505

Total 2,230,803

SOURCE: SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, Table A9-11-A, Page A9-114

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance
shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors:

• The extent to which the project would require new (off-site) energy supply
facilities and distribution infrastructure, or capacity enhancing alterations to
existing facilities;

• Whether and when the needed infrastructure is anticipated by adopted plans; and 

• The degree to which the project design and/or operations incorporate energy
conservation measures, particularly those that go beyond City requirements.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site

As shown in Table 102: Proposed Project Site Electricity Demand, new development would
result in a maximum annual electricity demand of 14,429,137 kWh at the Project Site. This
constitutes an increase of 10,266,512 kWh of electricity annually at the Project Site. According
to the DWP, an increase of this magnitude will not adversely affect the electricity distribution
system. The DWP does not expect disruption of service to existing customers as a result of
service to the Project Site.93 The DWP has a number of programs and incentives for energy
conservation to encourage a project to operate more efficiently and reduce operating expenses.
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TABLE 102
PROPOSED PROJECT SITE ELECTRICITY DEMAND

Land Use Consumption Rate Unit Annual Electricity Consumption (kWh)

Scenario 1

Retail 13.55 kWh/sf 340,000 sf 4,607,000

Senior Housing Units 5,626.5 kWh/du 389 du 2,188,709

Assisted Living Units 5,626.5 kWh/unit 35 units 196,928

Total 6,992,637

Scenario 2

Office 12.95 kWh/sf 930,000 sf 12,043,500

Senior Housing Units 5,626.5 kWh/du 389 du 2,188,709

Assisted Living Units 5,626.5 kWh/unit 35 units 196,928

Total 14,429,137

Scenario 3

Retail 13.55 kWh/sf 250,000 sf 3,387,500

Condominiums 5,626.5 kWh/du 300 du 1.687,950

Senior Housing Units 5,626.5 kWh/unit 389 units 2,188,709

Assisted Living Units 5,626.5 kWh/unit 35 units 196,928

Total 7,461,087 

Scenario 4

Office 12.95 kWh/sf 690,000 sf 8,935,500

Condominiums 5,626.5 kWh/unit 300 units 1,687,950

Senior Housing Units 5,626.5 kWh/unit 389 units 2,188,709

Assisted Living Units 5,626.5 kWh/unit 35 units 196,928

Total 13,009,087

SOURCE: SCAQMD, CEQA Handbook, Table A9-11-A, Page A9-114

Development at the Project Site will not result in the need for new or major modifications to
generation or distribution systems and is not expected to use electricity wastefully or in excessive
amounts. Additionally, the estimated electricity demand will be accommodated by the DWP.
Therefore, development at the Project Site would result in a less than significant impact to the
electrical utility in the project area.
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Add Area

As shown in Table 103: Proposed Add Area Electricity Demand, development of the Add
Area would result in a maximum annual electricity demand of 7,588,700 kWh. This constitutes
an increase of 5,357,897 kWh of electricity annually at the Add Area. According to the DWP,
demand will not adversely affect the electricity distribution system. The DWP does not expect
disruption of service to existing customers as a result of service to the Add Area.94 The DWP has
a number of programs and incentives for energy conservation to encourage a project to operate
more efficiently and reduce operating expenses.

TABLE 103
PROPOSED ADD AREA ELECTRICITY DEMAND

Land Use Consumption Rate Unit Annual Electricity
Consumption (kWh)

Scenario 1

Retail 13.55 kWh/sf 200,000 sf 2,710,000

Total 2,710,000

Scenario 2

Office 12.95 kWh/sf 586,000 sf 7,588,700

Total 7,588,700

Scenario 3

Retail 13.55 kWh/sf 150,000 sf 2,032,500

Condominiums 5,626.5 kWh/du 300 1,687,950

Total 3,720,450

Scenario 4

Office 13.55 kWh/sf 435,000 sf 5,633,250

Condominiums 5,626.5 kWh/du 300 1,687,950

Total 7,321,200

Development at the Add Area will not result in the need for new or major modifications to
generation or distribution systems and is not expected to use electricity wastefully or in excessive
amounts. Additionally, the estimated electricity demand will be accommodated by the DWP.
Therefore, development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would result in a less than
significant impact to the electrical utility in the project area.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

Although a significant impact to electricity was not identified at the Project Site or Add Area, the
following mitigation measures will help further reduce any potential impacts on electricity
provision in the area and may encourage electricity conservation.

69. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall consult with the
DWP regarding such energy saving programs as Green Power for a Green L.A.
Program, Trees for a Green LA, Efficiency Solutions, Solar Energy, Electric
Transportation, Commercial Energy Efficiency Measures. (R, O, C)

70. The applicant shall incorporate measures to meet or, if possible, exceed minimum
efficiency standards for Title XXIV of the California Code of Regulations. In
addition to energy efficiency technical assistance, the Department may offer
financial incentives for energy designs that exceed requirements of Title XXIV for
energy efficiency.

S Built-in appliances, refrigerators, and space-conditioning equipment
should exceed the minimum efficiency levels mandated in the California
Code of Regulations. (O, C, R)

S Install high-efficiency air conditioning controlled by a computerized
energy-management system in the office and retail spaces which provides
the following: (O, C)
• A variable air-volume systems which results in minimum energy

consumption and avoids hot water energy consumption for
terminal reheat;

• A 100-percent outdoor air-economizer cycle to obtain free cooling
in appropriate climate zones during dry climatic periods;

• Sequentially staged operation of air conditioning equipment in
accordance with building demands; and

• The isolation of air conditioning to any selected floor or floors.
• Consider the applicability of the used of thermal energy storage to

handle cooling loads.

71. Cascade ventilation air from high-priority areas before being exhausted, thereby
decreasing the volume of ventilation air required. For example, air could be
cascaded from occupied space to corridors and then to mechanical spaces before
being exhausted. (O, C)

72. Recycle lighting system heat for space heating during cool weather. Exhaust
lighting system heat from the buildings, via ceiling plenums, to reduce cooling
loads in warm weather. (O, C)
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73. Install low and medium static-pressure terminal units and ductwork to reduce
energy consumption by air distribution systems. (O, C)

74. Ensure that buildings are well sealed to prevent outside air from infiltrating and
increasing interior space conditioning loads. Where applicable, design building
entrances with vestibules to restrict infiltration of unconditioned air and
exhausting conditioned air. (O, C, R)

75. A performance check of the installed space conditioning system should be
completed by the developer/installer prior to issuance of the certificate of
occupancy to ensure that energy efficiency measures incorporated into the project 
operate as designed. (O, C, R)

76. Finish exterior walls with light-colored materials and high-emissivity
characteristics to reduce cooling loads. Finish interior walls with light-colored
materials to reflect more light and, thus, increase lighting efficiency. (O, C)

77. Install thermal insulation in walls and ceilings which exceeds requirements
established by the California Code of Regulations. (O, C, R)

78. Design window systems to reduce thermal gain and loss, thus reducing cooling
loads during warm weather and heating loads during cool weather. (O, C, R)

79. Install heat-rejecting window treatments, such as films, blinds, draperies, or other
on appropriate exposures. (O, C, R)

80. Install fluorescent and high-intensity-discharge (HID) lamps, which give the
highest light output per Watt of electricity consumed, wherever possible,
including all street and parking lot lighting, to reduce electricity consumption. Use
reflectors to direct maximum levels of light to work surfaces. (O, C)

81. Install photosensitive controls and dimmable electronic ballasts to maximize the
use of natural daylight available and reduce artificial lighting load. (O, C)

82. Install occupant-controlled light switches and thermostats to permit individual
adjustment of lighting, heating, and cooling to avoid unnecessary energy
consumption. (O, C)

83. Install time-controlled interior and exterior public area lighting limited to that
necessary for safety and security. (O, C, R)
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84. Control mechanical systems (HVAC and lighting) in the building with timing
systems to prevent accidental or inappropriate conditioning or lighting of
unoccupied space. (O, C)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

As shown in Table 104: Proposed Related Project Electricity Demand, related projects in the
area will increase electricity consumption by approximately 71,863,953 kWh annually. However,
the DWP has indicated that the Department will be able to accommodate the increased demand.
Therefore, related projects in the project area would result in a less than significant impact on
electricity provision in the project area.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

As a result of the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area, in combination with related projects in the area, consumption of electricity in the area
is expected to increase by a maximum of approximately 87,488,362 kWh annually. The DWP
has indicated that there is adequate supply of electricity to meet this increased demand.
Therefore, a significant cumulative impact to electricity provision services in the area is not
anticipated. 



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                        IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR N. UTILITIES AND SERVICES

437

TABLE 104
RELATED PROJECT ELECTRICITY DEMAND

Project No. Land Use Consumption Rate Unit Annual Electricity
Consumption (kWh)

1 Retail 13.55 kWh / sf 28,404 sf 384,874

2 Retail 13.55 kWh / sf 16,580 sf 224,659

3

Church 6.0 kWh / sf 100,000 sf 600,000

Senior Housing Units 5,626.5 kWh / du 58 du 326,337

Pre School 4.27 cf / sf 9,000 sf1 38,430

4

Office 17.1 kWh / sf 560,000 sf 9,576,000

Medical Office 25.5 kWh / sf 80,000 sf 2,040,000

Hotel 13.1 kWh / sf 225,000 sf2 2,947,500

Retail 13.55 kWh / sf 2,275,000 sf 30,826,250

Restaurant 47.45 kWh / sf 45,000 sf 2,135,250

Residential 5,626.5 kWh/unit 2,518 units 14,167,527

5 Residential 5,626.5 kWh/unit 484 units 2,723,226

6 High School 5.5 kWh / sf 177,600 sf3 976,800

7 Office/Classroom 17.1 kWh / sf 171,000 sf 2,924,100

9 Office 17.1 kWh / sf 80,000 sf 1,368,000

10 High School 5.5 kWh / sf 110,000 sf3 605,000

Total 71,863,953

1Assumes 150 square feet per student.
2Assumes 750 square feet per hotel room
3Assumes 200 square feet per student.

SOURCE: SCAQMD, CEQA handbook, Table A9-11-A, Page A9-114.



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                              IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR      N. UTILITIES AND SERVICES

95Letter from Jim Hammel, Technical Services, Northern Region of The Gas Company, to Carrie Riordan of Planning Associates,
Inc. May 9, 2002.

96Letter from Jim Hammel, Technical Services, Northern Region of The Gas Company, to Carrie Riordan of Planning Associates,
Inc. May 9, 2002.

438

2. NATURAL GAS

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Project Site 

Natural gas is currently provided to the Project Site and the surrounding area by The Southern
California Gas Company (The Gas Company). The natural gas supply is provided by local
subterranean distribution mains located in dedicated streets adjoining the Project Site such as
Nordhoff Street, Corbin Avenue, Prairie Street, Melvin Avenue, and Shirley Avenue. No service
problems exist currently for this area.95 The Project Site currently consumes approximately
669,085 cubic feet (cf) of natural gas each month, as shown in Table 105: Existing Project Site
Natural Gas Demand.

TABLE 105
EXISTING PROJECT SITE NATURAL GAS DEMAND

Land Use Rate Unit Monthly Natural Gas Demand (cf)

Industrial 3.3 cf/sf 12,450 sf 41,085

Office 2.0 cf/sf 310,000 sf 620,000

Warehouse 2.0 cf/sf 4,000 sf 8,000

Total 669,085

SOURCE: SCAQMD, CEQA Handbook, Table A9-12-A, Page A9-117

Add Area

Natural gas is currently provided to the Add Area and the surrounding area by The Southern
California Gas Company. The natural gas supply is provided by local subterranean distribution
mains located in dedicated streets adjoining the Add Area such as Nordhoff Street, Corbin
Avenue, Prairie Street, Melvin Avenue, and Shirley Avenue. No service problems exist currently
for this area.96 The Add Area currently consumes approximately 723,634 cf monthly, as shown in
Table 106: Existing Add Area Natural Gas Demand.
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TABLE 106
EXISTING ADD AREA NATURAL GAS DEMAND

Land Use Rate Unit Monthly Natural Gas Demand (cf)

Industrial 3.3 cf/sf 42,165 sf 139,145

Manufacturing 3.3 cf/sf 83,050 sf 274,065

Office 2.0 cf/sf 27,427 sf 54,854

Storage 2.0 cf/sf 97,554 sf 195,108

Warehouse 2.0 cf/sf 30,231 sf 60,462

Total 723,634

SOURCE: SCAQMD, CEQA Handbook, Table A9-12-A, Page A9-117

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance
shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors:

• The extent to which the project would require new (off-site) natural gas supply
facilities and distribution infrastructure, or capacity enhancing alterations to
existing facilities;

• Whether and when the needed infrastructure is anticipated by adopted plans; and 

• The degree to which the project design and/or operations incorporate energy
conservation measures, particularly those that go beyond City requirements.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site

As shown in Table 107: Proposed Project Site Natural Gas Demand, new development would
result in a maximum natural gas demand of 4,284,327 cubic feet per month. This would be a
monthly increase of 3,615,242 cubic feet of natural gas at the Project Site. Demand projections
by The Gas Company have allowed for additional demand from this Project, as well as the
cumulative impact of future proposals in the project area. The Southern California Gas Company
has adequate supply for estimated demand in the foreseeable future and future service problems
are not anticipated.97 The existing facilities are adequate to serve the Project Site. Given the land 
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TABLE 107
PROPOSED PROJECT SITE NATURAL GAS DEMAND

Land Use Rate Unit Monthly Natural Gas Demand (cf)

Scenario 1: Retail

Retail 2.9 cf/sf 340,000 sf 986,000

Senior Housing Units 4,011.5 cf/unit 389 units 1,560,474

Assisted Living Units 4,011.5 cf/unit 35 units 140,403

Total 2,686,877

Scenario 2: Office

Office 2.0 cf/sf 930,000 sf 1,860,000

Senior Housing Units 4,011.5 cf/unit 389 units 1,560,474

Assisted Living Units 4,011.5 cf/unit 35 units 140,403

Total 3,560,877

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential 

Retail 2.9 cf/sf 250,000 sf 725,000

Condominiums 4,011.5 cf/unit 300 units 1,203,450

Senior Housing Units 4,011.5 cf/unit 389 units 1,560,474

Assisted Living Units 4,011.5 cf/unit 35 units 140,403

Total 3,629,327

Scenario 4: Office/Residential

Office 2.0 cf/sf 690,000 sf 1,380,000

Condominiums 4,011.5 cf/unit 300 units 1,203,450

Senior Housing Units 4,011.5 cf/unit 389 units 1,560,474

Assisted Living Units 4,011.5 cf/unit 35 units 140,403

Total 4,284,327

SOURCE: SCAQMD, CEQA Handbook, Table A9-12-A, Page A9-117

use intensities proposed at the Project Site, The Gas Company would not require a major
modification to the local distribution system. Service pipeline extensions, as required to provide
service, per CPUC Rules 20 and 21, would be adequate. Although it is not anticipated that the
local distribution system will require extensions, construction impacts would be minimal because
gas pipeline installations are often buried in joint trenches with other dry utilities such as electric,
power, telephone, and cable television. Easements would be required for main lines on private
property.
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The proposed Project at the Project Site will not result in the need for new or major
modifications to generation or distribution systems and estimated natural gas demand will be
accommodated by the Southern California Gas Company. Therefore, the proposed Project at the
Project Site would result in a less than significant impact to the natural gas utility and natural gas
provision in the project area.

Add Area

As shown in Table 108: Proposed Add Area Natural Gas Demand, new development at the
Add Area would result in a maximum natural gas demand of 1,271,150 cubic feet per month.
This would be a monthly increase of 547,516 cubic feet of natural gas at the Add Area. Demand
projections by The Gas Company have allowed for additional demand from the Add Area, as
well as the cumulative impact of future proposals in the project area. The Southern California
Gas Company has adequate supply for estimated demand in the foreseeable future and future
service problems are not anticipated.98

TABLE 108
PROPOSED ADD AREA NATURAL GAS DEMAND

Land Use Rate Unit Monthly Natural Gas Demand (cf)

Scenario 1: Retail

Retail 2.9 cf / sf 200,000 sf 580,000

Total 580,000

Scenario 2: Office

Office 2.0 cf / sf 586,000 sf 1,172,000

Total 1,172,000

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential

Retail 2.9 cf / sf 150,000 sf 435,000

Condominiums 4,011.5 cf / unit 100 units 401,150

Total 836,150

Scenario 4: Office/Residential

Office 2.0 cf / sf 435,000 sf 870,000

Condominiums 4,011.5 cf / unit 100 units 401,150

Total 1,271,150

SOURCE: SCAQMD, CEQA Handbook, Table A9-12-A, Page A9-117
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The existing facilities are adequate to serve new development in the Add Area. Given the land
use intensities proposed at the Add Area, The Gas Company would not require a major
modification to the local distribution system. Service pipeline extensions, as required to provide
service, per CPUC Rules 20 and 21, would be adequate. Although it is not anticipated that the
local distribution system will require extensions, construction impacts would be minimal because
gas pipeline installations are often buried in joint trenches with other dry utilities such as electric,
power, telephone, and cable television. Easements would be required for main lines on private
property.

New development at the Add Area will not result in the need for new or major modifications to
generation or distribution systems and is not expected to use natural gas wastefully or in
excessive amounts. Additionally, the estimated natural gas demand will be accommodated by the
Southern California Gas Company. Therefore, development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area
would result in a less than significant impact to the natural gas utility and natural gas provision in
the project area.

MITIGATION MEASURES

None required.

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

As shown in Table 109: Related Project Natural Gas Demand, related projects in the area
would consume approximately 31,815,066 cubic feet of natural gas monthly. Demand projections
by The Gas Company have accounted for the cumulative impacts of related projects and ambient
growth in the project area. The Southern California Gas Company has adequate supply for
estimated demand in the foreseeable future and future service problems are not anticipated.99

The existing facilities are adequate to serve nearby related projects. Given the land use intensities
proposed for related projects, The Gas Company would not require a major modification to the
local distribution system. Therefore, related projects in the project area will not result in a
significant impact to the natural gas utility and natural gas provision in the project area.
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TABLE 109
RELATED PROJECT NATURAL GAS DEMAND

Project No. Land Use Rate Unit Monthly Natural Gas Demand
(cf)

1 Retail 2.9 cf / sf 28,404 sf 82,372

2 Retail 2.9 cf / sf 16,580 sf 48,082

3

Church 2.0 cf / sf 100,000 sf 200,000

Senior housing 4,011.5 cf / unit 58 units 232,667

Pre school 2.9 cf / sf 6,750 sf1 19,575

4

Office 2.0 cf / sf 560,000 sf 1,120,000

Medical office 12.0 cf / sf 80,000 sf 960,000

Hotel 4.8 cf / sf 225,000 sf2 1,080,000

Retail 2.9 cf / sf 2,275,000 sf 6,597,500

Restaurants 2.9 cf / sf 45,000 sf 130,500

 Residential 6,665 cf / unit 2,518 units 16,782,470

5 Residential 6,665 cf / unit 484 units 3,225,860

6 High School 2.9 cf/sf 177,600 sf3 515,040

7 Office/Classroom 2.0 cf / sf 171,000 sf 342,000

9 Office 2.0 cf / sf 80,000 sf 160,000

10 High School 2.9 cf / sf 110,000 sf3 319,000 sf

Total 31,815,066

1Assumes 150 square feet per student.
2Assumes 750 square feet per hotel room
3Assumes 200 square feet per student.
SOURCE: SCAQMD, CEQA Handbook, Table A9-12-A, Page A9-117

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

Implementation of the proposed Project at the Project Site in combination with development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area and related projects in the area, will increase natural gas
demand by a maximum of approximately 35,977,824 cubic feet per month. While this will
increase the consumption of a non-renewable resource, the Southern California Gas Company
has indicated that there is adequate supply for the increased demand. Therefore, a significant
cumulative impact on natural gas services in the area is not anticipated.
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3. WATER

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The LADWP provides water service to the project area. It is the responsibility of the DWP to
insure that the quality of the water meets all applicable standards for drinking water, which are
established by the United States Public Health Service. The Project Site and Add Area are within
the LADWP Water Service Organization (WSO) 1134 service zone.

According to the Fiscal Year 2000-2001 Urban Water Management Plan Annual Update (Water
Plan) prepared by the LADWP, the City of Los Angeles used approximately 667,467 acre-feet in
fiscal year 2001. The City of Los Angeles receives this water from three primary sources
including the Los Angeles Aqueducts (LAA), local groundwater, and the Metropolitan Water
District of Southern California (MWD). 

Approximately 51 percent (343,403 acre-feet) of the City’s water resource mix for the 2000-2001
fiscal year was provided by the MWD. The Los Angeles Aqueducts (LAA) provided the second
largest supply of water to the City in fiscal year 2000-2001 supplying approximately 36 percent
(238,997 acre-feet) of the total water demand. Local groundwater resources (primarily located in
the San Fernando Basin) supplied the remaining approximately 13 percent (85,067 acre-feet) of
the total 2000-2001 water demand.  

The MWD supply is a combination of the Colorado River, the State Water Project, and dry-year
storage/exchange programs in Diamond Valley Lake, the Central and Imperial Valleys, and
northern Los Angeles County. The MWD also continues to operate drought and emergency
reservoirs. This supply could be reduced in the future due to pending or future agreements or
litigation. In the Fall of 2002, MWD entered into the Colorado River Quantification Settlement
Agreement (QSA) with the Coachella Valley Water District and the Imperial Irrigation District.
The QSA will implement major components of California’s draft Colorado River Water Use Plan
and provide part of the mechanism for California to reduce its diversions of Colorado River
water to the state’s normal year apportionment of 4.4 million acre-feet. The QSA components
would provide a framework for conservation measures and water transfers for up to 75 years.

Water deliveries by the LAA will be subject to further reductions in upcoming years with
continuing environmental obligations in the Mono Basin and Owens Valley. Both the LAA and
local groundwater sources are susceptible to reduced yields, particularly in years of less than
average rainfall and/or snowmelt.

Although the City of Los Angeles is not currently experiencing drought conditions and therefore
not required to participate in mandatory conservation measures, past history has shown that the
region is susceptible to long periods of drought. The LADWP is active in the development and
construction of water recycling projects to help alleviate potential water shortages during times
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of drought. Water recycling projects in operation include, but are not limited to, the East Valley,
Westside, Griffith Park/California DOT, Los Angeles Greenbelt Project.

LADWP is involved in the development of water recycling projects. Water recycling projects in
the planning phases include the Harbor Water Recycling Project, the Central City/Elysian Park
Water Recycling Project, and the Headworks Water Recycling Project. As an example, the
Headworks project, although still in the planning stages, is proposed to yield approximately
10,000 acre-feet per year of groundwater recharge by delivering reclaimed water from the
Tillman Plant to the Headworks Spreading Grounds. LADWP’s recycled water programs are
expected to produce over 102,000 acre-feet per year by 2020. In 2000, production of recycle
water totaled 41,550 acre-feet per year. Treated water is currently being used for irrigation,
industrial, and recreational purposes.

According to the LADWP, the City of Los Angeles currently mandates water conservation
measures. These measures include, but are not limited to, prohibited use of water on hard
surfaces (i.e. sidewalks, driveways), watering lawns between the hours of 10 am and 5 pm
(between April1 and September 30), allowing excess water from sprinklers to flood gutters,
having a non-recirculating fountain, serving water in restaurants (unless requested), and allowing
leaks to go unattended. Rebates for installation of low flow-toilets and showerheads are also
available. Tiered rate pricing is imposed during declared water shortages.

Table 110: Existing Water Distribution Mains summarizes the water distribution mains that
serve the project area that WSO service zone 1134 currently maintains. Current water
consumption on the Project Site is approximately 77 acre-feet and consumption at the Add Area
is approximately 24 acre-feet annually.

TABLE 110
EXISTING WATER DISTRIBUTION MAINS

Location Water Main

Plummer Street (between Corbin and Shirley Aves) 12-inch main, located approximately 24 feet south of centerline

Corbin Avenue (between Plummer and Nordhoff Sts) 12-inch main, location varies from 15-20 feet west of  centerline

Shirley Avenue (between Nordhoff and Prairie Sts) 12-inch main, located approximately 16 feet west of centerline

Shirley Avenue (between Prairie and Plummer Sts) 8-inch main, located approximately 14 feet east of centerline

Nordhoff Street (between Corbin and Shirley Aves) 12-inch main, located approximately 28 feet south of centerline

Melvin Avenue (Prairie St to dead end) 8-inch main, located approximately 12 feet east of centerline

SOURCE: Letter from Charles Holloway, Supervisor, Environmental Assessment LADWP, to Carrie Riordan of Planning Associates, Inc.
June 11, 2002.
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Project Site

Current water consumption on the Project Site for existing uses is approximately 68,251 gallons
per day  (77 acre-feet per year), as shown in Table 111: Existing Project Site Water Demand. 

TABLE 111
EXISTING PROJECT SITE WATER DEMAND

Land Use Water Demand Factor Units Daily Consumption
(Gallons)

Annual Consumption (Acre-
Feet)

Industrial 80 gpd/1000 sf1 12,450 sf 996 1

Office 180 gpd/1000 sf1 310,000 sf 55,800 63

Warehouse 20 gpd/1000 sf1 4,000 sf 80 <1

Total existing indoor water demand 56,876 64

Outdoor water demand2 11,375 13

Total existing Project Site water demand 68,251 77

1LADWP, Background calculations for Corbin and Nordhoff Water Supply Availability Assessment. June 26, 2002.
2Assumed to be 20% of total indoor water demand

Add Area

Water consumption from existing development within the Add Area is approximately 21,012
gallons per day (24 acre-feet per year), as shown in Table 112: Existing Add Area Water
Demand.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance
shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors:

• The total estimated water demand for the project;

• Whether sufficient capacity exists in the water infrastructure that would serve the
project, taking into account the anticipated conditions at project buildout;

• The amount by which the project would cause the projected growth in population,
housing or employment for the Community Plan area to be exceeded in the year of
the project completion; and
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TABLE 112
EXISTING ADD AREA WATER DEMAND

Land Use Water Demand Factor Units Daily Consumption (Gallons) Annual Consumption (Acre-
Feet)

Industrial 80 gpd/1000 sf1 42,165 sf 3,373 4

Manufacturing 80 gpd/1000 sf1 83,050 sf 6,644 7

Office 180 gpd/1000 sf1 27, 427 sf 4,937 6

Storage 20 gpd/1000 sf1 97,554 sf 1,951 2

Warehouse 20 gpd/1000 sf1 30,231 sf 605 <1

Total existing indoor water demand 17,510 20

Outdoor water demand2 3,502 4

Total existing Add Area water demand 21,012 24

1LADWP, Background calculations for Corbin and Nordhoff Water Supply Availability Assessment. June 26, 2002.
2Assumed to be 20% of total indoor water demand

• The degree to which scheduled water infrastructure improvements of project
design features would reduce or offset service impacts.

Significant impacts on water resources are further defined as the use of substantial amounts of
water resulting in a net deficit in the aquifer volume or local groundwater table level, or that
requires substantial off-site infrastructure improvements to meet Project water demands.
Pursuant to California State Water Code Section 10910(e), a water supply assessment must be
completed by the WSO on all projects proposing more than 500 residential units to assure the
availability of the water resources.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site
 
The proposed water demand of each of the four scenarios at the Project Site is summarized in
Table 113: Proposed Project Site Water Demand. As shown in Table 113: Proposed Project
Site Water Demand, the scenario with the highest water demand is Scenario 2: Office which
requires approximately 298 acre-feet annually. This would increase water demand at the Project
Site by approximately 221 acre-feet annually. 
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TABLE 113
PROPOSED PROJECT SITE WATER DEMAND

Land Use Water Demand Factor Units Daily Consumption
(Gallons)

Annual Consumption
(Acre-Feet)

Scenario 1 Proposed Project Site Water Demand

Retail 110 gpd/1000 sf1 340,000 sf 37,400 42

Senior Housing 120 gpd/du2 389 du 46,680 52

Assisted Living 75 gpd/bed2 35 beds 2,625 3

Project Site total indoor water demand 86,705 97

Project Site total outdoor water demand3 17,341 19

Project Site total water demand 104,046 116

Scenario 2 Proposed Project Site Water Demand

Office 180 gpd/1000 sf2 930,000 sf 167,400 188

Senior Housing 120 gpd/du2 389 du 46,680 52

Assisted Living 75 gpd/bed2 35 beds 2,625 3

Project Site total indoor water demand 216,705 243

Project Site outdoor water demand3 43,341 49

Project Site total water demand 260,046 292

Scenario 3 Proposed Project Site Water Demand

Retail 110 gpd/1000 sf1 250,000 sf 27,500 31

Condominiums 160 gpd/du2 300 du 48,000 54

Senior Housing 120 gpd/du2 389 du 46,680 52

Assisted Living 75 gpd/bed2 35 beds 2,625 3

Project Site total indoor water demand 124,805 140

Project Site total outdoor water demand3 24,961 28

Project Site total water demand 149,766 168

Scenario 4 Proposed Project Site Water Demand

Office 180 gpd/1000 sf2 690,000 sf 124,200 139

Condominiums 160 gpd/du2 300 du 48,000 54

Senior Housing 120 gpd/du2 389 du 46,680 52

Assisted Living 75 gpd/bed2 35 beds 2,625 3

Project Site total indoor water demand 221,505 248

Project Site outdoor water demand3 44,301 50

Project Site total water demand 265,806 298

1Assumed to be 110 percent of sewage generation rate. City of Los Angeles Wastewater Program Management, Sewer Facilities Charge Guide and Generation Rates, August, 1988.
2LADWP, Background calculations for Corbin and Nordhoff WSA. June 26, 2002.
3Assumed to be 20% of total indoor water demand.
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Domestic water service for new development at the Project Site would be provided by the
LADWP, the agency that currently provides water service to the area. Pursuant to California
Water Code Section 10910(e) which requires the governing body of each public water system to
approve a water availability assessment, the WSO prepared a water supply assessment for the
proposed Project.

Projected water demand from approved water availability assessments are tracked and the uses
are discounted from the anticipated growth in water demand within the service area, which is
reported in the City of Los Angeles’ Year 2000 Urban Water Management Plan (Water Plan).
The Water Plan describes LADWP’s long-term water resources plans, and is updated every five
years per state mandate to reflect changes to LADWP’s long-term water resources plans.

The Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR provides a projection of the City’s
water demand through 2010. According to the LADWP, the projected average water supply in
2010 for the City of Los Angeles is expected to be 756,500 acre-feet per year while the projected
maximum total available water supply is expected to be 1,370,646 acre-feet per year.100  Based on
the a Citywide water demand of approximately 667,467 acre-feet in 2000-2001101, an increase of
approximately 221 acre-feet as a result of the proposed Project would be accommodated by the
LADWP projected water supply for 2010. Additionally, a water supply assessment conducted by
the LADWP indicates that the projected growth in water demand from development at the
Project Site falls within the range of expected water demand growth within the City.102 Therefore,
it is expected that LADWP will have sufficient water supplies to serve the Site’s needs during
normal and drought conditions and will not require additional infrastructure improvements. As a
result, the proposed Project at the Project Site would result in a less than significant impact to
water supply.

Add Area

The potential water demand of each of the four scenarios at the Add Area is summarized in
Table 114: Proposed Add Area Water Demand. As shown in Table 114: Proposed Add Area
Water Demand, the scenario with the highest water demand is Scenario 2: Office which requires
approximately 142 acre-feet annually. This would increase water demand within the Add Area by
approximately 118 acre-feet annually. 
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TABLE 114
PROPOSED ADD AREA WATER DEMAND

Land Use Water Demand Factor Units Daily Consumption
(Gallons)

Annual Consumption
(Acre-Feet)

Scenario 1: Retail Add Area

Retail 110 gpd/1000 sf1 200,000 sf 22,000 25

Add Area total indoor water demand 22,000 25

Add Area total outdoor water demand3 4,400 5

Add Area total water demand 26,400 30

Scenario 2: Office Add Area

Office 180 gpd/1000 sf2 586,000 sf 105,480 118

Add Area total indoor water demand 105,480 118

Add Area outdoor water demand3 21,096 24

Add Area total water demand 126,576 142

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential Add Area

Retail 110 gpd/1000 sf1 150,000 sf 16,500 19

Condominiums 160 gpd/du2 100 du 16,000 18

Add Area total indoor water demand 32,500 37

Add Area total outdoor water demand3 6,500 7

Add Area total water demand 39,000 44

Scenario 4: Office/Residential Add Area

Office 180 gpd/1000 sf2 435,000 sf 78,300 88

Condominiums 160 gpd/du2 100 du 16,000 18

Add Area total indoor water demand 94,300 106

Add Area outdoor water demand3 18,860 21

Add Area total water demand 113,160 127

1Assumed to be 110 percent of sewage generation. City of Los Angeles Wastewater Program Management, Sewer Facilities Charge Guide and Generation Rates,
August, 1988.
2LADWP, Background calculations for Corbin and Nordhoff Water Supply Availability Assessment. June 26, 2002.
3Assumed to be 20% of total indoor water demand.
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Domestic water service for new development at Add Area would be provided by the LADWP,
the agency that currently provides water service to the area. Pursuant to California Water Code
Section 10910(e), the WSO prepared a water availability assessment for the development
scenarios analyzed. Projected water demand from approved water availability assessments are
tracked and the uses are discounted from the anticipated growth in water demand within the
service area, which is reported in the City of Los Angeles’ Year 2000 Urban Water management
Plan (Water Plan). The Water Plan describes LADWP’s long-term water resources plans, and is
updated every five years per state mandate to reflect changes to LADWP’s long-term water
resources plans.

Based on the a Citywide water demand of approximately 667,467 acre-feet in 2000-2001103, the 
increase of approximately 118 acre-feet as a result of the development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area would be accommodated by the projected supply. Additionally, a water supply
assessment conducted by the LADWP indicates that the projected growth in water demand from
the analyzed development scenarios falls within the range of expected water demand growth
within the City.104 Therefore, it is expected that LADWP will have sufficient water supplies to
serve the additional demand during normal and drought conditions and will not require additional
infrastructure improvements. As a result, development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area
would result in a less than significant impact to water supply.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Although a significant impact to water supply was not identified due to project implementation,
the following measures will further reduce any potential impacts to a less than significant level:

85. Install efficient irrigation systems which minimize runoff and evaporation, avoid
unnecessary watering, and maximize water reaching the plant roots. (O, C, R)

86. Landscape plans shall emphasize low water consumption grasses wherever
possible. (O, C, R)

87. Water in fountains, ponds, and other landscape features shall use recirculating
water systems to prevent waste. (O, C, R)

88. Incorporate water saving techniques, including water conserving plumbing, low
flow toilets, showers, and faucets. (O, C, R)
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89. Landscaped areas shall comply with the Xeriscape Ordinance and emphasize
drought tolerant landscaping to reduce irrigation water consumption. (O, C, R)

90. Compliance with State and Health and Safety Code Section 17921.3 requiring
low-flush toilets, as defined by the American National Standards Institute
A112.19.2, and urinals that use less than 1.5 gallons per flush. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects

According to the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR, the average water supply
for 2010 is estimated to be approximately 756,500 acre-feet. The maximum projected total
available water supply for 2010 for the City of Los Angeles is expected to be approximately
1,370,646 acre-feet per year. 

Related projects are anticipated to consume a total of approximately 1,726,187 gallons per day
(1,934 acre-feet per year), as shown in Table 115: Related Projects Water Demand. This
cumulative increase could produce an area-wide adverse impact, given potential drought
conditions and current and future State and local conservation objectives. However, based on
Citywide water demand of approximately 667,467 acre-feet in 2000-2001, an increase of
approximately 1,934 acre-feet as a result of related projects would be accommodated by the
projected water supply.

Further, as with the proposed Project, each related project requiring discretionary approval would
be subject to environmental review and to appropriate water conservation requirements and
mitigation measures. Local water line capacity for each related project can only be determined on
a project-specific basis. Therefore, related projects in the project area may result in a significant
impact to water resources. However, with a site-specific water assessment and incorporation of
site-specific mitigation measures, any significant impacts as a result of related projects in the area
will be reduced to a less than significant level.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

The City of Los Angeles’ Year 2000-2001 Urban Water management Plan Update (Water Plan)
describes LADWP’s long-term water resources plans, and is updated every five years per state
mandate to reflect changes to LADWP’s long-term water resources plans. 
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TABLE 115
RELATED PROJECTS WATER DEMAND

Related
Project No. Land Use Water Demand Factor Units

Daily
Consumption

(Gallons)

Annual
Consumption
(Acre-Feet)

1 Shopping Center 110 gpd/1000 sf 28,404 sf 3,124 4

2 Drug Store 110 gpd/1000 sf 16,580 sf 1,824 2

3

Church 11 gpd/person 600 people 6,600 7

senior residential 120 gpd\du 58 du 6,960 8

Preschool 11 gpd/student 45 students 495 <1

4

Hotel 165 gpd/room 300 rooms 49,500 55

Single Family
Residential 363 gpd/du 2195 du 796,785 893

Multifamily
residential 160 gpd/du 1400 du 224,000 251

Medical Office 330 gpd/1,000 sf 80,000 sf 26,400 30

Retail 110 gpd/1,000 sf 2,275,000 250,250 280

Restaurant 330 gpd/1,000 sf 45,000 sf 14,850 17

Office 180 gpd/1,000 sf 560,000 sf 100,800 113

5 Single Family
Residential 363 gpd/du 484 du 175,692 197

6 High School 16.5 gpd/student 888 students 14,652 16

7 Office/Classroom 180 gpd/1,000 sf 171,000 sf 30,780 35

9 Office 180 gpd/1,000 sf 80,000 sf 14,400 16

10 High school 16.5 gpd/student 550 students 9,075 10

Total Related Projects Water Demand 1,726,187 1,934

The proposed cumulative water demand as a result of the proposed Project at the Project Site and
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area, in combination with related projects, is
approximately 2,273 acre-feet annually. Based on the Citywide water demand of approximately
667,467 acre-feet in 2000-2001105, a cumulative increase of approximately 2,273 acre-feet would
be accommodated by the expected supply. Additionally, a water supply assessment would need
to be conducted on a project-specific basis for all related projects. Therefore, it is expected that
LADWP will have sufficient water supplies to serve the project’s needs during normal and
drought conditions and will not require additional infrastructure improvements. As a result, a
cumulative impact to the water supply is not anticipated. 



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                      IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
ENV 2002-1230-EIR N. UTILITIES AND SERVICES 

454

4. SEWERS

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The City of Los Angeles operates wastewater treatment facilities which provide sewage
treatment services for most of the City’s incorporated area and for several other cities and
unincorporated areas in the Los Angeles Basin and San Fernando Valley. The sanitary sewer
system serving the City of Los Angeles and its contract agencies is operated under the
jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, DPW.

According to the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR, Citywide municipal
wastewater generation in 1990 was approximately 333 million gallons per day (mgd). Total
Citywide municipally-generated wastewater for 2010 is projected to be approximately 464 mgd.

The project area is within the Tillman Water Reclamation Plant (Tillman WRP) service area. The
Tillman WRP was designed in two phases and currently provides treatment for approximately 80
(mgd). The present service area of the Tillman WRP is limited to those areas that are directly
tributary to the Additional Valley Outfall Sewer (AVOS) upstream of the Tillman WRP and the
East Valley Interceptor Sewer (EVIS). 

The advanced secondary treated effluent from Tillman WRP is either reclaimed by the City for
irrigating nearby parks, golf courses, greenbelt areas, and for filling the manmade Balboa Lake or
discharged to the Los Angeles River. A standard rate activated sludge process, followed by
coagulation, filtration, disinfection, and dechlorination is utilized to provide the necessary degree
of treatment. 

To respond to the problem of insufficient sewer treatment capacity, the City of Los Angeles has
adopted Ordinance No. 166,060 to limit growth within the sewer system. This Ordinance
established sewer permit allocation regulations for projects which discharge sewage into existing
sewage treatment systems. Allocation is based on the City Council’s determination of “priority”
and “non-priority” projects. The proposed Project is considered “non-priority”.

According to the City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering, local sewers in the project area
include

• Eight-inch diameter sewer in Prairie Street,
• Eight-inch diameter sewer in Melvin Avenue,
• Eight-inch diameter and 10-inch diameter sewer in Shirley Avenue,
• 12-inch diameter sewer in Corbin Avenue, and
• 18-inch diameter sewer in Nordhoff Street.
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Project Site

As shown in Table 116: Existing Daily Project Site Sewage Generation, current development
at the Project Site generates approximately 63,345 gallons per day (gpd). The Project Site is
currently served by the Tillman WRP. 

TABLE 116
EXISTING DAILY PROJECT SITE SEWAGE GENERATION

Land Use Generation Rate (gpd) Unit Sewage Generation (gpd)

Industrial 100 / 1000 sf 12,450 sf 1,245

Office 200 / 1000 sf 310,000 sf 62,000

Warehouse 25 / 1000 sf 4,000 sf 100

Total 63,345

SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Wastewater Program Management, Sewer Facilities Charge Guide and Generation Rates, August, 1988.

Add Area

As shown in Table 117: Existing Daily Add Area Sewage Generation, current development at
the Add Area generates approximately 21,202 gpd. The Add Area is currently served by the
Tillman WRP.

TABLE 117
EXISTING DAILY ADD AREA SEWAGE GENERATION

Land Use Generation Rate (gpd)  Unit Sewage Generation (gpd)

Industrial 100 / 1000 sf 42,165 sf 4,217

Manufacturing 100 / 1000 sf 83,050 sf 8,305

Office 200 / 1000 sf 27,427 sf 5,485

Storage 25 / 1000 sf 97,554 sf 2,439

Warehouse 25 / 1000 sf 30,231 sf 756

Total 21,202

SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Wastewater Program Management, Sewer Facilities Charge Guide and Generation Rates, August, 1988.
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THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, a project would normally have a
significant wastewater impact if:

• The project would cause a measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and
a time when, a sewer’s capacity is already constrained or that would cause a sewer’s
capacity to become constrained; or

• The project’s additional wastewater flows would substantially or incrementally exceed
the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating flows greater than
those anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General Plan and its elements.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site

Table 118: Proposed Daily Project Site Sewage Generation details the quantities of sewage
generation anticipated from the proposed Project scenarios. The proposed Project at the Project
Site could generate a maximum of approximately 244,325 gpd, under Scenario 4:
Office/Residential. This is an increase of approximately 180,980 gpd at the Project Site.

Based on daily collection of 40.4 mgd in 1990, an increase of approximately 180,980 gpd would
not exceed the 80.0 mgd capacity of the Tillman WRP. The proposed Project at the Project Site
will not require expansion or development of new facilities. Therefore, the proposed Project at
the Project Site would result in a less than significant impact to regional sewage treatment plants
in the area. 

According to the City of Los Angeles - Bureau of Engineering, it is likely that the Corbin Avenue
and Nordhoff Street sewers have adequate capacity to facilitate construction of the proposed
Project at the Project Site.106 In 1969/1970, the City’s entire sewer system was analyzed with
consideration of population projections to ascertain those portions of the system where capacity
deficiencies were anticipated in the future. Based on a gross area of approximately 58 acres and a
flow coefficient of .008 cubic feet per second (cfs) average per gross acre, the subject area was
tabulated for a contributory average flow of .46 cfs. The sewer systems in Nordhoff Street and
Corbin Avenue, both contiguous to the subject property, provide sufficient capacity to adequately
convey all tributary flow, including the .46 cfs average resulting from the proposed Project at the 
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TABLE 118
PROPOSED DAILY PROJECT SITE SEWAGE GENERATION

Land Use Generation Rate (gpd)  Unit Sewage Generation (gpd)

Scenario 1: Retail

Retail 100 / 1000 sf 340,000 sf 34,000

Senior Housing Units 150 / du 389 du 58,350 

Assisted Living Units 85 / bed 35 beds 2,975

Total 95,325

Scenario 2: Office

Office 150 / 1000 sf 930,000 sf 186,000

Senior Housing Units 150 / du 389 du 58,350

Assisted Living Units 85 / bed 35 beds 2,975

Total 200,825

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential

Retail 100 / 1000 sf 250,000 sf 25,000

Condominiums 150 / du 300 du 45,000

Senior Housing Units 150 / du 389 du 58,350

Assisted Living Units 85 / bed 35 beds 2,975

Total 131,325

Scenario 4: Office/Residential

Office 200 / 1000 sf 690,000 sf 138,000

Condominiums 150 / du 300 du 45,000

Senior Housing Units 150 / du 389 du 58,350

Assisted Living Units 85 / bed 35 beds 2,975

Total 244,325

SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Wastewater Program Management, Sewer Facilities Charge Guide and Generation Rates, August, 1988.
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Project Site.107 Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site will result in a less than
significant impact to local sewers in the area. 

However, if development upstream of or within the Add Area does occur, local sewers in Melvin
Avenue, Prairie Street, and Shirley Avenue must be studied independently for capacity
sufficiency.

Add Area

Table 119: Proposed Daily Add Area Sewage Generation details the quantities of sewage
generation anticipated from the analyzed scenarios. Development scenarios analyzed for the Add
Area could generate a maximum of approximately 117,200 gpd. This is an increase of
approximately 95,998 gpd at the Add Area.

TABLE 119
PROPOSED DAILY ADD AREA SEWAGE GENERATION 

Land Use Generation Rate (gpd) Unit Sewage Generation (gpd)

Scenario 1: Retail

Retail 100 / 1,000 sf 200,000 sf 20,000

Total 20,000

Scenario 2: Office

Office 200 / 1,000 sf 586,000 sf 117,200

Total 117,200

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential

Retail 100 / 1,000 sf 150,000 sf 15,000

Condominium 150 / du 100 du 15,000

Total 30,000

Scenario 4: Office/Residential

Office 200 / 1,000 sf 435,000 sf 87,000

Condominium 150 / du 100 du 15,000

Total 102,000

SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Wastewater Program Management, Sewer Facilities Charge Guide and Generation Rates, August, 1988.
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Based on daily collection of 40.4 mgd in 1990, an increase of approximately 95,998 gpd would
not exceed the 80.0 mgd capacity of the Tillman WRP. Based on a projected daily collection of
55.9 mgd in 2010, the projected increase would not exceed the current 80.0 mgd capacity of the
Tillman WRP. Development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will not require expansion or
development of new facilities. Therefore, development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area
would result in a less than significant impact to regional sewage treatment plants in the area. 

As indicated below, according to the City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering, it is likely that
the Corbin Avenue and Nordhoff Street sewers have adequate capacity to accommodate the
proposed development, which includes development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area.108

“In 1969/1970, the City’s entire sewer system was analyzed with consideration of
population projections to identify those portions of the system where capacity deficiencies
are anticipated in the future. Based on a gross area of approximately 58 acres and a flow
coefficient of .008 cfs per gross acre, the subject area was tabulated for a contributory
average flow of .46 cfs. The sewer systems in Nordhoff Street and Corbin Avenue were
deemed sufficient to be able to adequately convey all tributary flow. Based on
development scenarios analyzed for the Project Site and Add Area, the maximum
projected flow of 0.289 mgd, or 0.45 cfs average anticipated from combined development
at the Project Site and Add Area is less than the flow of 0.46 cfs from the subject area, as
tabulated in 1969/1970. Therefore, it is likely that the Corbin Avenue and Nordhoff Street
sewers have adequate capacity to facilitate buildout of both the Project Site and Add
Area. However, due to the uncertain timing of redevelopment at the Add Area and other,
currently unscheduled development upstream of the Add Area, at the time of
redevelopment at the Add Area, local sewers in Melvin Avenue, Prairie Street, and
Shirley Avenue must be studied independently for capacity sufficiency.”109 

Therefore, development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would result in a less than
significant impact to local sewers.

MITIGATION MEASURES

91. Although a significant impact is not expected on local sewer lines as a result of the
development scenarios analyzed, as development is proposed for the Add Area, local
sewers in Melvin Avenue, Prairie Street, and Shirley Avenue must be studied
independently for capacity sufficiency prior to project approval. (O, C, R)
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LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects 

As shown in Table 120: Daily Related Project Sewage Generation, related projects in the area
will generate approximately 1.6 mgd of sewage. An addition of 1.6 mgd would increase daily
collection in the City to approximately 41.9 mgd, which will not exceed the current capacity 80.0
mgd capacity at Tillman WRP. Further, based on a projected daily collection of 55.9 mgd in
2010, the projected increase would not exceed the current capacity of 80.0 mgd at the Tillman
WRP. Therefore, related projects in the area would not require expansion or construction of new
facilities and would result in a less than significant impact to regional sewers or sewage treatment
in the area. However, related projects not yet under construction would be subject to ordinances
restricting the issuance of building permits based on the availability of allotted monthly sewer
capacity. This restriction prevents exceedence of sewage treatment capacity and prevents any
significant impact.

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

The proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area,
in combination with related projects, will generate approximately 1.8 mgd of new sewage. Based
on an existing 40.4 mgd collected at the Tillman WRP, this addition would increase the total
amount collected to 42.2 mgd which would not exceed the current capacity of 80.0 mgd. Further,
the projected collection at the Tillman WRP in 2010 is 55.9 mgd. The addition of 1.8 mgd would
increase the total daily collection to 57.7 mgd, which would not exceed the current capacity of
80.0 mgd.  Therefore, no cumulative impact to sewage treatment are expected.

However, related projects not yet under construction would be subject to ordinances restricting
the issuance of building permits based on the availability of allotted monthly sewer capacity. This
restriction prevents exceedence of sewage treatment capacity and prevents any significant
cumulative impact.
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TABLE 120
DAILY RELATED PROJECT SEWAGE GENERATION

Project No. Land Use Generation Rate (gpd) Unit Sewage Generation (gpd)

1 Retail 100  / 1,000 sf 28,404 sf 2,840

2 Retail 100  / 1,000 sf 16,580 sf 1,658

3

Church 10  / seat 600 seat 6,000

Senior Housing 200  / du 58 du 11,600

Pre school 10  / student 45 students 450

4

Office 200  / 1,000 sf 560,000 sf 112,000

Medical Office 300  / 1,000 sf 80,000 sf 24,000

Hotel 150  / room 300 room 45,000 sf

Retail 100  / 1,000 sf 2,275,000 sf 227,500

Restaurant 50  / seat 1,286 seat1 64,300

Residential 330  / du 2,518 du 830,940

5 Residential 330  / du 484 du 159,720

6 High school 15  / student 888 students 13,320

7 Office/classroom 200  / 1,000 sf 171,000 sf 34,200

9 Office 200  / 1,000 sf 80,000 sf 16,000

10 High school 15  / student 550 students 8,250

Total 1,557,778

1Assumes 35 square feet per seat.
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5. SOLID WASTE

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Assembly Bill 939 (AB939) is the California Solid Waste Management Act. This legislation,
signed into law in 1989, requires local governments within the State to divert from landfills 25
percent of the waste generated within their jurisdictions by 1995, and 50 percent by 2000. AB939
also established the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) to oversee local
compliance with the law. The law sets forth guidelines by which each local government is to
prepare a Source Reduction and Recycling Element, in essence a plan for achieving the AB939
diversion goals. According to the City of Los Angeles Solid Resources Infrastructure Strategy
Facilities Plan (2000), programs established across the City had contributed to a waste diversion
rate of 49 percent in 1999 and the City was expected to surpass the 50 percent reduction goal in
2000.

Currently, solid waste generated within the City of Los Angeles is disposed of within the City
and County of Los Angeles. Refuse generated by commercial, industrial, and multi-family land
use (over four dwelling units) in the City of Los Angeles is collected by private contractors. The
City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation collects household refuse for residential development
of up to four multi-family dwelling units. Landfill capacity in Los Angeles County is limited. 

Landfills operated by the City of Los Angeles accept only waste produced by residential uses and
do not accept privately collected waste. Currently, private collectors operating throughout the
City of Los Angeles dispose of refuse at approximately six landfills in Los Angeles County. The
existing conditions, limitations, and operations of landfills vary throughout Los Angeles
County.110 Table 121: Existing Waste Disposal Sites identifies landfills that have the capacity
to serve the project area and would likely be used due to location. This table identifies the
remaining capacity, number of operating days per week, expiration dates of current permits,
permitted daily and annual quantities, and actual annual collection quantities of potential landfills
for the project area.

Los Angeles City Mayor James Hahn has initiated a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to solicit
proposals for providing alternative disposal and/or transfer services for final refuse disposal.
According to the RFQ, the Mayor is seeking to secure disposal options outside City limits by
2006. It should be noted that the City currently handles only single family residential and limited
multifamily residential waste, that would be affected by the waste diversion. It is assumed that
implementation of any of these options would be contingent upon finding disposal sites with
capacity to handle disposal needs of the City in conformance with the General Plan Framework,
including a growth factor for the Project Site and Add Area.
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TABLE 121
EXISTING WASTE DISPOSAL SITES

Facility Location
Permitted

 Daily Capacity  
(tons)

Permitted
Capacity 
(cu. yds)

Remaining
Capacity 
(cu. yds)

Remaining
Capacity Date

Estimated
Closure Date 

Scholl
Canyon4 Glendale 3,400 69,200,000 8,600,0002 1/2002 1/1/20242

Calabasas Agoura 3,500 69,700,000 11,300,0001 1/2002 1/1/20351

Sunshine
Canyon Sylmar 6,600 23,720,000 16,000,000 5//2001 1/1/2004

Puente Hills Whittier 13,200 106,400,000 4,300,0003 1/2002 11/1/2003

Chiquita
Canyon Valencia 6,000 45,889,550 26,024,360 6/15/2001 11/24/2019

1Based on acceptance of 1,100 tons per day.
2Based on acceptance of 1,200 tons per day.
3Based on acceptance of 12,000 tons per day, 6 days a week until permit expiration date 11/1/2003. 
4Currently, Scholl Canyon Landfill only accepts waste from its own wasteshed which primarily includes the City of Glendale. 

Project Site 

Table 122: Existing Daily Project Site Solid Waste Generation shows the solid waste
generated by the existing land uses. Currently, development at the Project Site generates
approximately 2,658 pounds of solid waste per day, or 415 tons per year.111

TABLE 122
EXISTING DAILY PROJECT SITE SOLID WASTE GENERATION

Land Use Generation Rate (lbs) Units Waste Generation (lbs)

Industrial 62.5 / 1000 sf 12,450 sf 778

Office 6 / 1000 sf 310,000 sf 1,860

Warehouse 5 / 1000 sf 4,000 sf 20

Total 2,658

SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, “Solid Waste Generation,” 1981.
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Add Area

Table 123: Existing Daily Add Area Solid Waste Generation shows the solid waste generated
by the existing land uses. Currently, development at the Add Area generates approximately 8,630
pounds of solid waste per day, or 1,346 tons per year. 

TABLE 123
EXISTING DAILY ADD AREA SOLID WASTE GENERATION

Land Use Generation Rate (lbs) Units Waste Generation (lbs)

Industrial 62.5 / 1000 sf 42,165 sf 2,635

Manufacturing 62.5 / 1000 sf 83,050 sf 5,191

Office 6 / 1000 sf 27,427 sf 165

Storage 5 / 1000 sf 97,554 sf 488

Warehouse 5 / 1000 sf 30,231 sf 151

Total 8,630

SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, “Solid Waste Generation,” 1981.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance
shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors:

• Amount of projected waste generation, diversion, and disposal during demolition,
construction, and operation of the project, considering proposed design and operational
features that could reduce typical waste generation rates;

• Need for an additional solid waste collection route, or recycling or disposal facility to
adequately handle project-generated waste; and

• Whether the project conflicts with solid waste policies and objectives in the SRRE or its
updates, CiSWMPP, Framework Element of the Curbside Recycling Program, including
consideration of the land use-specific waste diversion goals contained in Volume 4 of the
SRRE.

A significant impact is defined as an increase in solid waste disposal which causes a landfill to
reach or exceed capacity, thus requiring expansion or development of new waste facilities.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Project Site

Construction Impacts

During the construction phase of the proposed Project at the Project Site, existing structures
would be demolished and one of the proposed development scenarios would be constructed. As
shown in Table 124: Project Site Demolition Phase Waste Generation, as a result of the
demolition phase, approximately 24,578 tons of debris would be created at the Project Site. A
portion of the materials could be recycled. The remainder of the demolition debris will be
disposed of at a landfill.

TABLE 124
PROJECT SITE DEMOLITION PHASE WASTE GENERATION

Land Use Unit Generation Rate Pounds Tons

Industrial 322,450 sf 152 lb/sf 49,012,400 24,506

Storage 4,000 sf 36 lb/sf 144,000 72

Total Project Site Demolition 49,156,400 24,578

As shown in Table 125: Project Site Construction Phase Waste Generation, construction of
the proposed development scenarios will result in a maximum of 1,824 tons of debris. Based on
the materials utilized during construction, it is assumed that a portion of the debris could be
recycled. The remainder of the construction debris will be disposed of within a landfill.

Any waste generation resulting from the construction phase of the proposed Project at the Project
Site would be temporary in nature and would not result in long-term disposal of waste into any
one landfill. Based on the temporary nature of the construction phase and the limited amount of
debris generated, the proposed Project at the Project Site would result in a less than significant
impact to solid waste generation during the construction phase. 
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TABLE 125
PROJECT SITE CONSTRUCTION WASTE GENERATION

Land Use Unit Generation
Rate Pounds Tons

Scenario 1

Retail 340,000 4.0 lb/sf 1,360,000 680

Senior Housinga 848,000 4.05 lb/sf 3,434,400 1,717

Total 4,794,000 2,397

Scenario 2

Office 930,000 3.92 lb/sf 3,645,600 1,823

Senior Housinga 848,000 4.05 lb/sf 3,434,400 1,717

Total 7,080,000 3,540

Scenario 3

Retail 250,000 4 lb/sf 1,000,000 500

Senior Housinga 848,000 4.05 lb/sf 3,434,400 1,717

Condominiumsa 600,000 4.05 lb/sf 2,430,000 1,215

Total 6,864,000 3,432

Scenario 4

Office 690,000 3.92 lb/sf 2,704,800 1,352

Senior Housinga 848,000 4.05 lb/sf 3,434,400 1,717

Condominiumsa 600,000 4.05 lb/sf 2,430,000 1,215

Total 8,568,800 4,284

Operational Impacts

Existing development on the Project Site generates approximately 2,658 pounds per day of solid
waste. The proposed Project at the Project Site will generate a maximum of 7,486 pounds per day
of solid waste as a result of Scenario 2: Office, as shown in Table 126: Proposed Daily Project
Site Solid Waste Generation. This is an increase of solid waste generation of approximately
4,828 pounds per day, or approximately 753 tons per year.

To completely assess the impact on landfill capacity of an increase in solid waste generation at
the Project Site would require detailed information from the contracted private waste collector.
However, at this time, precise information for waste collection is not available and precise
impacts to solid waste disposal cannot be determined. For assessment purposes, a worst-case 
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TABLE 126
PROPOSED DAILY PROJECT SITE SOLID WASTE GENERATION

Land Use Generation Rate (lbs) Units Waste Generation (lbs)

Scenario 1: Retail

Retail 5 / 1000 sf 340,000 sf 1,700

Senior Housing Units 4 / du 389 du 1,556

Assisted Living Units 10 / bed 35 beds 350

Total 3,606

Scenario 2: Office

Office 6 / 1000 sf 930,000 sf 5,580

Senior Housing Units 4 / du 389 du 1,556

Assisted Living Units 10 / bed 35 beds 350

Total 7,486

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential

Retail 5 / 1000 sf 250,000 sf 1,250 

Condominium 4 / du 300 du 1,200

Senior Housing Units 4 / du 389 du 1,556

Assisted Living Units 10 / bed 35 beds 350

Total 4,356

Scenario 4: Office/Residential

Office 6 / 1000 sf 690,000 sf 4,140

Condominium Units 4 / du 300 du 1,200

Senior Housing Units 4 / du 389 du 1,556

Assisted Living Units 10 / bed 35 beds 350

Total 7,246

SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, “Solid Waste Generation”, 1981.
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analysis can be performed that assumes all project-generated waste would be disposed of
exclusively at one of the landfills currently accepting privately collected solid waste. 

Utilizing a worst case assessment scenario, the impacts of each of the possible disposal sites
would be as follows.

Scholl Canyon: Currently, Scholl Canyon Landfill does not accept waste from outside its
wasteshed, which primarily includes the City of Glendale. For this reason, potential disposal
capacity at Scholl Canyon Landfill is not included in this analysis.

Calabasas: If the Calabasas landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of Project Site waste,
the proposed Project at the Project Site would reduce the annual potential permitted disposal
capacity by approximately 753 tons , or .069 percent.  This would reduce the remaining capacity
at the Calabasas Landfill by approximately .007 percent. 

Sunshine Canyon: If Sunshine Canyon landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of Project
Site waste, the proposed Project at the Project Site would reduce the annual potential permitted
disposal capacity by approximately 753 tons, or .04 percent. This would reduce the remaining
capacity at Sunshine Canyon Landfill by approximately .005 percent. 

Puente Hills: If Puente Hills landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of Project Site waste,
the proposed Project at the Project Site would reduce the annual potential permitted disposal
capacity by approximately 753 tons, or .018 percent. This would reduce the remaining capacity at
the Puente Hills Landfill by approximately .018 percent.

Chiquita Canyon: If Chiquita Canyon Landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of Project
Site waste, the proposed Project at the Project Site would reduce the annual potential permitted
disposal capacity by approximately 753 tons, or.04 percent. This would reduce the remaining
capacity of the Chiquita Canyon Landfill by approximately .003 percent.

It is probable that the contribution to individual landfills would be smaller than represented
above because it is unlikely that all of the project-generated waste at the Project Site would be
disposed of at one single landfill.112 These percentages would not cause any of the individual
landfills to reach or exceed their capacities and will not require expansion of existing facilities or
the construction of new facilities. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project Site would result
in a less than significant impact on solid waste facilities. 
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Add Area

Construction Impacts

During the construction phase of any of the development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area,
existing structures would be demolished and one of the scenarios may be constructed. As shown
in Table 127: Add Area Demolition Phase Waste Generation, as a result of the demolition
phase, approximately 13,199 tons of debris would be created at the Add Area. A portion of the
materials could be recycled. The remainder of the demolition debris will be disposed of at a
landfill.

TABLE 127
ADD AREA DEMOLITION PHASE WASTE GENERATION

Land Use Unit Generation Rate Pounds Tons

Industrial 125,200 sf 152 lb/sf 19,030,400 9,515

Office 27,400 sf 101 lb/sf 2,767,400 1,384

Storage 127,800 36 lb/sf 4,600,800 2,300

Total Add Area Demolition 26,398,000 13,199

As shown in Table 128: Add Area Construction Phase Waste Generation, construction of the
proposed development scenarios will result in a maximum of 1,824 tons of debris. Based on the
materials utilized during construction, it is assumed that a portion of the debris could be recycled.
The remainder of the construction debris will be disposed of within a landfill.

Any waste generation resulting from the construction phase of development scenarios analyzed
for the Add Area would be temporary in nature and would not result in long-term disposal of
waste into any one landfill. Based on the temporary nature of the construction phase and the
limited amount of debris generated, development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would
result in a less than significant impact to solid waste generation during the construction phase. 
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TABLE 128
ADD AREA CONSTRUCTION WASTE GENERATION

Land Use Unit Generation Rate Pounds Tons

Scenario 1

Retail 200,000 4.0 lb/sf 800,000 400

Total 800,000 400

Scenario 2

Office 586,000 3.92 lb/sf 2,297,120 1,149

Total 2,297,120 1,149

Scenario 3

Retail 150,000 4 lb/sf 600,000 300

Condominiumsa 200,000 4.05 lb/sf 810,000 405

Total 1,410,000 705

Scenario 4

Office 435,000 3.92 lb/sf 1,705,200 853

Condominiumsa 200,000 4.05 lb/sf 810,000 405

Total 2,516,000 1,258

Operational Impacts

Existing development within the Add Area generates approximately 8,630 pounds per day of
solid waste. Development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will generate a maximum of
3,516 pounds per day of solid waste as a result of Scenario 2: Office, as shown in Table 129:
Proposed Daily Add Area Solid Waste Generation. This is a decrease of solid waste
generation at the Add Area of approximately 5,114 pounds per day, or approximately 798 tons
per year.

New development at the Add Area would result in a decrease in solid waste generation. This will
result in a decrease of waste disposal at any of the landfills. Utilizing a worst case assessment
scenario, the impacts of each of the possible disposal sites would be as follows.

Scholl Canyon: Currently, Scholl Canyon Landfill does not accept waste from outside its
wasteshed, which primarily includes the City of Glendale. For this reason, potential disposal
capacity at Scholl Canyon Landfill is not included in this analysis.
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TABLE 129
PROPOSED DAILY ADD AREA SOLID WASTE GENERATION

Land Use Generation Rate (lbs) Units Waste Generation (lbs)

Scenario 1: Retail 

Retail 5 / 1,000 sf 200,000 sf 1,000

Total 1,000

Scenario 2: Office

Office 6 / 1,000 sf 586,000 sf 3,516

Total 3,516

Scenario 3: Retail/Residential 

Retail 5 / 1,000 sf 150,000 sf 750

Condominiums 4 / du 100 du 400

Total 1,150

Scenario 4: Office/Residential

Office 6 / 1,000 sf 435,000 sf 2,610

Condominiums 4 / du 100 du 400

Total 3,010

SOURCE: City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, “Solid Waste Generation”, 1981.

Calabasas: If the Calabasas landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of Add Area waste,
the annual potential permitted disposal capacity would be increased by approximately 798 tons ,
or .073 percent.  This would increase the remaining capacity at the Calabasas Landfill by
approximately .007 percent. 

Sunshine Canyon: If Sunshine Canyon landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of Add
Area waste, the annual potential permitted disposal capacity would be increased by
approximately 798 tons, or .039 percent. This would increase the remaining capacity at Sunshine
Canyon Landfill by approximately .005 percent. 

Puente Hills: If Puente Hills landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of Add Area waste,
the annual potential permitted disposal capacity would be increased by approximately 798 tons,
or .019 percent. This would increase the remaining capacity at the Puente Hills Landfill by
approximately .018 percent.
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Chiquita Canyon: If Chiquita Canyon Landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of Add
Area waste, the annual potential permitted disposal capacity would be increased by
approximately 798 tons, or .043 percent. This would increase the remaining capacity of the
Chiquita Canyon Landfill by approximately .003 percent.

Development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area would result in a decrease in solid waste
generation due to the projected change of use. Therefore, development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area would result in a less than significant impact on solid waste. 

MITIGATION MEASURES

Although a significant impact to solid waste was not identified due to project implementation,
any potential impacts will be further reduced to a less than significant level by the following
mitigation measures:

92. The project applicant shall salvage and recycle construction and demolition
materials to the maximum extent feasible. Documentation of a recycling program
will be provided to the LADPW. (O, C, R)

93. Prior to the issuance of the certificate of occupancy for building permits issued for
new building construction at the Project Site or Add Area, the applicant shall
institute an on-site recycling/conservation program to reduce the volume of solid
waste going to landfills in compliance with the City of Los Angeles goal of a 50
percent reduction in the amount of waste going to landfills. (O, C, R)

LEVEL OF IMPACT AFTER MITIGATION

Less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Related Projects 

Related projects will increase solid waste generation in the project area by approximately 61,623
pounds per day, or approximately 9,614 tons per year. This increase is shown in Table 130:
Related Project Daily Solid Waste Generation. 

Utilizing a worst case assessment scenario, the impacts of each of the possible disposal sites
would be as follows.
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TABLE 130
RELATED PROJECTS DAILY SOLID WASTE GENERATION

Project No. Land Use Generation Rate (lbs) Unit Waste Generation
(Lbs)

1 Retail 5.0 / 1,000 sf 28,404 sf 142

2 Retail 5.0 / 1,000 sf 16,580 sf 83

3

Church 1.0 / 1,000 sf 100,000 sf 100

Senior Housing 4.0 / du 58 du 232

Pre school .5 / student 45 students 23

4

Office 6.0 / 1,000 sf 560,000 sf 3,360

Medical Office 7.5 / 1,000 sf 80,000 sf 600

Hotel 2.0 / room 300 rooms 600

Retail 5.0 / 1,000 sf 1,615,000 sf 11,375

Restaurants 10.0 / seat 1,286 seats1 12,860

Residential 10.0 / du 2,518 du 25,180

5 Residential 10.0 / du 484 du 4,840

6 High school .5 / student 888 students 444

7 Office 6.0 / 1,000 sf 171,000 sf 1,026

9 Office 6.0 / 1,000 sf 80,000 sf 480

10 High school .5 / student 550 students 278

Total 61,623

Scholl Canyon: Currently, Scholl Canyon Landfill does not accept waste from outside its
wasteshed, which primarily includes the City of Glendale. For this reason, potential disposal
capacity at Scholl Canyon Landfill is not included in this analysis.

Calabasas: If the Calabasas landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of related project
waste, the annual potential permitted disposal capacity would be reduced by approximately 9,614
tons , or .880 percent.  This would reduce the remaining capacity at the Calabasas Landfill by
approximately .085 percent. 

Sunshine Canyon: If Sunshine Canyon landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of related
project waste, the annual potential permitted disposal capacity  would be reduced by
approximately 9,614 tons, or .467 percent. This would reduce the remaining capacity at Sunshine
Canyon Landfill by approximately .060 percent. 
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Puente Hills: If Puente Hills landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of related project
waste, the annual potential permitted disposal capacity would be reduced by approximately 9,614
tons, or .233 percent. This would reduce the remaining capacity at the Puente Hills Landfill by
approximately .224 percent.

Chiquita Canyon: If Chiquita Canyon Landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of related
project waste, the annual potential permitted disposal capacity  would be reduced by
approximately 9,614 tons, or.514 percent. This would reduce the remaining capacity of the
Chiquita Canyon Landfill by approximately .037 percent.

It is probable that the contribution to individual landfills would be smaller than represented
above because it is unlikely that all of the waste generated by related projects would be disposed
of at one landfill exclusively. These percentages would not cause any of the individual landfills
to reach or exceed their capacities and will not require expansion of existing facilities or the
construction of new facilities. Therefore, related projects would result in a less than significant
impact on solid waste disposal capacity. 

Proposed Project, Add Area, and Related Projects

The proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area,
in combination with related projects, will increase solid waste generation by approximately
61,337 pounds per day, or approximately 9,569 tons per year.

Utilizing a worst case assessment scenario, the impacts of each of the possible disposal sites
would be as follows.

Scholl Canyon: Currently, Scholl Canyon Landfill does not accept waste from outside its 
wasteshed, which primarily includes the City of Glendale. For this reason, potential disposal
capacity at Scholl Canyon Landfill is not included in this analysis.

Calabasas: If the Calabasas landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of Project and related
project waste, the annual potential permitted disposal capacity would be reduced by
approximately 9,569 tons , or .876 percent.  This would reduce the remaining capacity at the
Calabasas Landfill by approximately .085 percent. 

Sunshine Canyon: If Sunshine Canyon landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of Project
and related project waste, the annual potential permitted disposal capacity would be reduced by
approximately 9,569 tons, or .468 percent. This would reduce the remaining capacity at Sunshine
Canyon Landfill by approximately .060  percent. 
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Puente Hills: If Puente Hills landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of Project and related
project waste, the annual potential permitted disposal capacity would be reduced by
approximately 9,569 tons, or .232 percent. This would reduce the remaining capacity at the
Puente Hills Landfill by approximately .224 percent.

Chiquita Canyon: If Chiquita Canyon Landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of Project
and related project waste generation, the annual potential permitted disposal capacity would be
reduced by approximately 9,569 tons, or .511 percent. This would reduce the remaining capacity
of the Chiquita Canyon Landfill by approximately .037 percent.

It is probable that the individual contributions to landfill would be smaller than represented
above because it is unlikely that all of the waste generated by the Project and related projects
would be disposed of at one landfill exclusively. These percentages would not cause any of the
individual landfills to reach or exceed their capacities and will not require expansion of existing
facilities or the construction of new facilities. Therefore, a significant cumulative impact to solid
waste is not anticipated.
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V. SIGNIFICANT AND LONG TERM ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(b) requires that an EIR discuss significant environmental
effects that cannot be avoided if a project is implemented. Based upon the analysis completed in
Section IV of this document, development associated with the proposed Project will result in
significant environmental impacts that can be mitigated. The proposed Project will result in two
significant impacts that cannot be mitigated including adverse effects to local and regional air
quality during the operational phase of the proposed Project and police protection in the area.
Alternatives to the proposed Project including the No Project Alternative and an Alternative
Project Site alternative will also result in significant environmental impacts to local and regional
air quality and police protection. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(c) further requires that an EIR discuss significant irreversible
environmental changes that would be caused by a proposed Project, should it be implemented.
Irreversible environmental changes will occur as a result of the proposed Project. These changes
include construction of new buildings to replace those demolished, impacts to air quality during
the operational phase, impacts to police protection services, impacts to views, and impact to land
use in the area. However, the project area is located within a developed portion of the San
Fernando Valley and has been developed for over 40 years. Although new development
associated with the proposed Project may change some aspects of the Project Site and Add Area,
it will not result in the alteration or conversion of any undeveloped land.

As analyzed throughout Section IV of this document, the commitment of resources to the
proposed Project and the levels of consumption associated with new development are consistent
with planned future development within the City of Los Angeles. The type of construction
associated with the proposed Project would consume both slowly renewable and non-renewable
resources. These resources include, but are not limited to, lumber, aggregate materials used in
concrete and asphalt, metals, petrochemical construction materials, water, and gasoline products
required for machine activity.

The type of resources consumed during operation of the Project will be similar to those utilized
on the Project Site and Add Area currently such as electricity, natural gas, and petroleum-based
fuels required for vehicular activity. Consumption of natural resources during the operational
phase was analyzed by the current and future utility providers. The utility providers have
determined that resources necessary for the operational phase would be accommodated.
However, use of these resources does represent the consumption of non-renewable resources.
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Development of the Project would result in the irreversible consumption of both slowly-
renewable and non-renewable resources. However, consumption rates during the construction
and operational phases would be consistent with growth projections and resource consumption in
accordance with the General Plan Framework, the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan,
and growth projections of the individual utility providers in the project area.
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VI. GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS

CEQA Section 15126.2(d) requires that an EIR discuss the growth inducing impacts of a
proposed project. This includes the ways in which a proposed project could foster economic or
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the
surrounding environment.

The proposed Project at the Project Site includes a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change.
Although a potential development scenario for the Project Site has not been determined at this
time, for planning and analysis purposes, development at the Project Site could include one of the
following scenarios:

Alternative 1: Retail Alternative 2: Office
340,000 square feet Retail 930,000 square feet Office
389 Senior Housing units 389 Senior Housing units
35 Assisted Living units 35 Assisted Living units

Alternative 3: Retail/Residential Alternative 4: Office/Residential
250,000 square feet Retail 690,000 square feet Office
300 Condominium units 300 Condominium units
389 Senior Housing units 389 Senior Housing units
35 Assisted Living units 35 Assisted Living units

The proposed entitlements for the Add Area include a General Plan Amendment and Zone
Change. Although a specific development scenario for the Add Area has not been determined at
this time, however, for planning and analysis purposes, development at the Add Area could
include one of the following scenarios:

Alternative 1: Retail Alternative 2: Office
200,000 square feet Retail 586,000 square feet Office

Alternative 3: Retail/Residential Alternative 4: Office/Residential
150,000 square feet Retail 435,000 square feet Office
100 Condominium units 100 Condominium units

Due to the developed nature of the western San Fernando Valley, within which the Project Site
and Add Area are located, it is not expected that the potential development scenarios would
generate growth beyond the Project Site and Add Area. Further, the proposed Project is infill
development of a site that has been developed as a research and development facility for over 40
years.
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employees per 1,000 square feet of medical office space, 2.5 employees per 1,000 square feet of retail space, 1.0 employee per 1,000 square feet
of warehouse space, .33 employees per 1,000 square feet of senior housing/assisted living space, 1.0 employee per 1,000 square feet of religious
institution space, 1.0 employee per 10 pre school students, 1.0 employee per 13 high school students, and 1.0 employee per hotel room.

114Assumes 1.5 residents per one bedroom senior housing unit, 2.5 residents per two bedroom senior housing unit, 3.75 residents per
single family residence, and 2.5 residents per condominium unit.
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Based on the potential development scenarios, the proposed Project at the Project Site and
development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area could introduce a maximum of approximately
5,089 employees113 and 1,747 residents114 to the project area. A substantial employment base and
residential population currently exist in the western San Fernando Valley and therefore,
necessary employees for the proposed commercial or retail development could be found nearby.
Development scenarios analyzed include potential for residential development. While this has the
potential to increase the residential population in the project area, it is not anticipated to foster
residential growth, directly or indirectly, off-site because all properties adjacent and in the near
vicinity are developed. Further, the proposed condominium units are part of a mixed use
development scenario that will promote reduction of home-to-work trips for residents. This will
reduce potential traffic, air, and noise impacts that could occur due to employee and visitor trips
to the Site. Therefore, the analyzed development scenarios are not anticipated to foster residential
growth or a population shift outside of the project area. 

While residential or population growth is not anticipated as a result of the potential development
scenarios, employment opportunities are anticipated to increase. An increase in short-term
employment opportunities as a result of the construction phase may occur. A substantial increase
in long-term employment opportunities is expected from the proposed commercial or retail
development. Development scenarios analyzed would result in a maximum increase of
approximately 5,089 employees in the project area. New development would be adequately
served by existing utilities and therefore will not require construction or expansion of substantial
new infrastructure. Therefore, improvements to increase or extend existing infrastructures that
could generate additional employment or population growth are not likely to occur.

New development associated with the development scenarios will renew the marketability of the
Project Site and Add Area by introducing commercial or retail land uses that are consistent with
the commercially designated surrounding land uses within a dwindling industrial core in the
Northridge area. Therefore, significant growth inducing impacts are not anticipated in the project
area as a result of the Project.

Cumulative Impacts of Related Projects

New development associated with the analyzed development scenarios does not represent
significant growth for the project area. However, significant impacts on local and regional air
quality during the operational phase and on police protection may occur as a result of the
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employees per 1,000 square feet of medical office space, 2.5 employees per 1,000 square feet of retail space, 1.0 employee per 1,000 square feet
of warehouse space, .33 employees per 1,000 square feet of senior housing/assisted living space, 1.0 employee per 1,000 square feet of religious
institution space, 1.0 employee per 10 pre school students, 1.0 employee per 13 high school students, and 1.0 employee per hotel room.

117Assumes 3.75 residents per single family residence, and 2.5 residents per condominium unit.
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analyzed development scenarios. Further, when combined with related projects, cumulative
impacts to these issues may occur. Related projects are expected to contribute the following to
the extended project area: 

Retail 2,544,984 square feet
Commercial 45,000 square feet
Office 3,111,000 square feet
Medical Office 80,000 square feet
Residential Single Family 3,002 dwelling units
Residential Condominiums 5,800 dwelling units115

Schools-Pre School 45 students
Schools-Public High School 888 students
Schools-Private High School 550 students
Courthouse 18 court rooms
Senior Housing 58 dwelling units
Church 293,000 square feet
Community Facilities 250,000 square feet
Hotel 600 rooms
Open Space 285 acres

Related projects in the area could generate approximately 9,442116 new long-term job
opportunities and approximately 11,258117 new residents to the area. Short term employment
opportunities could be provided during the construction phase and may increase as a result of
other, future development. Long-term employment opportunities will increase primarily as a
result of office, retail, and commercial development associated with related projects. Related
project development would result in an increase in employees and residents that would increase
demand for public services and utilities. 

As with the development scenarios analyzed for the proposed Project, related projects could
result in a  significant impact to conditions in the area. Based on existing understaffed conditions
within the LAPD, related projects could further exacerbate inadequate staffing conditions and
delayed response times. Additionally, related projects could further exacerbate both local and
regional air quality problems. However, related projects would not create significant
environmental impacts in addition to those that exist currently or would be created by the
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proposed Project. Further, with the exception of the Porter Ranch and Deer Lake Ranch related
projects, related projects are similar to the proposed Project in that they are primarily in-fill
development within the San Fernando Valley. Research and analysis of cumulative impacts
relative to related projects has been addressed in the respective cumulative impact sections.
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VII. ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION

Per CEQA Section 15126.6, an EIR shall describe and analyze a range of potential alternatives to
the proposed Project. Per Section 15126.6(a), “...an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasiblely attain most of
the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives...it must consider a
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and
public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The
Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must
publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternative. There is no ironclad rule governing
the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.” 

Per CEQA Section 15126.6(b), the purpose of the alternative analysis is to “...identify ways to
mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may have on the environment, the
discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be
more costly.”

CEQA Section 15126.6(c) sets forth guidelines for the selection of a range of reasonable
alternatives. “The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that
could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly describe the
rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should also identify any
alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the
scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination...
Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in the
EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability
to avoid significant environmental impacts.”

The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project, per CEQA Section 15126.6(d).
As part of the alternative analysis, per CEQA Section 15126.6(e), the EIR must evaluate the No
Project Alternative. The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow
decisionmakers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not
approving the proposed project. The No Project Alternative should analyze the impacts that
would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved,
based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.
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119Email between Maya Zaitzevsky, LADCP Environmental Review Section, and Joanne Ma, LAPD, February 14, 2003.

120Email between Maya Zaitzevsky, LADCP Environmental Review Section, and Yvette Sanchez-Owens, LAPD, February 12, 2003.
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The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the
EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. Among factors that
may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability,
economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or
regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably
acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site. No one of these factors
establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives (Citizens of Goleta Valley v.
Board of Supervisors (1990)).”

As a result of the selection and analysis of project alternatives, an environmentally superior
alternative must be designated. If the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project
Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other
alternatives.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED

Public Facilities - Police Substation.  CEQA Guidelines require that, “An EIR shall describe a
range of reasonable alternatives to the project...which would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of
the project...”. 

One of two significant environmental impacts identified in the proposed Project analysis was to
police protection services. To reduce potential impacts to police protection services, an
alternative that considered the construction of a new a police Substation or Area Station in the
project area was considered. In addition to trying to reduce potential Project impacts, the LAPD
had indicated that they are seeking to locate an additional station in the southwest portion of the
San Fernando Valley.118 This alternative was proposed to the LAPD but was determined to be an
impractical location for a new Area Station due to its close proximity to the existing Devonshire
Area Station (about 3 miles).119 Construction of a new police substation was also dismissed as
impractical by the LAPD due to lack of staffing and equipment budgets.120
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Alternatives analyzed in addition to the proposed Project include:

• No Project Alternative

• All Residential Alternative

• Reduced Project Alternative

• Alternative Project Site with similar project

Discussion of the Alternatives Considered is provided in the following sections. A comparison of
the environmental impacts anticipated from the proposed Project and project Alternative is
provided in Table 131: Impact Comparison.  

A. NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

Per CEQA Section 15126.6(e), the EIR must evaluate the No Project Alternative. The purpose of
describing and analyzing a No Project Alternative is to allow decisionmakers to compare the
impacts of approving the proposed Project with the impacts of not approving the proposed
Project. The No Project Alternative should analyze the impacts that would reasonably be
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the Project were not approved, based on current
plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services. In the case at hand,
the No Project Alternative assumes that no changes to the Project Site and Add Area would
occur, existing development would remain on Site, condition unchanged. However, consistent
with current plans for the Project Site, the previously approved Homeplace Retirement
Community would be constructed as planned.

Currently, the Project Site is developed with approximately 310,000 square feet of office space,
approximately 12,000 square feet of manufacturing space, and approximately 4,000 square feet
of storage space. The main building at the facility is currently occupied by Litton Guidance and
Control Systems. It is the occupant’s intent to vacate the property upon termination of their lease
in 2005, if not sooner, at which time the occupant will move operations elsewhere. The applicant
has made the following attempts to identify a future user of the property that would continue the
existing land use:

• Northrop Grumman, the parent company of Litton Industries, has attempted
through their industry network to identify another user for the Project Site.
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TABLE 131
IMPACT COMPARISON

Environmental
Impact Section

Proposed
Project

No Project
Alternative

All Residential
Alternative

Reduced Project
Alternative

Alternative
Project Site
Alternative

Aesthetics LTS S/G LTS/R LTS/R LTS/S

Air Quality
Construction
Operational

LTS
S

LTS/LT
LTS/LT

LTS/S
S/G

LTS/R
LTS/R

LTS/R
LTS/R

Biological
Resources LTS LTS/S LTS/S LTS/S LTS/S

Geologic Hazards LTS LTS/S LTS/S LTS/S LTS/S

Hazardous
Materials LTS LTS/S LTS/S LTS/S LTS/S

Hydrology LTS LTS/R LTS/G LTS/S LTS/S

Land Use LTS LTS/S LTS/S LTS/S LTS/S

Noise LTS LTS/R LTS/G LTS/R LTS/R

Population &
Housing LTS LTS/R LTS/G LTS/R LTS/S

Employment LTS S/G S/G LTS/R LTS/S

Public Services
Fire 

Police 
Libraries
Schools

LTS
S

LTS
LTS

LTS/S
LTS/R
LTS/R
LTS/R

LTS/S
S/G

LTS/G
S/G

LTS/S
S/R

LTS/R
LTS/R

LTS/S
S/S

LTS/S
LTS/S

Recreational
Facilities LTS LTS/S LTS/G LTS/R LTS/R

Traffic LTS LTS/R LTS/R LTS/R

Utilities
Electricity

Natural Gas
Water
Sewers

Solid Waste

LTS
LTS
LTS
LTS
LTS

LTS/R
LTS/R
LTS/R
LTS/R
LTS/R

LTS/G
LTS/G
LTS/G
LTS/G
LTS/G

LTS/R
LTS/R
LTS/R
LTS/R
LTS/R

LTS/R
LTS/R
LTS/G
LTS/R
LTS/R

LTS = Less than significant
S = Significant
LTS/R = Less than significant, Reduced impact compared to proposed Project
LTS/G = Less than significant, Greater impact compared to proposed Project
LTS/S = Less than significant, Similar impacts as proposed Project
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• CRESA Partners, a well respected brokerage firm in the project area, has been
actively marketing the Site through several methods trying to find a replacement
tenant including large marketing signs on Site, cold calling potential users for the
Site, networking throughout the brokerage community, flyers, and listing the Site
on websites of the most widely used for listing commercial real estate.

• Through word of mouth and corporate connections, the applicant has put word out
that the space is available for lease and has attempted to contact specific
development opportunities for this Site.

Due to current market forces within the San Fernando Valley, the applicant has been unable to
identify a future industrial tenant for the Project Site. The No Project Alternative would result in
vacation of the Project Site by the current tenant and existing buildings would be left unoccupied.
Vacant buildings can result in blight for the surrounding project area.

The Add Area is currently comprised of approximately fifteen individual parcels, all of which are
developed. All of the Add Area properties currently have separate owners. It is unclear if
properties within the  would be redeveloped under the No Project Alternative however, it has
been assumed that  properties would not be redeveloped under the No Project Alternative. 

Following is a discussion of environmental impacts anticipated as a result of the No Project
Alternative. 

1. Aesthetics

The No Project Alternative would result in vacation of existing one- to three-story commercial
and industrial buildings on the Project Site. These buildings would remain on Site, condition
unchanged. While the remainder of the Project Site would be vacated, the approved Homeplace
Retirement facility would be developed. The Homeplace facility will be a maximum of four-
stories in height and will therefore not restrict views of or from the Project Site. As determined in
the Proposed Project, due to the developed, commercial and industrial nature of the project area,
the Homeplace development will not alter the existing visual character of the project area. 

Vacation of existing buildings on the Project Site could result in a source of blight for the project
area which would result in a significant impact to the visual character of the project area.
Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in a significant impact to aesthetics. 

2. Air Quality

Air emissions in the project area are contributed to by two sources: mobile sources (vehicular)
and stationary sources. Due to the developed commercial nature of the project area, vehicular
exhaust is the primary source of air emissions. The No Project Alternative would result in
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vacation of existing one- to three-story commercial and industrial buildings on the Project Site.
These buildings would remain on Site, condition unchanged. As a result, trip generation at the
Project Site will decrease. Due to a reduction in trip generation at the Project Site under the No
Project Alternative, air quality impacts will be less than those anticipated for the proposed
project. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to air
quality.

3. Biological Resources

Due to the urban nature of the project area, vegetation on the Project Site is limited to landscaped
grassy areas, street trees, and a stand of citrus trees located at the southwestern corner of the
Project Site. Under the No Project Alternative, the stand of citrus trees, as well as the remainder
of landscaping on the Project Site, would be retained. Additionally, under the No Project
Alternative, the Homeplace Retirement Community would be constructed, as previously
approved. The portion of the Project Site upon which the Homeplace facility will be constructed
is currently vacant and void of vegetation. Landscaping will be provided throughout this
development. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in a less than significant impact
to biological resources.

4. Geologic Hazards

The No Project Alternative would likely result in vacation of the existing buildings on the Project
Site. Therefore, geologic hazards would be similar to those under the proposed Project.

Under the No Project Alternative, the Homeplace facility will be constructed. The northern
portion of the Project Site upon which Homeplace will be constructed, is not located within a
designated area of liquefaction hazard; however, the southern portion of the Project Site is
located within a designated area of liquefaction hazard. Due to the Site location within a
liquefaction zone, a building-specific liquefaction evaluation will be required for the Site to
evaluate the anticipated magnitude of liquefaction-induced settlement and to provide foundation
recommendations to mitigate adverse effects from liquefaction. With further study and mitigation
measures, as with the proposed project, a significant geologic hazard impact is not anticipated
due to the location of a portion of the Project Site within a liquefaction zone.

The Project Site is not located within a currently established Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zone, therefore, the potential for surface rupture at the Site due to fault plane displacement is
considered low. However, the Project Site could be subjected to strong ground shaking in the
event of an earthquake, a hazard common in Southern California. Any potential effects of ground
shaking can be mitigated by proper engineering design and construction in conformance with
current building codes and engineering practices.  Therefore, a significant geologic hazard impact
is not anticipated due to the location of the Project Site within an area of potential strong ground
shaking.
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5. Hazardous Materials and Waste

The No Project Alternative will include vacation of existing buildings at the Project Site. The
rate of use, transport, and disposal of hazardous waste at the Site would likely decrease as a result
of the termination of industrial operations. However, due to the age and type of buildings existing
on the Project Site, it is likely that asbestos and lead paint may be located within the buildings. If
the buildings are left vacant and idle, the opportunity for asbestos containing materials and lead
paint residue to be spread outside the existing buildings is unlikely. Similar to the proposed
project however, if redevelopment of existing buildings on the Project Site were to occur in the
future, proper stabilization and removal of such materials must occur prior to demolition.
Therefore, as with the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would result in a less than
significant hazardous materials impact.

6. Hydrology

The No Project Alternative would result in vacation of existing buildings on the Project Site
which would not substantially alter hydrology at the Site. Under the No Project Alternative, a
small stand of citrus trees located at the southwestern corner of the Project Site would be
retained. Retention of  this stand would reduce runoff from the Site by an unsubstantial 1 cfs of
water, or 0.4 percent of the existing runoff, as compared to the proposed Project.

Existing storm drains along Shirley Avenue north of Teledyne Way are undersized and do not
fully convey a 10 year storm event. Runoff from the Project Site currently travels via sheet flow
eastward along Teleydyne Way to Shirley Avenue where it is conveyed southward along the
Shirley Avenue street section to catch basins located at the intersection of Nordhoff Street and
Shirley Avenue. Due to the developed nature of the Project Site, the existing undersized storm
drain conditions would not be altered by the No Project Alternative and impacts would be similar
to those of the proposed Project. 

Under the No Project Alternative, construction of the Homeplace Retirement facility would take
place. This project includes installation of a private storm drain to control runoff from the
currently vacant Homeplace parcel. Assuming the Homeplace Retirement facility is developed
independently of the vacation of existing buildings on the Project Site, construction of this
control mechanism would occur. If, for some reason, the Homeplace development does not
occur, construction of this control mechanism and the construction of any other on-site control
features may not occur. However, as with the proposed project, due to the existing developed
nature of the Project Site, the No Project Alternative would result in a less than significant
impact to hydrology.
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7. Land Use

The No Project Alternative will result in continuation of the existing zoning and General Plan
designation across the Project Site. Therefore, although the Site may become underutilized, the
No Project Alternative will result in a less than significant land use impact. 

8. Noise

Due to the developed nature of the project area, vehicular traffic is the primary source of noise in
the area. Sensitive receptors to noise impacts in the area have been identified as:

• Residential uses (Plummer Street and Corbin Avenue)

• Washington Mutual Child Care Center

The No Project Alternative would result in vacation of existing buildings on the Project Site. As
a result of the Site vacancy, trip generation at the Project Site would decrease by approximately
2,802 daily trips. 

Under the No Project Alternative, the approved Homeplace Retirement facility would be
constructed. This development would increase trip generation at the Project Site by
approximately 1,429 daily trips.  Due to the vacation of the remainder of the Site, with this
increase the total number of trips at the Project Site would be reduced overall by approximately
1,373 daily trips. This would reduce noise impacts at the Project Site and at the identified
sensitive receptors. Therefore, as with the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would
result in a less than significant noise impact.

9. Population

The No Project Alternative would likely include vacation of existing buildings on the Project
Site. The No Project Alternative would include construction of the approved Homeplace
Retirement facility. As a result, the No Project Alternative could result in an increase of
approximately 797 residents at the Project Site. However, the potential increase in residents
resulting from the Homeplace facility will not exceed population estimates for this area provided
by the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR. Therefore, the No Project
Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to population. 

10. Employment

The No Project Alternative at the Project Site would result in vacation of existing buildings on
the Project Site. Vacation by the current tenant would eliminate approximately 1,000 jobs
currently located on the Project Site. 



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                    VII. ALTERNATIVES
ENV 2002-1230-EIR              A. NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

490

Operation of the Homeplace Retirement facility would increase jobs at the Project Site by
approximately 195 jobs. This would result in a net loss of approximately 805 jobs at the Project
Site. Therefore, the No Project Alternative could result in a significant impact to employment.

11. Fire Protection

The No Project Alternative would result in vacation of existing buildings at the Project Site.
Additionally, the Homeplace Retirement facility would be constructed. Based on a fire protection 
analysis conducted by the LADWP for the proposed project (which included the Homeplace
facility), existing fire flow at public hydrants would be adequate to serve the proposed project at
the Project Site with incorporation of mitigation measures. Therefore, under the No Project
Alternative at the Project Site, the Project Site would have adequate fire protection and the No
Project Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to fire protection services. 

12. Police Protection

The No Project Alternative includes vacation of existing buildings at the Project Site. This will
reduce the employee population at the Project Site by approximately 1,000 employees. There is
no residential population currently.

Under the No Project Alternative, construction of the Homeplace Retirement facility would occur
which could introduce approximately 797 new residents and approximately 195 employees to the
Site. Based on vacation of the remainder of the Site, this increase would result in a net loss of
approximately eight people at the Project Site. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result
in a less than significant impact to police protection services. 

13. Libraries

The No Project Alternative includes vacation of existing buildings at the Project Site. This will
reduce the population at the Site by approximately 1,000 people, currently employees. There is
no residential population currently.

Under the No Project Alternative, construction of the Homeplace Retirement facility would occur
which could introduce approximately 797 new residents and approximately 195 employees to the
Site. Based on vacation of the remainder of the Site, this increase would result in a net loss of
approximately eight people at the Project Site. Additionally, Homeplace will provide library
services for the use of their residents. Therefore, as with the proposed project, the No Project
Alternative will result in a less than significant impact to library services.
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14. Schools

The No Project Alternative includes vacation of existing buildings at the Project Site. There is no
residential population at the Project Site currently, therefore, the vacation will not reduce the
number of school aged children in the project area.  

Under the No Project Alternative, construction of the Homeplace Retirement facility would occur
which could introduce approximately 797 new residents and approximately 195 employees to the
Site. Based on vacation of the remainder of the Site, this increase would result in a net loss of
approximately eight people at the Project Site. The Homeplace facility is intended for seniors
who require daily medical and living assistance and therefore, will not generate school-aged
children. Therefore, the No Project Alternative will not result in a significant impact to schools. 

15. Recreation

The No Project Alternative includes vacation of existing buildings at the Project Site. There is no
residential population at the Project Site currently.

Under the No Project Alternative, construction of the Homeplace Retirement facility would occur
which could introduce approximately 797 new residents and approximately 195 employees to the
Site. Based on vacation of the remainder of the Site, this increase would result in a net loss of
approximately eight people at the Project Site which will reduce any impact to recreational
facilities. As with the proposed project, due to the acreage of parkland available throughout the
Community Plan Area and the number of active recreational facilities available in the project
area, the No Project Alternative at the Project Site will result in a less than significant impact to
parkland or recreational facilities.

16. Traffic

The No Project Alternative includes vacation of existing buildings at the Project Site which will
reduce trip generation in the project area by approximately 2,802 daily trips. Construction of the
Homeplace Retirement facility is anticipated to generate approximately 1,429 daily trips which
will result in a net reduction of 1,373 daily trips at the Project Site. Therefore, the No Project
Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to traffic.

17. Electricity

The No Project Alternative includes vacation of existing buildings at the Project Site. This could
reduce electricity demand in the project area by a maximum of approximately 4,162,625 kWh
annually. 
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Under the No Project Alternative, construction of the Homeplace Retirement facility would
occur. This construction would result in an electricity demand of approximately 2,385,637 kWh
annually which is a net reduction of approximately 1,776,988 kWh annually. Further, the
Homeplace facility was included in the electricity demand analysis approved by the LADWP for
the proposed project. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in a less than significant
impact to electricity provision services. 

18. Natural Gas

The No Project Alternative includes vacation of existing buildings at the Project Site. This could
reduce natural gas demand in the project area by a maximum of approximately 669,085 cubic
feet monthly.

Under the No Project Alternative, construction of the Homeplace Retirement facility would
occur. This construction would result in a natural gas demand of approximately 1,700,877 cubic
feet monthly which is a net reduction of approximately 1,031,792 cubic feet monthly. The
Homeplace facility was included in the natural gas analysis approved by The Gas Company for
the proposed project. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in a less than significant
impact to natural gas provision. 

19. Water

The No Project Alternative includes vacation of existing buildings at the Project Site. This could
reduce water demand in the project area by a maximum of approximately 68,251 gallons per day.

Under the No Project Alternative, construction of the Homeplace Retirement facility would
occur. This construction would result in a water demand of approximately 49,305 gallons per day
which is a net reduction of approximately 18,946 gallons per day of water. The Homeplace
facility was included in the water demand analysis approved by LADWP for the proposed
project. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to
water supply. 

20. Sewers

The No Project Alternative includes vacation of existing buildings at the Project Site. This could
reduce sewage generation in the project area by a maximum of approximately 63,345 gallons per
day.

Under the No Project Alternative, construction of the Homeplace Retirement facility would
occur. This construction would result in a sewage generation of approximately 61,325 gallons per
day which is a net reduction of approximately 2,020 gallons per day of sewage. The Homeplace
facility was included in the sewer analysis conducted by LADPW for the proposed project.
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According to the LADPW, Bureau of Engineering, existing sewers in Corbin Avenue and
Nordhoff Street have adequate capacity to serve the No Project Alternative conditions. Therefore,
the No Project Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to sewers. 

21. Solid Waste

The No Project Alternative includes vacation of existing buildings at the Project Site. This could
reduce solid waste generation in the project area by approximately 1.3 tons per day.

Construction of the Homeplace facility would result in the disposal of approximately 1,717 tons.
Any waste generated from the construction phase would be temporary in nature and would not
result in long-term disposal of waste. Operation of the Homeplace facility would produce
approximately .95 tons of solid waste per day which is a net reduction of approximately .35 tons
of solid waste per day at the Project Site. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in a
less than significant impact to solid waste generation.
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B. ALL RESIDENTIAL ALTERNATIVE

The All Residential Alternative would include the development of residential units across the
Project Site and Add Area. The All Residential Alternative would include replacement of
existing uses at the Project Site and Add Area with multifamily housing units. As previously
approved, the Homeplace Retirement Community would be constructed on an approximately
eight acre parcel of the Project Site, located at the southeastern corner of the Corbin Avenue and
Prairie Street.

In accordance with the requested Zone Change from MR2-1, [T][Q]M1-1, and P-1 to C2-1,
Commercial, the C2-1 Zone permits one dwelling unit per 400 square feet. Based on this
allowance, the All Residential Alternative at the Project Site would include a maximum of 2,994
dwelling units in addition to the Homeplace Retirement facility (389 independent senior living
units, 35 assisted living units). The All Residential Alternative would include a maximum 1,666
dwelling units on the Add Area properties. Overall, the All Residential Alternative would result
in the construction of approximately 4,660 dwelling units, 389 senior housing units, and 35
assisted living units.

The environmental setting for the project area (Project Site and Add Area) is similar to that
provided for the proposed Project. Further, all service and utility providers for the All Residential
Alternative will be similar to those of the proposed project.

Following is a discussion of environmental impacts anticipated as a result of the All Residential 
Alternative. 

1. Aesthetics

The Project Site is currently developed with one- to three-story commercial and industrial
buildings. The Add Area is currently developed with one- and two-story industrial buildings. The
All Residential Alternative includes development of multifamily residential housing units with a
maximum height of two stories. Due to the developed nature of the Project Site and Add Area,
development included in the All Residential Alternative will not alter the existing visual
character of the project area. 

No significant views have been identified in the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan for
this area. The All Residential Alternative would not result in the insertion or removal of a
prominent feature in the Plan Area that would conflict with current views in the project area. The
All Residential Alternative would not substantially alter the views of the project area. Therefore,
the All Residential Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to aesthetics.
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2. Air Quality

The All Residential Alternative will result in a maximum trip generation of approximately
14,056 daily trips, a net increase of approximately 920 daily trips over the maximum trip
generation possible under the proposed Project. This is a net increase of approximately seven
percent.

Due to the direct relationship between air quality and trip generation, a seven percent increase in
trip generation will result in an approximately seven percent increase in impacts to air quality.
Based on an air quality analysis conducted for the proposed Project, development of the All
Residential Alternative would generate a maximum of approximately 37 pounds of CO, 22
pounds of ROG, 60 pounds of NOx, 4 pounds of SOx, and 112 pounds of PM10 during the
construction phase. Therefore, construction of the All Residential Alternative would not exceed
air quality thresholds established by the SCAQMD after mitigation and would result in a less
than significant impact to air quality during the construction phase. 

Assuming a seven percent increase in trip generation, the All Residential Alternative would
generate approximately 1,707 pounds of CO, 169 pounds of ROG, 192 pounds of NOx, 1 pound
of SOx, and 84 pounds of PM10 during the operational phase. Therefore, as with the proposed
Project, operational activities of the All Residential Alternative after mitigation would exceed air
quality thresholds established by the SCAQMD for CO, ROG, and Nox and would result in a
significant impact to air quality. 

3. Biological Resources

Due to the urban nature of the Project Site and Add Area, vegetation is limited to landscaped
grassy areas, street trees, and a stand of trees located at the southwestern corner of the Project
Site. Based on the quantity of impervious surface and the length of time that these conditions
have existed, there are no known or identified significant biological resources, including
endangered or threatened species, on the Project Site or Add Area. The City of Los Angeles
Citywide General Plan Framework EIR does not identify the Project Site or Add Area as a
Biological Resource Area, commonly known for providing habitat for threatened or endangered
species. The Project Site and Add Area are not located within an existing or proposed Significant
Ecological Area. Therefore, the All Residential Alternative will result in a less than significant
impact to biological resources due to conflicts with local environmental plans or the loss or
destruction sensitive species or their habitats.

The All Residential Alternative may relocate or remove a small stand of trees located at the
southwestern corner of the Project Site, near the intersection of Nordhoff Street and Corbin
Avenue. Trees located along street frontages of the Project Site and Add Area may be altered or
removed as a result of the All Residential Alternative. The removal of trees and landscaping may
result in a significant impact to biological resources. However, with incorporation of the
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mitigation measure to replace any trees removed at a 1:1 ratio, any significant impacts to
biological resources would be reduced to a less than significant level. Therefore, as with the
proposed project, the All Residential Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to
biological resources.

4. Geologic Hazards

Impacts from seismic hazards would be similar to those anticipated from the proposed Project.
The northern portion of the Project Site is not located within a designated area of liquefaction
hazard; however, the southern portion of the Project Site is located within a designated area of
liquefaction hazard. The Add Area is not located within an area of liquefaction. Due to the
location of the Project Site within a liquefaction zone however, a building-specific liquefaction
evaluation will be required for the southern portion of the Project Site to evaluate the anticipated
magnitude of liquefaction-induced settlement and to provide foundation recommendations to
mitigate adverse effects from liquefaction. 

The All Residential Alternative would also include construction of the previously approved
Homeplace Retirement facility. The Homeplace facility is anticipated to include a maximum of
two subterranean parking levels. However, the Homeplace development is located on a portion of
the Project Site that is not subject to liquefaction. Further, geologic hazards resulting from the
All Residential Alternative will be similar to those of the proposed Project which were
determined to be less than significant. Therefore, the All Residential Alternative would result in a
less than significant geologic hazard impact.

The Project Site and Add Area are not within a currently established Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zone, therefore, the potential for surface rupture at the project area due to fault plane
displacement is considered low. However, the project area could be subjected to strong ground
shaking in the event of an earthquake, a hazard common in Southern California. Potential
geologic hazards will be similar to those expected as a result of the proposed project. Any
potential effects of ground shaking can be mitigated by proper engineering design and
construction in conformance with current building codes and engineering practices. A significant
geologic hazard impact is not anticipated as a result of the All Residential Alternative due to the
location of the project area within an area of potential strong ground shaking.

5. Hazardous Materials and Waste

According to the Phase I Environmental Assessment prepared by American Environmental
Specialist, Inc. (AES), no major environmental concerns requiring immediate investigation or
remediation exist on the Project Site or Add Area. Soil and groundwater contamination were not
identified on the Project Site or Add Area during the Phase I investigations performed.
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With the proposed development of residential land uses at the Project Site and Add Area under
the All Residential Alternative, the rate of use, transport, and disposal of hazardous waste would
likely decrease. However, due to the age and type of buildings existing on the sites, it is likely
that asbestos and lead paint may be located within the buildings. The demolition of any structures
with asbestos containing materials or lead-based paint would have the potential to release these
substances if they are not properly stabilized or removed prior to demolition activity and could
result in a significant impact to hazardous materials. Similar to the proposed Project, proper
stabilization and removal of such materials must occur prior to demolition of buildings at the
Project Site and Add Area. After mitigation, the All Residential Alternative would result in a less
than significant hazardous materials and hazardous waste impact.

6. Hydrology

Due to the existing, developed nature of the Project Site and Add Area, the All Residential
Alternative will not substantially alter hydrology at the Project Site and Add Area. As with the
proposed Project, the removal of a small stand of trees currently located at the southwestern
corner of the Project Site would increase runoff from the Project Site by an unsubstantial 1 cfs of
water, or 0.4 percent of the existing runoff.

Existing storm drains along Shirley Avenue north of Teledyne Way are undersized and do not
fully convey a 10 year storm event. However, runoff from the Project Site currently travels via
sheet flow eastward along Teleydyne Way to Shirley Avenue where it is conveyed southward
along the Shirley Avenue street section to catch basins located at the intersection of Nordhoff
Street and Shirley Avenue. Due to the developed nature of the Project Site, the existing
undersized sewer conditions at the Project Site would not be altered by the All Residential
Alternative and impacts would be similar to those of the proposed Project. However, when
development of the All Residential Alternative occurs within the Add Area properties, the
undersized storm drain conditions along Shirley Avenue would have to be reexamined as they
may adversely affect conditions at the Project Site.

The approved Homeplace Retirement facility includes the installation of a private storm drain to
control runoff from the eight acre parcel of land proposed for this development. This will
increase stormwater control in the project vicinity. As with the proposed Project, the All
Residential Alternative will result in a less than significant impact to hydrology.

7. Land Use

The Project Site and Add Area are currently zoned MR2-1, Industrial, [T][Q]M1-1, and P-1,
Parking. The number of dwelling units under the All Residential Alternative was calculated
based on the adoption of C2-1 zoning over the project area (which allows for R4 density),
simultaneous with the adoption of a Community Commercial plan designation. However, the All 
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Residential Alternative could also be accomplished with the adoption of R4 zoning and a High
Medium Residential plan designation.

Therefore, with the adoption of a General Plan designation and zoning that are consistent with
each other, the All Residential Alternative would result in a less than significant land use impact.
This would be similar to the land use impact anticipated under the proposed Project at the Project
Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area.

8. Noise

The Project Site and Add Area are located in an urban environment.  The existing noise
environment is characterized by the mix of land uses within it, which includes primarily
commercial and industrial development as well as arterial roadways. Vehicular traffic is the
primary source of noise in the vicinity and is the largest consistent noise source. Therefore, noise
impacts resulting from construction activities will not substantially differ from that assumed
under the proposed Project. The proposed Project was determined to have a less than significant
noise impact resulting from construction activities. Therefore, the All Residential Alternative
will result in a less than significant impact to noise. 

A project would normally have a significant operational noise impact if the project would cause
the ambient noise level to increase by five dBA. To register an increase in dBA this large, the
number of vehicle trips measured over a 24-hour period would have to double. The All
Residential Alternative will generate a maximum of approximately 18,477 daily trips, a net
increase of approximately 920 daily trips over the maximum trip generation possible under the
proposed Project. The proposed Project was determined to cause a less than significant impact to
noise. Because the All Residential Alternative will not double the number of vehicular trips in
the project area in a 24-hour period, the All Residential Alternative will result in a less than
significant noise impact.

9. Population and Housing

There are no residential units currently located on the Project Site or Add Area. Under the All
Residential Alternative, approximately 4,660 multifamily dwelling units would be constructed. In
addition, the previously approved Homeplace Retirement Community would add approximately
389 independent senior housing units and 35 assisted living units to the area. As a result, the All
Residential Alternative could result in a maximum increase of approximately 12,447 residents. 

Based on a 2000 Census population of 84,734 residents, this increase would result in a total of
approximately 97,181 residents in the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area. The Los
Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR has projected a resident population in the
Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area of 102,360 residents by 2010. Therefore, the
proposed increase of 12,447 residents to 97,181 residents in the Plan Area under the All
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Residential Alternative will result in a less than significant impact to the existing population or
public services in the area. 

Under the All Residential Alternative, the housing unit total on the Project Site and Add Area
would increase by a maximum of 4,660 multifamily housing units and 424 Senior Housing units.
The Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area indicates a total of 31,065 housing units in
2000121 while the City of Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR projects
approximately 37,290 housing units for the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area by
2010. An increase of approximately 5,084 housing units to 36,149 units within the Chatsworth - 

Porter Ranch Community Plan Area would result in a less than significant impact to housing in
the Plan Area.

10. Employment

Approximately 1,000 persons are employed at the Project Site and approximately 429 persons are
employed at the Add Area properties. The All Residential Alternative would result in the
replacement of existing businesses and industry with residential dwelling units at the Project Site
and Add Area. This would eliminate jobs at the Project Site and Add Area. Therefore, the All
Residential Alternative would result in a significant impact to employment.

11. Fire Protection

The Project Site is currently served by the following Fire Station Nos 103, 104, and 107. Under
the All Residential Alternative, the existing industrial and office buildings at the Project Site and
Add Area will be replaced with multifamily residential dwelling units. Based on a fire protection
service analysis completed for the proposed Project, the Project Site would be adequately served
with the incorporation of mitigation measures. 

According to LAFD requirements, a high density residential project would require approximately
4,000 gpm from four adjacent fire hydrants flowing simultaneously. An analysis conducted by
the LADWP for the proposed Project which required 6,000-9,000gpm from four hydrants
flowing simultaneously, determined that existing fire flow would be adequate to serve the
proposed Project. The All Residential Alternative, which requires less fire flow from a similar
number of fire hydrants than the proposed Project, would therefore, be adequately served by the
existing fire flow. 

The LAFD has indicated that the proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact
to fire services in the area. In terms of fire service protection, the All Residential Alternative
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would require less significant fire protection services than the existing industrial uses or the
proposed commercial and retail uses. Therefore, the All Residential Alternative would result in a
less than significant impact to fire protection services. 

12. Police Protection

Under the All Residential Alternative, the number of employees at the Project Site and Add Area
would be reduced by approximately 1,429. However, the All Residential Alternative would
increase the number of residents on the Project Site and Add Area by approximately 12,447. Due
to the currently understaffed conditions within the LAPD, the addition of residents to the Project
Site and Add Area would result in a significant impact to police protection services.

13. Libraries

As a result of the All Residential Alternative, the resident population in the Chatsworth - Porter
Ranch Plan Area will increase from 84,734 residents122 to approximately 97,181 residents. Based
on the current service capacity of the Porter Ranch Library (approximately 100,000 residents),
the demand for library services would not exceed the level of service available at the library
branch currently serving the project area. The Northridge Branch and the Chatsworth Branch
Libraries are anticipated to open in late 2003 which will increase the capacity of library services
in the project area. Additionally, the approved Homeplace Senior Housing facility will provide a
library facility on site for its residents. This would reduce demand on City of Los Angeles Public
Library services. Therefore, the All Residential Alternative will result in a less than significant
impact on library services. 

14. Schools

According to school generation rates provided by the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the
residential units proposed under the All Residential Alternative have the potential to generate a
maximum of 140 elementary school students, 94 middle school students, and 94 high school
students, as shown in Table 132: All Residential Alternative Schools.

LAUSD schools that currently serve the project area include Calahan Elementary School, Nobel
Middle School, and Cleveland High School. As shown in the following table, Calahan
Elementary School has an operating capacity of 500 students that will adequately accommodate
the increase of approximately 140 elementary students. Nobel Middle School has an operating
capacity of 2,238 that will adequately accommodate the increase of approximately 94 middle
school students. Cleveland High School has an operating capacity of 3,831 that will not be able
to accommodate the proposed increase of approximately 94 students. The All Residential
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Alternative would be required to pay school fees to help mitigate any potential impacts.
However, due to the fact that Cleveland High School would be operating 490 students above
their capacity as a result of this Alternative, the All Residential Alternative would result in a
significant impact to schools.

TABLE 132
ALL RESIDENTIAL ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS

Enrollment Calahan Elementary Nobel Middle School Cleveland High School

2001-2002 Actual1 480 2,202 2,959

2005-2006 Projected1 331 1,735 4,227

Project Contribution2 140 94 94

2005-2006 Projected with Project 471 1,829 4,321

Operating Capacity1 500 2,238 3,831

Surplus/Deficiency 29 409 (490)

1Fax from Ray Dippel, LAUSD Office of Environmental Health & Safety, to Carrie Riordan of Planning Associates, Inc., July 10, 2002.
2Based on potential project student generation shown in Table 66: Projected Student Generation Project Site.

15. Recreation

There is no open space or parkland currently located on the Project Site or Add Area. The All
Residential Alternative does not include the construction or removal of open space or parkland.
However, the All Residential Alternative could increase population in the area by approximately
12,447 residents which would result in a decrease in the ratio of acres of parkland to residents
from 32.5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents to 28.3 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents.
This ratio is still greater than both the City of Los Angeles requirement of 4 acres of parkland per
1,000 residents and the City of Los Angeles provision of 4.25 acres per 1,000 residents. Further,
the All Residential Alternative would be required to pay an in-lieu fee in accordance with the
City’s Ordinance (No. 141,422) and as set forth in the Zoning Code (Section 17.12). Therefore,
the All Residential Alternative will result in a less than significant impact on parkland and open
space.  

16. Traffic
 
The All Residential Alternative would result in a maximum trip generation of approximately
14,056 daily trips, a net increase of approximately 1,029 daily trips over the maximum 13,027
trips anticipated under the proposed Project. The All Residential Alternative would result in a
significant impact to 17 of the 39 study intersections identified in the proposed Project. The
proposed Project included a “package” of mitigation measures to reduce potential traffic impacts.
This “package” included a local-match contribution to the Mason Avenue Extension Project,
Transportation Demand Management (TDM), physical mitigation measures and funding of
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LADOTs Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control System (ATSAC) / Adaptive Traffic
Control System (ATCS) along the Ronald Reagan Freeway Corridor System (from Devonshire
Street to Rinaldi Street). With incorporation of the proposed Project mitigation “package” for the
All Residential Alternative, the All Residential Alternative would result in an unmitigated,
significant impact to five of the 39 study intersections. Therefore, unlike the proposed Project,
the All Residential Alternative would result in a significant traffic impact. 

17. Electricity

Current development on the Project Site and Add Area consumes approximately 6,393,428 KwH
annually. Electricity at the Project Site and Add Area is supplied by the Los Angeles Department
of Water and Power (LADWP). The All Residential Alternative would consume approximately
28,605,127 KwH annually123, an increase of approximately 22,211,699 KwH annually. LADWP
has indicated that they will have adequate supply to meet the increased demand resulting from
the All Residential Alternative.124 Therefore, although the All Residential Alternative will result
in an increase in electricity consumption over the proposed Project, the All Residential
Alternative will result in a less than significant impact to electricity service provision.

18. Natural Gas

Current development on the Project Site and Add Area consumes approximately 1,392,719 cubic
feet of natural gas monthly. The All Residential Alternative could require approximately
20,394,467 cubic feet of natural gas monthly125, an increase of approximately 19,001,748 cubic
feet monthly. The Gas Company, the sole natural gas utility provider in the project area, has
determined that existing natural gas facilities will have adequate capacity to service the All
Residential Alternative.126 Demand projections by The Gas Company have allowed for additional
demand, as well, the cumulative impact of future proposals in this area. Therefore, although the
All Residential Alternative will result in an increase in the demand for natural gas service at the
Project Site and Add Area, the All Residential Alternative will result in a less than significant
impact to natural gas provision. 
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19. Water

According to the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR, the projected average
water supply in year 2010 for the City of Los Angeles is expected to be 756,500 acre-feet per
year while the projected maximum total available water supply is expected to be 1,370,646 acre-
feet per year.127  Based on the a Citywide water use of approximately 667,467 acre-feet in 2000-
2001128, an increase of approximately 890 acre-feet129 as a result of the All Residential
Alternative would be accommodated by the LADWP projected water supply for 2010. Therefore,
it is expected that, as with the proposed project, the LADWP will have sufficient water supplies
to serve the needs of the All Residential Alternative during normal and drought conditions and
will not require additional infrastructure improvements. However, prior to approval of an All
Residential Alternative, a new Water Supply Assessment (WSA) must be completed by the
Department of Water and Power. The All Residential Alternative will result in a less than
significant water supply impact.

20. Sewers

Development at the Project Site and Add Area currently generates approximately 84,547 gallons
of sewage daily. The All Residential Alternative could generate approximately 1,226,325 gallons
of sewage daily130, an increase of approximately 1,141,778 gallons daily. According to the City of
Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, the All Residential Alternative is anticipated to generate
approximately three times the design flow of the project area.131 The existing sewers in Nordhoff
Street and Corbin Avenue, as well as sewer systems internal to the Project Site and Add Area, are
thought not to have adequate capacity to serve the All Residential Alternative. Therefore, the All
Residential Alternative will result in a significant impact to sewers. 

As with the proposed Project, the following mitigation measure should be considered for 
inclusion into the All Residential Alternative: In the instance that growth and development
occurs at the Project Site and Add Area, a study of sewer capacity must be completed prior to the
issuance of a new building permit. Potential measures to mitigate identified impacts include the
construction of relief sewers at the Project Site/Add Area and downstream of the project area. 
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21. Solid Waste

As with the proposed Project, demolition of existing development at the Project Site and Add
Area will generate approximately 37,777.5 tons of debris. Construction of the All Residential
Alternative will generate approximately 10.3 tons of debris. A portion of the materials could be
recycled. The remainder of the demolition debris will be disposed of at a landfill.

Based on the materials utilized during construction, it is assumed that a portion of the debris
could be recycled. The remainder of the construction debris will be disposed of within a landfill.
Any waste generation resulting from the construction phase of the proposed project at the Project
Site would be temporary in nature and would not result in long-term disposal of waste into any
one landfill. Based on the temporary nature of the construction phase and the limited amount of
debris generated, the proposed project at the Project Site would result in a less than significant
impact to solid waste generation during the construction phase. 

The Project Site and Add Area currently generates approximately 11,288 pounds per day, or
approximately 1,761 tons per year. Operation of the All Residential Alternative will generate
approximately 20,546 pounds per day132, or approximately 3,205 tons per year, an increase of
approximately 9,258 pounds per day, or approximately 1,444 tons per year.

Utilizing a worst case assessment scenario, the impacts of each of the possible disposal sites
would be as follows:

Scholl Canyon: Currently, Scholl Canyon Landfill does not accept waste from outside its
wasteshed, which primarily includes the City of Glendale. For this reason, potential disposal
capacity at Scholl Canyon Landfill is not included in this analysis.

Calabasas: If the Calabasas landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of waste generated by
the All Residential Alternative, the annual potential permitted disposal capacity would be
reduced by approximately 1,444 tons, or .132 percent.  This would reduce the remaining capacity
at the Calabasas Landfill by approximately .013 percent. 

Sunshine Canyon: If Sunshine Canyon landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of waste
generated by the All Residential Alternative, the annual potential permitted disposal capacity
would be reduced by approximately 1,444 tons, or .07 percent. This would reduce the remaining
capacity at Sunshine Canyon Landfill by approximately .009 percent. 
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Puente Hills: If Puente Hills landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of waste generated by
the All Residential Alternative, the annual potential permitted disposal capacity would be
reduced by approximately 1,444 tons, or .035 percent. This would reduce the remaining capacity
at the Puente Hills Landfill by approximately .034 percent.

Chiquita Canyon: If Chiquita Canyon Landfill were utilized exclusively for disposal of waste
generated by the All Residential Alternative, the annual potential permitted disposal capacity
would be reduced by approximately 1,444 tons, or.077 percent. This would reduce the remaining
capacity of the Chiquita Canyon Landfill by approximately .006 percent.

Therefore, the All Residential Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to solid
waste.
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C. REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

The Reduced Project Alternative includes demolition of all existing development at the Project
Site and Add Area. This development would be replaced by approximately 151,875 square feet
of office space, approximately 54 condominium units, and a senior housing facility consisting of
approximately 389 independent living units and 35 senior housing units.

The Reduced Project Alternative is based on the need to reduce air quality impacts anticipated
from the proposed Project. This Alternative assumes that, as with the proposed Project, both the
Project Site and Add Area would be redeveloped. The four development scenarios considered
under the proposed Project for both the Project Site and Add Area were examined to determine
which one scenario would be further analyzed under the Reduced Project Alternative. Selection
of a development scenario was based on reducing the proposed Project to a size that would not
exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for air quality. This required that the air quality impacts of only
one development scenario be reduced below the threshold. Therefore, the development scenario
that resulted in the smallest amount of pollutant emissions (i.e. the smallest exceedance of air
quality standards) under the proposed Project was chosen. This would result in the smallest
percentage decrease in both air quality impacts and square footage of development, and therefore
would maintain the largest potential project, or worst case scenario, for development at the
Project Site and Add Area under the Reduced Project Alternative. The development scenario
chosen for analysis under the Reduced Project Alternative was the Office/Residential scenario. 

Under the proposed Project, the Office/Residential scenario includes 1,125,000 square feet of
office space, 400 condominium units, and a senior housing facility of approximately 389
independent living units and 35 assisted living units. Based on the air quality analysis prepared
for the proposed Project, it was determined that to reduce the air quality impacts of this
development scenario below the established thresholds, the number of vehicle trips generated by
the Project must be reduced by approximately 67 percent, or approximately one-third of the
proposed Project trips. It is assumed under this Alternative that the previously approved
Homeplace Retirement facility would be constructed in full, as approved. As a result, to achieve
the required trip limitation, the Project would be reduced to approximately 138,375 square feet of
office space, 49 condominium units, 389 independent senior living units, and 35 assisted living
units, or approximately 12.3 percent of the proposed Project. 

The environmental setting for the project area (Project Site and Add Area) is similar to that
provided for the proposed Project. Further, all service and utility providers for the Reduced
Project Alternative will be similar to those of the proposed Project.

Following is a discussion of environmental impacts anticipated as a result of the Reduced Project 
Alternative. 
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1. Aesthetics

Due to the developed, commercial and industrial nature of the project area, redevelopment of the
Project Site and Add Area will not alter the existing visual character of the project area. Based on
the reduction of square footage associated with the Reduced Project Alternative, to utilize the
majority of development area on the Site, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in
building heights shorter than those included under the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project
was determined to result in a less than significant impact to views. Therefore, the Reduced
Project Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to views. The Reduced Project
Alternative will therefore result in a less than significant impact to aesthetics.

2. Air Quality

The Reduced Project Alternative would generate approximately 2,452 daily trips, a reduction of
approximately 67 percent, compared to the proposed Project. 

Due to the direct relationship between air quality and trip generation, a 67 percent reduction in
trip generation will result in an approximately 67 percent reduction in impacts to air quality.
Based on an air quality analysis conducted for the proposed Project, the construction phase of the
Reduced Project Alternative would generate a maximum of approximately 11 pounds of CO, 7
pounds of ROG, 18 pounds of NOx, 1 pound of SOx, and 35 pounds of PM10 after mitigation.
All of these emissions fall below the identified SCAQMD threshold for the respective pollutant.
Therefore, construction of the Reduced Project Alternative would not exceed air quality
thresholds established by the SCAQMD and would result in a less than significant impact to air
quality during construction. 

Assuming a 67 percent reduction in trip generation, the Reduced Project Alternative project
would generate approximately 403 pounds of CO, 53 pounds of ROG, 46 pounds of NOx, less
than 1 pound of SOx, and 20 pounds of PM10 during the operational phase. All of these
emissions fall below the identified SCAQMD thresholds for the respective pollutants. Therefore,
after mitigation, operation of the Reduced Project Alternative would not exceed air quality
thresholds established by the SCAQMD and would result in a less than significant impact to air
quality. 

3. Biological Resources

Due to the existing urban development on the Project Site and Add Area, the amount of
impervious surface on both the Project Site and Add Area, and the length of time that these
conditions have existed, there are no known or identified significant biological resources,
including endangered or threatened species on the Project Site or Add Area. The City of Los
Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR does not identify the Project Site or Add Area as
a Biological Resource Area, commonly known for providing habitat for threatened or endangered
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species. The Project Site and Add Area are not located within an existing or proposed Significant
Ecological Area. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in a less than
significant impact to biological resources due to conflicts with local environmental plans or the
loss or destruction of listed, endangered, threatened, rare, protected, candidate, or sensitive
species or their habitats.

The Reduced Project Alternative may relocate or remove a small stand of trees located at the
southwestern corner of the Project Site, near the intersection of Nordhoff Street and Corbin
Avenue. Trees located along street frontages of the Project Site and Add Area may be altered or
removed as a result of the All Residential Alternative. The removal of trees and landscaping may
result in a significant impact to biological resources. However, with incorporation of required 
mitigation to replace any trees removed at a 1:1 ratio, any significant impacts to biological
resources would be reduced to a less than significant level. Therefore, as with the proposed
Project the Reduced Project Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to
biological resources.

4. Geologic Hazards

Impacts from seismic hazards would be similar to those anticipated from the proposed Project.
The northern portion of the Project Site is not located within a designated area of liquefaction
hazard; however, the southern portion of the Project Site is located within a designated area of
liquefaction hazard. The Add Area is not located within an area of liquefaction. Due to the
location of part of the Project Site within a liquefaction zone, a building-specific liquefaction
evaluation will be required for the southern portion of the Project Site to evaluate the anticipated
magnitude of liquefaction-induced settlement and to provide foundation recommendations to
mitigate adverse effects from liquefaction. Therefore, a significant geologic hazard impact is not
anticipated due to the location of a portion of the Project Site within a liquefaction zone.

The Project Site and Add Area are not within a currently established Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zone, therefore, the potential for surface rupture at the project area due to fault plane
displacement is considered low. However, the project area could be subjected to strong ground
shaking in the event of an earthquake, a hazard common in Southern California. Potential
geologic hazards will be similar to those expected as a result of the proposed Project. Any
potential effects of ground shaking can be mitigated by proper engineering design and
construction in conformance with current building codes and engineering practices. A significant
geologic hazard impact is not anticipated as a result of the Reduced Project Alternative due to the
location of the project area within an area of potential strong ground shaking.

5. Hazardous Materials and Waste

According to the Phase I Environmental Assessment prepared by American Environmental
Specialist, Inc. (AES), no major environmental concerns requiring immediate investigation or
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remediation exist on the Project Site and Add Area. Soil and groundwater contamination were
not identified on the Project Site or Add Area during the Phase I investigations performed.

With the proposed development of office and residential land uses at the Project Site and Add
Area under the Reduced Project Alternative, the rate of use, transport, and disposal of hazardous
waste would likely decrease. However, due to the age and type of buildings existing on the sites,
it is likely that asbestos and lead paint may be located within the buildings. The demolition of
any structures with asbestos containing materials or lead-based paint would have the potential to
release these substances if they are not properly stabilized or removed prior to demolition activity
and could result in a significant impact to hazardous materials. Similar to the proposed Project,
proper stabilization and removal of such materials must occur prior to demolition of buildings at
the Project Site and Add Area. After mitigation, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in
a less than significant hazardous materials and hazardous waste impact.

6. Hydrology

Due to the existing, developed nature of the Project Site and Add Area, the Reduced Project
Alternative will not substantially alter hydrology at the site. A small stand of trees is currently
located at the southwestern corner of the Project Site. However, similar to the proposed Project,
removal of this stand of trees would reduce runoff from the site by an unsubstantial 1 cfs of
water, or 0.4 percent of the existing runoff.

Existing storm drains along Shirley Avenue north of Teledyne Way are undersized and do not
currently fully convey a 10 year storm event. However, runoff from the Project Site currently
travels via sheet flow eastward along Teleydyne Way to Shirley Avenue where it is conveyed
southward along the Shirley Avenue street section to catch basins located at the intersection of
Nordhoff Street and Shirley Avenue. Due to the developed nature of the Project Site, the existing
undersized sewer conditions at the Project Site would not be altered by the Reduced Project 
Alternative and impacts would be similar to those of the proposed Project. However, when
development of the Reduced Project Alternative occurs within the Add Area properties, the
undersized storm drain conditions along Shirley Avenue would have to be reexamined as they
may adversely affect conditions at the Project Site.

The approved Homeplace Retirement Community project includes the installation of a private
storm drain to control runoff from the northwest, eight acre portion of the Project Site. Under the
Reduced Project Alternative, it is assumed that only a portion of the approved Homeplace
development would be constructed so it is unclear what portion, if any, of this storm drain would
be constructed. However, with or without this improvement, as with the proposed Project, the
Reduced Project Alternative will result in a less than significant impact to hydrology.
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7. Land Use

The Project Site and Add Area are currently zoned MR2-1, Industrial, [T][Q]M1-1, and P-1,
Parking. With the adoption of a General Plan designation and zoning that are consistent, such as
the proposed C2-1 zoning and the Community Commercial designation, the Reduced Project
Alternative would result in a less than significant land use impact. This impact would be similar
to the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area.

8. Noise

The Reduced Project Alternative would introduce a smaller number of residential units into the
project area and therefore, a smaller number of potential sensitive receptors.

The Project Site and Add Area are located in an urban environment.  The existing noise
environment is characterized by the mix of land uses within it, which includes commercial,
industrial, and residential development as well as arterial roadways.  Similar to the proposed
Project, vehicular traffic is the primary source of noise in the vicinity and is the largest consistent
noise source. 

The Reduced Project Alternative will reduce the trips generated at the Project Site and Add Area
by approximately 4,903 daily trips. Therefore, impacts to noise under the Reduced Project
Alternative will be similar to, or less significant than (as a result of the reduced trip generation)
impacts of the proposed Project. Because the proposed Project will result in a less than
significant impact to noise, the Reduced Project Alternative will result in a less than significant
impact to noise.

9. Population and Housing

The Reduced Project Alternative could result in the introduction of a maximum of 1,130
residents into the project area. As with the proposed Project, the total population and number of
housing units as a result of development will not exceed projections made for the project area in
the City of Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR. Therefore, as with the proposed
Project, the Reduced Project Alternative will result in a less than significant impact to population
or housing.

10. Employment

Under the Reduced Project Alternative, a maximum of approximately 771 employees will be
introduce into the project area, a decrease of approximately 229 employees. As a result of the
loss of jobs and employees in the project area, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in a
significant impact to employment. 
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11. Fire Protection

The Project Site is currently served by the following Fire Station Nos 103, 104, and 107. Based
on a fire protection service analysis completed for the proposed Project, the Project Site would be
adequately served with the incorporation of mitigation measures. The Reduced Project
Alternative, which will result in less development on the Project Site and Add Area, will
therefore be adequately served by existing fire protection services with the incorporation of
necessary mitigation measures. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative will result in a less
than significant impact to fire protection services.

12. Police Protection

Due to the currently understaffed conditions of the Devonshire Division, as with the proposed
Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in a significant impact to police protection
services in the area.

13. Libraries

Based on the current service capacity of the Porter Ranch Library (approximately 100,000
residents) and the current population served, the additional 1,130 residents generated by the
Reduced Project Alternative would not exceed the level of service available at the library branch
currently serving the project area. Therefore, as with the proposed Project, the Reduced Project
Alternative will result in a less than significant library services impact.

14. Schools

LAUSD schools currently serving the project area include: Calahan Elementary School, Nobel
Middle School, and Cleveland High School. Currently, all three of the schools operate on a
traditional school calendar. The Reduced Project Alternative would generate school aged
children, approximately two elementary school students, one middle school student, and one high
school student. Both Calahan Elementary and Nobel Middle Schools have adequate capacity to
accommodate the potential student generation from the Reduced Project Alternative. However,
the addition of students to Cleveland High School due to area growth and the Reduced Project
Alternative would exceed the current operating capacity for the school. Therefore, the Reduced
Project Alternative could result in a significant impact to schools. However, as with the proposed
Project, this impact would be mitigated by the payment of school fees. As with the proposed
Project, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to school
services.
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15. Recreation

As with the proposed Project, there is no open space or parkland located on the Project Site or
Add Area. The Reduced Project Alternative does not include the construction or removal of open
space or parkland. The Reduced Project Alternative could increase population in the area by
approximately 1,130 residents which would result in a decrease in the ratio of acres of parkland
to residents from 32.5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents to 32.1 acres of parkland per 1,000
residents. This ratio is still greater than both the City of Los Angeles requirement of 4 acres of
parkland per 1,000 residents and the City of Los Angeles provision of 4.25 acres per 1,000
residents. The Reduced Project Alternative would be required to pay an in-lieu fee in accordance
with the City’s Ordinance (No. 141,422) and as set forth in the Zoning Code (Section 17.12).
Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative will result in a less than significant impact on
parkland and open space. With the incorporation of mitigation measures, the Reduced Project
Alternative would result in a less than significant impact on parkland and open space.

16. Traffic

Based on a trip generation analysis conducted for the proposed Project at the Project Site, a sixty
seven percent reduction in trips under the Reduced Project Alternative would generate
approximately 2,452 daily trips, a net reduction of 4,976 trips at the Project Site and Add Area.
Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to
traffic.

However, under the Reduced Project Alternative, the applicant would not have be required to
provide a fair-share contribution to the Mason Avenue At-Grade Crossing project. Therefore, it is
unclear when, or whether, the Mason Avenue At-Grade Crossing project would move forward.

17. Electricity

Existing development at the Project Site and Add Area consumes approximately 6,393,428 KwH
annually. The Reduced Project Alternative could consume approximately 4,453,291 KwH
annually which would be a reduction of approximately 1,940,137 KwH annually at the Project
Site. Based on an electricity demand analysis conducted for the proposed Project, the LADWP
has determined that electricity could be provided for the Reduced Project Alternative without
affecting the electricity distribution system. The LADWP does not expect disruption of service to
existing customers as a result of the Reduced Project Alternative. The Reduced Project
Alternative will result in a less than significant impact to electricity provision.
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18. Natural Gas

Existing development at the Project Site and Add Area consumes approximately 1,392,719 cubic
feet of natural gas monthly. The Reduced Project Alternative could consume approximately
2,174,190 cubic feet of natural gas monthly. This would be an increase of approximately 781,471
cubic feet monthly.   

Based on a natural gas demand analysis conducted by The Gas Company for the proposed
Project, the Gas Company will be able to accommodate the additional natural gas demand
resulting from the Reduced Project Alternative. The Gas Company has indicated that adequate
supply for estimated demand in the foreseeable future is available and future service problems
are not anticipated.133 Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative will result in a less than
significant impact to natural gas provision.

19. Water

Development on the Project Site and Add Area currently consumes approximately 89,263 gallons
per day of water, or 100 acre-feet annually. The Reduced Project Alternative could demand
approximately 82,053 gallons per day of water, or 91.9 acre-feet annually, a reduction of
approximately 7,210 gallons per day or 8.1 acre-feet annually compared to the proposed Project.
The proposed Project was determined to result in a less than significant impact to the water
supply. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in a less than significant water
supply impact.

20. Sewers

Development at the Project Site and Add Area currently generates approximately 84,547 gallons
per day of sewage. Development of the Reduced Project Alternative could generate
approximately 96,350 gallons per day of sewage, an increase of approximately 11,803 gallons per
day. According to the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR, the Tillman WRP
currently operates at a surplus and an increase of approximately 11,803 gallons per day will not
exceed the capacity of the Tillman WRP. Therefore, as with the proposed Project, the Reduced
Project Alternative will result in a less than significant impact to sewage treatment in the project
area.

According to a sewer capacity analysis conducted by the City of Los Angeles - Bureau of
Engineering for the proposed Project, it is likely that sewers currently located in Corbin Avenue
and Nordhoff Street would have adequate capacity to facilitate construction of the proposed
Project at the Project Site. However, if development upstream of or within the add area does
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occur, local sewers in Melvin Avenue, Prairie Street, and Shirley Avenue must be studied
independently for capacity sufficiency. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative is not
anticipated to result in a significant impact to sewers in the project area.

As with the proposed Project, the following mitigation measure should be considered for
inclusion into the Reduced Project Alternative: Although a significant impact is not expected on
local sewer lines as a result of the proposed project, in the instance that growth and development
occurs within the add area, a study of the capacity of local sewers must be completed prior to the
issuance of a new building permit.

21. Solid Waste

Demolition of existing development will generate approximately 37,778 tons of debris, similar to
the proposed Project. A portion of the materials could be recycled. The remainder of the
demolition debris will be disposed of at a landfill. Construction of the Reduced Project
Alternative will generate approximately 272 tons of debris. Based on the materials utilized
during construction, it is assumed that a portion of the debris could be recycled. The remainder of
the construction debris will be disposed of within a landfill. Any waste generation resulting from
the construction phase of the Reduced Project Alternative would be temporary in nature and
would not result in long-term disposal of waste into any one landfill. Based on the temporary
nature of the construction phase and the limited amount of debris generated, the Reduced Project
Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to solid waste during the construction
phase. 

The project site and add area currently generates approximately 11,288 pounds per day, or
approximately 1,761 tons per year. Operation of the Reduced Project Alternative will generate
approximately 2,932 pounds per day, or approximately 457 tons per year, a decrease of
approximately 8,356 pounds per day, or approximately 1,304 tons per year. Therefore, the
Reduced Project Alternative will result in a less than significant impact to solid waste during the
operational phase.
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D. ALTERNATIVE PROJECT SITE ALTERNATIVE

CEQA Section 15126.6 indicates that an EIR shall describe and analyze a range of potential
alternatives to the proposed Project. Per Section 15126.6(a), “An EIR shall describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasiblely
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of
the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”

Per CEQA Section 15126.6(f), “The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a
‘rule of reason’ that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a
reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen
any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail
only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project.”

CEQA Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that “...factors that may be taken into account when
addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of
infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional
boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access
to the alternative site. No one of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable
alternatives (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990)).”

The Alternative Project Site alternative includes analysis of a project similar in scope to the
proposed Project located at an Alternative Project Site. Although the project applicant does not
have control of or ownership of the Alternative Project Site, Citizens of Goleta Valley v Board of
Supervisors (1990) determined that an alternative project site cannot be dismissed or determined
infeasible based solely on lack of ownership by the applicant. Therefore, due to similarities
between the Alternative Project Site and the Project Site/Add Area and the feasibility of
constructing a project similar in scope to the proposed Project on this site, the Alternative Project
Site alternative was determined appropriate for further analysis. These similarities are discussed
in the following paragraph.

The Project Site and Add Area comprise approximately 50.0 acres, which is similar in size to the
Alternative Project Site. The Project Site/Add Area combination is currently industrially
designated by the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan and is surrounded on three sides
by commercially designated and utilized properties. Similarly, the Alternative Project Site is
currently industrially designated by the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan and is
surrounded on three sides by commercially designated and utilized properties. In light of the
industrial zoning imposed on both the Project Site/Add Area and the Alternative Project site,
both project areas are currently utilized primarily for research and development with limited
manufacturing conducted on site. Both the Project Site/Add Area and the Alternative Project Site
are located at the intersection of two heavily traveled, major highways within the San Fernando
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Valley. Due to the likeness in current land use and zoning designations, the size of both the
project areas, and the similarities in the circumstances of surrounding properties, it was
determined that the Alternative Site was appropriate for analysis.

The Homeplace Retirement facility included in the proposed Project has been approved by the
City of Los Angeles for the Project Site. The Alternative Project Site alternative analysis assumes
the Homeplace project would be constructed as approved on the Project Site, and would not be
included in the Alternative Project Site alternative. All potential impacts are assumed to be the
worst-case scenario.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Alternative Project Site is located at 20700 Nordhoff Street in the Chatsworth area of the
City of Los Angeles, California, within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area.
The project area is approximately fifty acres in size, located within a developed portion of the
western San Fernando Valley. The Alternative Project Site is bounded by Nordhoff Street to the
north, De Soto Avenue to the west, residential properties that extend parallel to Gresham Street
to the south, and Lurline Avenue to the east. The site is currently zoned MR2-1, Light Industrial
and P-1, Parking. The General Plan designation for this site is Light Manufacturing. 

Portions of the property have been developed since the early 1960s. The site is currently occupied
by The Boeing Company who design and produce components for aerospace applications. The
site is currently developed with approximately 655,516 square feet of office and industrial uses
(assumed to be approximately fifty percent office and fifty percent industrial). These uses are
divided between approximately eight buildings spread out across the southern two thirds of the
site.

Parking is located along the northern portion of the site in two surface parking lots extending
eastward from De Soto Avenue. Additionally, parking is available along the southern portion of
the site, extending from De Soto Avenue to Lurline Avenue. Vegetation on the site is limited to
landscaping along the southern property boundary acting as a buffer for residential properties to
the south. Further, small clusters of trees are located along the property borders with Lurline
Avenue and De Soto Avenue. Approximately eighty five percent of the site is impervious in
nature, covered with buildings or pavement.

Regional access to the site is provided by the Ronald Reagan Freeway (CA-118) to the north,
Topanga Canyon Boulevard (CA-27) to the west; the Ventura Freeway (US-101) to the south,
and the San Diego Freeway (I-405) to the east. Immediate access to the site is provided by De
Soto Avenue and Lurline Avenue.



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                           VII. ALTERNATIVES
ENV 2002-1230-EIR                              D. ALTERNATIVE PROJECT SITE ALTERNATIVE

517

Surrounding land uses include commercial and light industrial. To the north, across Nordhoff
Street, land uses include a restaurant, an auto and truck accessory store, a hardware store, an
industrial building, and a gym. To the west, across De Soto Avenue, land uses include a gas
station, automotive parts and repair shops, small retail strip malls, and a two story apartment
building. To the south, the site is bordered by two and three story apartments. To the east, across
Lurline Avenue, the site is bordered by light industrial and office buildings.

1. Aesthetics

The Alternative Project Site is located within a developed portion of the San Fernando Valley.
Currently, views from this location are primarily of the foreground with occasional background
views. Development in the area of the Alternative Project Site is similar to that of the Project Site
with respect to land uses and building characteristics. Properties surrounding the Alternative
Project Site are commercial, industrial, and residential in nature. Building heights surrounding
the Alternative Project Site are low-rise, generally one- to three-stories in height. As with the
proposed Project, the proposed development of six stories or 75 feet in height could result in a
significant impact to views in the area. However, views in the area include existing industrial,
commercial, and residential developments that are not listed as significant in the Community
Plan. There are no geographic features or visual characteristics identified as significant by the
Community Plan. The Alternative Project Site alternative would result in continuity with the
current commercial nature of the area including development of either retail or office buildings.
This would not eliminate any natural feature in the area. Development on the Alternative Project
Site will not result in the insertion of a prominent feature that would substantially alter the
existing visual character of the area. The Alternative Project Site alternative will not result in a
significant impact to the visual character of the area. Additionally, the Alternative Project Site
alternative will not result in a significant impact on views in the area.

2. Air Quality

Existing development at the Alternative Project Site is assumed to be approximately 327,758
square feet of office use and 327,758 square feet of industrial use. This development currently
generates approximately 5,587 daily trips at the Alternative Project Site. 

The proposed Project at the Alternative Project Site would generate a maximum of
approximately 16,128 daily trips, an increase of approximately 10,541 daily trips at the
Alternative Project Site. The proposed Project at the Project Site would result in a maximum
increase of approximately 13,136 trips. Therefore, the Alternative Project Site alternative would
result in a reduction of approximately 2,595 daily trips, or 20 percent, compared to the proposed
Project. 
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Due to the direct relationship between air quality and trip generation, a 20 percent reduction in
trip generation will result in an approximately 20 percent reduction in impacts to air quality.
Based on an air quality analysis conducted for the proposed Project at the Project Site,
development of the proposed Project at the Alternative Project Site would generate a maximum
of approximately 28 pounds of CO, 71 pounds of ROG, 46 pounds of NOx, 3 pounds of SOx,
and 84 pounds of PM10 during the construction phase. Therefore, construction of the Alternative
Project Site alternative would not exceed air quality thresholds established by the SCAQMD
after mitigation and would result in a less than significant impact to air quality during the
construction phase. 

Assuming a 20 percent reduction in trip generation, the Alternative Project Site alternative would
generate approximately 1,284 pounds of CO, 139 pounds of ROG, 144 pounds of NOx, 1 pound
of SOx, and 64 pounds of PM10 during the operational phase. Therefore, as with the proposed
Project, operational activities of the Alternative Project Site alternative after mitigation would
exceed air quality thresholds established by the SCAQMD for CO, ROG, and NOx and would
result in a significant impact to air quality. 

3. Biological Resources

The Alternative Project Site is located in a developed portion of the western San Fernando
Valley. The Alternative Project Site is not located within a designated Biological Resource Area
or a Significant Ecological Area (SEA). Therefore, the Alternative Project Site alternative would
not result in a significant impact to biological resources due to conflict with an established local
plan or ordinance.

Vegetation on the Alternative Project Site is limited to landscaped grassy areas and street trees.
Development of the Alternative Project Site alternative may result in significant impacts to
biological resources due to the removal of trees and landscaping on the site. However, as with the
proposed Project, incorporation of a mitigation measure to replace any trees removed will reduce
any potential impact to a less than significant level. Therefore, the Alternative Project Site
alternative will result in a less than significant biological resources impact.

4. Geologic Hazards

Impacts from seismic hazards would be similar to those anticipated at the Project Site. As with
the Project Site, the Alternative Project Site may be subject 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 by proper engineering design and construction in conformance
with current building codes and engineering practices.
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According to the California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, the
Alternative Project Site is not located within a designated area of liquefaction. Due to the
location of the Alternative Project Site in an inland area, there is no potential for impacts
resulting from seismically induced tsunamis. No large bodies of permanently stored water are
located such that they would adversely impact the Alternative Project Site due to seiches or
flooding due to ground shaking. Therefore, the Alternative Project Site alternative would result in
less than significant geologic hazards impacts due to liquefaction, tsunamis, seiches, or flooding. 
 
5. Hazardous Materials and Waste

Current development at the Alternative Project Site is assumed to include both office and
industrial uses. Therefore, it is likely that the use, transport, or disposal of hazardous waste takes
place on the Alternative Project Site. With the proposed development of office, retail, or
residential land uses at the Alternative Project Site, the rate of use, transport, and disposal of
hazardous waste would likely decrease. Due to the age and type of buildings existing on the
Alternative Project Site, it is likely that asbestos and lead paint may be located within the
buildings. Similar to the proposed Project at the Project Site, proper stabilization and removal of
such materials must occur prior to demolition of buildings. After mitigation, the Alternative
Project Site alternative would result in a less than significant hazardous materials and hazardous
waste impact.

6. Hydrology

The Alternative Project Site is currently developed with office and light manufacturing buildings,
surface parking lots, and other impervious surfaces. Vegetation covers only approximately fifteen
percent of the Alternative Project Site and is limited to landscaped areas and street trees. Due to
the amount of existing impervious surface on the Alternative Project Site in addition to the lack
of vegetation, hydrology will not be substantially altered as a result of any redevelopment.
Therefore, as with the proposed Project at the Project Site, the Alternative Project Site alternative
would result in a less than significant impact to hydrology in the area due to a substantial change
in the quantity or quality of stormwater runoff from the Site. 

Catch basins, which contain sheet flow runoff from the Alternative Project Site, are currently
located at the northwest corner of De Soto Avenue and Nordhoff Street, along the west side of
De Soto Avenue south of Nordhoff Street, along the east side of De Soto Avenue south of
Nordhoff Street, along the east side of Lurline Avenue, and along the west side of Lurline
Avenue. On-site drainage would be controlled in a manner similar to the proposed Project at the
Project Site. As with the proposed Project at the Project Site, the Alternative Project Site
alternative would result in a less than significant impact to hydrology due to the direction or
movement of stormwater runoff from the Site. 
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7. Land Use

The Alternative Project Site is currently zoned MR2-1, Industrial, and P-1, Parking. With the
adoption of a General Plan designation and zoning that are consistent, the Alternative Project
Site Alternative would result in a less than significant land use impact. This would be similar to
the land use impact anticipated from the proposed Project at the Project Site and development
scenarios analyzed for the Add Area.

8. Noise

The Alternative Project Site is located in an urban environment.  The existing noise environment
is characterized by the mix of land uses within it, which includes residential, commercial and
industrial development as well as arterial roadways.  Similar to the proposed Project Site,
vehicular traffic is the primary source of noise in the vicinity and is the largest consistent noise
source. 

The Alternative Project Site Alternative will generate approximately 2,595 fewer daily trips than
the proposed Project at the Project Site. Because the primary source of noise in the project area is
vehicular traffic, with a reduction of daily trips, noise in the project area will decrease. Therefore,
impacts to noise at the Alternative Project Site will be similar to, or less significant than (as a
result of the reduced trip generation) impacts of the proposed Project. The Alternative Project
Site alternative would result in a less than significant noise impact.

9. Population and Housing

The Alternative Project Site is currently developed with office and industrial buildings. As with
the proposed Project at the Project Site, the total population and number of housing units as a
result of development will not exceed projections made for the project area in the City of Los
Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR. Therefore, as with the proposed Project, the
Alternative Project Site alternative will result in a less than significant impact to population or
housing.

10. Employment

Currently, there are approximately 1,859 employees on the Alternative Project Site. Development
of the Alternative Project Site alternative could result in approximately 6,518 employees, an
increase of approximately 4,659 employees at the Alternative Project Site. As with the proposed
Project, this increase will not exceed employment projections developed by SCAG for the
Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area. Therefore, the Alternative Project Site
alternative would result in a less than significant employment impact.
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Associates, Inc.; June 5, 2002.

135Based on 1,006 Reporting Districts Citywide.

136Based on 82 Reporting Districts within the Devonshire Division.
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11. Fire Protection

The Alternative Project Site is currently served by the following fire stations:

Fire Station No. 96 Fire Station No. 107 Fire Station No. 72
21800 Marilla Street 20225 Devonshire Street 6811 De Soto Avenue
Chatsworth CA 91311 Chatsworth CA 91311 Canoga Park CA 91303

Based on City of Los Angeles requirements, the first due Engine Company should be within 1.0
miles of the site and the first due Truck Company should be within 1.5 miles of the site for
commercial properties. Based on response distance criteria, fire protection of the Alternative Site
would be considered inadequate. However, as with the proposed Project, with the incorporation
of mitigation measures required by the LAFD, the Alternative Project Site alternative will result
in a less than significant impact to fire protection services.

12. Police Protection

The Alternative Project area is currently located within the Devonshire Division of the LAPD,
Reporting District 1774. Approximately 318 major (part I) crimes were reported within
Reporting District 1774 in the year 2001; approximately 12,582 part I crimes for 2001 within the
Devonshire Division; and approximately 187,069 part I crimes were reported Citywide in
2001.134 Part 1 crimes include homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary,
burglary/theft from a motor vehicle, grand theft, and auto theft. Based on this data, the annual
crime rate within Reporting District 1774 is higher than the Citywide average annual crime rate
of approximately 186 crimes per reporting district.135 Further, the annual crime rate within
Reporting District 1774 is higher than the average annual crime rate within the Devonshire
Division of approximately 153 crimes per reporting district.136 

Average response time to emergency calls for the Devonshire Division in 2001 was
approximately 11 minutes. Within Reporting District 1774, the average response time to
emergency calls was approximately 10.8 minutes. The Citywide average response time to
emergency calls in 2001 was 9.8 minutes. 
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The Devonshire area currently has approximately 324 sworn officers and 27 civilian support
staff. Currently, the Devonshire Area is under deployed by approximately 30 police officers,
eighteen percent under their authorized strength.

As with the proposed Project, the Alternative Project Site alternative would result in a significant
impact to police protection services in the area.

13. Libraries

The Alternative Project Area is currently served by the following Los Angeles Public Library
Branches: Northridge Branch, Chatsworth Branch, and Porter Ranch Branch. The Northridge and
Chatsworth Branches are currently closed; however, it is anticipated that these branches will
open in the year 2003. Based on the current service capacity of the Porter Ranch Library
(approximately 100,000 residents), the demand for library services would not exceed the level of
service available at the library branch currently serving the project area. As with the proposed
Project, the Alternative Project Site alternative will result in a less than significant library
services impact.

14. Schools

LAUSD schools serving the Alternative Project Site include: Limerick Elementary School,
Lawrence Middle School, and Chatsworth High School. Currently, all three of the schools
operate on a traditional school calendar. While development of the Alternative Site would
generate school aged children (approximately twenty eight students) which may result in a
significant impact on school facilities, this impact would be mitigated by the payment of school
fees. As with the proposed Project, the Alternative Project Site alternative would result in a less
than significant impact to school services.

15. Recreation

As with the proposed Project, there is no open space or parkland located on the Alternative
Project Site and the proposed development scenarios do not include the construction or removal
of open space or parkland. Development of the Alternative Project Site alternative could increase
population in the area which would result in a decrease in the ratio of acres of parkland to
residents from 32.5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents to 31.8 acres of parkland per 1,000
residents. As with the proposed Project, this ratio is still greater than both the City of Los
Angeles requirement of 4 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents and the City of Los Angeles
provision of 4.25 acres per 1,000 residents. Further, as with the proposed Project at the Project
Site will pay an in-lieu fee in accordance with the City’s Ordinance (No. 141,422) and as set
forth in the Zoning Code (Section 17.12). Therefore, as with the proposed Project, the
Alternative Project Site alternative will result in a less than significant impact on parkland and
open space.  
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There are no existing recreational facilities, active or passive, located on the Alternative Project
Site. Development will not result in the removal or construction of any recreational facilities.
Based on the number of facilities available in the project area, both public and private, the
potential increase in population and housing units as a result of development will not result in an
increased demand on recreational facilities that cannot be absorbed by existing facilities in the
area. Further, any development will be required to pay in-lieu park fees, otherwise known as
Quimby fees, as required by the City’s Ordinance (No. 141,422) and as set forth in the City’s
Zoning Code (Section 17.12). As with the proposed Project, the Alternative Project Site will
result in a less than significant impact to recreational facilities.

16. Traffic

Existing development on the Alternative Project Site includes approximately 327,758 square feet
of office use and 327,758 square feet of light industrial use. Current development at the
Alternative Project Site generates approximately 5,587 daily trip ends. Based on the proposed
project scenarios, development of the Alternative Project Site alternative will generate a
maximum of approximately 16,128 trips. Based on current development on site, the Alternative
Project Site alternative could increase trip generation in the project area by a maximum of
approximately 10,541 trips. This increase is less than the maximum increase of approximately
13,027 trips anticipated from the proposed Project at the Project Site. The Alternative Project
Site alternative will result in less of an impact than the proposed Project. As with the proposed
Project, with the incorporation of mitigation measures, the Alternative Project Site alternative
would result in a less than significant traffic impact.

17. Electricity

Current development on the Alternative Project Site consumes approximately 7,685,925 KwH
annually. The Alternative Project Site alternative could use approximately 22,017,837 KwH
annually, an increase of approximately 14,331,912 KwH annually. As with the proposed Project
at the Project Site, the LADWP has determined that they can provide electricity for this
Alternative without affecting the electricity distribution system. The LADWP does not expect
disruption of service to existing customers as a result of connection of the proposed Project.137

This Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to electricity provision.

18. Natural Gas

Development on the Alternative Project Site currently consumes approximately 1,737,117 cubic
feet of natural gas monthly. The Alternative Project Site alternative could require approximately
5,555,477 cubic feet of natural gas monthly, an increase of approximately 3,818,360 cubic feet.
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138Letter from Jim Hammel, Technical Services, Northern Region of The Gas Company to Carrie Riordan of Planning Associates,
Inc. May 9, 2002.

139Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR, Section 2.6.3.6 Projected Water Supply.

140Final Year 2000 2001 Urban Water Management Plan Update

141LADWP WSA. Baseline water consumption for the proposed project was based on estimates of Sewer Generation Rates developed
by the LADPW, Bureau of Engineering. Sewer Generation Rates provide an approximation of the amount of water used in various facilities
within the City of Los Angeles.
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Demand projections by The Gas Company can accommodate additional demand from this site as
well as the cumulative impact of future proposals in the project area. The Southern California
Gas Company has adequate supply for estimated demand in the foreseeable future and future
service problems are not anticipated.138 As with the proposed Project, the Alternative Project Site
alternative would result in a less than significant impact to natural gas provision.

19. Water

Development on the Alternative Project Site currently consumes approximately 85,217 gallons of
water daily, or 95 acre-feet annually. Development proposed for the Alternative Project Site
alternative could consume approximately 392,382 gallons of water daily, or 440 acre-feet
annually, an increase of approximately 307,165 gallons daily or 345 acre-feet annually.

According to the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR, the projected average
water supply in year 2010 for the City of Los Angeles is expected to be 756,500 acre-feet per
year while the projected maximum total available water supply is expected to be 1,370,646 acre-
feet per year.139  Based on the a Citywide water use of approximately 667,467 acre-feet in 2000-
2001140, an increase of approximately 345 acre-feet as a result of development at this site would
be accommodated by the LADWP projected water supply for 2010. Further, a water supply
assessment conducted by the LADWP for the proposed Project at the Project Site, indicates that
the projected growth in water demand from the Alternative Project Site alternative of
approximately 339 acre-feet annually falls within the range of expected water demand growth
within the City.141 Therefore, it is expected that, as with the proposed Project, the LADWP will
have sufficient water supplies to serve the needs of the Alternative Project Site alternative during
normal and drought conditions and will not require additional infrastructure improvements. The
Alternative Project Site alternative will result in a less than significant water supply impact.

20. Sewers

Development at the Alternative Project Site currently generates approximately 98,328 gallons of
sewage daily. The Alternative Project Site alternative could generate approximately 361,525
gallons of sewage daily, an increase of approximately 263,197 gallons daily. According to the
Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR, the Tillman WRP currently operates at a
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surplus and an increase of approximately 263,197 gallons per day will not exceed the capacity of
the Tillman WRP. Therefore, as with the proposed Project, the Alternative Project Site
alternative would result in a less than significant impact to sewage treatment in the project area.

According to a sewer capacity analysis conducted by the City of Los Angeles - Bureau of
Engineering for the proposed Project, it is likely that sewers currently located in Corbin Avenue
and Nordhoff Street would have adequate capacity to facilitate construction of the proposed
Project at the Project Site. However, development of the Alternative Project Site may need to be
studied independently. Therefore, the Alternative Project Site alternative is not anticipated to
result in a significant impact to sewers in the project area.

21. Solid Waste

The Alternative Project Site is currently improved with approximately 327,758 square feet of
office uses and 327,758 square feet of industrial uses. Demolition of these improvements would
generate approximately 41,462 tons of debris. A portion of the materials could be recycled. The
remainder of the demolition debris will be disposed of at a landfill. 

Construction of the proposed project at the Alternative Project Site would generate
approximately 2,116 tons of debris. Based on the materials utilized during construction, it is
assumed that a portion of the debris could be recycled. The remainder of the construction debris
will be disposed of within a landfill. Any waste generation resulting from the construction phase
of the Alternative Project Site alternative would be temporary in nature and would not result in
long-term disposal of waste into any one landfill. Based on the temporary nature of the
construction phase and the limited amount of debris generated, the Alternative Project Site
alternative would result in a less than significant impact to solid waste during the construction
phase. 

Existing improvements at the Alternative Project Site generate approximately 22,452 pounds per
day of solid waste. The proposed project at the Alternative Project Site would generate
approximately 11,002 pounds of solid waste daily, a decrease of approximately 11,450 pounds of
solid waste daily. As with the proposed Project, the Alternative Project Site alternative will result
in a less than significant impact to solid waste.

A summary of the land use comparison between the proposed Project and project Alternatives is
presented in Table 133: Alternatives Land Use Summary.
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TABLE 133
ALTERNATIVES LAND USE SUMMARY

Project/Alternative Industrial/
Manufacturing

Warehouse/
Storage Office Retail Residential Retirement

Facility

Proposed Project
Compared to Existing

0
(397,450)

0
(131,800)

1,516,000
1,488,600

540,000
540,000

400
400

389 + 35
389 + 35

No Project Alternative
Compared to Project
Compared to Existing

0
0

(397,450)

123,800
(8,000)
(8,000)

0
(1,516,000)

(27,400)

0
(540,000)

0

0
(400)

0

389 + 35
0

389 + 35

All Residential Alternative
Compared to Project
Compared to Existing

0
0

(397,450)

0
0

(131,800)

0
(1,516,000)

(27,400)

0
(540,000)

0

4,660
4,260
4,660

389 + 35
0

389 + 35

Reduced Project Alternative
Compared to Project
Compared to Existing

0
0

(397,450)

0
0

(131,800)

151,875
(1,364,125)

124,475

0
(540,000)

0

54
(346)

54

389 + 35
0

389 + 35

Alternative Project Site Alternative
Compared to Project
Compared to Existing

0
0

(327,758)

0
0
0

1,516,000
0

1,188,242

540,000
0

540,000

400
0

400

0
(389 + 35)

0
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E. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

CEQA Section 15126.6 requires the selection of an environmentally superior alternative to the
proposed Project. Although the No Project Alternative must be analyzed, if the environmentally
superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally
superior alternative among the other alternatives. Generally, the environmentally superior
alternative is that which is considered to result in the generation of the least significant
environmental impacts. In this instance, the Reduced Project Alternative would be considered the
environmentally superior alternative. The proposed Project is anticipated to result in two
significant impacts: operational air quality and police protection services. The Reduced Project
Alternative would reduce to a less than significant level the operational air quality impact
anticipated from the proposed Project and would result in a significant impact to only police
protection services. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would result in only one
significant environmental impact which is police protection services.
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VIII. EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT

Per CEQA Section 15128, “An EIR shall contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that
various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were
therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR.”

The proposed Project did not address in detail potential impacts to areas such as agricultural
resources, cultural resources, and mineral resources. Potential impacts to the three identified
environmental issues were determined to be less than significant based on the lack of
identification of a substantial concentration of these resources in the General Plan Framework
EIR, the developed nature of the Project Site and Add Area, and the considerable length of time
that the Project Site and Add Area have been developed.  
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IX. INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

INTENDED USE OF THE MEIR

As defined by Section 15362 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an
Environmental Impact Report is an informational document which will inform public agency
decisionmakers and the public of the significant environmental effect of a project, identify ways
to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. Because
the proposed Project will require approval of various discretionary actions by the City of Los
Angeles, the proposed Project is subject to CEQA. The LADCP has been designated as the Lead
Agency for the proposed Project under CEQA. Under CEQA Article 11, there are many
variations of EIRs, as all environmental documents are intended to be tailored to different
situations and project conditions.

The proposed Project at the Project Site includes a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change.
While a specific development proposal has not yet been determined for the Project Site, a range
of potential future development scenarios that will fit within the proposed Plan Amendment and
Zone Change has been determined. Due to the nature of the proposed Project scenarios, it was
determined by the Lead Agency that a Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) would be
the most appropriate environmental document. 

The MEIR (CEQA Section 15175) is intended to identify potential mitigation measures early to
streamline later environmental analysis. As part of this Draft Master Environmental Impact
Report (Draft MEIR), a Project Area Initial Study (attached in Section IX) is proposed to be
utilized for subsequent projects if this MEIR is certified. At the time that a subsequent project is
proposed at the Project Site or Add Area, an Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) must be
filed with the LADCP. Following the filing of an EAF, LADCP will utilize the Project Area
Initial Study to determine whether the subsequent project is in conformance with the analysis
provided in the MEIR and whether the subsequent project is within the scope of the MEIR. If the
subsequent project is determined to be outside of the scope of the MEIR, either a Negative
Declaration or a Focused Environmental Impact Report will be required. 

After completion of the Project Area Initial Study, LADCP will determine all feasible mitigation
measures identified in the MEIR that should be adopted as part of the approval of the subsequent
project. Prior to a public hearing on the subsequent project, LADCP will provide notice of its
intent to utilize the MEIR for the subsequent project. The content of this notice will include, but
is not limited to, a brief description of the subsequent project; dates of the review period and
locations where the MEIR can be reviewed; notice of any pending public meetings or hearings
regarding the subsequent project; a list of significant environmental impacts anticipated as a
result of the subsequent project; and the mitigation measures identified by LADCP to be adopted
as part of the subsequent project approval. At the time of subsequent project approval, the Lead
Agency will recertify the MEIR and make a formal finding of conformance of the subsequent
project with the MEIR and make the identified mitigation measures a condition of the subsequent
project approval.
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK

ROOM 395, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES,  CALIFORNIA 90012

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST
CEQA Guidelines Section 15063

LEAD CITY AGENCY

Los Angeles Department of City Planning

ADDRESS

200 N. Spring St., Room 763 Los Angeles, CA 90012

DATE

CONTACT PERSON TELEPHONE NUMBER

(213)978-1355

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

PROJECT LOCATION

PROJECT TITLE/NO. CASE NO.

PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. “ DOES have significant changes from previous actions.

“ DOES NOT have significant changes from previous actions.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA AREA PLANNING COMMISSION STATUS:
     “ PRELIMINARY
     “ PROPOSED               
     “ ADOPTED                     date

EXISTING ZONING MAX. DENSITY ZONING
     “ DOES CONFORM TO PLAN

PLANNED LAND USE & ZONE MAX. DENSITY PLAN
     “ DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN

SURROUNDING LAND USES PROJECT DENSITY
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

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

“ Aesthetics “ Agriculture Resources “ Air Quality

“ Biological Resources “ Cultural Resources “ Geology /Soils

“ Hazards & Hazardous
Materials “ Hydrology / Water Quality “ Land Use / Planning

“ Mineral Resources “ Noise “ Population / Housing

“ Public Services “ Recreation “ Transportation/Traffic

“ Utilities / Service Systems “ Mandatory Findings of Significance

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

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

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

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

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

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

Signature Date

Signature Date
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

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

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

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

4) “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a
“Less Than Significant Impact.”  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level.

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In
this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the

scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards,
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis.

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

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

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

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

9) The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance
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Potentially
Significant
Impact and
Inconsistent
with MEIR

Potentially
Significant

Impact;
However, 
Consistent
with MEIR

 Potentially
Significant

Unless
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than
Significant

Impact
 No Impact

I. Aesthetics

The visual character of the project area is of a major commercial corridor. The range of development scenarios
analyzed in the MEIR proposes to continue the current commercial nature of the area with development of either
retail or office buildings. Therefore, the range of development analyzed in the MEIR will not substantially
degrade the existing visual character of the project area and surroundings.

There are no natural features, significant views, scenic vistas, or significant scenic resources identified by the
Community Plan in the project area. The range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not insert a
prominent feature that would alter the existing visual character of the area. The range of development analyzed in
the MEIR will not eliminate or substantially alter any natural features in the area. 

The range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not create or substantially change light or glare
projecting into or out of the project area that would adversely affect day or nighttime views.

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

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

II. Agricultural Resources

No Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance as shown on maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency are located on
the Project Site and Add Area. None of the development scenarios would result in other changes to the existing
environment that would result in the indirect conversion of farmland. The development scenarios analyzed in the
MEIR would not conflict with existing agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, the range of
development analyzed in the MEIR would not result in a significant impact to agricultural resources. 

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

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

“ “ “ “ “

III. Air Quality

Construction Phase Impacts

Estimated daily construction emissions for development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR are anticipated to
exceed the SCAQMD threshold for ROG during the finishing phase and PM10 during the Grading/Excavation
Phase. The development scenarios analyzed could result in significant impacts to air quality during construction
activities. However, with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, including SCAQMD Rule 403,
will reduce any construction air quality impacts to a less than significant level.

Operational Phase Impacts 

Long-term Project emissions would be generated by both stationary and mobile sources in the project area. The
development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR are anticipated to exceed thresholds of significance established by
the SCAQMD for ROG, NOx, and CO. After implementation of mitigation measures proposed in the MEIR,
daily operational emissions would still exceed SCAQMD thresholds of significance for CO, ROG, and NOx.
However, the state one- and eight-hour carbon monoxide (CO) standards by which local impacts are measures
would not be exceeded at worst-case receptor locations. Therefore, the range of development scenarios analyzed
in the MEIR would result in a significant and unavoidable impact to air quality during the operational phase due
to exceedance of thresholds of significance established for ROG, NOx, and CO. 

Consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan

The air quality analysis conducted for development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR indicates that the range of
development would not exacerbate existing violations of the State CO concentration standard and would 
therefore comply with Consistency Criterion 1 of the AQMP. The range of development scenarios analyzed in
the MEIR do not exceed growth projections in the General Plan and is therefore considered consistent with
Consistency Criterion 2 of the AQMP. Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR is considered
consistent with the AQMP.

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

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

“ “ “ “ “

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

“ “ “ “ “

d) Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations? “ “ “ “ “

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

IV. Biological Resources

Due to the existing urban development on and around the Project Site, the almost one hundred percent
impervious nature of the Project Site and Add Area, and the length of time that these conditions have existed,
there are no known or identified biological resources, including endangered or threatened species, at the Project
Site or Add Area. Therefore, the range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not result in habitat
modification, directly or indirectly, of identified candidate, sensitive, or special status species. 

The City of Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework EIR does not identify the project area as a
Biological Resource Area, an area known for providing habitat for threatened or endangered species. Further, the
project area is not located within an existing or proposed Significant Ecological Area (SEA) known for providing
habitat and movement corridors for both endangered and non-endangered species. There are no riparian habitat
nor protected wetlands identified in the project area. Therefore, the range of development analyzed in the MEIR
will not conflict with adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation Plans, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans. Additionally, proposed development scenarios will
not interfere substantially with the movement of fish or wildlife species.

There are no oak trees located on the Project Site or Add Area; therefore development scenarios analyzed in the
MEIR will not conflict with any local plans or preservation policies protecting biological resources.
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a) Have a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “
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V. Cultural Resources

The Project Site and Add Area are fully developed and there are no known or identified cultural resources on the
Project Site or Add Area. Construction of the proposed development scenarios is not anticipated to disturb any
human remains including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. Therefore, the development scenarios
analyzed in the MEIR would not result in a substantial adverse change to the significance of an historical,
archaeological, or paleontological resource. 

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

 VI. Geology and Soils

The Project Site and Add Area are not located within an established Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone for
surface fault rupture hazards. Based on available geologic data, active or potentially active faults with the
potential for surface fault rupture are not known to be located directly beneath or projecting toward the project
area. The project area could be subjected to strong ground shaking in the event of an earthquake however, this
hazard is common in Southern California and can be mitigated to a less than significant level.

Although the most recent depth to groundwater beneath the project area is estimated between approximately 41
to 66 feet, water levels could reach the historic high of 35 to 40 feet in the future. Based on historic groundwater
levels in nearby wells, there is a potential for shallow groundwater to have an adverse impact on the proposed
development scenarios. With the incorporation of mitigation measures, this potential will be reduced to a less
than significant level.
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According to the California Division of Mines and Geology, the southern portion of the Project Site is located
within an area identified as having a potential for liquefaction. The northern portion of the Project Site and the
entire Add Area are not located within an area identified as having a potential for liquefaction. As a result, a site
specific liquefaction analysis must be completed prior to completion of the proposed Project. With the
incorporation of mitigation measures, the proposed Project will result in a less than significant impact due to
liquefaction.

According to the City and County of Los Angeles Safety Element, the Project Site and Add Area are not within
an area identified as having a potential for slope instability. The project area is not located within an area of
potential inundation by earthquake induced dam failure, a coastal area, or an area prone to flooding. Therefore,
the range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not result in a significant impact to the project
area due to tsunamis, seiches, and flooding. 

The Project Site and Add Area are not within an area of known subsidence associated with fluid
withdrawal,(groundwater or petroleum), peat oxidation, or hydrocompaction.

a) Expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? “ “ “ “ “

iii) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction? “ “ “ “ “

iv) Landslides? “ “ “ “ “

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

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

“ “ “ “ “
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Phase I Environmental Assessment - Southeast Corner of Prairie Street and Corbin Avenue, October 7, 1996; and Phase I Environmental
Assessment Update - Proposed New Parcel Southeast Corner of Prairie Street and Corbin Avenue, March 10, 1999.
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d) Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

VII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Due to the historically industrial nature of the project area, the use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials
has been identified at the Project Site and Add Area. Contaminated soils and groundwater are not known to exist
on the Project Site and Add Area from previously reported accidents and were not identified during various
Phase I investigations conducted on the Project Site and Add Area.

A regulatory agency database search identified hazardous substance and/or hazardous waste sites within the
ASTM specified distances of the Project Site and Add Area. However, all cases identified are either closed or
under remediation and are unlikely to affect the Project Site and Add Area.142 With proper site investigation of
the Project Site and Add Area with respect to possible soil contamination prior to demolition and adherence to
code requirements, the proposed Project at the Project Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area
will result in a less than significant impact to soil contamination.

The range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not result in a significant hazard to the public or
the environment due to the routine transport, use, or disposal or hazardous materials or through the reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials. However, due to the age
of the existing structures on the Project Site, the potential for asbestos and lead-based paint does exist. A survey
of asbestos containing materials and lead based paint was not included in the scope of the Phase I Environmental
Assessment conducted on the Project Site. The demolition of any structures with asbestos containing materials or 
lead-based paint would have the potential to release these substances if they are not properly stabilized or 
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removed prior to demolition activity. Therefore, the Project could result in a significant impact to hazardous
materials due to the occurrence of asbestos containing materials and lead-based paint on site. With the
incorporation of mitigation measures to appropriately stabilize and/or remove asbestos containing materials and
lead-based paints proposed in the MEIR, the Project would result in a less than significant impact to hazardous
materials.

The project area is not located with an airport land use plan or near an air strip. Therefore, development scenarios
analyzed in the MEIR would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the area due to the
proximity to an air strip.

The project area is not located within one quarter mile of an existing or proposed school facility. Therefore, the
development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not result in a significant impact to school facilities or
emergency response plans due to hazardous materials. 

Development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not result in the impairment of an adopted emergency
response plan or an emergency evacuation plan. 

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

h) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas
or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

“ “ “ “ “

VIII. Hydrology and Water Quality

The proposed development scenarios will result in an increase in the amount of impervious surface on the Project
Site due to the removal of a small stand of trees located on the Project Site. However, due to the fully-developed
and impervious nature of the rest of the project area, the removal of this small piece of undeveloped land will
only increase the downstream flow by approximately 0.4 percent of the existing capacity. Therefore, the
proposed Project will not result in a significant impact to hydrology in the area based on alteration of the
movement or quantity of surface water sufficient to produce a substantial change in the current or direction of
water flow.  

The range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not substantially change the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area such that flooding or substantial erosion would result. Additionally, development will
not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. The range of development scenarios
analyzed in the MEIR would not result in a substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume.

The project area is currently located within Flood Zone X(No Shading) which is defined as being outside both
the 100- and 500-year flood plains. Therefore, the range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not
place housing or other structures within a 100-year flood zone.
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Due to the location of the project area inland, the potential for risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding,
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow is considered low. Therefore, the Project at the Project Site and
development scenarios analyzed at the Add Area will result in a less than significant to hydrology.   

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

b) Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or
 interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g.,
the production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which would
not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been
granted)?

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality? “ “ “ “ “

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

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

“ “ “ “ “

i) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as
a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

“ “ “ “ “

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow? “ “ “ “ “

IX. Land Use and Planning

Zoning

All of the anticipated commercial and residential uses in the proposed development scenarios are allowable under
the C2-1 zoning designation.  Based on the size of the Project Site and type of proposed development, the
maximum yield of floor area on the Project Site is approximately 1,668,000 square feet, or an FAR of 1.08:1
which does not exceed the allowable C2-1 FAR of 1.5:1. The proposed six story height is allowed within the C2-
1 zone. Due to the existing office-related nature of the Project Site, a Zone Change from MR2-1 to C2-1 would
not result in a legal non conforming use on the Project Site and would not create a substantial conflict with
relevant zoning regulations.

The Add Area properties cover 673,437 square feet (15.4 acres) of land area, which allows for a floor area of
approximately 1,010,156 square feet. The maximum yield of the development scenarios at the Add Area is
approximately 586,000 square feet of floor area, or an FAR of 0.58:1 which does not exceed the allowable C2-1
FAR of 1.5:1. The proposed six story height is allowed within the C2-1 zone. With the approval of a General
Plan Amendment and Zone Change, the development scenarios analyzed will result in a less than significant
impact as a result of inconsistencies with the existing and proposed zoning.

Due to the industrial nature of the Add Area, existing land uses in the Add Area including manufacturing and
public storage would be considered legal, non-conforming uses. If the requested Zone Change and General Plan
Amendment are approved, this land use inconsistency is considered a significant impact before mitigation.
However, with incorporation of the proposed mitigation measure, the development scenarios analyzed for the
Add Area will result in a less than significant land uses impact due to inconsistencies with the Zoning and
General Plan designations. 



CORBIN AND NORDHOFF                                                       IX. INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
ENV 2002-1230-EIR

Potentially
Significant
Impact and
Inconsistent
with MEIR

Potentially
Significant

Impact;
However, 
Consistent
with MEIR

 Potentially
Significant

Unless
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than
Significant

Impact
 No Impact

544

Framework Element

The proposed Zone Change and General Plan Amendment would result in a decrease of 35.5 acres, or 0.1
percent, of industrially designated land on a Citywide basis and a corresponding increase of 35.5 acres, or 0.2
percent, in commercially designated land on a Citywide basis. The scale of change in land use designations is not
considered significant by itself.  With adoption of the General Plan Amendment from Light Industrial to
Community Commercial, the proposed Zone Change would be considered consistent. Therefore, the range of
development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not result in a significant impact due to an inconsistency
between the Zoning and Land Use designation.   

Land Use Compatibility

A land use compatibility analysis concluded that the proposed residential and commercial uses would not be
considered to conflict with the existing commercial type land uses located to the south and east of the Project
Site. The properties zoned and designated for Light Industrial uses to the west and north of the Project Site 
consist of uses that, with the exception of the tennis center and skate park, are fully contained within their 
respective buildings. These uses do not generate potentially objectionable noise, odors, or smoke. As a result,
although these properties are zoned for industrial uses, due to the office nature of activities on the properties, 
they are considered to be compatible with adjacent, commercially zoned uses. Thus, a significant impact to land
use compatibility at the Project Site is not anticipated from off-site uses.  Therefore, the range of development
scenarios analyzed in the MEIR would not create a significant impact to land use compatibility.

Land use compatibility issues are related to potential conflicts of the Add Area with existing off-site land uses
and potential conflicts of existing off-site uses with future on-site uses. A land use compatibility analysis for the
Add Area concluded that the proposed residential and commercial uses would not conflict with the existing
commercial type land uses located to the north and east of the Add Area.   The properties zoned and designated
for Light Industrial uses to the west and south of the Add Area which are fully contained within their respective
buildings and do not generate potentially objectionable noise, odors, or smoke. As a result, these uses are
considered to be compatible with the proposed adjacent commercially designated properties. A significant impact
to land use compatibility at the Project Site and Add Area is not anticipated from off-site uses.   

General Plan Elements

The proposed Zone Change and General Plan Amendment at the Project Site and Add Area would result in a
decrease of approximately 50.0 acres, or 4.4 percent, of industrially designated land and a corresponding increase
of 35.5 acres, or 8.2 percent, of commercially designated land within the Chatsworth-Porter Ranch Community
Plan which is not considered significant by itself. Therefore, the range of development scenarios analyzed in the
MEIR will result in a less than significant impact due to an inconsistency between Zoning and Land Use
designation. 

Although the proposed General Plan Amendment will result in a reduction of industrially designated land, lands
on three sides of the General Plan Amendment Request area are already zoned, designated, and developed with
commercial uses; the General Plan Amendment Request area is separated from other industrially designated
lands by Corbin Avenue; and non-industrial uses have previously been permitted within the project vicinity
(Homeplace Retirement facility, public storage, skate park, tennis facility). The General Plan Amendment is
requested because it will encourage consistency between the existing land use designation and the existing use of
the property. Further, with coordination of land use designation and use for commercial purposes, the General 
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Plan Amendment could encourage the conservation of other industrial lands in the Community Plan that are
actually utilized for industrial purposes currently. Therefore, the proposed General Plan Amendment and Zone
Change will result in a less than significant impact to the Land Use Element due to an incompatibility with land
uses in the area.

The range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not conflict with any applicable land use plans,
policies, or regulations including Community Plans and Regional Plans. Further, development will not conflict
with applicable habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans.

a) Physically divide an established
community? “ “ “ “ “

b) Conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program,
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “
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X. Mineral Resources

There are no known or identified mineral resources located at the Project Site. Therefore, the range of
development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will result in a less than significant impact to mineral resources.

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

XI. Noise 

Construction Phase Impacts

Construction of the range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will result in temporary increases in
ambient noise levels in the project area on an intermittent basis.  The increase in noise would likely result in a
temporary annoyance to nearby sensitive receptors. However, the incremental increase in noise levels is less than
the significance threshold of a five decibel increase over the existing ambient noise level. Therefore, the range of
development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will result in a less than significant impact to noise levels at
sensitive receptors. 

Operational Phase Impacts

The predominant operational noise source for the development scenarios is vehicular traffic. The incremental
increase in the noise level under each development scenario would not be perceptible by the general public and
would not exceed the significance threshold determined by the Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise
Environment for an increase in noise level.  Therefore, the range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR
will result in a less than significant impact to noise levels at sensitive receptors.
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a) Exposure of persons to or generation
of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “
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XII. Population and Housing

The population increase within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area that would result from the
development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not exceed the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework
EIR population projection for the Plan area. Therefore, the range of development options analyzed in the MEIR
will not result in a significant impact to population or public services as a result of a population increase. 

The increase in housing units within the Chatsworth - Porter Ranch Community Plan Area as a result of the
development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not exceed the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework
EIR housing projection for the Plan Area. Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not
result in a significant impact to housing in the area. 

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “
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XIII. Public Services 

Police

The range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR has the potential to increase population in the area by
approximately1,797 residents and approximately 5,089 employees. Based on LAPD staffing requirements, this
increase could require the need for approximately seven additional officers. Due to existing understaffed
conditions in the Devonshire Area, a potential increase in required officers may result in a significant impact on
police services in the project area due to increased staffing needs and delayed response times.

The LAPD has indicated that intersections operating at a LOS of E or F could have a significant adverse impact
on police protection services. The range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not increase the
number of intersections operating at a LOS of E or F and will not decrease the LOS at intersections already
operating at these conditions. Therefore, the development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not result in a
significant impact on police services due to intersection conditions. 

Based on the development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR, with the incorporation of mitigation measures
proposed under the MEIR any potential impacts to police services will be reduced to the greatest extent possible.
However, the development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR would result in a significant impact to police
protection services.

Fire

A hydraulic analysis was performed on the existing water distribution system, in the vicinity of the proposed
development, to simulate additional demands at critical locations in the system. The existing water distribution
system is capable of handling a variable amount of additional flow, as determined by the Los Angeles Water
Distribution Engineer. 

Based on response distance criteria, fire protection of the Project Site would be considered inadequate. However,
with incorporation of mitigation measures proposed under the MEIR, any potential impacts due to response time
will be mitigated to a less than significant level.

The LAFD has indicated that intersections operating with a Level of Service (LOS) of E or F could have a
significant adverse impact on fire protection services. The range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR
will not increase the number of intersections operating at a LOS of E or F. Therefore, with the incorporation of
mitigation measures proposed under the MEIR, all fire protection services impacts will be mitigated to a less than
significant level.

Libraries

The range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR would generate a maximum of 1,797 new residents to
86,531 residents. Based on the current service capacity of the Porter Ranch Library (approximately 100,000
residents), the demand for library services would not exceed the level of service available at the library branch
currently serving the project area. Additionally, the Northridge Branch and the Chatsworth Branch Libraries are
anticipated to open in late 2003 which will increase the capacity of library services in the project area. Therefore,
the development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will result in a less than significant impact to library services in
the area. 
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Schools

Schools serving the project area include Calahan Elementary School, Nobel Middle School, and Cleveland High
School. School service needs are related to the size of the residential population, the geographic area served, and
community characteristics. The range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR have the potential to
generate a maximum of twenty eight new students.

Both Calahan and Nobel schools are anticipated to have the necessary capacity to accommodate the maximum
number of potential students generated by the proposed Project. Cleveland High School is projected to have a
population that exceeds its operating capacity. However, as within other LAUSD schools, Cleveland High
School could begin to operate on a four-track, year-round school calendar, as opposed to the current one-track,
traditional calendar. The four-track, year-round calendar allows for an increase of approximately twenty five
percent in the enrollment at a particular school annually. With implementation of the proposed fee mitigation
measure, the proposed development scenarios at the Project Site and Add Area will result in a less than
significant impact to school services in the area. 

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

Fire protection? “ “ “ “ “

Police protection? “ “ “ “ “

Schools? “ “ “ “ “

Parks? “ “ “ “ “

Other public facilities? “ “ “ “ “
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XIV. Recreation 

Currently, there is no open space or parkland on the Project Site or Add Area. Further, there are no existing
recreational facilities, active or passive, located on the Project Site or Add Area. The range of development
scenarios analyzed in the MEIR does not include the construction or removal of open space or parkland.
Currently, the Chatsworth -Porter Ranch Community Plan Area provides a ratio of 32.5 acres of parkland per
1,000 residents. As a result of the worst case development scenario analyzed in the MEIR for the Project Site and
Add Area, the ratio of acres of parkland per 1,000 residents will be reduced to 31.8. However, this ratio of 31.8
acres of parkland per 1,000 residents is still greater than both the City of Los Angeles requirement of 4 acres of
parkland per 1,000 residents and the City of Los Angeles provision of 4.25 acres per 1,000 residents.

Based on the number of recreational facilities available in the project area, the range of development options
analyzed in the MEIR will not result in an increased demand on recreational facilities that cannot be absorbed by
existing facilities in the area. Further, development analyzed in the MEIR will be required to pay in-lieu park
fees, otherwise known as Quimby fees, as required by the City’s Ordinance (No. 141,422) and as set forth in the
City’s Zoning Code (Section 17.12). Therefore, the range of development analyzed in the MEIR will not result in
a significant impact to recreational facilities in the project area. 

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “
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XV. Transportation/Traffic

The range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR is expected to generate a maximum of 13,136 net new
daily trip ends during a typical weekday 24-hour period (6,568 inbound and 6,568 outbound trips). During the
AM peak hour, the Project is expected to generate a maximum of 1,091 net new vehicle trips (981 inbound and
110 outbound). During the PM peak hour, the Project is expected to generate a maximum of 1,249 net new
vehicle trips (222 inbound and 1,027 outbound).

Thirty nine study intersections were evaluated using the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) method of analysis
which determines Volume-to-Capacity (v/c) ratios on a critical lane basis. A maximum of seventeen of the study
intersections are expected to operate at LOS D or better during the AM and/or PM peak hours with the addition
of growth in ambient traffic and traffic due to related projects. Twenty two study intersections are anticipated to
operate at LOS E or F with the addition of growth in ambient traffic and related projects traffic during peak
hours. According to LADOT impact criteria, the range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR would
create a significant impact to a maximum of twenty four study intersections, as a result of the worst case scenario
Full Project Buildout. Incremental but not significant impacts are noted at the remaining study intersections due
to the analyzed development scenarios.

Congestion Management Plan Traffic Impact Assessment

The CMP TIA guidelines require that intersection monitoring locations must be examined if the Project will add
50 or more trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak periods. The Project will not add 50 or more trips
during the AM or PM peak hours at the CMP monitoring intersections and therefore, no further review of
potential impacts to intersection monitoring locations which are part of the CMP highway system is required.

Further, the CMP TIA guidelines require that freeway monitoring locations must be examined if the Project will
add 150 or more trips (in either direction) during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. The Project will not
add 150 or more trips (in either direction) during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours at CMP mainline
freeway monitoring locations and therefore, no further review of potential impacts to freeway monitoring
locations which are part of the CMP highway system is required.

Parking associated with commercial and retail development at the Project Site will adhere to the City of Los
Angeles Municipal Code. Therefore, the proposed development scenarios will result in a less than significant
impact to parking. 

The range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will result in significant transportation impacts at a
maximum of twenty four of the thirty nine study intersections. Due to differing levels of development between
potential development scenarios, differing traffic distribution between potential development scenarios, and the
level of development at the time of implementation of a specific mitigation measure, the need for a specific
improvement may differ. However, the identified improvement at each intersection will not be different from one
development scenario to another.

With the incorporation of mitigation measures, the development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will result in a
less than significant impact to traffic and the existing transportation system. 
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a) Cause an increase in traffic which is
substantial in relation to the existing
traffic load and capacity of the street
system (i.e., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of vehicle
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on
roads, or congestion at intersections)?

“ “ “ “ “

b) Exceed, either individually or
cumulatively, a level of service standard
established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads
or highways?

“ “ “ “ “

c) Result in a change in air traffic
patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks?

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

e) Result in inadequate emergency
access? “ “ “ “ “

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? “ “ “ “ “

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans,
or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle
racks)?

“ “ “ “ “
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XVI. Utilities and Service Systems

Electricity

Electricity demand as a result of the proposed development scenarios will increase by approximately 15,624,409
KwH annually. According to LADWP, the proposed increase will not adversely impact the existing electricity
distribution system. Further, the proposed increase will not result in the need for new or major modifications to
generation or distribution systems. Therefore, the range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will
result in a less than significant impact to the electrical utility in the project area.

Natural Gas

The range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR would increase natural gas demand by approximately
4,162,758 cubic feet monthly. The Southern California Gas Company has indicated that they have adequate
supply for estimated demand in the foreseeable future and future service problems are not anticipated. Given the
land use intensities proposed for the Project Site, the Gas Company would not require a major modification to
the local distribution system. Therefore, the range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not result
in a significant impact to natural gas provision.

Water 

Domestic water service for the Project Site is anticipated to be provided by the LADWP, the agency that
currently provides water service to the area. The range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will
increase water demand in the project area by approximately 303,119 gallons per day (339 acre-feet annually). A
water supply assessment conducted by the LADWP, indicates that the projected growth in water demand from
the development scenarios falls within the range of expected water demand growth within the City. Therefore,
the range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will result in a less than significant water supply
impact.

Wastewater/Sewers

The project area is currently served by the Tillman Water Reclamation Plant. The range of development
scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will increase sewage generation by approximately 276,978 gallons per day
(gpd). Based on an operating capacity of 80,000,000 gpd and a daily collection of 40,382,924 gpd in 1990, an
increase of approximately 276,978 gpd would not exceed capacity of the Tillman WRP. Therefore, the range of
development scenarios will not require expansion or development of new facilities and will not result in a
significant impact to regional sewage treatment plants. 

According to the City of Los Angeles - Bureau of Engineering, the sewer systems in Nordhoff Street and Corbin
Avenue, both contiguous to the Project Site, are anticipated to provide sufficient capacity to adequately convey
all tributary flow resulting from the Project Site and Add Area. Therefore, the proposed Project at the Project
Site and development scenarios analyzed for the Add Area will result in a less than significant impact to local
sewers in the area. However, if development upstream of or within the Add Area does occur, local sewers in
Melvin Avenue, Prairie Street, and Shirley Avenue must be studied independently for capacity sufficiency.
Therefore, the range of development scenarios analyzed in the MEIR will not result in a significant impact to
local sewers.
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a) Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “
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XVII. Mandatory Findings of Significance –

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “

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

“ “ “ “ “
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X. AGENCIES CONSULTED

CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Lead Agency
Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles CA 90012
Maya Zaitzevsky, Project Coordinator

Department of Public Works
Bureau of Engineering
Valley District - 81
14410 Sylvan Street, 2nd Floor
Van Nuys  CA  91401-2615
Mr. David Yoest
Ms. Susan Rocha

Department of Transportation
221 N. Figueroa Street
Los Angeles CA 90012
Ms. Susan Eisenbarth

Department of Water and Power
Environmental Assessment
111 N Hope Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Mr. Charles Halloway

Department of Water and Power
Water Engineering Services Section
111 North Hope Street
Los Angeles CA 90012
Ms. Gayle Glauz, West Valley District Engineer

Fire Department 
City Hall East, Room 920
200 North Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Inspector Jackson
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Los Angeles Public Library
630 West Fifth Street
Los Angeles CA 90071
Ms. Patricia Kiefer, Director of Branches

Los Angeles Unified School District
Environmental Health Division
Mr. Ray Dippel

Police Department
Devonshire Station
10250 Etiwanda Avenue
Northridge, CA 91325
Captain Joseph Curreri
Mr. Derek Brown

OTHER AGENCIES CONSULTED

Southern California Gas Company
Environmental Division
P.O. Box 2300--ML 9331
Chatsworth, CA 91313-2300   
Ms. Sylvia Ornelas

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANT

Planning Associates, Inc.
4040 Vineland Ave, Suite 108
Studio City CA 91604
Mr. Dwight Steinert
Ms. Carrie Riordan

TECHNICAL CONSULTANTS

Linscott, Law & Greenspan
Traffic Engineers
234 E. Colorado Boulevard, Suite 400
Pasadena CA 91101
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Law/Crandall
Soils, Geology, Seismic Conditions
200 Citadel Drive
Los Angeles CA 90040

Terry A. Hayes Associates
Air Quality, Noise
6083 Bristol Parkway
Suite 200
Culver City CA 90230

GM Engineering
Hydrology
14401 Gilmore Street
Suite 100
Van Nuys CA 91401

American Environmental Specialists, Inc.
Phase I Environmental Assessment
7400 Center Avenue 
Suite 113
Huntington Beach  CA  92647
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