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STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
320 WEST 4TH STREET, SUITE 500 

LOS ANGELES, CA  90013 

March 27, 2014 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles CA, 90012 

Re: SCH 2014061030 – Los Angeles 4051 South Alameda Street Project - DEIR 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) has jurisdiction over the safety of highway-
rail crossings (crossings) in California. The California Public Utilities Code requires Commission 
approval for the construction or alteration of crossings and grants the Commission exclusive power 
on the design, alteration and closure of crossings.  The Commission’s Rail Crossings Engineering 
Branch (RCEB) is in receipt of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 4051 South 
Alameda Street project.  The City of Los Angeles (City) is the lead agency. 

The 41st Street at-grade crossing (ID: CPUC No. 001BBH-486.13 and DOT No. 747835D) and the 
38th Place crossing (ID: CPUC No. 001BG-486.00 and DOT No. 747607R) are located 
immediately on the west and east sides of the project site respectively.  Currently, there are over 
100 combined light-rail and freight train movements per day at the 41st Street crossing, with a 
maximum speed of 30 miles per hour. 

According to the DEIR, the proposed Industrial Park Warehouse project will generate 
approximately 342 truck trips per day.  While the DEIR concludes that the additional traffic would 
not significantly affect the level of service of the key intersections in the surrounding roadway 
system, RCEB has concerns on whether the existing simultaneous preemption at the above 
crossings can adequately clear design vehicles off the tracks prior to train arrivals.  RECB 
recommends the City to investigate current preemption operations at the two (2) crossing locations 
and implement appropriate safety mitigations if it is needed.  Any development adjacent to or near 
the railroad right-of-way (ROW) should be planned with the safety of the rail corridor in mind.  

Modification to an existing public rail crossing requires authorization from the Commission.  RCEB 
representatives are available for consultation on any potential safety impacts or concerns at 
crossings.  Please continue to keep RCEB informed of the project’s development.  More information 
can be found at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/safety/Rail/Crossings/index.htm. 

If you have any questions, please contact Ken Chiang at (213) 576-7076 or Chi Cheung To at (213) 
576-5766. 

Sincerely, 

Chi Cheung To, P.E. 
Utilities Engineer 
Rail Crossings Engineering Section 
Safety and Enforcement Division 

CC: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Draft EIR for 4051 S. Alameda St. - Comments on Water Supply Section by LADWP
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 12:07:47 PM
Attachments: 4051 South Alameda Request for Comments.pdf

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Moosbrugger, Earl <Earl.Moosbrugger@ladwp.com>
Date: Thu, Mar 5, 2015 at 10:07 AM
Subject: Draft EIR for 4051 S. Alameda St. - Comments on Water Supply Section by
LADWP
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: "Holloway, Chuck" <Charles.Holloway@ladwp.com>, "Parker, Nadia"
<Nadia.Parker@ladwp.com>, "Eatinger, Stephanie"
<Stephanie.Eatinger@ladwp.com>, "Kwan, Delon" <Delon.Kwan@ladwp.com>,
"Nikolajevs, Val" <Val.Nikolajevs@ladwp.com>

Hello Srimal Hewawitharana,

We are submitting to you the following comments to the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the 4051 South Alameda Street Project (City Case No.
ENV-2012-920-EIR; State Clearinghouse No. 2014061030). These comments reflect
our review of the Water Supply chapter only for matters related to water resources
for the project; you may receive additional comments from other divisions at
LADWP, separately, for other respective areas in the DEIR, such as water
infrastructure capacity, etc.

1. The last sentences of the first paragraphs of p. IV.H-5 and p. B-175 of the
DEIR – see excerpt below – indicate a 2007-2011 average annual flow value.
Footnote 7 (p.IV.H-5) and 6 (p. B-175) specify the source (dated May 2008) for
the 2007-2011 average annual flow value; however, the source does not contain
the 2007-2011 actual/projected average annual flow values. Therefore, please
replace the footnotes on p.Iv.H-5 and p. B-175.

Paragraph Excerpt from DEIR, p. IV.H-5 and p. B-175 of Attachment B of Appendix
III of DEIR:

“To serve the residents, businesses, and industries of Los Angeles, the LADWP has
more than 7,200 miles of pipelines; 699,600 service connections; 59,346 fire
hydrants; over 70 pumping stations; and 110 reservoirs and tanks. From 2007 to
2011, the LADWP supplied about 197 billion gallons of water annually for the City’s
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residential and business services.6”

Foot note Excerpt from DEIR, p.IV.H-5 and p. B-175 of Attachment B of Appendix
III of DEIR:

“ Villaraigosa, Antonia R. Securing L.A.’s Water Supply. Prepared by the City of Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power. May 2008.”

Replace footnote above from DEIR, p.IV.H-5 and p. B-175 with the following, and
include the date accessed within the quote below:

“City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power, ladwp.com > About Us >
Water > Past & Present (https://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/faces/ladwp/aboutus/a-
water/a-w-pastandpresent?_adf.ctrl-state=il7srf7qf_4&_afrLoop=399895236462180)
– Accessed on X/XX/20XX.”

2. The first sentence after the bullet point list of p. B-178 of Attachment B of
Appendix III of DEIR – see excerpt below – appears to imply that sufficient water
supplies are available to serve the proposed project because a water supply
assessment is not required for this project.

Excerpt from DEIR, p. B-178

“Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to utilities
and service systems, and no further analysis related to having sufficient water
supplies available to serve the proposed project from existing entitlements and
resources is warranted.”

However, the methodology for determining whether the project’s demand is included
in supply projections is not based on water supply assessment requirements.
Instead, it is based on demographic projections included in the Regional
Transportation Plan by the Southern California Association of Governments.
Therefore, additional clarification should be provided as follows:
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Replace above Excerpt from DEIR,p. B-178 of Attachment B of Appendix III of DEIR:

“Proposed Project is consistent with growth projections anticipated by the
SCAG.  Consistency with the demographic projection for the City from the
2012 RTP is required for Proposed Project.  City’s water demand
projection in the 2010 UWMP was developed based on the 2008 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) demographic projection by the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) using the 2000 U.S. Census
for the City. The 2012 RTP demographic projection for the City was based
on the 2010 U.S. Census, and is lower than the 2008 RTP demographic
projection. The region’s economic growth is usually a major factor behind
net migration and the consequent population growth. The economic
recession of 2007-2009 had a negative impact on the region’s population
growth, resulting in decrease in population growth from 2000 Census to
2010 Census. Our preliminary analysis shows that the City water demand
projection to year 2035 based on demographic projection from 2012 RTP
using population, housing and employment, as well as water conservation,
and weather will be lower than the City’s water demand projection in the
2010 UWMP. As a result, City’s water supply projections in the 2010
UWMP are sufficient to meet the City’s water demand projections based
on the 2012 RTP.”

3. The last sentence of the third paragraph of p.IV.H-8 of the DEIR, see below
in bold, appears to imply that the project would not require new water and
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing treatment plants because
of sufficient capacity at Hyperion Treatment Plant.

Excerpt from DEIR, p. IV.H-8

“Therefore, with the increased expansion of the HTP service area and a
remaining capacity of approximately 88 mgd at HTP, there would be no
impacts to utilities and service systems related to the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities.”

However, with respect to water treatment, it is not accurate to estimate the capacity
of the existing water treatment plant (LAAFP – Los Angeles Aqueduct Filtration Plant)
to meet project demand based on wastewater treatment plant data.  Please remove
any reference to water treatment from the last sentence of the third paragraph of
p.IV.H-8 of the DEIR and address water treatment, separately, using the following:

“The maximum water treatment capacity at the LAAFP is 600 million
gallons per day, or approximately 672,000 acre-fee per year (AFY).  LAAFP
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typically treats water from LAA (Los Angeles Aqueduct) and purchases
from MWD (Metropolitan Water District).  The current average annual
flow through LAAFP is approximately 362 million gallons per day, or
405,000 AFY – Acre-feet per year –  (averaged over CY 2013). Exhibit
11E, of LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), shows
that the total annual water supplies from LAA and MWD between years
2020 through 2035 are less than 470,000 AFY.  The project’s water
demand is accounted for in the City’s future projected
demands. Consequently, the current treatment capacity of LAAFP is
estimated to be adequate to accommodate future demands. Therefore,
there would be no impacts to utilities and service systems related to the
construction of new water treatment facilities.”

4. The last sentence of the last paragraph of p. B-177 of Attachment B of
Appendix III of the DEIR –  see excerpt below in bold – appears to imply that the
project would not require new water and wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing treatment plants because of sufficient capacity at Hyperion
Treatment Plant.

Excerpt from DEIR, p. B-177 of Attachment B of Appendix III of DEIR:

“Therefore, with the increased expansion of the HTP service area and a
remaining capacity of approximately 88 mgd at HTP, there would be no
impacts to utilities and service systems related to the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of facilities, causing
significant environmental effects and no further analysis is warranted.”

However, with respect to water treatment , it is not accurate to estimate the
capacity of the existing water treatment plant (LAAFP – Los Angeles Aqueduct
Filtration Plant) to meet project demand based on wastewater treatment plant data.
Please remove any reference to water treatment from the last sentence of the last
paragraph of p. B-177 of Attachment B  of Appendix III of the DEIR and address
water treatment,  separately, using the following:

“The maximum treatment capacity at the LAAFP is 600 million gallons per
day, or approximately 672,000 acre-fee per year (AFY).  LAAFP typically
treats water from LAA and purchases from MWD.  The current average
annual flow through LAAFP is approximately 362 million gallons per day,
or 405,000 AFY (averaged over CY 2013). Exhibit 11E, of LADWP’s 2010
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), shows that the total annual
water supplies from LAA and MWD between years 2020 through 2035 are
less than 470,000 AFY.  The project’s water demand is accounted for in
the City’s future projected demands.  Consequently, the current treatment
plant capacity of LAAFP is estimated to be adequate to accommodate

D1-4,
Cntd

D1-5

LETTER D1



future demands. Therefore, there would be no impacts to utilities and
service systems related to the construction of new water treatment
facilities.”

If you have any questions, please let me know.

Thank you!

Earl Moosbrugger, PE

Resources Development and Supply Assessment Group

Water Resources

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

111 N. Hope Street, Room 1450

Los Angeles, CA 90012

(213) 367-2527

-------------------------Confidentiality Notice--------------------------
This electronic message transmission contains information from the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, which may be
confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this
information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the
original message and any attachment without reading or saving in any manner.
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 2:52:44 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Andrew Altamirano <andrew_altamirano@yahoo.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 6, 2015 at 2:03 PM
Subject: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
To: LA City Planning Department <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Mayor Eric
Garcetti <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>, CD 1 Gilbert Cedillo
<councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org>, CD 2 Paul Krekorian
<councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org>, CD 3 Bob Blumenfield
<councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org>, CD 4 Tom LaBonge
<councilmember.Labonge@lacity.org>, CD 5 Paul Koretz <paul.koretz@lacity.org>,
CD 6 Nury Martinez <councilmember.martinez@lacity.org>, CD 7 Felipe Fuentes
<councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org>, CD 8 Bernard Parks
<councilmember.parks@lacity.org>, "CD 9 Curren D. Price"
<councilmember.price@lacity.org>, "CD 10 Herb J. Wesson"
<councilmember.wesson@lacity.org>, CD 11 Mike Bonin
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, CD 12 Mitchell Englander
<councilmember.englander@lacity.org>, CD 13 Mitch O'Farrell
<councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org>, CD 14 Jose Huizar
<councilmember.huizar@lacity.org>, CD 15 Joe Buscaino
<councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org>, "Supervisor 1 Hilda L. Solis"
<hildasolis@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 2 Mark Ridley-Thomas
<markridleythomas@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 3 Sheila Kuehl
<sheila@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 4 Don Knabe <don@bos.lacounty.gov>,
"Supervisor 5 Michael D. Antonovich" <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>

02/27/2015 23:18:32
Andrew Altamirano
Zip Code 90026

South LA Sweatshops will
have long term detrimental health impact to the residents of South Central
Los Angeles  The City Planning Department has announced its intention to
allow 4 warehouses to be built with a substandard Draft Environmental
Impact Report (Case Number: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA,
DIR-2013-887-SPR), a move Farm representatives and the community say will
have long term detrimental health impacts for local South LA residents.
Plans call for 4 warehouse facilities that will draw some 75 diesel big
rigs into the area every day, creating an intolerable concentration of
diesel fumes and particulate matter in a neighborhood in a warehousing
district already saturated with such exhaust, posing the danger of
increased risks of cancer, emphysema, asthma, and increased
hospitalizations to poor people of color who live in the district. South
Central Farm representative Tezozomoc said, “This is an unmistakable
and undeniable threat to the health and well being of the people who live
here, and that the City Planning Department has accepted a substandard
Draft Environmental Impact Report on behalf of PIMA is a clear cut example
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of environmental racism.” I call on the city, “ to
unconditionally reject the DEIR and return the land to the community to
anchor an environmental justice project to begin to clean up the
community”.  It is clear that Los Angeles City has failed the
residents of South LA by considering a substandard DEIR.  In 2008 the City
of Los Angeles reviewed a project submitted by Horowitz to do one warehouse
that encompassed 437,196 sq. ft. (see Case No. ENV-2008-799-MND, VTT-61482,
DIR-2008-841-SPR, aka 41st and Alameda Warehouse Project) and at that time
there would be 264 truck trips per day. In the recent DEIR PIMA will be
developing 481,022 sq. ft. of warehouse space; comprised of 4 buildings and
over 2000 car trips per day.  In PIMA’s proposal they claim a mere 75
trip trucks a day.  There is a difference of 189 truck trips per days for a
warehouse space that is 10% larger.  There is a difference of 70% in truck
trips.  What is problematic with this assumption is that all further
analysis will be based on the underspecified 75 truck trips per day.  While
this under estimation of the truck trips may get the project approved by
the City; the city under Jan Perry has supported this project, it will have
long negative impact on the residents of South Los Angeles. In the realm
of Air Quality Health Risk Assessment the truck trips are further down
estimated to 31 diesel fueled trucks per day.  The Kleinfelder’s
Health Risk Analysis is faulty because it also assumes a degraded amount of
truck trips per day; 75 truck trips per day.  Regional Air Quality The
air quality in Southern California does not meet the state and federal
standards. The American Lung Association consistently gives Los Angeles
County failing grades in the amount of ozone and particulate pollution in
the air. Although smog levels are impacted by seasons and weather patterns,
smog is visible in the air on most days. Online location of the 2015
DEIR: http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/4051SoAlamedaStProj/Index.pdf 2008
MND by Horowitz http://1drv.ms/1BiXQ2k, http://1drv.ms/1BiY6OM
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 2:47:05 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Valerie Belt <vbelt@hotmail.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 6, 2015 at 1:59 PM
Subject: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
To: LA City Planning Department <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Mayor Eric
Garcetti <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>, CD 1 Gilbert Cedillo
<councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org>, CD 2 Paul Krekorian
<councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org>, CD 3 Bob Blumenfield
<councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org>, CD 4 Tom LaBonge
<councilmember.Labonge@lacity.org>, CD 5 Paul Koretz <paul.koretz@lacity.org>,
CD 6 Nury Martinez <councilmember.martinez@lacity.org>, CD 7 Felipe Fuentes
<councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org>, CD 8 Bernard Parks
<councilmember.parks@lacity.org>, "CD 9 Curren D. Price"
<councilmember.price@lacity.org>, "CD 10 Herb J. Wesson"
<councilmember.wesson@lacity.org>, CD 11 Mike Bonin
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, CD 12 Mitchell Englander
<councilmember.englander@lacity.org>, CD 13 Mitch O'Farrell
<councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org>, CD 14 Jose Huizar
<councilmember.huizar@lacity.org>, CD 15 Joe Buscaino
<councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org>, "Supervisor 1 Hilda L. Solis"
<hildasolis@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 2 Mark Ridley-Thomas
<markridleythomas@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 3 Sheila Kuehl
<sheila@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 4 Don Knabe <don@bos.lacounty.gov>,
"Supervisor 5 Michael D. Antonovich" <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>

02/27/2015 20:59:08
Valerie Belt
Zip Code 90272

South LA Sweatshops will have long term detrimental health impact to the residents
of South Central Los Angeles

The City Planning Department has announced its intention to allow 4 warehouses to
be built with a substandard Draft Environmental Impact Report (Case Number: ENV-
2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR), a move Farm
representatives and the community say will have long term detrimental health
impacts for local South LA residents. Plans call for 4 warehouse facilities that will
draw some 75 diesel big rigs into the area every day, creating an intolerable
concentration of diesel fumes and particulate matter in a neighborhood in a
warehousing district already saturated with such exhaust, posing the danger of
increased risks of cancer, emphysema, asthma, and increased hospitalizations to
poor people of color who live in the district. South Central Farm representative
Tezozomoc said, “This is an unmistakable and undeniable threat to the health and
well being of the people who live here, and that the City Planning Department has
accepted a substandard Draft Environmental Impact
Report on behalf of PIMA is a clear cut example of environmental racism.”
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I call on the city, “ to unconditionally reject the DEIR and return the land to the
community to anchor an environmental justice project to begin to clean up the
community”.  It is clear that Los Angeles City has failed the residents of South LA by
considering a substandard DEIR.  In 2008 the City of Los Angeles reviewed a project
submitted by Horowitz to do one warehouse that encompassed 437,196 sq. ft. (see
Case No. ENV-2008-799-MND, VTT-61482, DIR-2008-841-SPR, aka 41st and
Alameda Warehouse Project) and at that time there would be 264 truck trips per
day. In the recent DEIR PIMA will be developing 481,022 sq. ft. of warehouse space;
comprised of 4 buildings and over 2000 car trips per day.  In PIMA’s proposal they
claim a mere 75 trip trucks a day.  There is a difference of 189 truck trips per days
for a warehouse space that is 10% larger.  There is a difference of 70% in truck
trips.  What is problematic with this assumption is that all further analysis will be
based on
the underspecified 75 truck trips per day.  While this under estimation of the truck
trips may get the project approved by the City; the city under Jan Perry has
supported this project, it will have long negative impact on the residents of South
Los Angeles.
In the realm of Air Quality Health Risk Assessment the truck trips are further down
estimated to 31 diesel fueled trucks per day.  The Kleinfelder’s Health Risk Analysis
is faulty because it also assumes a degraded amount of truck trips per day; 75 truck
trips per day.

Regional Air Quality
The air quality in Southern California does not meet the state and federal standards.
The American Lung Association consistently gives Los Angeles County failing grades
in the amount of ozone and particulate pollution in the air. Although smog levels are
impacted by seasons and weather patterns, smog is visible in the air on most days.

Online location of the 2015 DEIR:
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/4051SoAlamedaStProj/Index.pdf
2008 MND by Horowitz http://1drv.ms/1BiXQ2k, http://1drv.ms/1BiY6OM
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TELEPHONE: (310) 798-2500 
FACSIMILE:  (310) 798-2402

CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS
2200 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY 

SUITE 318
HERMOSA BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90254

www.cbcearthlaw.com 

E-MAIL:  
MNB@CBCEARTHLAW.COM

March 9, 2015

Via Email srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana  
Environmental Specialist II 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning  
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750  
Los Angeles, CA 90012  

Re:   Draft EIR for 4051 South Alameda Street Project,  
Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA,
DIR-02013-887-SPR, State Clearinghouse No. 2014061030

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

On behalf of Mr. Tezozomoc of the South Central Farmers, we submit these 
comments on the draft environmental impact report (“DEIR”) prepared for the 4051
South Alameda Street Project (“Project” or “warehouse project”).  The Project would 
authorize construction of four massive warehouse buildings containing nearly one-half 
million square feet of development on 14 acres formerly occupied by the South Central 
Farm, a mere 150 feet from the nearest residence.  Specifically, the warehouse project 
would contain 365,945 square feet of warehouse space, 85,181 square feet of office
space, and 29,896 square feet of manufacturing space, albeit for undisclosed purposes.
Notably, the Project would require significant widening of South Alameda Street, Long 
Beach Avenue, and 41st Street, reducing the streets’ safety and utility for neighborhood
pedestrians. It would also develop 2.6 acres of the Project site that had been promised as 
a park after the City’s settlement with the former landowner.

The South Central Farmers are comprised of approximately 350 families residing 
in the community surrounding the Project site.  From 1994 to 2006, the South Central 
Farmers operated the Project site as the South Central Community Garden.  At 14 acres, 
the garden was one of the largest urban community gardens in the United States, growing 
100 to 150 different species of fruits, vegetables, herbs.  The garden also grew 
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Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
March 9, 2015
Page 2 of 13 

Mesoamerican traditional plants unavailable in local or national markets.  The garden 
served as a focal point for the farmers and their families until the farmers were evicted in 
2006.  Although the farmers were promised relocation to additional farm sites due to the 
then-property owner’s desire to develop the property, only a portion of the promised 
acreage has ever been made available, and the Project site has remained vacant. The
South Central Farmers now truck in fresh produce grown in Buttonwillow and Lake 
Hughes, but nothing has been done to alleviate the food desert in their community. The
3-acre soccer field promised by the then-property owner has also never been constructed, 
leaving the surrounding neighborhood without its beloved community garden and without
any other green space to replace this lost community center.

The South Central Farmers are particularly concerned about the warehouse
project’s contribution to the region’s already poor air quality and the corresponding 
impacts on community health.  While the DEIR purports to have analyzed the Project’s 
likely air emissions and to have performed a health risk assessment, these analyses are 
based upon an inadequate project description and an underestimation of daily truck trips.  
The Project will also adversely impact the community by foreclosing the opportunity to 
develop the Project site into much-needed community green space.  These impacts could 
be reduced or avoided entirely by feasible alternatives to the warehouse project.  In 
particular, the South Central Farmers have for years advocated returning the Project site 
to use as a community garden.  In addition to avoiding the Project’s admittedly significant
impacts on air quality, cultural resources, transportation and traffic, and utilities and 
service systems, the community garden or a parks and recreation alternative would 
alleviate the area’s park shortage and provide a focal point for community activities and 
gatherings, while buffering residences from dense industrial uses located to the east.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) serves two basic, interrelated 
functions: ensuring environmental protection and encouraging governmental 
transparency.  (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 
564.)  CEQA requires full disclosure of a project’s significant environmental effects so 
that decisionmakers and the public are informed of these consequences before the project
is approved, to ensure that government officials are held accountable for these 
consequences.  (Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n of San Francisco v. Regents of the 
University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392.)  The environmental impact report 
(EIR) process is the “heart of CEQA” and is the chief mechanism to effectuate its 
statutory purposes.  (In Re Bay-Delta Programmatic EIR Coordinated Proceedings
(2008) 43 Cal. 4th 1143, 1162.)  The South Central Farmers are concerned that the DEIR 
fails to adequately disclose, analyze, and mitigate many of the warehouse project’s
significant adverse environmental impacts.   Also of great concern is the DEIR’s failure 
to adequately and accurately consider feasible alternatives to the Project that would 
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Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
March 9, 2015
Page 3 of 13 

reduce the Project’s many significant adverse impacts. 
  

I. An Inadequate Project Description Prevents a Complete Analysis of the 
Project’s Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts. 

CEQA requires an EIR to contain a project description that gives a “general
description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics.”  
(CEQA Guidelines § 15124(c)).   It must also “include detail sufficient to enable those 
who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the 
issues raised by the proposed project.” (Association of Irritated Residents v. County of 
Madera (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1390.) Here, the DEIR discloses that the Project 
would construct four warehouses to be used for garment manufacturing, but it does not 
specify the aspects of garment manufacturing that would occur.  This failure to describe 
key elements of the Project prevents the public and decisionmakers from fully evaluating 
the Project’s likely impacts and the accuracy of the information presented in the EIR.
(San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 
Cal.App.4th 713, 730-35 [the project description cannot fail to describe key elements of 
the Project].)

For example, the types of activities occurring in the warehouse will impact the 
number of workers needed onsite, which will impact the number of shifts, the modes of 
transportation used by employees, and the Project’s likely impacts on traffic and noise.
The types of activities will also impact the number of truck trips per day due to deliveries 
and shipping of finished products, which impact the diesel and other pollutant emissions, 
which impact the Project’s affect on community health.  If the warehouses will include
dyeing of fabrics, chemicals used in the process and measures for containment and 
disposal must be disclosed in the DEIR.  As none of this information is contained in the 
DEIR, the DEIR lacks much of the required analysis, and the public and City 
decisionmakers have been denied the opportunity to fully understand the Project and its 
likely consequences for the community. “Environmental review derives its vitality from 
public participation.”  (Ocean View Estates Homeowners Ass'n, Inc. v. Montecito Water 
Dist. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 396, 400.)

II. The EIR Fails to Consider Alternatives to the Project.

A.  The EIR Fails to Consider a Reasonable Range of Alternatives.

The City has a duty under CEQA to evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to 
the warehouse project, especially in light of its significant acknowledged and 
unacknowledged adverse impacts.  “One of [an EIR’s] major functions . . . is to ensure 
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that all reasonable alternatives to proposed projects are thoroughly assessed by the 
responsible official.” (Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Cal.3d at 400, quoting Wildlife Alive 
v. Chickering (1976) 18 Cal.3d 190, 197; emphasis in original.) Further, “Under CEQA, 
the public agency bears the burden of affirmatively demonstrating that…the agency’s 
approval of the proposed project followed meaningful consideration of alternatives and
mitigation measures.” (Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish and Game Commission
(1997) 16 Cal.4th 105, 134, emphasis added.)  Just as the EIR is the “heart of CEQA”, 
the alternatives analysis is the “core of the EIR.”  (Guidelines, § 15003(a); Laurel
Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392; Citizens of Goleta 
Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal 3d 553, 564.)

The EIR’s alternatives analysis fails to satisfy CEQA’s statutory mandate by 
analyzing no actual alternative to the Project other than the compulsory “no project” 
alternative.  While the DEIR lists three alternatives, these alternatives consist of (A) No 
Project Alternative, (B) Use of Clean Fuel Trucks, (C) Reduced Truck Operations.  None 
of these alternatives includes an alternative use to the warehouse project or to its location.
None of these alternatives address the Project’s significant impact on utilities and service 
systems, or on its contribution to the already-severe air quality along the Alameda 
Corridor.

The unreasonably narrow range of alternatives likely derives from unreasonably 
narrow project objectives.  Use of unduly narrow project objectives violates CEQA. (In
Re Bay Delta Coordinated Environmental Impact Report Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal. 4th 
1143, 1166 [“a lead agency may not give a project’s purpose an artificially narrow 
definition”].)  The project objectives include a requirement of at least 480,000 square feet 
of light industrial space, location within 3 miles of an existing garment manufacturing 
labor force in the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area, location along the 
Alameda Corridor, and provision of enhanced employment opportunities and tax revenue. 
No information is given about why 480,000 square feet is necessary, or why it must be 
located in one place, at the expense of a planned 2.6-acre park.

The lead agency must exercise its independent judgment on project objectives, 
and must not uncritically accept the applicant’s objectives.  (Pub. Resources Code § 
21082.1 (c)(1); Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 587]; 
Preservation Action Council v. City of San Jose (2006) 141 Cal.App.4th 1336, 1352;
Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437, 1460.)  The
City should take this opportunity to think about what would most benefit this community. 
The DEIR must be revised to include alternatives to the Project, including alternatives 
that preserve some of the site’s 14 acres as open space, and the community garden and 
park alternatives.  The revised DEIR should also consider alternative locations to the 
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project site for the warehouse project, which could conceivably be located on any 
industrial zoned land in the area.

B.  The EIR Rejects and Fails to Analyze Feasible Park and Community 
Garden Alternatives.

In order to achieve CEQA’s substantive mandate to avoid or reduce adverse 
environmental impacts, potentially feasible alternatives must be analyzed so that the 
decisionmaking process regarding feasibility can be subject to public review. “If an 
alternative is identified as at least potentially feasible, an in-depth discussion is 
required.” (Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal. App. 4th 1437,
1457.)

CEQA imposes a high standard for the rejection of alternatives.  A reasonable 
alternative may only be eliminated from consideration in the EIR if the alternative would 
not meet most of the basic project objectives, is infeasible, or would not reduce 
significant environmental impacts.  (Guidelines § 15126.6(c); Save Round Valley Alliance 
v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437, 1457.)  An alternative is considered 
feasible if it is “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors.”  (Public Resources Code § 21061.1.)   Such alternatives must be 
discussed “even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the 
project objectives, or would be more costly.”  (Guidelines § 15126.6(b).) A project need 
only feasibly attain “most” of the project objectives, not all of them, to require analysis.  
(CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)(f).)

The South Central Farmers, National Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”),
Center for Biological Diversity, and other community advocates have proposed several
feasible alternatives aimed at increasing community resiliency and quality of life that
would reduce or entirely avoid the Project’s significant adverse impacts on air quality, 
traffic and transportation, and utilities and service systems. An in-depth discussion of 
these alternatives was required in the EIR, but not provided.  (Save Round Valley, supra,
157 Cal.App.4th 1457; see 3 AR 1066-1192.)

Based on inapplicable limitations, the DEIR asserts that an alternative reinstituting 
the community garden alternative is infeasible because it would not comply with 
applicable zoning.  (DEIR, p. VI-3.) The Light Industrial Zone applicable to the project 
site allows for agricultural uses by right.  (Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter 1, 
Article 2, Section 12.19 (“M2” LIGHT INDUSTRIAL ZONE) [M2 Zone allows “[a]ny 
open lot use permitted in an ‘A’ or ‘R’ Zone, which does not involve the use of buildings 
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or structures other than accessory buildings incident to the use of the land.”]; see also 
DEIR, p. I-5; DEIR, p. II-3.)  Further, a community garden alternative would bring 
economic benefit and community value.  Before their removal, 350 families farmed the 
project site, which produced large amounts of both healthy and economically beneficial 
produce not otherwise available in the community.  The farmers were invested in the 
community, and thousands of people benefited. Urban parks and gardens are 
economically beneficial to those located outside of the immediate community, as well.  
According to the Trust for Public Land (TPL), Long Island’s parks provide $2.74 billion 
in annual economic benefits. (See, http://www.tpl.org/nassau-and-suffolk-counties-park-
benefit-report.)  These benefits include health benefits of $164 million per year due to the
use of parks for outdoor exercise, a one-time property value increase of $5.8 billion due
to proximity to open space, benefits due to water filtration, and $288 million in benefits 
due to the area’s thriving agriculture industry.  (Ibid.)  Specifically, TPL’s report cited 
local visits to strawberry fields in the spring and pumpkin patches in the fall, each of 
which are possible if a community garden alternative is implemented.  These benefits will 
greatly exceed those brought to the community by the creation of low-wage jobs in the 
warehouse project. The DEIR’s analysis also fails to account for grant funding and the 
assistance of foundations if a community garden alternative were implemented.  Such 
funding and assistance has been offered to maintain a community garden on this site in 
the past.

Although suggested during NOP comments and completely feasible, the DEIR 
improperly omits the park or recreation alternative from complete analysis.  Only half of 
Los Angeles residents live within walking distance of a park.  (2014 City Park Facts,
Trust for Public Land, p. 12, available at 
http://www.tpl.org/sites/default/files/files_upload/2014_CityParkFacts.pdf .)  Children 
have even less park access than the typical Angeleno.  For example, Los Angles has only 
one park playground per 1,000 residents, falling near the bottom of over 100 cities 
surveyed by the Trust for Public Land in 2014.  (2014 City Park Facts, Trust for Public 
Land, p. 13, available at 
http://www.tpl.org/sites/default/files/files_upload/2014_CityParkFacts.pdf.)  Within the 
City, the project site’s council district has the least park acreage per child of any district in 
Los Angeles. (See http://www.environment.ucla.edu/reportcard/article1455.html.)

This lack of park access has disastrous results for society and public health.  In
park-poor neighborhoods, children play in streets, alleyways, or vacant lots instead of on 
grassy meadows or soccer fields, if they go outside at all.  The Trust for Public Land 
considers this “a national crisis of inactivity that has contributed to higher rates of obesity, 
diabetes, asthma, anxiety, and depression.”  (See, TPL website at http://www.tpl.org/our-
work/parks-for-people. )  Research suggests that parks promote public health and 
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revitalize local economies while connecting people and communities.  For these reasons, 
the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, within which the project site is located,
highlights the need for additional open space in the community.  (DEIR, at p. IV.A-11.)
The DEIR fails to show why the warehouse project could not be financially and 
physically feasible if constructed on 11.4 acres of the project site, which would allow the
designation of 2.6 acres of the project site as a much need community park.  This
alternative should be combined with analysis of an off-site alternative and analyzed in a 
recirculated DEIR.

III. The Project’s Mitigation Measures are Impermissibly Vague.

CEQA requires that a project not be approved when there are significant adverse 
impacts if there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that can reduce those 
impacts.  (Publ. Resources Code § 21002; 21002.1(b); CEQA Guidelines 15091(a); 
15092(b).)  As the DEIR failed to analyze any true alternatives to the Project that would 
avoid or reduce its disclosed and undisclosed significant impacts, the EIR was required to 
incorporate mitigation measures.  (Pub. Resources Code § 21002.2; Guidelines § 
15126.4.)

Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines require any mitigation measure to be “fully 
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally-binding 
instruments.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(2);(CEQA Guidelines § 15097; see also 
Lincoln Place Tenants Ass'n v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1491, 1508 
[“Mitigating conditions are not mere expressions of hope.”]).)  Unfortunately, many of 
the mitigation measures included in the warehouse project are vague and unenforceable or 
do not require the most effective mitigation measures feasible to reduce adverse impacts.   

For example, mitigation measure Air-4, states that the developer “shall establish 
incentives for increased transit frequency”, but no description is given of what incentives 
will be given and who they will be offered to.  As a result, it is impossible for 
decisionmakers and the public to evaluate whether this proposed mitigation measure will 
be effective.  Without the incorporation of performance standards, it is also impossible for 
the City or the community to determine if the developer has complied with the measures.  
Mitigation measure Air-6 is similarly vague, reading that the developer “shall provide 
traffic calming measures through street improvements,” but these street improvements are 
never disclosed.  In addition to preventing the public and decisionmakers from evaluating 
the effectiveness of this measure, the failure to provide sufficient information prevents 
the City from evaluating whether the street calming measures will actually reduce traffic 
impacts or if they will result in unintended adverse impacts.     
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Mitigation measure Traffic-3 would reclassify 41st street as a “Collector Street” 
and requires its widening by 22 feet.  However, 41st street west of the Project site is 
surrounded by residences and passes through a recreation center.  Would this conversion 
to a collector street be accompanied by higher speeds? If so, the DEIR must evaluate the 
safety and desirability of such a change to this neighborhood.   

Other mitigation measures are impermissibly deferred and this too violates CEQA. 
(Endangered Habitats League v County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal. App. 4th 777, 793-

94; Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B).)  CEQA requires all mitigation measures for a 
project to be formulated during the environmental review process so their efficacy can be 
analyzed in the EIR.  (San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149
Cal.App.4th 645, 669-670.)  Courts have prohibited the deferral of mitigation measures 
because “[t]here cannot be meaningful scrutiny [of an environmental review document] 
when the mitigation measures are not set forth at the time of project approval.” (Oro
Fino Gold Mining Corp. v. County of El Dorado (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 872, 884.)  
Deferral of the development of mitigation is only allowable where “specific performance 
criteria” are required at the “time of project approval.”  (Sacramento Old City Association 
v. City Council of Sacramento (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1029.)  

Mitigation measure Utilities and Service Systems-1 requires the applicant to either 
“have further sewer system gauging obtained to identify specific sewer connection point 
based on the capacity of the public sewer or build sewer lines to a point in the system with 
sufficient capacity.” As this mitigation measure makes it clear that the necessary analysis 
has not yet been conducted, the DEIR proposes impermissibly deferred mitigation.  The
sewer gauging should be done prior to project approval so that the EIR may mitigate the
potential impacts of constructing new sewer lines.  At the very least, construction of new 
sewer lines requires ground disturbance and often impacts roads such that they must be 
closed during construction of sewer lines and afterward for repair. CEQA requires these
impacts to be disclosed now.

IV.  The Greenhouse Gas Analysis and Mitigation is Inadequate.  

Based on the unsupportable conclusion that the Project will not generate 
significant greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions, the DEIR fails to incorporate any 
mitigation measures for greenhouse gases. (DEIR p. I-12.) Given that the Project would 
construct nearly one-half million square feet of building space from raw materials, that it 
would require the use of electricity to operate, and that it would depend on trucks for the 
delivery of raw materials and the shipment of finished goods, this conclusion lacks 
substantial evidence.  The DEIR must be revised to analyze the GHG emission that would 
be generated by the Project and to include specific and enforceable mitigation measures to
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reduce those emissions.  We hereby incorporate the comments submitted by the Center 
for Biological Diversity on the 2008 project proposed for this site.

V.  The EIR’s Air Quality Analysis Understates Project Impacts and the    
       Project’s Likely Impacts to Human Health.

CEQA requires environmental review of a Project’s potentially adverse impacts on 
human beings.  (Guidelines § 15065 subd. (a)(2).)  The project site is located along the 
Alameda Corridor connecting the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach to downtown 
heavy rail lines and is heavily traversed by diesel trucks and railroads.  Existing air quality 
is among the worst in the South Coast Air Basin, and childhood asthma rates far exceed 
the average.  Under these existing conditions, any Project contributions to poor air quality 
are cumulatively considerable.  “One of the most important environmental lessons evident 
from past experience is that environmental damage often occurs incrementally from a 
variety of small sources.” (King County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 
Cal.App.3d 692.)  This is particularly true with regard to air quality.  

The health hazards of poor air quality are well documented.  Countless peer-
reviewed studies have been published documenting the dangers of living near freeways 
due to their emissions of ultra fine diesel particulate matter and other air pollutants.  Ultra 
fine particulate matter causes cardiovascular and neuron damage.  (See 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/health/healthup/jan03.pdf; see also 
http://ehp03.niehs.nih.gov/article/fetchArticle.action?articleURI=info%3Adoi%2F10.128
9%2Fehp.1002973, both incorporated by reference.)  Life expectancy rises as fine particle 
pollution drops.  (See, http://articles.latimes.com/2012/dec/04/science/la-sci-sn-fine-
particle-pollution-20121204, citing Harvard School of Public Health Study published in 
Epidemiology.) More than 90 percent of the particles in diesel exhaust are ultra fine 
particles, which are easily inhaled into the lung. (Matsuoka, Hricko, et al. Global Trade 
Impacts: Addressing the Health, Social, and Environmental Consequences of Moving 
International Freight Through Our Communities, March 2011, p. 17, available at 
http://departments.oxy.edu/uepi/, herein incorporated.) Diesel particulate matter also 
contains gases such as acetaldehyde, acrolein, benzene, 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde and 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, increasing the hazards to human health.   (Matsuoka,
Hricko, et al. Global Trade Impacts: Addressing the Health, Social, and Environmental 
Consequences of Moving International Freight Through Our Communities, March 2011, 
p. 17, available at http://departments.oxy.edu/uepi/, herein incorporated.)  Consequently, 
diesel particulate matter was declared a toxic air contaminant by the California Air 
Resources Board in 1998.  According to the Air Resources Board, “Diesel particulate 
matter may cause cancer, premature death, and other health problems.” (See
http://www.arb.ca.gov/enf/hdvip/ccdet/saej1667.htm; see also, 

LETTER E7

E7-9
Cnt'd

E7-10



Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
March 9, 2015
Page 10 of 13 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/communities/ra/westoakland/documents/factsheet0308.pdf.)
These other health problems include asthma, bronchitis, and heart disease.  (Miller et al., 
Long Term Exposure to Air Pollution and Incidence of Cardiovascular Events in Women, 
New England Journal of Medicine, 356:5 (2007) 447-458, available at 
http://burningissues.org/car-www/pdfs/miller-women-cv-NEJM4-2007.pdf, herein 
incorporated; see also http://www.ehib.org/page.jsp?page_key=90#pm_health.)

These pollutants have been correlated with asthma, congestive heart failure, 
autism, and other ailments, with the greatest impact on sensitive receptors such as 
children and the elderly, many of whom live near the Project site.   

A study released just last week linked chronic exposure to microscopic air 
pollutants in vehicle exhaust, such as that experienced by the residents of this community, 
to deaths from heart disease.  (Associations of Mortality with Long-Term Exposures to 
Fine and Ultrafine Particles, Species and Sources: Results 
from the California Teachers Study Cohort, Ostro et al., available online at 
http://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/wp-content/uploads/advpub/2015/1/ehp.1408565.acco.pdf, herein 
incorporated.) According to the Los Angeles Times’ coverage of the study, “The finding 
bolsters evidence that ultrafine particles… contributor to health problems among people
living near traffic.” (LA Times, Feb. 25, 2015 http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-
tiny-pollutants-linked-to-heart-disease-deaths-20150225-story.html .)  Major 
roadways were among the most ubiquitous of hundreds of sources of ultrafine particle 
pollution examined in the study. 

Given the environmental baseline, the DEIR’s air quality analysis and health risk 
assessment are of particular importance to the City’s evaluation of the Project and to the 
surrounding community.  As the Project’s truck trips will likely comprise the majority of 
the Project’s air pollution emissions, these analyses are based on the developer’s 
estimated numbers of daily truck trips.  Unfortunately, the numbers reported appear to 
underestimate the Project’s true contributions to poor air quality – and especially to diesel 
emissions – and therefore appear to understate the significance of the Project’s air quality 
impacts. 

The EIR assumes that the nearly one-half million square feet of industrial 
warehouse space will draw only 75 diesel trucks per day.  By contrast, a similar, but 
slightly smaller project evaluated by the city in 2008 at the project site assumed 
generation of 264 truck trips per day.  (Case No. ENV-2008-799-MND, VTT-61482,
DIR-2008-841-SPR.) The DEIR fails to include sufficient information about the Project 
to justify the claimed 70 percent reduction in diesel truck trips that accompany the 
Project’s 10 percent increase in size.  The DEIR’s analysis of air quality impacts and 
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health risks must be repeated in a revised DEIR that provides substantial evidence for its 
conclusions.  This EIR must also include feasible and enforceable mitigation measures for 
the operation of the trucks.  If this EIR purports to rely on cleaner technologies or other 
methods of shipping and receiving than diesel trucks, it must be demonstrated that these 
technologies and methods are both feasible and available to the Project.    

VI.  The EIR Fails to Adequately Consider the Project’s Noise Impacts on 
Surrounding Residential Neighborhoods. 

The Initial Study found the Project’s noise impacts insignificant resulting in the 
DEIR’s failure to analyze and mitigate the Project’s noise impacts on the community.  
(Initial Study, Exhibit B, p. 116, 124.) However, this conclusion lacks substantial 
evidence.  First, the project description provides insufficient information about the project 
to accurately evaluate its proposed noise impacts. This is important, given that homes 
are located within 153 feet of the Project site.  The Initial Study contemplates heating and 
air conditioning equipment and traffic, but none of the operations of the proposed 
warehouse itself. (Id. at 124.)  Second, existing community noise levels are so high that 
any additional noise levels are considered cumulatively considerable and require 
mitigation.

According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, exposure to high noise 
levels presents a “health risk in that noise may contribute to the development and 
aggravation of stress related conditions such as high blood pressure, coronary disease,
ulcers, colitis, and migraine headaches…Growing evidence suggests a link between noise 
and cardiovascular problems. There is also evidence suggesting that noise may be related 
to birth defects and low birth-weight babies. There are also some indications that noise 
exposure can increase susceptibility to viral infection and toxic substances.”  (EPA Noise 
Effects Handbook, http://www.nonoise.org/library/handbook/handbook.htm, incorporated 
by reference; see also EPA Noise: A Health Problem 
http://www.nonoise.org/library/epahlth/epahlth.htm#heart%20disease, incorporated by 
reference.)  

Potentially deadly cardiovascular impacts can be triggered by long-term average 
exposure to noise levels as low as 55 decibels.  (See, World Health Organization Media 
Centre,
http://www.euro.who.int/eprise/main/WHO/MediaCentre/PR/2009/20091008_1?language
[elevated blood pressure and heart attacks], incorporated by reference; 
http://whqlibdoc.who.int/hq/1999/a68672.pdf [finding demonstrated cardiovascular 
impacts, including ischemic heart disease and hypertension after long-term exposure to 24 
hour average noise values of 65-70 dBA], incorporated by reference.)  Exposure to even 
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moderately high levels of noise during a single eight-hour period triggers the body’s 
stress response.  In turn, the body increases cortisol production, which stimulates 
vasoconstriction of blood vessels that results in a five to ten point increase in blood 
pressure.  Over time, this noise-induced stress can result in hypertension and coronary 
artery disease, both of which increase the risk of heart attack death.  (World Health 
Organization Media Centre, 
http://www.euro.who.int/eprise/main/WHO/MediaCentre/PR/2009/20091008_1?language
[elevated blood pressure and heart attacks], incorporated by reference; 
http://whqlibdoc.who.int/hq/1999/a68672.pdf [finding demonstrated cardiovascular 
impacts, including ischemic heart disease and hypertension after long-term exposure to 24 
hour average noise values of 65-70 dBA], incorporated by reference.) Studies on the use 
of tranquilizers, sleeping pills, psychotropic drugs, and mental hospital admission rates 
suggest that high noise levels cause adverse impacts on mental health.

High noise levels also have dramatic developmental impacts on small children, 
many of whom might reside near the Project.  Children who are exposed to higher 
average noise levels have heightened sympathetic arousal, expressed by increased stress 
hormone levels, and elevated resting blood pressure. Without mitigation, the Project 
might expose community members to levels of noise that are unsafe for cardiovascular
health, mental health, societal well being, and child development.    

The noise study performed with the Initial Study concluded that the existing 
ambient noise levels in the community already vastly exceed those at which residential 
development is permitted in the City of Los Angeles.  (Initial Study, Exhibit B, pp. 118, 
121.)  The State of California does not consider areas with ambient noise levels above 60 
dbA acceptable for residential use.  (Id. at p. 118.)  Multi-family residential uses are
“normally acceptable” only below 65 dBA.  (Ibid.)  Residential uses up to 70 dBA are 
permitted only when precautions are taken to reduce indoor noise levels.  (Ibid.)  Even so, 
the noise study reported average ambient noise levels of 63-75 dBA Leq with maximum 
noise levels of up to 94 dBA Leq.  If the Project will contribute to any increase in 
community noise levels, the Project will have significant cumulative impacts that must be 
disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated in the EIR.  (Los Angeles Unified School Dist. v. City 
of Los Angeles (1997) 58 Cal.App.4th 1019, 1026.) This EIR has failed to do so.  The 
DEIR must be revised to include analysis of the proposed warehouse operations and to 
include specific, feasible and enforceable mitigation that protects sensitive receptors that 
reside as close as 153 feet away.

Conclusion
  

As proposed, the warehouse project would have significant and unavoidable 
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adverse impacts on a community already facing the noise and air pollution of the 
Alameda Corridor and the City’s densest industrial development.  Even so, the DEIR fails 
to consider alternatives to the Project such as a community garden that have broad 
community support and that would meet the City’s economic objectives.  Due to the 
deficiencies outlined above, the DEIR requires revision and recirculation.  The South 
Central Farmers hope that the City’s revised DEIR more accurately discloses, analyzes, 
and mitigates the Project’s likely impacts and that it considers alternatives to the Project 
that will increase, not decrease, the quality of life for local families.  

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  We join in the comments 
submitted by the Natural Resources Defense Council and Public Counsel on this draft 
EIR and hereby incorporate them by reference.  In addition, pursuant to Public Resources 
Code section 21092.2, we hereby request notice of all future meetings and environmental 
notices issued pursuant to CEQA at this site.  We look forward to reviewing the revisions 
to this draft environmental impact report.  
      
       Sincerely, 

       Michelle N. Black    
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR (Submission # 1 re: DEIR)
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 2:31:22 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bruce Campbell <madroneweb@aol.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 2:18 PM
Subject: Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR (Submission # 1 re: DEIR)
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

March 9th, 2015

Bruce Campbell

3520 Overland Ave. # A 149

Los Angeles, CA  90034

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana and to whom it may concern:

 Please consider this my Submission # 1 regarding the DEIR on the 4051 South Alameda Street proposal.

 Seeing that my important comment letter on the NOP (sent on July 9, 2014) was excluded from the comment
letters in the Appendixes of the document – and thus my key concerns were often not addressed in the DEIR, I
want this included in the comment letters on that document (the DEIR), so that the odds of these words
evaporating into thin air once again are reduced.

 Please look for near future Submissions of mine regarding the DEIR – which will all be numbered.  Thank you.

Sincerely concerned,

Bruce Campbell

************************************************************************************************

FW: Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed  Construction of Four
Industrial Buildings

From: Bruce Campbell [mailto:madroneweb@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, March 09, 2015 11:08 AM
To: 'srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org'
Subject: FW: Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed Construction of Four Industrial Buildings

Dear Srimal and to whom it may concern:

Since I did not find my comments when I scrolled through the comments on the Notice of Preparation, I am hereby
sending my comments dated July 8, 2014 (which were e-mailed at 11:02 AM on July 9th, 2014) so that City
personnel cannot claim that my comments never arrived.  I also expect official documents to respond to my points
raised 8 months ago – rather than to pretend such comments were never submitted!
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Sincerely yours,

Bruce Campbell

From: Bruce Campbell [mailto:madroneweb@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 09, 2014 11:02 AM
To: 'srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org'
Subject: Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed Construction of Four Industrial Buildings

July 8, 2014

Bruce Campbell

3520 Overland Ave. # A 149

Los Angeles, CA  90034

Srimal Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Department of City Planning
200 N. Main St. 7th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Via email: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed     Construction of Four Industrial
Buildings

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Planning Dept., and to whom it may concern:

 These are my scoping comments on Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed
    Construction of Four Industrial Buildings
-- also filed on behalf of the South Central Farmers Support Committee pertaining to the 4051 South Alameda Street Project.

 I want to make a few initial crucial points:

1.  I note (on a door on the 7th floor of L.A. City Hall) that the 41st and Alameda proposed project has been moved to the
"Major Projects" part of the Planning Department.

2.  I find it ironic that the project is apparently "major" enough to require an EIR, is "major" enough to be moved to that part of
the Planning Dept., and yet it has been declared that the proposed project is not of regional significance and thus there are
no plans for an in-person public meeting in which the public can comment on what the scope of the study should be.

3.  Either in the EIR, or preferably as a prelude to scoping, the public deserves to have the knowledge of exactly who was
"the grand decision-maker" who apparently decided that this neighborhood wherein a major project is proposed
(involving polluting vehicles in a hard-to-access area in the already excessively-polluted Alameda Corridor region) was not
deserving of public scoping hearing. (Please, either have someone admit to it, or we may pursue other methods to gather
documents which expose the trail of who was involved. Was the District # 9 Councilmember's office, someone with the
Mayor's office, and/or the applicant or his people involved with convincing the "grand decision-maker" to make sure to
avoid a public scoping hearing since there allegedly was no regional significance?)
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4. I consider the "current project" documentation to be invalid.  Not only must there be a public scoping meeting to
discuss the regional impacts of the proposed project, but when there are continued blatant lies in regards to such things as
how wide streets are in the vicinity and whether homes exist south of 41st Street and east of Long Beach Ave., why should
be believe things like sampling for toxic materials and believing the number of theorized vehicle trips per day relating to the
project(?)

**********************************************************************

 I call for admission as to who pressured whom, and who made the decision to avoid a public scoping hearing on the
regional significance of the PIMA project.

 Then, have two humans bring a tape measure and measure the streets that surround the 41st and Alameda site.
Record correct info, and replace bogus numbers in documents such as under "Environmental Setting" on page 7 of 581
with the correct numbers. (I am no lawyer, but I believe that many courtrooms like relative truth rather than easily-disproved
lies, so change the street measurements if you want to retain any credibility.)

 I want to point out that another major problem with the "Environmental Setting" portion is that it pretends that there are
no residences south of 41st Street and east of Long Beach Ave.  Please cease having Planning Dept. officials swallow
whatever developers and often their Council lackeys tell them!  You can go to the area and look for homes (which you will
find) -- you can even bring a tape measure to do two tasks at once!!

 It is my understanding that, though comments on earlier variations of the project are in "the file", that those comments will not
count toward scoping comments on the current project.  Though I will try to get important points in the record again, but why
should an old case number and the applicant's earlier info still be valid, and yet the comments on such a case number
apparently will not count unless re-submitted? (Please point to a legal regulation which says that applicants can keep
documents in the record, while also saying that comments on such documents would not formally be considered in the record to
challenge the newer project.)

**********************************************************************

 I note that "Environmental Settings" has changed from the earlier document.  Taking my advice, Alameda Street was
declared to be east rather than south of the site -- plus 41st Place was changed to 41st Street as I had pointed out. WHAT
ABOUT BOGUS ESTIMATES / MEASUREMENTS OF THE ADJACENT STREETS to the 41st and Alameda site??
Those remain not only very suspect, but BLATANTLY INACCURATE!

 A few of us mentioned large trucks in earlier comments. The EIR must be very clear as to exactly what kind of trucks
will be able to access which streets and which driveways in the area of the 41st and Alameda St. site.  Will the trucks
with 53 foot trailers and large sleeper cabs be able to access the area -- by which streets and to which driveways?  If not,
explicitly mention in the EIR that no trucks with 53 foot trailers and sleeper cabs will be forbidden to enter the area.  Even some
other trucks will have a hard time with Long Beach Ave. and other streets and driveways in the area.

 Please examine Sarah Nolan's concerns about lined up traffic waiting to turn in their scrap metal (when considering how
accessible certain roads would be when giant trucks are seeking to travel on narrow roads), as well as the Food Bank's concern
that there still be parking on both sides of 41st Street.

 It is also odd that the documentation omits the inescapable fact that the Metrorail Blue Line runs on some tracks
adjacent to the Pacific Railroad's tracks and crosses the fairly busy 41st Street.  So, the fantasyland of this development
proposal envisions wide roads, disappearing residences, and a seemingly vanished light-rail line.  That is simply not the reality
of this site.  (I hope to have included in the record some of Metro's earlier concerns about the proposed project's impact on
safety in the 41st Street and Long Beach Avenue area.)

 The latest "Environmental Setting" says that the site is level.  While it is fairly level, yet a map in the record notes that it is a
few feet higher at northeastern end than it is at the southwestern end of the property.
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 Also, I realize that not only was there a concerted effort made to pretend that there are no residences south of 41st St. and east
of Long Beach Ave., but they even have the nerve to pretend that the fairly densely populated neighborhood to the west
of Long Beach Ave. is mere warehouse / industrial.  Basically, after going about a block west of Long Beach Ave. on 41st
Ave., then it is predominately a residential area, and quite a populated one at that. Thus, do not pretend there are not a
bunch of "sensitive receptors" in the immediate as well as greater vicinity of the 41st and Alameda site.

 I will now peer at the map in the record and mention some key parcels in the general area which could be considered
"sensitive receptors" or otherwise contributing to safety concerns in the region. Glancing at page 27 of 781, the Snyder
Recreation Center would be the closest site which would have a number of sensitive receptor people (unless one counts
individuals with asthma, other ailments, or a baby or elder in closerby residences)  I note that the nearest school is Nevin
Ave. School -- followed closely by Jefferson High School, then the Roberts Recreation Center, the Ascot Avenue School,
and the Holmes Ave. School.  Carefully evaluate the likely impacts of added air pollutants on the sensitive receptors at
each school and recreation site mentioned above.

Increased diesel emissions, increased congestion, inadequate street size, and other aspects relating to the project will
certainly add to the already excessive toxic burden which the Alameda - Central community carries at the
aforementioned schools and recreation centers, as well as otherwise.  While I personally have not surveyed the
neighborhood for nursing / retirement homes, or for places for medical or psychiatric care, please identify such facilities in the
EIR if they are within 3/4 of a mile of the 41st and Alameda site.

 With the increased congestion on all 4 surrounding streets, as well as the proposed surge in vehicle journeys associated with
the project, this increase in emissions which clearly has an impact on many sensitive receptors must be carefully analyzed
in the EIR.  In addition, these emissions, plus the impact on health and safety of sensitive receptors in the neighborhood,
must also be carefully analyzed in an Environmental Justice context.

*********************************************************************

IMPORTANT SUBSTANCES FOR WHICH TO TEST:

 I find 14 samples at 5 foot depth, with perhaps two at a 15-foot depth as part of a soil vapor probe, to be an inadequate
characterization of this heavily abused site for toxic materials.

 I call for a thorough assessment of hazards and hazardous materials to be included in the EIR. Such thorough testing would
involve numerous sampling sites within each acre within the 41st and Alameda site.  A mere one sample per acre is
certainly inadequate if one is concerned about health and safety.  I am not an expert on sampling, but the more the better, and
taking samples at differing depths could bring useful information forward.

The toxic materials which must be tested for (in the EIR) include: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH), VOCs, SVOCs,
CCR Title 22 metals, organochlorine pesticides, PCBs, pentachlorophenol, creosote, formaldehyde, xylene, benzene, toluene,
2,4-D ,  DDT / DDE, glyphosate, atrazine, ARSENIC, lead, fluoride, HEXAVALENT CHROMIUM, cadmium, chromium,
chromium-6, chromium-12, perchlorate, TCE, Tetrachloroethene, PCE, diesel constituents and breakdown products, as well as
for substances one might find from a color and dye company and from a dry-cleaning company once on the site.

 In addition, test for these components and/or breakdown products of diesel.  I note that Table 1: Substances in Diesel
Exhaust Listed by Cal EPA as Toxic Air Contaminants mentions these:  acetaldehyde; acrolein; aniline; antimony
compounds; arsenic; benzene; beryllium compounds; biphenyl; bis[2-ehtylhexyl)phthalate;  1,3-butadiene; cadmium; chlorine;
chlorobenzene; chromium compounds; cobalt compounds; creosol isomers; cyanide compounds; dibutylphthalate; dioxins and
dibenzofurans; ethyl benzene; formaldehyde; inorganic lead; manganese compounds; mercury compounds; methanol; mehtyl
ethyl ketone; naphthalene; nickel; 4-nitrobiphenyl; phenol; phosphorus; polycyclic organic matter, including polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs) and their derivatives; propionaldehyde; selenium compounds; styrene; toluene; xylene isomers and
mixtures; o-sylenes; m-xylenes; and p-xylenes.  Please test for some of these components of diesel emissions in soil at various
sites throughout the approximately 14 acres.
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 Some review of the earlier documentation indicated that certain substances were found at levels of concern.

 Seeing that an AQMD official or staffer advised that the earlier incarnation of this proposed development be mitigated by
having a ramp for traffic to travel all the way from the 41st and Alameda site up to the Santa Monica Freeway, does it sound
like the AQMD considers this fairly similar development (except on even more of the site) of regional significance?

*********************************************************************

 Let me quote three paragraphs which are the third to fifth paragraphs under "Background" which is beneath "1. Introduction".
The third paragraph reads: "At least five phases of environmental soil investigation has been conducted on the Property with
testing for total petroleum hydrocarbons TPH), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds
(SVOCs), metals, hexavalent chromium, organochlorine pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and herbicides.  No
significant concentrations were detected for most of these chemicals of potential concern.

However, elevated concentrations of certain metals were detected in a limited number of samples, but in no discernable pattern.
A limited risk assessment addressed the 'elevated' arsenic concentrations and concluded that the risk from arsenic did not
require remediation or mitigation measures beyond what would normally be appropriate for construction sites. It has been
further concluded that additional characterization of the soil for metals may be warranted if the Property were to be
used for residential purposes, or soils were to be removed from the Property.

In addition, low concentrations of VOCs were identified in scattered soil samples in earlier investigations.  No soil vapor
assessment has been conducted on the Property to date.  Consequently, it is not clear whether these VOC detections resulted
from small release incidents or are indicative of a wider, more significant problem. A comprehensive Property-wide soil
vapor assessment was recommended."

 Let us re-examine the earlier sentence (3 paragraphs up) that says: "No significant concentrations were detected for most of
these chemicals of potential concern."  This is an unusual way of saying the site is doing alright in regards to its contamination
by "most" chemicals, but it does not state clearly which precise substances were tested that were found beyond regulatory
levels.

 Are all the substances that exceeded regulatory levels mentioned in the first paragraph (immediately below the line of
asterisks) or in the following paragraph (arsenic and perhaps other metals)? Please clearly state which toxic materials were
found at the site which exceeded the "usual" regulatory level.  Please also make another distinction -- that would be how
many (and identify) the toxic materials that would need remediation if the site was to host residences (or if soil was to be
removed from the site).  There are repeated references (especially by SCS Engineers reports) that a number of toxic materials
are too high if the area was to be residential, but apparently a fairly high toxic material level is acceptable if a site is merely
a "construction" or "industrial" site.  Is part of this logic that people may well spend over half their 24-hour day at their
residence, but spend closer to 8 or 9 hours at their workplace?  However, sweat-shops are known for long hours.  Should hours
of a worker at the 41st and Alameda site be limited so that they do not receive excessive exposure from toxic materials lurking
in the soil?  Please explain. Also explain how much soil would need to be "removed" from the site in order to trigger a
more thorough investigation and remediation of such toxic substances.  Are there plans for the removal of any soil from
the 41st and Alameda site?  Explain…

 I will now quote the "5  REGULATORY LIMITS" portion of the March 2011 soil vapor study by SCS Engineers: "The
California EPA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) published the Human-Exposure-Based
Screening Numbers Developed to Aid Estimation of Cleanup Costs for Contaminated Soil, dated November 2004, revised
January 2005.  Within this document, California Human Health Screening Levels, or CHHSLs, were developed for certain
VOCs in soil gas at 5 feet below buildings for vapor intrusion into structures under residential and industrial / commercial land
use scenarios.  The CHHSLs are based on general assumptions regarding soils and buildings at VOC-impacted sites, the
chemical characteristics of various VOCs, and potential health risks. The OEHHA guidance states that CHHSLs are 'useful
to get a general understanding of potential problems with a site, but cannot be used to assess actual health risks.'
Further, OEHHA has stated that CHHSLs have 'no regulatory effect, and have been published solely as a reference
value that may be used by citizen groups, community organizations, property owners, developers, and local government
officials to estimate the degree of effort that may be necessary to remediate a property.'
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The VOCs detected in vapor samples collected from the Property may be compared to the CHHSLs (if any) listed at the bottom
of Table 1.  Of the samples collected at 5 feet bgs, two contained PCE (SV2-5' and SV6-5') above its commercial/industrial
CHHSL of 0.603 ug/L.  The remaining concentrations of PCE and other VOCs were below theoir respective
commercial/industrial CHHSLs, if any."

 First, explain PCE once more.  One of the documents calls Tetrachloroethene "PCE", even though it seems like PCE would
have penta or a per (rather than tetra) beginning the chemical name.  But then I notice in the June 2013 SCS document that says
PCE is actually "perchloroethene."  Please alleviate any confusion regarding this alphabet soup matter.

 It sounds like the CHHSLs is a basic reference which cannot be relied upon to properly assess health risks (whether it be for
residential, construction, or industrial / commercial property).  Would not the "precautionary principle" dictate that there needs
to be a "real" health assessment with a firmer testing and remediation regimen, rather than some toothless general references?
Are sweatshop workers, truckers, and construction workers expendable, or can they handle a higher toxic load?  Explain
thoroughly in the EIR.

 It is vital to point out (as it was in the last paragraph under "6  SUMMARY AND FINDINGS") that "there has been no
regulatory involvement or oversight of the investigations to date."  Later in that paragraph from a SCS report, it says that
"There is a possibility that regulatory agencies, upon review of this report, would require further investigation to confirm
findings of this investigation and the vertical extent of VOCs in the soil.  In addition, if the Property is to be developed for
residential use, additional investigation or a health risk assessment may be warranted."

 If a formal "health risk assessment" was undertaken, would that follow certain guidelines set forth by certain agencies?  It also
appears that one of the further investigations (and related sampling) needed pertain to the need for sampling at varying depths in
order to gauge the vertical extent of VOCs in the soil.

 I want to point out some "Data Gaps" which were admitted on pages v and vi of the SCS Engineers' June 2013 Phase I
Environmental Assessment.  Gaps are admitted in "individual parcel histories", and it is admitted that: "In light of the
industrial usage of much of the Property, this is a potentially significant data gap."  It is furthermore pointed out that much
of the industrial activity on this site existed when there was little or no regulatory oversight of toxic materials.  "Consequently,
there are no records of hazardous material use or management.  This is a potentially significant data gap."

Since there are admitted data gaps and uncertainties regarding extent of contamination, let us choose the side of
caution and do thorough sampling for the substances which I have already mentioned in this scoping comment.  The
Alameda / Central neighborhood is already essentially a "sacrifice area". -- note that there is no admission in the record
that there are actual residents in the neighborhood (either the quite immediate area to the south of 41st St. and east of Long
Beach Ave.), but even no admission that residents exist in the quite populated area west of Long Beach Ave.

 As an indication that the Alameda / Central neighborhood is essentially a "sacrifice area", I note that there are 11
hazardous waste sites (called US EPAHazardous Waste Generators) within a quarter mile of the 41st and Alameda site (see
page 18 of SCS June 2013 report).  This shows that the neighborhood is already overburdened with toxic materials and industry
-- this must be part of a thorough Environmental Justice analysis on the proposed project.

 The CUMULATIVE IMPACT of all the historic hazardous materials activities on the 41st and Alameda site,
continued exposure to such materials on-site, combined with excessive air pollutants from industry in the region
(including the nearby hazardous waste generators as well as the Exide battery facility in Vernon), combined with
pollutants from nearby freeways and streets as well as from LAX-related air traffic (including the associated "fine
particulates") combined with likely emissions from the project (in construction and operational phases) all need to be
carefully evaluated.

 By the way, what model will be used to predict emissions from construction activities on the 41st and Alameda site?
How will NOX and "black carbon" be regulated as far as construction emissions at the site? Also, identify the VOC
content of paint which may be used at this site.  In regards to traffic, we need more detail on what trip generation
assumptions are used to generate operational emissions from the project.  As far as facility operation, will there be
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regulations pertaining to idling time for diesel trucks, or will cleaner trucks be considered since this area is already
overburdened with toxic materials?

 Apparently, mere sweatshop workers, groundskeepers, and truck-drivers do not deserve a level of remediation of the site that
one would expect (and which may be legally mandated) if a residence or residences were planned on the property.

 Lastly, I will mention that more things should have been checked on the checklist as applicable to this project -- though I
mentioned it in earlier comments which will be scanned and sent in, so I will leave it be for now.

 Keep me updated on any public scoping hearing, and in regards to all other aspects of the proposed development on
the 41st and Alameda site -- now increasingly called the 4051 South Alameda Street Project.

 Thank you for your consideration of this input and guidance.

Sincerely yours,

Bruce Campbell
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: CASE NO.: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR (Submission # 3 on DEIR)
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 3:19:18 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bruce Campbell <madroneweb@aol.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 2:49 PM
Subject: Re: CASE NO.: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR
(Submission # 3 on DEIR)
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

March 9, 2015

 Bruce Campbell

3520 Overland
Ave. # A 149

 Los Angeles, CA
90034

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana and to whom it may concern:

 This is my third submission of comments regarding the DEIR on the 4051 South
Alameda Street proposal.

 Thank you for including them in the file.

 The following were key paragraphs in my comment letter (sent on July 9, 2014)
on the NOP – which I wanted to especially highlight due there being a desperate
need for responses to the issues.

 These include a whole bunch of toxic materials which should be tested for at the
old South Central Farm site, as well as in regards to needing an Environmental
Justice analysis seeing that the Alameda / Central neighborhood is often considered
a “sacrifice zone.”  Plus, we need analyses of “black carbon”, more discussion on
what trucks are allowed and their turning radius, etc.
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 Also, it is sure bogus to act like measurements four miles to the north accounts
for what is in Alameda Corridor area air, and yet cut off consideration of “SENSITIVE
RECEPTORS” at a mere 500 feet from the 4051 South Alameda site – so I will re-
copy what I advised as far as analyzing how sensitive receptors at recreation, school,
and other sites not far away from the site will be impacted.

 The DEIR inadequately analyzes “sensitive receptors” and virtually ignores the key
analyses needed in regards to ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE / SACRIFICE ZONES,
BLACK CARBON EMISSIONS, CUMULATIVE IMPACTS to Sensitive Receptors, to
workers, and to others in the neighborhood or along the Alameda Corridor.  Here
are some excerpts from my comment letter submission sent on July 9, 2014:

***********************************************

Also, I realize that not only was there a concerted effort made to pretend that there are no
residences south of 41st St. and east of Long Beach Ave., but they even have the nerve to
pretend that the fairly densely populated neighborhood to the west of Long Beach Ave.
is mere warehouse / industrial.  Basically, after going about a block west of Long Beach
Ave. on 41st Ave., then it is predominately a residential area, and quite a populated one at
that. Thus, do not pretend there are not a bunch of "sensitive receptors" in the
immediate as well as greater vicinity of the 41st and Alameda site.

 I will now peer at the map in the record and mention some key parcels in the general area
which could be considered "sensitive receptors" or otherwise contributing to safety concerns
in the region. Glancing at page 27 of 781, the Snyder Recreation Center would be the
closest site which would have a number of sensitive receptor people (unless one counts
individuals with asthma, other ailments, or a baby or elder in closerby residences)  I
note that the nearest school is Nevin Ave. School -- followed closely by Jefferson High
School, then the Roberts Recreation Center, the Ascot Avenue School, and the Holmes
Ave. School.  Carefully evaluate the likely impacts of added air pollutants on the
sensitive receptors at each school and recreation site mentioned above.

Increased diesel emissions, increased congestion, inadequate street size, and other
aspects relating to the project will certainly add to the already excessive toxic burden
which the Alameda - Central community carries at the aforementioned schools and
recreation centers, as well as otherwise.  While I personally have not surveyed the
neighborhood for nursing / retirement homes, or for places for medical or psychiatric care,
please identify such facilities in the EIR if they are within 3/4 of a mile of the 41st and
Alameda site.

 With the increased congestion on all 4 surrounding streets, as well as the proposed surge in
vehicle journeys associated with the project, this increase in emissions which clearly has an
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impact on many sensitive receptors must be carefully analyzed in the EIR.  In addition,
these emissions, plus the impact on health and safety of sensitive receptors in the
neighborhood, must also be carefully analyzed in an Environmental Justice context.

**********************************************************************

IMPORTANT SUBSTANCES FOR WHICH TO TEST:

 I find 14 samples at 5 foot depth, with perhaps two at a 15-foot depth as part of a soil vapor
probe, to be an inadequate characterization of this heavily abused site for toxic materials.

 I call for a thorough assessment of hazards and hazardous materials to be included in the
EIR. Such thorough testing would involve numerous sampling sites within each acre
within the 41st and Alameda site.  A mere one sample per acre is certainly inadequate if
one is concerned about health and safety.  I am not an expert on sampling, but the more the
better, and taking samples at differing depths could bring useful information forward.

The toxic materials which must be tested for (in the EIR) include: Total Petroleum
Hydrocarbons (TPH), VOCs, SVOCs, CCR Title 22 metals, organochlorine pesticides, PCBs,
pentachlorophenol, creosote, formaldehyde, xylene, benzene, toluene,  2,4-D ,  DDT / DDE,
glyphosate, atrazine, ARSENIC, lead, fluoride, HEXAVALENT CHROMIUM, cadmium,
chromium, chromium-6, chromium-12, perchlorate, TCE, Tetrachloroethene, PCE, diesel
constituents and breakdown products, as well as for substances one might find from a color
and dye company and from a dry-cleaning company once on the site.

 In addition, test for these components and/or breakdown products of diesel.  I note that
Table 1: Substances in Diesel Exhaust Listed by Cal EPA as Toxic Air Contaminants
mentions these:  acetaldehyde; acrolein; aniline; antimony compounds; arsenic; benzene;
beryllium compounds; biphenyl; bis[2-ehtylhexyl)phthalate;  1,3-butadiene; cadmium;
chlorine; chlorobenzene; chromium compounds; cobalt compounds; creosol isomers; cyanide
compounds; dibutylphthalate; dioxins and dibenzofurans; ethyl benzene; formaldehyde;
inorganic lead; manganese compounds; mercury compounds; methanol; mehtyl ethyl ketone;
naphthalene; nickel; 4-nitrobiphenyl; phenol; phosphorus; polycyclic organic matter,
including polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and their derivatives; propionaldehyde;
selenium compounds; styrene; toluene; xylene isomers and mixtures; o-sylenes; m-xylenes;
and p-xylenes.  Please test for some of these components of diesel emissions in soil at
various sites throughout the approximately 14 acres.

 Some review of the earlier documentation indicated that certain substances were found at
levels of concern.
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 Seeing that an AQMD official or staffer advised that the earlier incarnation of this proposed
development be mitigated by having a ramp for traffic to travel all the way from the 41st and
Alameda site up to the Santa Monica Freeway, does it sound like the AQMD considers this
fairly similar development (except on even more of the site) of regional significance?

************************************************************

It is vital to point out (as it was in the last paragraph under "6  SUMMARY AND
FINDINGS") that "there has been no regulatory involvement or oversight of the
investigations to date."  Later in that paragraph from a SCS report, it says that "There is a
possibility that regulatory agencies, upon review of this report, would require further
investigation to confirm findings of this investigation and the vertical extent of VOCs in
the soil.  In addition, if the Property is to be developed for residential use, additional
investigation or a health risk assessment may be warranted."

 If a formal "health risk assessment" was undertaken, would that follow certain guidelines
set forth by certain agencies?  It also appears that one of the further investigations (and
related sampling) needed pertain to the need for sampling at varying depths in order to gauge
the vertical extent of VOCs in the soil.

 I want to point out some "Data Gaps" which were admitted on pages v and vi of the SCS
Engineers' June 2013 Phase I Environmental Assessment.  Gaps are admitted in "individual
parcel histories", and it is admitted that: "In light of the industrial usage of much of the
Property, this is a potentially significant data gap."  It is furthermore pointed out that
much of the industrial activity on this site existed when there was little or no regulatory
oversight of toxic materials.  "Consequently, there are no records of hazardous material
use or management.  This is a potentially significant data gap."

Since there are admitted data gaps and uncertainties regarding extent of
contamination, let us choose the side of caution and do thorough sampling for the
substances which I have already mentioned in this scoping comment.  The Alameda /
Central neighborhood is already essentially a "sacrifice area". -- note that there is no
admission in the record that there are actual residents in the neighborhood (either the quite
immediate area to the south of 41st St. and east of Long Beach Ave.), but even no admission
that residents exist in the quite populated area west of Long Beach Ave.

 As an indication that the Alameda / Central neighborhood is essentially a "sacrifice
area", I note that there are 11 hazardous waste sites (called US EPAHazardous Waste
Generators) within a quarter mile of the 41st and Alameda site (see page 18 of SCS June
2013 report).  This shows that the neighborhood is already overburdened with toxic materials
and industry -- this must be part of a thorough Environmental Justice analysis on the
proposed project.
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 The CUMULATIVE IMPACT of all the historic hazardous materials activities on the
41st and Alameda site, continued exposure to such materials on-site, combined with
excessive air pollutants from industry in the region (including the nearby hazardous
waste generators as well as the Exide battery facility in Vernon), combined with
pollutants from nearby freeways and streets as well as from LAX-related air traffic
(including the associated "fine particulates") combined with likely emissions from the
project (in construction and operational phases) all need to be carefully evaluated.

 By the way, what model will be used to predict emissions from construction activities
on the 41st and Alameda site? How will NOX and "black carbon" be regulated as far
as construction emissions at the site? Also, identify the VOC content of paint which
may be used at this site.  In regards to traffic, we need more detail on what trip generation
assumptions are used to generate operational emissions from the project.  As far as
facility operation, will there be regulations pertaining to idling time for diesel trucks, or
will cleaner trucks be considered since this area is already overburdened with toxic
materials?

*********************************************

 The above excerpts does not mean that you can ignore other points that I brought up in my
comment letter on the NOP sent on July 9, 2014 just because they are not specifically re-
copied in this Submission # 3 on the DEIR on the 4051 So. Alameda St. project.

Sincerely,

Bruce Campbell
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Comment Letter on CASE NO.: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR (Submission # 2 on DEIR)
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 2:44:28 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bruce Campbell <madroneweb@aol.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 2:39 PM
Subject: Comment Letter on CASE NO.: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR (Submission # 2 on DEIR)
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

March 9, 2015

 Bruce Campbell

3520 Overland Ave. # A 149

 Los Angeles, CA  90034

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana and to whom it may concern:

 This is my second submission of comments regarding the DEIR on the 4051 South Alameda Street proposal.

Thank you for including them in the file.

Sincerely,

Bruce Campbell

******************************************************************************************

FW: Please Re-Submit DEIR Due to Exclusion of My (and perhaps other) Comment on the Notice of Preparation for 4051 South Alameda Street

From: Bruce Campbell [mailto:madroneweb@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, March 09, 2015 12:50 PM
To: 'srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org'
Cc: 'paul.koretz@lacity.org'
Subject: Please Re-Submit DEIR Due to Exclusion of My (and perhaps other) Comment on the Notice of Preparation for 4051 South Alameda Street

March 9, 2015

Bruce Campbell

3520 Overland Ave. # A 149

Los Angeles, CA  90034

Re: Need to Recirculate DEIR regarding CASE NO.:  ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana and L.A. City Planning Department,

 Due to the exclusion of my comment letter from the Appendixes of the DEIR regarding the 4051 South Alameda Street project, please begin the process
to re-submit the DEIR with at least a 45-day comment period.  In this circulation, do include my comment letter on the Notice of Preparation which was
sent to Ms. Hewawitharana on July 9th, 2014 – as well as all other comment letters on the project whether they were accidentally or purposefully
excluded.  (I forwarded my original comment letter to Ms. Hewawitharana earlier today to prove that such a comment letter exists and was sent in a
timely manner.)  It would also be preferable if the letters submitted by the public and by agencies could be viewed taking up more of the screen.

 It may be a metaphor for the land-use process in the City of L.A., but why should the applicant’s pages of info cover the whole computer screen, while I
have to squint with my computer glasses on in order to see what the public said in comments covering a small portion of the screen?  Of course, it is
easier to hide the fact that certain comments were excluded if the scrolling process is a laborious process and has real small print.  But, I ask for my
comment letter dated July 8th, 2014, and sent via e-mail on July 9th, 2014, to be included in a recirculated DEIR – preferably in a large enough size to
read.

 Thank you for remedying this serious violation of CEQA and begin the recirculation process soon.
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Sincerely concerned,

Bruce Campbell

^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^

^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^

The following was sent at 1:13 PM today to Ms. Hewawitharana -- with a copy to my City Councilmember:

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

 Of course I am seeking additional responses in the new DEIR to respond to many concerns which I brought up, not just calling for the addition of
excluded letter(s), but with the exact same wording by the applicant to be re-circulated.

Some of my points (but not all) where I saw no discussion of the subject in the documents include considering the Alameda / Central neighborhood in an
“Environmental Justice” analysis – and I referred to the vicinity as a “sacrifice zone”.  I also asked for analysis of “black carbon” toxic emissions to be
analyzed both in terms of toxicity of air pollutants relating to the project’s construction phase emissions (and preferably relating to Greenhouse Gases as
well) – but I was unable to locate any discussion of that significant toxin in the DEIR and associated documents.

 I called for the document to state exactly what kind of trucks would be allowed into the 4051 South Alameda site (including specifically asking about 53-
foot trailers with large sleeper cabs which are so difficult to maneuver on many urban streets), while another person who focused on truck-related
comments was also unable to find his comment on the NOP.

 And there is more, but I am trying to work on new comments at this time rather than do house-cleaning regarding the bureaucratic snafu which
excluded my (and perhaps other) comment letters on the NOP.

Sincerely,

Bruce Campbell
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: FW: CASE NO.: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR (Submission # 4 on DEIR)
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 4:22:10 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bruce Campbell <madroneweb@aol.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 4:18 PM
Subject: FW: CASE NO.: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR
(Submission # 4 on DEIR)
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Hi Srimal,

I accidentally sent my Submission # 4 to myself – rather than to you.

I sure hope that this is counted despite my accident of sending it to myself instead
(while honing the wording).

And whether this is counted or not, my other 3 Submissions do count, and thus the
DEIR must be recirculated answering many of my concerns brought up in my July 9,
2014 and other comments.

Sincerely,

Bruce Campbell

From: Bruce Campbell [mailto:madroneweb@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, March 09, 2015 3:59 PM
To: 'Bruce Campbell'
Subject: Re: CASE NO.: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR

March 9th, 2015
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 Bruce
Campbell

 3520
Overland Ave. # A 149

Los
Angeles, CA  90034

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana and to whom it may concern:

 Please consider this my Submission # 4 regarding the DEIR on the 4051 South
Alameda Street proposal.  I could sure use more time to assemble my notes since I
did not expect to spend a few hours today reiterating my earlier (scandalously
excluded) submission on the NOP with that e-mail sent on July 9, 2014.  But, that is
how the ball bounced seeing that my substantial comments were conveniently
excluded from the Appendix which had at least most of the comment letters on the
Notice of Preparation for the 4051 So. Alameda St. project.

I note that Sensitive Receptors seem to be more or less mapped within 500 feet
of the proposed project site.  Why only 500 feet?  Aren’t the higher concentration of
sensitive receptors just beyond that 500 foot distance?  Please respond to my
concern about sensitive receptors at various schools, recreation centers, etc. (as was
called for in my 7-9-14 e-mailed comment letter on the NOP).

 Then I notice that 11 other construction projects in the general vicinity are
examined.  However, there are two key actual or potential construction projects that
should also be evaluated in relation to an analysis of traffic congestion and air
emissions in the 4051 So. Alameda Street project.  Those two are the huge Wilshire
and Figueroa construction project, as well as the possibility of building an NFL
stadium at the site of the West Hall of the L.A. Convention Center.  How many
construction-related vehicles for those projects use Alameda Street / Corridor, and
would be slowed by the congestion around the 4051 So. Alameda site due to
construction and operation of the proposed sweatshops?

 Now I will get into why a monitoring station for air contaminants on North Main
Street (north/northeast of Chinatown) fails miserably to account for what is in the air
of the Alameda Corridor.  The Alameda Corridor has especially toxic air contaminants
being emitted due to it being such a key goods movement area.  Also, the emissions
related to LA International Airport flights waft up to the 4051 So. Alameda site.
Plus, look at the immediate area of the proposed project site.  There is Alameda
Street and the Corridor virtually right there, and the Harbor Freeway is to the west
and the Long Beach Freeway to the east.
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 If one compares that with the air monitoring station on North Main Street, in that
general vicinity are the narrow “Cornfields” park and the larger fairly nearby Elysian
Park (which could help filter some air contaminants to make the air toxics readings
less).  Plus though the Harbor Freeway is in the general area, yet trucks are not
allowed north of downtown L.A. on the 110, so one would not expect major diesel
emissions from that thoroughfare at that point.  Interstate 5 is in the vicinity to the
east, and it does have some diesel and goods movement – but is not immersed in a
region where diesel-spewing vehicles transporting goods (such is the case with the
4051 So. Alameda site).

 Do not forget that CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130, says that an EIR is required to
“consider the significant environmental impacts of a project as well as ‘cumulative
impacts’.” I await a more thorough cumulative impacts analysis in regards to toxic
air contaminants, in regards to impacts of such on sensitive receptors, and in
regards to health and safety impact of construction and operation on a very toxic
site (4051 So. Alameda).

 Recall that CEQA Section 15355 defines cumulative impact as “an impact that is
created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together
with other projects causing related impacts.”  Clearly, construction emissions and
hauling workers and equipment to construction sites (such as 4051 So. Alameda – as
well as for the proposed NFL stadium at the Conv Ctr site as well as the giant
construction project now taking place at Wilshire and Figueroa.

 CEQA Section 15130 (a)[1} does not so much apply here – since the vehicles
destined for the different sites do overlap and emit toxic air emissions – so it is in
part due to 4051 So. Alameda proposed project with the emitting vehicles that they
attract.

 We need a CEQA cumulative impacts analysis on impact to worker health and
safety from construction and operational activities on the site.

 Environmental Justice is clearly an Area of Controversy – will it be analyzed for in
a recirculated DEIR?

 Remember construction equipment emissions are considerably cumulative.

Sincerely yours,
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Bruce Campbell
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Need for Recirculation of DEIR re: 4051 South Alameda Street
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 1:40:17 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bruce Campbell <madroneweb@aol.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 1:13 PM
Subject: Re: Need for Recirculation of DEIR re: 4051 South Alameda Street
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: paul.koretz@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

 Of course I am seeking additional responses in the new DEIR to respond to many
concerns which I brought up, not just calling for the addition of excluded letter(s),
but with the exact same wording by the applicant to be re-circulated.

Some of my points (but not all) where I saw no discussion of the subject in the
documents include considering the Alameda / Central neighborhood in an
“Environmental Justice” analysis – and I referred to the vicinity as a “sacrifice zone”.
I also asked for analysis of “black carbon” toxic emissions to be analyzed both in
terms of toxicity of air pollutants relating to the project’s construction phase
emissions (and preferably relating to Greenhouse Gases as well) – but I was unable
to locate any discussion of that significant toxin in the DEIR and associated
documents.

 I called for the document to state exactly what kind of trucks would be allowed into
the 4051 South Alameda site (including specifically asking about 53-foot trailers with
large sleeper cabs which are so difficult to maneuver on many urban streets), while
another person who focused on truck-related comments was also unable to find his
comment on the NOP.

 And there is more, but I am trying to work on new comments at this time rather
than do house-cleaning regarding the bureaucratic snafu which excluded my (and
perhaps other) comment letters on the NOP.

Sincerely,
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Bruce Campbell
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Please Re-Submit DEIR Due to Exclusion of My (and perhaps other) Comment on the Notice of

Preparation for 4051 South Alameda Street
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 1:00:30 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bruce Campbell <madroneweb@aol.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 12:49 PM
Subject: Please Re-Submit DEIR Due to Exclusion of My (and perhaps other)
Comment on the Notice of Preparation for 4051 South Alameda Street
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: paul.koretz@lacity.org

March 9, 2015

Bruce Campbell

3520 Overland Ave. # A 149

Los Angeles, CA  90034

Re: Need to Recirculate DEIR regarding CASE NO.:  ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-
919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana and L.A. City Planning Department,

 Due to the exclusion of my comment letter from the Appendixes of the DEIR
regarding the 4051 South Alameda Street project, please begin the process to re-
submit the DEIR with at least a 45-day comment period.  In this circulation, do
include my comment letter on the Notice of Preparation which was sent to Ms.
Hewawitharana on July 9th, 2014 – as well as all other comment letters on the
project whether they were accidentally or purposefully excluded.  (I forwarded my
original comment letter to Ms. Hewawitharana earlier today to prove that such a
comment letter exists and was sent in a timely manner.)  It would also be preferable
if the letters submitted by the public and by agencies could be viewed taking up
more of the screen.

 It may be a metaphor for the land-use process in the City of L.A., but why should
the applicant’s pages of info cover the whole computer screen, while I have to squint
with my computer glasses on in order to see what the public said in comments
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covering a small portion of the screen?  Of course, it is easier to hide the fact that
certain comments were excluded if the scrolling process is a laborious process and
has real small print.  But, I ask for my comment letter dated July 8th, 2014, and sent
via e-mail on July 9th, 2014, to be included in a recirculated DEIR – preferably in a
large enough size to read.

 Thank you for remedying this serious violation of CEQA and begin the recirculation
process soon.

Sincerely concerned,

Bruce Campbell
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Hi mi name is Jesus Chagoya, I live on 8th St. of Los Angeles CA. I have been living 
in Los Angeles for about 13 years now.  I have been working at Impact Inc. since 
December 2013. I started working in the bundling area, and then I was moved as 
a production assistant. Ever since I started working here it has helped in 
economically because of the over time our boss offer us. I am really happy 
working at impact, everybody is nice to each other here we get along good. Some 
days during the week the boss lets us stay after work since we have sports 
activities such as soccer & basketball. Working at Impact has helped me afford a 
better living for me and family since my mom depends on me. Impact has been 
great for me because I have met people in here that I consider as second family 
we celebrate our birthdays together and we share some great moments.  

 

Thank you. 
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: 4051 Alameda Project
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 2:30:20 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Lety <lety@impact4989.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 6, 2015 at 1:08 PM
Subject: 4051 Alameda Project
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

My name is Leticia Flores,

I’ve been living on Central st Los Angeles for 10 years. I have been working at
Impact for almost 4 years as a receptionist. I’m really happy with my position and I
thank my boss for giving me this opportunity to work at Impact. Working at Impact
has given me the chance to learn so many new things in the past years. I really like
my job because I meet new people and I keep learning new things from all the
people around me. I get more experience each year which I know that it will help
me a lot and I also get to experience new things. This job has help me and my
family because my dad has health problems and can’t work, thus I’m the one
supporting my family of seven including me. It has really helped me economically
because I can give my family what they really need.

Thank you.
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 2:50:01 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Gwendolyn Forrest <gmforrest@hotmail.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 6, 2015 at 2:03 PM
Subject: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
To: LA City Planning Department <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Mayor Eric
Garcetti <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>, CD 1 Gilbert Cedillo
<councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org>, CD 2 Paul Krekorian
<councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org>, CD 3 Bob Blumenfield
<councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org>, CD 4 Tom LaBonge
<councilmember.Labonge@lacity.org>, CD 5 Paul Koretz <paul.koretz@lacity.org>,
CD 6 Nury Martinez <councilmember.martinez@lacity.org>, CD 7 Felipe Fuentes
<councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org>, CD 8 Bernard Parks
<councilmember.parks@lacity.org>, "CD 9 Curren D. Price"
<councilmember.price@lacity.org>, "CD 10 Herb J. Wesson"
<councilmember.wesson@lacity.org>, CD 11 Mike Bonin
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, CD 12 Mitchell Englander
<councilmember.englander@lacity.org>, CD 13 Mitch O'Farrell
<councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org>, CD 14 Jose Huizar
<councilmember.huizar@lacity.org>, CD 15 Joe Buscaino
<councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org>, "Supervisor 1 Hilda L. Solis"
<hildasolis@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 2 Mark Ridley-Thomas
<markridleythomas@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 3 Sheila Kuehl
<sheila@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 4 Don Knabe <don@bos.lacounty.gov>,
"Supervisor 5 Michael D. Antonovich" <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>

02/27/2015 22:39:04
Gwendolyn Forrest
Zip Code 90026

Please resist the temptation of pitting jobs against the environment!

We need your wise leadership on this issue.

South LA Sweatshops will have long term detrimental health impact to the residents
of South Central Los Angeles

The City Planning Department has announced its intention to allow 4 warehouses to
be built with a substandard Draft Environmental Impact Report (Case Number: ENV-
2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR), a move Farm
representatives and the community say will have long term detrimental health
impacts for local South LA residents. Plans call for 4 warehouse facilities that will
draw some 75 diesel big rigs into the area every day, creating an intolerable
concentration of diesel fumes and particulate matter in a neighborhood in a
warehousing district already saturated with such exhaust, posing the danger of
increased risks of cancer, emphysema, asthma, and increased hospitalizations to
poor people of color who live in the district. South Central Farm representative
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Tezozomoc said, “This is an unmistakable and undeniable threat to the health and
well being of the people who live here, and that the City Planning Department has
accepted a substandard Draft Environmental Impact
Report on behalf of PIMA is a clear cut example of environmental racism.”

I call on the city, “ to unconditionally reject the DEIR and return the land to the
community to anchor an environmental justice project to begin to clean up the
community”.  It is clear that Los Angeles City has failed the residents of South LA by
considering a substandard DEIR.  In 2008 the City of Los Angeles reviewed a project
submitted by Horowitz to do one warehouse that encompassed 437,196 sq. ft. (see
Case No. ENV-2008-799-MND, VTT-61482, DIR-2008-841-SPR, aka 41st and
Alameda Warehouse Project) and at that time there would be 264 truck trips per
day. In the recent DEIR PIMA will be developing 481,022 sq. ft. of warehouse space;
comprised of 4 buildings and over 2000 car trips per day.  In PIMA’s proposal they
claim a mere 75 trip trucks a day.  There is a difference of 189 truck trips per days
for a warehouse space that is 10% larger.  There is a difference of 70% in truck
trips.  What is problematic with this assumption is that all further analysis will be
based on
the underspecified 75 truck trips per day.  While this under estimation of the truck
trips may get the project approved by the City; the city under Jan Perry has
supported this project, it will have long negative impact on the residents of South
Los Angeles.
In the realm of Air Quality Health Risk Assessment the truck trips are further down
estimated to 31 diesel fueled trucks per day.  The Kleinfelder’s Health Risk Analysis
is faulty because it also assumes a degraded amount of truck trips per day; 75 truck
trips per day.

Regional Air Quality
The air quality in Southern California does not meet the state and federal standards.
The American Lung Association consistently gives Los Angeles County failing grades
in the amount of ozone and particulate pollution in the air. Although smog levels are
impacted by seasons and weather patterns, smog is visible in the air on most days.

Online location of the 2015 DEIR:
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/4051SoAlamedaStProj/Index.pdf
2008 MND by Horowitz http://1drv.ms/1BiXQ2k, http://1drv.ms/1BiY6OM
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: 4051 Alameda Project
Date: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 8:58:43 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: <Janneth@impact4989.com>
Date: Tue, Mar 10, 2015 at 8:22 AM
Subject: 4051 Alameda Project
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Hi my name is Janneth Garcia,

I live on Figueroa los Angeles, over 27 years, I’ve been working at impact
since October 2006, I started as a receptionist , then I was promoted to

Pre- production assistant and doing some production manager as well. I
been learning mostly everything along the years. 

Along With my knowledge my compensation has grown over the years,
I’ve been able to achieve new things in my life and

By helping me learn many things that will help me in the future.

working at impact has made me learn so much about the fashion design
and made me understand how impact makes everything

possible to achieve everything for their customers. Me and my coworkers
always try our best to achieve everything that comes to us.

I feel really happy to see famous people wearing our products that we
made at impact. This job has help me to be able to help my family

In every way that I can.

Thank you

Best Regards,
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Janneth Garcia

Pre Production

2118 S Compton Ave.

Los Angeles, Ca 90011

Tel: 213.746.1716
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My name is Maria Garcia, 

 I’ve been living in Figueroa st Los Angeles for 24 years; I’ve worked for impact for 4 years as 

pre-production assistant in samples and developments. I have learn so many things in this past 

years I thank my boss for giving me this chance to work for his company. I am a single mother 

so this opportunity has help me a lot economic and to learn things. I love my job we get to meet 

new people and work big companies. I’m really happy to work with impact and experience new 

things. I feel glad to see famous people wearing our products that we made here at impact. This 

has help me so much to give my child and family all the help I can. 
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd:
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 10:18:11 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Artemio Gonzalez <temo0335@gmail.com>
Date: 2015-03-06 9:07 GMT-08:00
Subject:
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Hola mi nombre es Artemio gonzalez vivo en avalon y 41 st soy padre y sostén de 3
hijos que son mi razón de superasion en este pais tengo viviendo en los angeles 27
años y trabajo como manager en impact gracias a, mi esfuerzo y desempeño esta
compañía me a dado mucho que no pensé en la vida lograr soy estoy  totalmente
contentó con mi trabajo y en verdad amo mi trabajo y a todo el personal qué en
verdad somos una familia hoja y se puedan lograr las metas que impact pretende
ya, que seria un gran favor a todos nosotros como su empleados  y como personas
q nesesitamos de un trabajo fijo con grandes beneficios por favor a quien
corresponda este correo Muchas gracias por todo. att, Artemio gonzalez juarez
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Please Halt Plans to Further Industrialize South LA
Date: Monday, January 26, 2015 8:53:32 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Crystal Gonzalez <crystal.t.gonzalez@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Jan 25, 2015 at 2:45 PM
Subject: Please Halt Plans to Further Industrialize South LA
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org;" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

Dear City of Los Angeles,

In regards to the project (4051 South Alameda Street Project), please halt the plans
to build an industrial park in South Los Angeles.  South LA needs more green space
for its residents, not more industrial parks. I am a High School teacher. I see the
dreams of youth: They want Los Angeles be a place where they can live, breath
clean air, be in community, and thrive. At the moment youth feel like it is a place
they want to leave, not a place they want to stay.

I understand that industrial parks have the potential to create jobs, but green
spaces can also create jobs.  We need to start thinking about development in
sustainable and creative ways.

Please halt plans to further industrialize and contaminate South Los Angeles.

Sincerely,
Crystal Gonzalez

LETTER E25

E25-1

E25-3

E25-2



LETTER E26

E26-1



From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Draft EIR re: use of crucial South Los Angeles land
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 12:07:49 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Ira L. Gottlieb <buddyg@bushgottlieb.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 9:36 AM
Subject: Draft EIR re: use of crucial South Los Angeles land
To: "Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: Marcy Winograd <winogradteach@gmail.com>

Srimal Hewawitharana, Environmental Specialist II

Los Angeles City Planning Department

EIR  Analysis Section

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, CA  90012

Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Re: Comments on the Draft EIR, Case NO. ENV-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-
O203-887-SPR, State Clearinghouse Number 2014061030.

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

I am a senior partner union-side labor law attorney with the law firm of Bush
Gottlieb, located in Glendale, CA. Although my office is not located within
the City of Los Angeles, I represent clients with offices in the City and unions
with many members who reside in town, and thus have a stake in the future of
Los Angeles as a neighbor living adjacent to the great megalopolis that LA
has become.
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I am writing to request revisions in the DEIR for the long-disputed tract of
land in South Los Angeles slated for industrial development. I ask that you
reconsider your department’s failure to recognize the community value in
designating the land for gardening and recreational purposes.

I have lived in the Los Angeles region for almost 29 years, and am dismayed
by the paucity of green space in our concrete-bound culture, both generally
and as the shortage is unjustly distributed within the City.  A quick Google
search reveals comments like “South L.A. is ankle-deep in the worst public
land deficit in the city” (http://www.oncentral.org/news/2011/12/22/south-ls-
park-struggle/).  That article published in 2011 went on to note that

“A report issued by the Trust for Public Land, national non-profit aimed
at developing public spaces in underserviced areas, found that there
were roughly 6.2 acres per every 1,000 people in Los Angeles.  It's even
worse if you look at individual communities. A study conducted by the
UCLA Institute of Environment and Sustainability in 2006 found that
African-American and Latino communities receive .8 and 1.6 acres per
1,000 persons respectively, with South Los Angeles averaging less than
half an acre per 1,000 residents.”

In 2009, a story about the opening of a park in the Baldwin Hills area
remarked upon how then City Councilman Mark Ridley-Thomas joked, with
some no doubt intended irony, that he was suffering from “nature-deficit
disorder.”
(http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/dnagami/tackling_nature_deficit_disord.html
)  That article further observed “Urban Los Angeles is one of the most park-
poor areas in the nation, with fewer acres of parkland per resident than any
other major city.  Without adequate green space, these often lower-income
communities of color don't receive the many benefits that come with parks,
like a healthier local environment, access to low-cost recreation, and the
chance to experience and connect with nature up close.”

That malady is not unique to high-profile city officials, and has by no means
been cured or even mitigated in more recent years.  Specifically, I would like
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to draw your attention to a critical study of the American Institute of
Architects (California Council) conducted in 2012 that documented inequities
between South Los Angeles and other parts of LA lacking in greenery, open
space, and recreational facilities. Click below to read the study:

http://www.aiacc.org/2012/05/29/20792/

If you scroll on the site, you’ll note South LA is categorized under the
classification of “park poverty” with only 783 acres of parkland, in contrast to
West LA with 16, 497 acres. This reflects a history of protecting Westside
communities from overdevelopment and allowing some green space to survive
against the onslaught of development, but also shows a different, disparate
outcome when considering the areas of the most dense populations in the City,
which of course need the green space the most:

.  . . those areas with 75% or more Latino population (188 census tracts,
with over 770,000 residents) had only 0.6 park acres per 1,000
population, and heavily African-American dominated tracts (11 census
tracts with almost 50,000 residents) had 1.7 park acres per 1,000
population. In comparison, heavily White dominated areas (117 census
tracts with almost 480,000 residents) enjoyed 31.8 park acres per 1,000
residents.

The implications of this disparity and park shortage in disadvantaged densely
populated areas are dramatic for young people who have no place to go to run,
to chase, kick and throw a ball, enjoy the thrill of competitive sports, or just
gain respite from the drabness of concrete walls and whir of commerce. As a
former camp counselor, sports director and avid basketball player born and
raised in New York City, I’ve learned first-hand how important it is, both in
terms of physical and mental health, for young people to have parks nearby.
As Mahatma Gandhi taught us, “It is health that is real wealth and not pieces
of gold and silver.”

When we have a choice about what to do with substantial swaths of
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undeveloped acreage in disadvantaged communities, this green space deficit
and the need to serve the future needs of youth (and the not-so-young --
directly and for community quality of life all derive) must be carefully taken
into account, with heavy weight afforded to the value of maintaining and
enhancing open recreational space.

Please revise this DEIR to take into consideration the indispensable
community value in setting aside this land for gardening and recreation.

Thank you for your public service, and I appreciate your consideration.

Sincerely,

Ira L. Gottlieb

Bush Gottlieb

500 North Central Avenue, Suite 800

Glendale, California  91203

818 973-3219 (office)

818 398-7666 (cell)

818 973-3201 (fax)
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: South Central Farm
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 12:08:55 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Lisa Green <lisaannverde@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 10:55 AM
Subject: South Central Farm
To: Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

March 9, 2015
Srimal Hewawitharana ,Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Re: Comments on the Draft EIR, Case NO. ENV-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-O203-887-
SPR, State Clearinghouse Number 2014061030.

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

I am a former State Assembly Candidate and a current member of the Green Party
of Los Angeles and California. I am writing you regarding the DEIR concerning the
land known as the South Central Farm. I am an artist in Venice as well as a life
coach and spiritual guide for many. Our greater Los Angeles area is riddled with
individuals who are suffering from the effects of over population in an urban
environment. Noise, traffic, over emphasis on work, and a host of other maladies are
affecting people at an alarm rate. Many of my clients have lost their connection to
the Earth, our home, and with nature. 

I am in opposition of the DEIR based on the following points from the report:

The DEIR’s conclusion that community gardens do not carry local community value.

The DEIR fails to recognize the community value in using the land for recreational
purposes.

One of the healing remedies I suggest to people is to get back to nature in our
urban jungle. Walk in the park, listen to the birds, sit by a tree, put your hands in
the soil. Gardening is a very healthy way to heal the self, and to grow food for
yourself and your community. Life is about choices and more people are seeking a
path towards holistic living which includes contributing to your own food supply.
Community gardens are beautiful, serene and empowering ways for communities to
live and play together while producing with natures assistance a fuel for our bodies,
hearts and souls. 
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It makes me wonder how many of your staff actually spend time engaged with
nature and the environment? For report seems to show a level of ignorance and
promotes neglect that is not a path to wholeness.

Please re-do this DEIR to take into consideration the abundant community values in
using this land for gardening and recreation. Please take time to get outdoors and
commune with nature.
Sincerely,
--
Lisa Green
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: 4051 Alameda Project
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 12:12:13 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Nelly Hernandez <sach.nelly@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 11:04 AM
Subject: 4051 Alameda Project
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Hi, my name is Nallely Hernandez. I live by Hooper and Naomi. I have resided in the
Los Angeles area for 20 years. I am employed in X-Factory and have been working
here a little over 6 months. I was a stay at home mother before I began working so
working here has given me so much work experience and so much knowledge. I am
constantly growing within my field, garment pre-production/production. Our
employer, mister Tony Yu has always been so attentive towards us, his employees.
Our work environment always feels safe and we as a company are constantly
striving for better. We take pride in the garments produced as we work hard to
make sure every detail of the garment is perfect. I enjoy working here because I
always receive the best support from my colleagues if I have a family emergency. I
am so happy that I am able to provide for my 2 children.

LETTER E29

E29-1



LETTER E30

E30-1



LETTER E31

E31-1



LETTER E32

E32-1



From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: 4051 Alameda Project
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 10:17:33 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Karen Iglesias <kareni2@me.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 6, 2015 at 9:42 AM
Subject: 4051 Alameda Project
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Hi my name is Karen Iglesias, 

I live on Eastlake Ave Los Angeles, I’ve lived in Los Angeles for about 8 years.

I've been working at Impact since August 2008, I started here as a receptionist, then I
 was promoted to 

pre-production assistant now I'm production manager assistant, along with the
knowledge my compensation has grown, I've been able to afford a better living and
help my family too.

Work for Impact is a great experience, I consider my coworkers and boss as my
second family, we celebrate success and birthdays with happiness and share great
moments.

I'm so proud to work at Impact and when I realize that is when I see on TV Shows
some products of our clients that we have made here.

Thank you.
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Draft EIR Case No. ENV-2012-919-PMLA
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 2:12:13 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Kathy Knight <kathy.knight@verizon.net>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 12:47 PM
Subject: Draft EIR Case No. ENV-2012-919-PMLA
To: Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

March 9, 2014 

Srimal Hewawitharana ,Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Re: Comments on the Draft EIR, Case NO. ENV-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-O203-887-
SPR, State Clearinghouse Number 2014061030.
Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:
Please do not accept the Draft EIR in its current form. It goes against the Open Space
element in the City's master plan by opting against preservation and restoration of
green open space in favor of more industrial uses. The highest use of this parcel
would be to return it to the community as an urban garden with recreational
opportunities.
The DEIR’s conclusion that community gardens do not carry local community value
and economic benefits is insensitive to communities of color. For the people of South
LA, access to healthy food – broccoli, asparagus, tomatoes (as opposed to chips,
sodas, and candy), as well as skills to produce this food -- are matters of life and
death, of sight and blindness. 
Also, we spend a huge amount of tax funds on jails in Los Angeles.  But it has been
shown that when children can grow food in community gardens with their families,
they eat better and the crime rate goes down.  It is a healthy activity for families to do
together.    Where is the impact of this shown in the DEIR?
In addition, the DEIR needs to study in detail the health and mental benefits of
children in that area having open space to enjoy for recreation.  
Please re-do this DEIR to take into consideration the abundant community values in
using this land for gardening and recreation.
Thank you for your public service.
Sincerely,
Kathy Knight
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1122 Oak St.
Santa Monica, CA 90405
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 2:54:24 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: jose lopez <joseclopez@hotmail.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 6, 2015 at 2:03 PM
Subject: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
To: LA City Planning Department <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Mayor Eric
Garcetti <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>, CD 1 Gilbert Cedillo
<councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org>, CD 2 Paul Krekorian
<councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org>, CD 3 Bob Blumenfield
<councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org>, CD 4 Tom LaBonge
<councilmember.Labonge@lacity.org>, CD 5 Paul Koretz <paul.koretz@lacity.org>,
CD 6 Nury Martinez <councilmember.martinez@lacity.org>, CD 7 Felipe Fuentes
<councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org>, CD 8 Bernard Parks
<councilmember.parks@lacity.org>, "CD 9 Curren D. Price"
<councilmember.price@lacity.org>, "CD 10 Herb J. Wesson"
<councilmember.wesson@lacity.org>, CD 11 Mike Bonin
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, CD 12 Mitchell Englander
<councilmember.englander@lacity.org>, CD 13 Mitch O'Farrell
<councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org>, CD 14 Jose Huizar
<councilmember.huizar@lacity.org>, CD 15 Joe Buscaino
<councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org>, "Supervisor 1 Hilda L. Solis"
<hildasolis@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 2 Mark Ridley-Thomas
<markridleythomas@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 3 Sheila Kuehl
<sheila@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 4 Don Knabe <don@bos.lacounty.gov>,
"Supervisor 5 Michael D. Antonovich" <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>

02/28/2015 01:08:56
jose lopez
Zip Code 90016

South LA Sweatshops will have long term detrimental health impact to the residents
of South Central Los Angeles

The City Planning Department has announced its intention to allow 4 warehouses to
be built with a substandard Draft Environmental Impact Report (Case Number: ENV-
2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR), a move Farm
representatives and the community say will have long term detrimental health
impacts for local South LA residents. Plans call for 4 warehouse facilities that will
draw some 75 diesel big rigs into the area every day, creating an intolerable
concentration of diesel fumes and particulate matter in a neighborhood in a
warehousing district already saturated with such exhaust, posing the danger of
increased risks of cancer, emphysema, asthma, and increased hospitalizations to
poor people of color who live in the district. South Central Farm representative
Tezozomoc said, “This is an unmistakable and undeniable threat to the health and
well being of the people who live here, and that the City Planning Department has
accepted a substandard Draft Environmental Impact
Report on behalf of PIMA is a clear cut example of environmental racism.”
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I call on the city, “ to unconditionally reject the DEIR and return the land to the
community to anchor an environmental justice project to begin to clean up the
community”.  It is clear that Los Angeles City has failed the residents of South LA by
considering a substandard DEIR.  In 2008 the City of Los Angeles reviewed a project
submitted by Horowitz to do one warehouse that encompassed 437,196 sq. ft. (see
Case No. ENV-2008-799-MND, VTT-61482, DIR-2008-841-SPR, aka 41st and
Alameda Warehouse Project) and at that time there would be 264 truck trips per
day. In the recent DEIR PIMA will be developing 481,022 sq. ft. of warehouse space;
comprised of 4 buildings and over 2000 car trips per day.  In PIMA’s proposal they
claim a mere 75 trip trucks a day.  There is a difference of 189 truck trips per days
for a warehouse space that is 10% larger.  There is a difference of 70% in truck
trips.  What is problematic with this assumption is that all further analysis will be
based on
the underspecified 75 truck trips per day.  While this under estimation of the truck
trips may get the project approved by the City; the city under Jan Perry has
supported this project, it will have long negative impact on the residents of South
Los Angeles.
In the realm of Air Quality Health Risk Assessment the truck trips are further down
estimated to 31 diesel fueled trucks per day.  The Kleinfelder’s Health Risk Analysis
is faulty because it also assumes a degraded amount of truck trips per day; 75 truck
trips per day.

Regional Air Quality
The air quality in Southern California does not meet the state and federal standards.
The American Lung Association consistently gives Los Angeles County failing grades
in the amount of ozone and particulate pollution in the air. Although smog levels are
impacted by seasons and weather patterns, smog is visible in the air on most days.

Online location of the 2015 DEIR:
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/4051SoAlamedaStProj/Index.pdf
2008 MND by Horowitz http://1drv.ms/1BiXQ2k, http://1drv.ms/1BiY6OM
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 2:38:57 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Mario Montano <mmontano@coloradocollege.edu>
Date: Fri, Mar 6, 2015 at 1:59 PM
Subject: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
To: LA City Planning Department <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Mayor Eric
Garcetti <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>, CD 1 Gilbert Cedillo
<councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org>, CD 2 Paul Krekorian
<councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org>, CD 3 Bob Blumenfield
<councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org>, CD 4 Tom LaBonge
<councilmember.Labonge@lacity.org>, CD 5 Paul Koretz <paul.koretz@lacity.org>,
CD 6 Nury Martinez <councilmember.martinez@lacity.org>, CD 7 Felipe Fuentes
<councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org>, CD 8 Bernard Parks
<councilmember.parks@lacity.org>, "CD 9 Curren D. Price"
<councilmember.price@lacity.org>, "CD 10 Herb J. Wesson"
<councilmember.wesson@lacity.org>, CD 11 Mike Bonin
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, CD 12 Mitchell Englander
<councilmember.englander@lacity.org>, CD 13 Mitch O'Farrell
<councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org>, CD 14 Jose Huizar
<councilmember.huizar@lacity.org>, CD 15 Joe Buscaino
<councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org>, "Supervisor 1 Hilda L. Solis"
<hildasolis@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 2 Mark Ridley-Thomas
<markridleythomas@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 3 Sheila Kuehl
<sheila@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 4 Don Knabe <don@bos.lacounty.gov>,
"Supervisor 5 Michael D. Antonovich" <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>

02/27/2015 17:25:36
Mario Montano
Zip Code 80909

South LA Sweatshops will have long term detrimental health impact to the residents
of South Central Los Angeles

The City Planning Department has announced its intention to allow 4 warehouses to
be built with a substandard Draft Environmental Impact Report (Case Number: ENV-
2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR), a move Farm
representatives and the community say will have long term detrimental health
impacts for local South LA residents. Plans call for 4 warehouse facilities that will
draw some 75 diesel big rigs into the area every day, creating an intolerable
concentration of diesel fumes and particulate matter in a neighborhood in a
warehousing district already saturated with such exhaust, posing the danger of
increased risks of cancer, emphysema, asthma, and increased hospitalizations to
poor people of color who live in the district. South Central Farm representative
Tezozomoc said, “This is an unmistakable and undeniable threat to the health and
well being of the people who live here, and that the City Planning Department has
accepted a substandard Draft Environmental Impact
Report on behalf of PIMA is a clear cut example of environmental racism.”
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I call on the city, “ to unconditionally reject the DEIR and return the land to the
community to anchor an environmental justice project to begin to clean up the
community”.  It is clear that Los Angeles City has failed the residents of South LA by
considering a substandard DEIR.  In 2008 the City of Los Angeles reviewed a project
submitted by Horowitz to do one warehouse that encompassed 437,196 sq. ft. (see
Case No. ENV-2008-799-MND, VTT-61482, DIR-2008-841-SPR, aka 41st and
Alameda Warehouse Project) and at that time there would be 264 truck trips per
day. In the recent DEIR PIMA will be developing 481,022 sq. ft. of warehouse space;
comprised of 4 buildings and over 2000 car trips per day.  In PIMA’s proposal they
claim a mere 75 trip trucks a day.  There is a difference of 189 truck trips per days
for a warehouse space that is 10% larger.  There is a difference of 70% in truck
trips.  What is problematic with this assumption is that all further analysis will be
based on
the underspecified 75 truck trips per day.  While this under estimation of the truck
trips may get the project approved by the City; the city under Jan Perry has
supported this project, it will have long negative impact on the residents of South
Los Angeles.
In the realm of Air Quality Health Risk Assessment the truck trips are further down
estimated to 31 diesel fueled trucks per day.  The Kleinfelder’s Health Risk Analysis
is faulty because it also assumes a degraded amount of truck trips per day; 75 truck
trips per day.

Regional Air Quality
The air quality in Southern California does not meet the state and federal standards.
The American Lung Association consistently gives Los Angeles County failing grades
in the amount of ozone and particulate pollution in the air. Although smog levels are
impacted by seasons and weather patterns, smog is visible in the air on most days.

Online location of the 2015 DEIR:
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/4051SoAlamedaStProj/Index.pdf
2008 MND by Horowitz http://1drv.ms/1BiXQ2k, http://1drv.ms/1BiY6OM
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: URGENT: Comments on Draft EIR, Case No. ENV-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-O203-887-SPR, State

Clearinghouse Number 2014061030
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 12:18:30 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Leslie Jeanne Morava <lesliemorava@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 11:42 AM
Subject: URGENT: Comments on Draft EIR, Case No. ENV-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-
O203-887-SPR, State Clearinghouse Number 2014061030
To: Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:
The Draft EIR in its current form for the site @ 41st & Alameda St. goes against the Open
Space element in the City's master plan.
Please on the public's behalf, reject it.
It's choosing to go against preservation and restoration of green, open space in favor of
industrial uses. 

The highest use of this parcel would be to return it to the community as an urban garden, with
recreational opportunities! 
Cumulative impacts of diesel trucks required for warehouse activity will add to the area's already
unacceptable level of air and noise pollution.
It will also impact pedestrian and automobile safety by increasing traffic congestion adjacent to
residential areas and the Metro Blue Line.
The DEIR’s conclusion that community gardens do not carry local community value and
economic benefits is extremely short-sighted and insensitive to communities of color, and
communities in need.  During operation of the South Central Farm years, it was proven to reduce
crime in the area significantly, as well.

For the people of South LA, access to healthy food – broccoli, asparagus, tomatoes (as opposed
to chips, sodas, and candy), as well as skills to produce this food -- are matters of life and death,
of sight and blindness. In essence, the DEIR’s conclusion negating community value of organic
gardens sends a Marie Antoinette message – not let them eat cake, but let them feast on salt,
sugar, and fat while other more fortunate areas of Los Angeles enjoy the privilege of eating
healthy food and living robust lives.
I was equally appalled to read that the DEIR fails to recognize the community value in using the
land for recreational purposes. Are we to believe there is a positive net gain in setting aside the
land for polluting industrial use, for possible release of carcinogens and other toxins, rather than
giving the children of Los Angeles a place to play and run and get in shape? This is a shameful
conclusion, truly embarrassing to read.
Please re-do this DEIR to take into consideration the abundant community values in using this
land for gardening and recreation.
Thank you in advance for your consideration!
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With Kind Regards,
Leslie J. Morava

Leslie Jeanne Morava - Casting & Production
GOLDEN DOLPHIN PRODUCTIONS, INC.
16160 W. Sunset Blvd. Ste. C
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272
310-454-1550 ofc.
310-428-9380 cell.
310-496-0738 fax.
www.lesliejeannemoravaproductions.com
www.goldendolphinfilms.com

"All truths are easy to understand once they are discovered; the point is to discover them." ~
Galileo Galilei
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887 –SPR
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 2:39:57 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Jack Neff <jackneff01@yahoo.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 2:30 PM
Subject: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887 –SPR
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

TO: Srimal Hewawitharan, City of Los Angeles Department of Planning
Project Name: 4051 South Alameda Street Project
Project Location/Address: 4051 South Alameda Street, Los Angeles, California, 90058
CASE NO.: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887 –SPR

 
Ms. Hewawitharana -In Re the above referenced matter, these public comments are truncated
to a miniscule degree of the scope of all the issues this Commenter needs to note concerning
that certain real estate within the City of Los Angeles designated within City Planning's file
going forward as the above-referenced matter. 

Firstly, it appears critical documents concerning public safety and traffic impacts have been
indexed as being in the proposed Draft EIR, but are not locatable at the citations provided by
City Planning.
 
These documents are shown on the List of Tables, Vol. I, Secs. I-IX:
Appendix IV:  IV.B-10 Proposed Project Traffic Conditions for 2016 ........ IV.B-20
IV.G-2 2014 Existing Traffic Conditions ......................................................... IV.G-7
IV.G-3 Freeway Segment Analysis.................................................................. IV.G-8
IV.G-4 Freeway Off-Ramp Analysis ................................................................ IV.G-8
IV.G-5 Level of Service Descriptions.............................................................. IV.G-11
IV.G-6 Level of Service Criteria ...................................................................... IV.G-12
IV.G-7 Proposed Project Traffic Conditions for 2016 .................................. IV.G-14
 
As such, this comment firstly requests additional time beyond, up to and including an
additional 45 days from the noticed closing of Public Comments on March 9, 2015 at 4:00
p.m., or June 14, 2015, to submit crucial supplemental comments to necessarily confront the
specifics of the dollar amount in concessions the developer is asking from the City,
concessions in accountability of various sister governmental and public sector entities along
the overlying jurisdictions controlling that certain area of real estate within the City of Los
Angeles designated within City Planning's file going forward as the above-referenced matter.
 
Controversies abound on the face of the proposed draft EIR in the City Planning file,
beginning with the document therein entitled "NOTICE OF COMPLETION AND
AVAILABILITY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ENV-2012-920-EIR;
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER: 2014061030", dated January 22, 2015  (the "NOP").
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On page 2 therein, topic entitled "ANTICIPATED SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL
EFFECTS" I note one of the significant impacts identified by City Planners was "greenhouse
gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, and land use and planning."  Although City
Planners say that as proposed, according to this same document from City Planning's file, the
proposed new construction, "With implementation of the proposed mitigation measures" will
likely have "no significant and unavoidable project or cumulative impacts in these issue areas
addressed in the EIR are expected with regard to construction or operation of the proposed
project."
 
The developer is conceding the controversial nature of the project, and so the issue of bias of
City Planners is present.  Questions concerning conflicting "Anticipated Significant
Environmental Effects" must be addressed and more time is necessary to determine which of
the "anticipated significant environmental effects" will receive priority in the course of
mitigation and going forward to approval of the proposed draft EIR.
 
The proposed Draft EIR is a fraction of the material within City Planning's file, which
references therein the South East Los Angeles Community Plan (the "Plan"), which in its
current state is a work in progress, with various controversial proposals competing for the
imprimatur of the Plan, including this proposed Draft EIR.  Therefore the extent of the
controversies disclosed by the proposed Draft EIR, could be said to include lobbying interests
intersecting with the City, various sister governmental entities along the overlying
jurisdictions controlling that certain area of real estate within the City of Los Angeles
designated within City Planning's file going forward as the above-referenced matter.
 
This Commenter requests more time to investigate the the South East Los Angeles
Community Plan and its proposed role in proposed Draft EIR.  Otherwise, will City Planning
be signing off on issues of accountability and put the public welfare entrusted to it and its
sister governmental agencies into the hands of commerce and subject to their extensive
liabilities for the public welfare?
 
 
Developer's Requests for Concessions
In the Draft Environmental Impact Report, III Project Description, Page III-6 (page 40, top in
pdf), the developer is requesting a laundry list of concessions from a panoply of
governmental agencies. 

"Other permits, ministerial or discretionary, may be necessary in order to execute and
implement the  proposed project. Such approvals may include, but are not limited to:
landscaping approvals, exterior approvals, permits for driveway curb cuts, storm water
discharge permits, grading permits, installation and hookup approvals for public utilities and
related permits."

Thus the developer admits the proposed Draft EIR insufficiently accounts for a huge portion
of the actual execution of the project and is requesting a blank check to build on that certain
real estate which is the subject of the City Planning file.

Currently the City Planning file contains developer requests for concessions from City
Planning, City agencies and bureaus and from the City's sister governmental agencies like the
Port of Los Angeles, the Alameda Corridor Special Authority, the Southern California Air
Quality Management District, Cal-EPA/Department of Toxic Substance Control, California
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Department of Resources, the Metropolitan Transit Authority, and others.  These
concessions, in the words of the proposed Draft EIR include:
 
· 12’ street widening on Long Beach Avenue
· 5’ street widening on Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd.
· 24.5’ street widening on South Alameda Street
· 22’ street widening on 41st Street
I. Introduction/Summary, Page I-5
 
The approximate area of these street concessions totals an unknown amount of land, land
which now controlled by the City, the Department of Transportation, the MTA, rail agencies.
Is the developer going to be accountable for events on these streets to the extent the as the
City or will the people of Los Angeles suffer from decreased accountability as a result of the
City granting the developer these street concessions?

The developer is also requesting concessions in the proposed Draft EIR,III Project
Description, Page III-5  on page 39.
 
"D. DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS In order to allow development of the proposed project,
the following discretionary approvals are required:

Approval of Parcel Map No. AA-2012-919-PMLA to permit the subdivision of one 546,921
net square-foot parcel into four lots.

Site Plan Review to develop more than 50,000 square feet of non-residential floor area.
Merger of the right-of-way of 40th Place and the two alleys north and south of 40th Place"

If approved by City Planning, Approval of Parcel Map No. AA-2012-919-PMLA, is a
concession to the developer which the developer must offset by mitigation or else the public
purse is at a loss for the net tax revenues which the current lot line configuration is assessed
for.

A Site Plan Review to develop new construction for this proposed project is much more than
50,000 square feet, it's almost 10 times that amount, according to the proposed Draft EIR, the
Site Plan Review must cover approximately 464,000 square feet.  Approval of a single site
plan by City Planning must provide accountability by the developer which is presently under
the jurisdiction of the City and various sister governmental agencies, or the public interest
will lose the oversight and control arising from those mandates and authority.

Other agencies that may have jurisdiction over some aspects the proposed project include, but
are not limited to:

California Department of Transportation
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Regional Water Quality Board
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Does the concessions the developer is asking for from the City and various sister
governmental entities overturn a consensus mandate to address airborne particle emissions
along the entire Alameda Corridor?  Does the record show that a succession of planning and
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regulatory entities generally regarded as relevant have stated  greenbelts, water features,
pedestrian-friendly amenities along the 5 designated California impacted port areas, which
includes Alameda Corridor, along a section wherein lies that certain real estate which is the
subject of City Planning's file?  This information is needed to complete my public comments
on the subject.
 
Developer is stating he will build 368 parking spaces, but I did not find anything in the
proposed Draft EIR which shows necessary accommodations for at least 368 employees.  In
facilities the size developer is proposing, developer would have to provide eating facilities for
at least 100 people who work there.  I found no mention that these or any other such
accommodations were planned to be provided, as required the law.
 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

According to the July 14, 2014 letter from Dianna Watson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief, Cal-
DOT, District 7, Transportation Planning, found on page 11 of 543, Volume II, Appendix II
of the proposed Draft EIR, "The project will create a net total of approximately 2,052 new
two-way passenger car equivalent trips per day...However, trip generation needs to include
employee trips...Based on the traffic data received, when the related projects are built, there
may be be significant cumulative traffic impact to the State facilities" (i.e.,the 10 freeway).
Thus, the developer is requesting a concession from another sister agency to the City that the
public purse bear more than 4,104 additional car trips will be made each day as a result of the
new construction in proposed Draft EIR.  If the developer actually builds this project,
additional mitigation must be included for significant traffic impacts which affect the daily
lives of people.  I propose using block grants to fund greenbelts, additional landscaping and
pedestrian-friendly amenities be added to the project as part of the cost of adding to the
traffic woes already existing.
 
California Public Utilities Commission

Chi Cheung To, P.E., Utilities Engineer, Rail Crossings Engineering Section ("RCES"), of
the PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, reviewed the Notice of Preparation of Draft EIR
("NOP") regarding City Planning's file.  In his June 19, 2014 to Ms. Hewawitharana of City
Planning, Mr. To states California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) has jurisdiction
over the safety of highway rail crossings (crossings) in California. The California Public
Utilities Code requires Commission approval for the construction or alteration of crossings
and grants the Commission exclusive power on the design, alteration, and closure of
crossings. According to Mr. To, the project includes construction of four (4) industrial
buildings. 

 "The 41stStreet at-grade crossing (ID: CPUC No. 001BBH-486.13, DOT No. 747835D)
and the 38th place crossing (ID: CPUC No. 001BG-486.00, DOT No. 747607R) are located
immediately on the west and east sides of the project site respectively. Currently, there are
over 100 combined light-rail and freight train movements per day at the 41st Street crossing,
with a maximum speed of 30 miles per hour.  Any development adjacent to or near the
railroad right-of-way (ROW) should be planned with the safety of the rail corridor in mind."

The proposed Draft EIR offers a commitment to a local hire agreement and a cash pledge to
local recreation facilities, but the developer makes no offer, and has no means to indemnify
the public regarding Mr. To's concerns stated on page13 of 543 of Volume II, Appendix II of
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the proposed Draft EIR, the safe operation of the adjacent railway lines.

Mr. To correctly points out that new developments will increase traffic volumes not only on
streets and at intersections, but also at any adjacent at-grade rail crossing. "Any traffic impact
studies undertaken should address rail crossing safety analysis and associated proposed
mitigation measures [emphasis added]. Safety analysis should include queuing on tracks,
pedestrian movements, turning movements and sightlines. Safety improvement measures may
include the planning for grade separations for major thoroughfares [of which there are
several], improvements to existing at-grade rail crossings due to increase in traffic volumes
(e.g., addition or upgrade of crossing warning devices, active and passive signs, tactile
surfaces and edge lines on sidewalks, and channelization fencing)."
 
The proposed Draft EIR contains none of the elements called for by Mr. To, and developer
will avoid accountability for the PUC's responsibilities if City Planning approves the project
without providing answers to all of Mr. To's concerns.

Mr. To further notes, "any modification to an existing public rail crossing requires
authorization from the Commission. RCES representatives are available for consultation on
any potential safety impacts or concerns at crossings. Please continue to keep RCES
informed of the project’s development.

My question is whether City Planning or the developer have the resources or political will
necessary to keep RCES involved in railway crossing safety mitigation throughout City
Planning's process.  Indications within the proposed Draft EIR is that no resources exist to
support railway crossing safety mitigation measures as RCES is not even included in Section
VII, Acronyms and Abbreviations despite representing critical public safety accountability
adjacent to that certain real estate which is the subject of City Planning's file in this matter.
 
Wastewater Engineering Services, Bureau of Sanitation, City of Los Angeles

According to Ali Poosti, Division Manager, Wastewater Engineering Services Division,
Bureau of Sanitation, City of Los Angeles, in his June 14, 2014 memo to Ms. Hewawitharana
of City Planning (pages 14-16 of 543, Volume II, Appendix II of the proposed Draft EIR):

"The estimated flow that would be generated from your proposed project exceeds 20,000
GPD [gallons per day]and therefore may have a significant impact on the sewer system
capacity [emphasis added]. Thus, detailed gauging is necessary to determine whether the
sewer system is capable of safely accommodating the total flow for your proposed project.
We have initiated a work order to gauge the designated critical locations in the project area.
This process usually takes approximately three (3) to four (4) weeks. A detailed evaluation
and response will be provided to you within one (1) to two (2) weeks upon receipt of gauging
data."

Mr. Poosti provided the following data to support his understanding:

"Projected Wastewater Discharges for the Proposed Project:

Type Description Average Daily Flow per Type Proposed No. of Average Daily
Description (GPD/UNIT) Units Flow(GPD)
Proposed Warehouse  30 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 376,361 SQ.FT 11,291
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Office Space  170 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 85,181 SQ.FT 14,481
Manufacturing  50 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 29,896 SQ.FT 1,495
Total Daily Water Usage (gallons per day) 27,267"

"SEWER AVAILABILITY
The current approximate flow level (diD) and the design capacities at diD of 50% in the
sewer system are as follows:

Sewer
Diameter (in)  Pipe Location  50% Design Capacity
8 in.  Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. *  198,599 GPD
10 in.  Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. *  360,084 GPD
8 in.  40th Pl. *  229,323 GPD
8 in.  41 st St. *  229,323 GPD
10 in.  Long Beach Ave. East *  394,453 GPD
45 in.  41st Pl.  30 294,000 GPD
45 in.  41st Pl.  1427,000 GPD
* No gauging available"

"City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering has requested additional gauging to support the
sizing and location of sewer connections, as a means of avoiding impacts to the public sewer
system." As a result, all of the Alternatives proposed by City Planning would require the
implementation of mitigation measure Utilities and Service Systems-1.

Mr. Poosti also demands stormwater mitigation is required of the proposed Draft EIR with
the preferred uses being infiltration, capture/use, and biofiltration as the preferred stormwater
control measures.  Review of the proposed Draft EIR contains nothing to address Mr. Poosti's
mandate for accountability of the developer for meeting water use policy standards.
 
Mr. Poosti's stormwater analysis reads:

"The Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division (WPD) is charged with the task of
ensuring the implementation of the Municipal Stormwater Permit requirements within the
City of Los Angeles. We anticipate the following requirements would apply for this project."

"POST -CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS
The project requires implementation of stormwater mitigation measures. These requirements
are based on the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and the recently
adopted Low Impact Development (LID) requirements. The projects that are subject to
SUSMP/LID are required to incorporate measures to mitigate the impact of stormwater
runoff. The requirements are outlined in the guidance manual titled "Development Best
Management Practices Handbook -Part B: Planning Activities". Current regulations prioritize
infiltration, capture/use, and then biofiltration as the preferred stormwater control measures.
The relevant documents can be found at: www.lastormwater.org. It is advised that input
regarding SUSMP requirements be received in the early phases of the project from
WPD's plan-checking staff." [emphasis added].

Has the developer been in touch with WPD regarding the SUSMP requirements?  Will Mr.
Poosti be kept in the loop with this project going forward?  Has the developer made any
commitments or cash pledges to protect and carefully utilize the public's water in the new
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construction?  It think not because the WPD is not even included in Section VII, Acronyms
and Abbreviations despite representing critical public resource (water) accountability within
and adjacent to that certain real estate which is the subject of City Planning's file in this
matter.

Mr. Poosti also informed the developer about the City's construction standards:
 
"The project is required to implement stormwater control measures during its construction
phase. All projects are subject to a set of minimum control measures to lessen the impact of
stormwater pollution. In addition for projects that involve construction during the rainy
season that is between October 1 and April 15, a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan is
required to be prepared."

"Also projects that disturb more than one-acre of land [this is an over 13-acre proposed
Project] are subject to the California General Construction Stormwater Permit. As part of this
requirement a Notice of Intent (NOI) needs to be filed with the State of California and a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) needs to be prepared. The SWPPP must be
maintained on-site during the duration of construction."

Has the developer made any commitment or cash pledge to be accountable for stormwater
control measures during construction?  Why don't any of the developer's project drawings or
maps indicate any stormwater control measures?
 
Mr. Poosti provided photographs of the acceptable stormwater control measures necessary to
mitigate water on the land (pages 24-29 of 543, Volume II, Appendix II of the proposed Draft
EIR):
 
Bioswale A bioswale is a broad, shallow channel with a dense stand of vegetation covering
the side slopes and bottom. Bioswales are designed to treat stormwater primarily through
filtration, and plant uptake before conveying the flow to a downstream discharge location.
The vegetation helps in reducing flow velocity to prevent erosion. Can be planted with either
grass or native vegetation, bioswales are best served in residential, industrial, and commercial
landuse with smaller tributary drainage areas. Storm Water Solutions | Storm Water &
Erosion Control

image

Planter Boxes Planter boxes provide stormwater treatment through filtration and
adsorption. Stormwater is captured and treated via filtration through the soil media 
and root zone and evapotranspiration through the planted vegetation before 
discharging back to storm drain system.

Storm Water Solutions | Stor
m Water & Erosion Control
The online portal for Storm Water Solutio

ns, a magazine that provides unique, com

prehensive content covering timely news,

storm water and erosion control industry

View on www.estormwater.com Preview by Yahoo
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Infiltration Trench An infiltration trench is a long, narrow, rock-filled trench  bordered
on each side by a grass or vegetated buffer. Runoff is stored in the void space
between the stones and infiltrates through the bottom into the soil matrix. The  buffer
strips provide pretreatment to limit the amounts of coarse sediments entering the
trench which can cause clogging. 

Bioretention/Infiltration Curb Inlets They provide stormwater treatment as well as
peak flow attenuation through storage and filtration/infiltration, and adsorption.
Stormwater is captured and treated via filtration/infiltration through the soil media  and
evapotranspiration through the planted vegetation.
 
Biotreatment Curb Inlet  Biotreatment curb inlets are well suited for the urban 
environment.  They add green space while providing stormwater runoff treatment.
Unlike end-of-line treatment systems, it treats smaller drainage areas closer to the
source of pollutants. This BMP can be used in retrofit project using existing catch
basins and provides a natural approach to address high levels of fecal coliform and 
enterococcus bacteria, as well as other pollutants found in stormwater.

Curb Extension Curb extensions have historically been used to slow traffic and
improve pedestrian safety. A landscaped curb extension version are now being 
increasingly used to treat stormwater runoff and provide green space. Essentially 
similar to rain gardens, they treat stormwater through filtration, infiltration, and
evapotranspiration. 

Pervious Concrete Pavement Pervious concrete is an open void material designed
to allow rainwater to filter through the paved surface into the ground or a storage
container rather than settling on the surface. It’s two main objectives are runoff peak
flow attenuation while provide stormwater treatment. Site specific design of the
retention/recharge area include an initial soils site survey, and site specific storm
water calculations for volume and duration.

Porous Concrete Pavers Similar to the porous concrete pavement, unit pavers
provide a hardscape alternative to stormwater treatment BMPs. Unit pavers, or
paving stones, are impermeable blocks made of brick, stone, or concrete, set on a
prepared sand base. The joints between the blocks are filled with sand or stone  dust
to allow water to percolate downward.
 
Grass Pavers Similar in concept and function to the porous concrete pavements  and
unit pavers, the grass pavers are “landscaped” alternatives designed to allow
infiltration of stormwater runoff to the underlaying soil media. Grass pavers, or turf
blocks, are a type of open-cell unit paver whereby the cells are filled with soil and
planted with turf. The cell matrix are typically made of concrete or synthetic material.

Recycled Rubber Sidewalk Originally used as alternatives to cracked sidewalks
from protruding tree roots, rubber sidewalks are considered as another form of
porous pavers to infiltrate runoff. Typically made of recycled rubber from waste tires.
 
Because there is no mention of stormwater control designs anywhere in the proposed
Draft EIR, it appears the developer has not been in touch with Mr. Poosti about
integrating the public's right to accountability into the proposed Project.  City Planning
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should not use the proposed Draft EIR as instrument to help the developer evade
accountability for the public interest in stormwater control without overtaxing existing
storm control infrastructure with this high-density, zero-design consideration project.

Finally, Mr. Poosti states the proposed Draft EIR must adhere to the City's solid waste
policies.  "The City has a standard requirement that applies to all proposed residential
developments of four or more units or where the addition of floor areas is 25 percent
or more, and all other development projects where the addition of floor area is 30
percent or more. Such developments must set aside a recycling area or room for
onside recycling activities."  

In a search of the 194-page proposed Draft EIR I found no use of the words "recycle"
or "recycling".  As such, the developer has no credibility with respect to plans to
adhere to the City's solid waste policies, and City Planning should not this fact in it's
file concerning that certain real estate which is the subject matter of the proposed
Draft EIR.

Mr. Poosti, the Division Manager, Wastewater Engineering Services Division, Bureau
of Sanitation, City of Los Angeles, submits unchanged figures regarding planned
water usage and sewage capacity in his July 24, 2014 memo to Ms. Hewawitharana
of City Planning (pages 20-21 of 543, Volume II, Appendix II of the proposed Draft
EIR):
 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("LACMTA")

Marie Sullivan, Development Review Coordinator, Countywide Planning for the Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority ("LACMTA"), wrote of the
ATM's mandate to protect public transit infrastructure from developer's
encroachments in her letter to to Ms. Hewawitharana of City Planning of June 26,
2014. (pages 30-51 of 543, Volume II, Appendix II of the proposed Draft EIR, with the
following enclosures:  Guidelines for Congestion Management Analysis, Noise
Easement Deed/Acknowledgment/Certificate of Acceptance, Adjacent Construction
Design Manual):

Ms. Sullivan is under the impression the Project provides 75 parking spaces.  This is
incorrect, the NOP and throughout the City Planning file, developer is seeking 368
parking spaces for the entire proposed Project.  Ms. Sullivan also acknowledges the
developer is seeking "merger of the right-of-way at 4051 South Alameda Street in the
City of Los Angeles."

LACMTA, through Ms. Sullivan, has communicated to City Planning their
"recommendations from LACMTA concerning issues that are germane to our
agency's responsibility in relation to our facilities and services that may be affected by
the proposed Project"
 
LACMTA states "The development of this property may increase traffic values cross
this at-grade crossing and could potentially impact the safety of the crossing.  These
traffic and safety impacts should be analyzed."  Thus LACMTA joins California
Department of Transportation and the PUC as sister governmental agencies
acknowledging the detrimental traffic impacts of the proposed Project.  Developer
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mitigation is necessary to offset these impacts and ensure these sister agencies are
free to enforce accountability against the developer for safety and traffic hazards
created by the proposed Project.

The developer has a duty under "Zoning Information No. 1117, prior to the City
issuing a building permit, of the Metro Rail construction area, clearance shall be
obtained from LACMTA.  LACMTA will need to review engineering drawings and
calculations." . . . "LACMTA requires an Engineering Review Fee for evaluation of any
impacts based on adjacency and relationship of the proposed building to the Metro
existing structures."  [emphasis added].
Because the Long Beach Boulevard right-of-way is less than 100 feet from the edge
of the sidewalk vacation sought by the developer, City Planning thus also has a duty
under Zoning Information No. 1117, to withhold the developer's building permit up to
and until the developer has obtained sufficient clearance from LACMTA.  Further, City
Planning should not grant any concession or fee waiver to offset developer's duty to
pay the LACMTA Engineering Review Fee or LACMTA cost reimbursements as that
would be irresponsible use of public funds and motivate developer to evade
accountability with unsubstantiated Engineering projections and pointless delays.

Finally, Ms. Sullivan informs City Planning that developer has a large burden to
conform the project to the Congestion Management Program statute, and enclosed
the relevant statutory language.  It appears that the proposed Draft EIR listed subject
headings for traffic analysis,  but which I cannot locate using the citations provided by
City Planning:  

Appendix IV:  IV.B-10 Proposed Project Traffic Conditions for 2016 ........ IV.B-20
IV.G-2 2014 Existing Traffic Conditions ......................................................... IV.G-7
IV.G-3 Freeway Segment Analysis.................................................................. IV.G-8
IV.G-4 Freeway Off-Ramp Analysis ................................................................ IV.G-8
IV.G-5 Level of Service Descriptions.............................................................. IV.G-11
IV.G-6 Level of Service Criteria ...................................................................... IV.G-12
IV.G-7 Proposed Project Traffic Conditions for 2016 .................................. IV.G-14

If these pages from the proposed Draft EIR were indexed but omitted from City
Planning's file additional time must be granted to allow for production of these
documents, their review and public comment.  Anything less results in City Planning
facilitating developer's evasion of accountability on a critical issue entitled to
significant mitigation:  The creation of new hazards to public safety caused by
additional traffic flooding public transportation access nodes, schools, shops and
recreation areas arising from the foreseeable ingress and egress from the proposed
Project and the real property concessions sought by the developer.
 
It is known currently that block grants are available through City Planning which
include monies for mitigation which satisfies the consensus mandate to address
particle emissions.  The measure of concessions to the developer should be weighed
against the dollar value in block grants available to City Planning concerning that
certain real estate in the City of Los Angeles which is the subject of City Planning's
file at issue in these comments.  This is a way which provides for further execution of
the City's living wage ordinance to include new jobs along the Alameda Corridor.  If
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the developer were open to utilization of the land for green-waste processing, green-
collar, living wage jobs would be created processing green waste, the City would
reduce trash hauling costs (for the last 15 years the single largest cost in the City's
budget), existing airborne emissions would be offset by the carbon provided by the
green waste itself, and an opportunity for the community to re-introduce thriving
vegetation onto the otherwise fully built environment in and around that certain real
estate which is the subject of City Planning's file at issue in these comments.  More
time is necessary to develop an analysis which shows an offset, matching up the jobs
described in the proposed Draft EIR requiring 368 parking spaces, with the creation
of living-wage, green collar jobs which are uniquely possible within that certain real
estate which is the subject of City Planning's file at issue i these comments.
 
I am of those whose say that certain real estate which is the subject of City Planning's
file is an opportunity for the City to address social, political and environmental impacts
in District 9, and improve the livability in an area which has been a targeted sacrifice
zone which has existed since 1994.
 
Jack Neff
jackneff01@yahoo.com
P.O. Box 491272
Los Angeles, CA 90049
(310) 612-2279
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: ENV-2012-920-EIR Request for Additional Time For Comments
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 8:37:32 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Jack Neff <jackneff01@yahoo.com>
Date: Sat, Mar 7, 2015 at 6:36 PM
Subject: ENV-2012-920-EIR Request for Additional Time For Comments
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

Ms. Hewawitharana -This message is to request you to please graciously grant
additional time for submission of public comments for the above-referenced Draft
EIR, because the City's January 22, 2015 Notice only provided for a 43-day public
comment period from Jan. 20-March 9, 2015, with an additional 5 days for mailing of
the City's Notice.  I do not know whether that could be judged a legally sufficient
amount of time for public comments, and even if it is, it is an impractical amount of
time because of the scope, size, volume and cost of the proposed project known as
4051 South Alameda Project, ENV-2012-920-EIR.

The Draft EIR includes a 12-page Summary of Draft EIR, a 194-page Draft EIR and
an appendix of over 2,400 pages, purporting to cover a proposed project of over 13
acres, with approximately a half-million square feet of new construction in a mixed-
use, residential/industrial neighborhood.  There is not enough time to address the
large number of issues which may or may not be adequately addressed therein,
including the developer's requests for variances, set-asides, set-backs, building
design, traffic, parking, flow-through, water, remediation, seismic concerns,
archeological elements, easements, vacations, fast-track permitting between
overlapping jurisdictions, airborne emissions, existing environmental conditions,
sensitive receptors among residents, current impacts, insurance, working conditions,
pay rates and project authority.  Even with all this paperwork, a cursory review of the
Draft EIR and Appendices show there are huge gaps in the developer's Draft EIR and
the readily apparent issues affecting this proposed project, and more time is
necessary to adequately ask the questions necessary to establish a chain of
responsibility for the proposed project.  

Please respond at your first opportunity because the putative deadline for public
comments is this Monday, March 9, 2015.  I will nevertheless be necessarily
submitting truncated comments prior to that time, with plans to submit additional,
supplemental comments if and when you acknowledge the need for additional time
for submission public comments on this enormous project and its largely-unknown
Draft EIR.

Thank you very much.

Jack Neff
P.O. Box 491272
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Los Angeles, CA 90049
(310) 612-2279
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: 4051 South Alameda Street Project public comment submission
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 2:17:58 PM
Attachments: The Farm.pdf

Submission.pdf

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Ernesto Nevarez <portofaztlan@yahoo.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 1:37 PM
Subject: 4051 South Alameda Street Project public comment submission
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: "scf_enviro_action-noreply@yahoogroups.com" <scf_enviro_action-
noreply@yahoogroups.com>, Port of Aztlan <portofaztlan@yahoogroups.com>

Dear     Srimal Hewawitharana
              Environmental Specialist II
              Los Angeles City Planning Department
              EIR Analysis Section
             Department of City Planning
 
Please make sure that this is included in the public record.  Last time I sent something it doesn't show up.  I did a
control-F for my name and couldn't find my submission.  I'm sending a "cc" of this transmission to the SCF for
documentation that I did send it so please don't overlook including it.  An unsigned PDF copy "submission"  is also
being included because the font resolution is better quality.

Thank you,
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Comments on the Draft EIR, Case NO. ENV-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-O203-887-SPR, State Clearinghouse

Number 2014061030
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 12:17:10 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Linda Piera-Avila <lindap_a@verizon.net>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 11:28 AM
Subject: Comments on the Draft EIR, Case NO. ENV-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-O203-
887-SPR, State Clearinghouse Number 2014061030
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

Srimal Hewawitharana ,Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Re: Comments on the Draft EIR, Case NO. ENV-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-O203-887-SPR, State Clearinghouse
Number 2014061030.

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

Please do not accept the Draft EIR in its current form. It goes against the Open Space element in the City's
master plan by opting against preservation and restoration of green open space in favor of more industrial uses.
The highest use of this parcel would be to return it to the community as an urban garden with recreational
opportunities. Additionally, the cumulative impacts of more diesel truck trips required for the warehouse activity
will only add to the area's already unacceptable level of air and noise pollution and decrease pedestrian and
automobile safety by increasing traffic congestion adjacent to a residential area and the Metro Blue Line.

The DEIR’s conclusion that community gardens do not carry local community value and economic benefits is
insensitive to communities of color. For the people of South LA, access to healthy food – broccoli, asparagus,
tomatoes (as opposed to chips, sodas, and candy), as well as skills to produce this food -- are matters of life and
death, of sight and blindness. In essence, the DEIR’s conclusion negating community value of organic gardens
sends a Marie Antoinette message – not let them eat cake, but let them feast on salt, sugar, and fat while other
more fortunate areas of Los Angeles enjoy the privilege of eating healthy food and living robust lives.

I was equally appalled to read that the DEIR fails to recognize the community value in using the land for
recreational purposes. Are we to believe there is a positive net gain in setting aside the land for polluting industrial
use, for possible release of carcinogens and other toxins, rather than giving the children of Los Angeles a place
to play and run and get in shape? This is a shameful conclusion, truly embarrassing to read.

Please re-do this DEIR to take into consideration the abundant community values in using this land for gardening
and recreation.

Thank you for your public service.

Sincerely,

Linda Piera-Avila

1424 12th St. Apt. E

Santa Monica, Calif. 90401
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Comments on the Draft EIR, Case NO. ENV-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-O203-887-SPR, State Clearinghouse

Number 2014061030
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 2:34:38 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: John Quigley <spectralq@aol.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 2:26 PM
Subject: Comments on the Draft EIR, Case NO. ENV-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-O203-
887-SPR, State Clearinghouse Number 2014061030
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana ,Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Re: Comments on the Draft EIR, Case NO. ENV-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-
O203-887-SPR, State Clearinghouse Number 2014061030.
Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:
Please reject the Draft EIR in its current form. It runs counter to the Open
Space element in the City's master plan by opting against preservation
and restoration of green open space in favor of more industrial uses. The
highest use of this parcel would be to return it to the community as an
urban garden with recreational opportunities. Additionally, the cumulative
impacts of more diesel truck trips required for the warehouse activity will
only add to the area's already unacceptable level of air and noise pollution
and decrease pedestrian and automobile safety by increasing traffic
congestion adjacent to a residential area and the Metro Blue Line.
The DEIR’s conclusion that community gardens do not carry local
community value and economic benefits is insensitive to communities of
color. For the people of South LA, access to healthy food – broccoli,
asparagus, tomatoes (as opposed to chips, sodas, and candy), as well as
skills to produce this food -- are matters of life and death, of sight and
blindness. In essence, the DEIR’s conclusion negating community value
of organic gardens sends a Marie Antoinette message – not let them eat
cake, but let them feast on salt, sugar, and fat while other more fortunate
areas of Los Angeles enjoy the privilege of eating healthy food and living
robust lives.
I was equally appalled to read that the DEIR fails to recognize the
community value in using the land for recreational purposes. Are we to
believe there is a positive net gain in setting aside the land for polluting
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industrial use, for possible release of carcinogens and other toxins, rather
than giving the children of Los Angeles a place to play and run and get in
shape? This is a shameful conclusion, truly embarrassing to read.
Please re-do this DEIR to take into consideration the abundant community
values in using this land for gardening and recreation.
Thank you for your public service.
Sincerely,

John Quigley
2272 Colorado Blvd #1349
Eagle Rock, CA 90041
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: 4051 Alameda
Date: Thursday, February 12, 2015 9:01:56 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: rippost <rippost@verizon.net>
Date: Thu, Feb 12, 2015 at 7:07 AM
Subject: 4051 Alameda
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

I oppose development of 4051 Alameda for purposes of a so-called "industrial park." Better
that it be a park, or used by urban farmers. L.A., especially south L.A., does not need this
type of exploitation.

R.S. Rense

Los Angeles
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My name is Anahi Reyes, 

I’ve been living in Broadway st Los Angeles for 3 years; I’ve worked for impact for 5 years I started off as 
a trimmer after a year patron (tony) gave me the opportunity to learn pre-production it was hard at the 
time but nothing is impossible. I learn so many things over the years. I appreciate my boss for helping 
me become something better in this life. This job has helped me a lot economic and so many other 
ways. I love my job we get to meet new people and work with big companies. I’m really happy to work 
with impact and experience new things. I feel really happy to see famous people wearing our products 
that we made here at impact. This job has helped me so much in helping my family in every way. 
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Miriam Rodriguez 

 

I live in South Central Los Angeles, I been working for Poetry Clothing for 6 years.  
I started working as a receptionist and now I’m a production coordinator, and 
plan to climb up to a designer. It’s a very clean and safe environment. I’m really 
happy working for Poetry. The best part about this job is to see people wearing 
our merchandise.   
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: CASE NO.: ENV-2012-920-EIR - Draft EIR for the 4051 South Alameda Street Project
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 2:04:42 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Eugene E. Ruyle <cuyleruyle@mac.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 12:33 PM
Subject: CASE NO.: ENV-2012-920-EIR - Draft EIR for the 4051 South Alameda
Street Project
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: "Eugene E. Ruyle" <cuyleruyle@mac.com>

Srimal Hewawitharana, Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department EIR Analysis Section
Department of City Planning, 200 N. Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

RE: Draft EIR for the 4051 South Alameda Street Project
CASE NO.: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887 –SPR
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER: 2014061030

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana,

I have reviewed the Draft EIR for the 4051 South Alameda Street Project and find it
unacceptable. My understanding is that CEQA requires the EIR to be an objective
analysis of the environmental impacts of the various alternatives to a proposed
development. Instead, this is a highly biased document favoring the developer’s pet
project, with little consideration of the wishes and well being of the surrounding
community.

The site is described as “an approximately 13-acre vacant lot with scattered weeds
and grasses,” “not designated as or suitable to be designated as” agricultural land,
in spite of the fact that it was used for over a decade as an urban farm by largely
immigrant families. Further, the Angeleno public has demonstrated its opposition to
any other use. The two decades of community struggles to preserve the land for
agricultural purposes are barely mentioned in this pro-development EIR.

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the “air quality in Southern California does not
meet state and federal standards,” and that the American Lung Association
“consistently gives Los Angeles County failing grades in the amount of ozone and
particulate pollution in the air.” It further acknowledges that the proposed project,
consisting of four industrial buildings totaling nearly 500,000 square feet, would
“have the potential to result in significant impacts related to global climate change,”
but it nowhere compares the proposed project with the agricultural alternative
favored by the community. Indeed, the community agricultural alternative proposed
by public comment was rejected out of hand because it would not provide any
industrial space!
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The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was passed in 1970 to institute a
statewide policy of environmental protection and makes environmental protection a
mandatory part of every California state and local agency's decision making process.
The City of Los Angeles not only has the discretionary power to reject this project, it
must exercise this power to protect the environment..

If it approves this project, the City of Los Angeles will be telling the world that it
does not care about global climate change or the environment, and that it does not
care about immigrants or the concerns of Angelenos.

Accordingly, I ask that the Draft EIR be re-written to give fair consideration to all
alternatives and that the environmental impact of each alternative be fully and fairly
assessed. I also ask that the City of Los Angeles listen to the voices of the people of
Los Angeles and reject the proposed development, thereby preserving the land for
agricultural purposes.

Please keep me informed of any further documents or public hearings on this issue.

Sincerely

Eugene E Ruyle
Emeritus Professor of Anthropology
California State University, Long Beach
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Response to the Draft EIR for the 4051 South Alameda Street Project - CASE NO: ENV-2012-920-EIR
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 2:15:47 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Eugene Ruyle <Eugene.Ruyle@csulb.edu>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 1:28 PM
Subject: Response to the Draft EIR for the 4051 South Alameda Street Project -
CASE NO: ENV-2012-920-EIR
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: Eugene Ruyle <Eugene.Ruyle@csulb.edu>

March 9, 2015

Srimal Hewawitharana, Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department EIR Analysis Section
Department of City Planning, 200 N. Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

RE: Response to the Draft EIR for the 4051 South Alameda Street Project
CASE NO: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887 –SPR
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER: 2014061030

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana:

At its regularly scheduled meeting in Santa Cruz on March 8, 2015, the State Central
Committee of the Peace and Freedom Party of California passed the following
resolution in response to the Draft EIR for the 4015 South Alameda Street Project:

"We ask that the Draft EIR for the 4015 South Alameda Street Project be re-written
to give fair consideration to all alternatives and that the City of Los Angeles listen to
the voices of the people of Los Angeles and reject the proposed development,
thereby preserving the land for agricultural purposes."

The Peace and Freedom Party is one of six ballot-qualified parties in the State of
California, governed by the State Elections Code and its own Bylaws. Born from the
civil rights and anti-war struggles of the 1960s, we are a working class party,
committed to socialism, democracy, ecology, feminism, racial equality, and
internationalism.

We further ask that you keep our Party informed of future revisions of the Draft EIR
and any public hearings on this issue.

Sincerely

Gene Ruyle, Member
State Central Committee
Peace and Freedom Party of California
eruyle@csulb.edu
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Marilyn Sanchez 

I live in South Central Los Angeles, I been working for Poetry Clothing for 8 years.  
I started working as a receptionist and now I’m a production manager. It’s a very 
clean and safe environment. I’m really happy working for Poetry. The best part 
about this job is to see people wearing our merchandise.  I love that they are 
flexible with my schedule due to my daughter. 
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Comments on 4051 SOUTH ALAMEDA STREET PROJECT DEIR
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 2:08:41 PM
Attachments: NRDC 4051 Alameda DEIR Comment Letter 20150309.pdf

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Eldred, Spencer <seldred@nrdc.org>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 12:38 PM
Subject: Comments on 4051 SOUTH ALAMEDA STREET PROJECT DEIR
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: "Sivasubramanian, Ramya" <rsivasubramanian@nrdc.org>

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

Please find attached comments on behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council
concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed industrial
warehouse project at 4051 Alameda Street on the site of the former South Central
Farm (Case Number: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR).
We appreciate your consideration of these comments and look forward to continued
participation in the EIR process for this Project.

Sincerely,

Ramya Sivasubramanian, Staff Attorney

Spencer Eldred, Legal Fellow

Spencer Eldred

Natural Resources Defense Council

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information
that is privileged, confidential, and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient of this
message, you are hereby notified that disseminating, distributing, or copying it or any attachment to it is strictly prohibited.
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If you have received this message in error, please notify me immediately by email and delete the original message.
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March 9, 2015

Srimal Hewawitharana, Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Via e-mail (srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org)

Re: Comments on the Draft EIR, Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, 
DIR-02013-887-SPR, State Clearinghouse Number 2014061030

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council, we write to submit comments on the City 
Planning Department’s Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the proposed industrial 
warehouse project at 4051 Alameda Street (“Industrial Project”) on the site of the former South 
Central Farm (Case Number: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR). 
We believe the DEIR’s analysis contains multiple inadequacies that must be addressed to 
comport with California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requirements. We address some 
of these shortcomings in this letter.

The DEIR’s alternatives analysis is inadequate. First, the DEIR improperly excludes the 
community garden alternative from full analysis. Although the DEIR states that this alternative is 
infeasible due to existing zoning and land-use limitations (DEIR, at p. VI-3), such limitations are 
not applicable. The Light Industrial Zone applicable to these parcels specifically allows for 
agricultural uses. See Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter 1, Article 2, Section 12.19 (“M2” 
LIGHT INDUSTRIAL ZONE), as amended by Ord. No. 146,030 (7/11/74) (M2 Zone allows 
“[a]ny open lot use permitted in an ‘A’ or ‘R’ Zone, which does not involve the use of buildings 
or structures other than accessory buildings incident to the use of the land.”); see also DEIR, at p. 
I-5; DEIR, p. II-3 (figure II.A-5). Moreover, notwithstanding the DEIR’s conclusory statement to 
the contrary, this alternative does carry local community value and economic benefits.1 The full 
extent of such economic benefits would be identified and quantified if the DEIR performed a full 

1 For some examples of the importance and economic value of community gardens, see University of California,
ANR Publication 8499, Community Gardens (September 2013), available at
http://anrcatalog.ucdavis.edu/pdf/8499.pdf.
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analysis of this alternative, allowing for a more complete alternatives comparison and 
assessment.2 Failure to analyze fully this alternative could also undercut other City and State 
planning and policy goals, which include facilitating community gardening and urban agriculture 
in low-income communities, such as Southeast Los Angeles.3 A full alternative analysis would 
enable a more thorough assessment of this concern. For these reasons, we believe the DEIR 
improperly dismisses a full analysis of the community garden alternative, for which community 
groups have shown strong historic and current support.  

The DEIR also improperly omits the park or recreation alternative from full analysis. The 
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, within which these parcels are located, highlights the 
need for additional open space in the community and sets policies, goals, and objectives for 
preserving existing open space and developing or utilizing additional open space. See, e.g.,
Southeast LA Community Plan at p. III-16: 

The community is still deficient in the number and location of both community and 
neighborhood parks.… [Policy:] Encourage the cooperation between … other public and 
private entities … in order to develop and utilize other open space opportunities for the 
community.  

and id. at p. III-17:  
[v]ery little, important open space areas do exist separate from land under the control of 
the City… Open Space is important due to its role in both physical and environmental 
protection… Goal 5: A community with sufficient open space in balance with new 
development to serve the recreational, environmental, health and safety needs of the 
community and to protect environmental and aesthetic resources … Objective 5-1: To 
preserve existing open space resources and where possible develop new open space.
Polic[y] 5-1.1 Encourage the retention of passive and visual open space which provides a 
balance to the urban development of the Plan Area.

See also DEIR, at p. IV.A-11. Turning the current vacant lot and former community farm into an 
Industrial Project would not only undercut these planning goals, but would also exacerbate air 
quality, noise, and traffic burdens in this community. Particularly given the history of 

2 For evaluations of the fresh produce access needs in this part of Los Angeles, see Los Angeles Food Policy 
Council, Los Angeles Food System Snapshot 2013: A baseline report of the Los Angeles regional foodshed (2013), 
available at http://goodfoodla.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/11/LA-Food-System-Snapshot-Oct-2013-small.pdf. 
3 See, e.g., City Council approval for planting fruits and vegetables in parkways, available at
http://www.scpr.org/news/2015/03/04/50192/la-city-council-approves-curbside-planting-of-frui/; Urban Agriculture 
Incentive Zones Act, Gov. Code, § 51042 (2013) (allowing for “incentive zones” in urban areas where landowners 
can get a substantial property tax break in exchange for dedicating their vacant land to commercial or 
noncommercial agricultural use); Neighborhood Food Act, Civ. Code, § 1940.10 (2015); Community Food 
Producers or Gleaners, Health & Saf. Code, § 114376 (2015); Creation of Farm to Fork Account, Food & Agr. 
Code, § 49002 (2015); Backyard Personal Agriculture, Civ. Code, § 4750 (2015).
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agricultural and open space use at this site, as well as the strong need and ongoing demand for 
community agriculture and open space uses here, omitting a full analysis of these alternatives to 
the Industrial Project is a significant failure. The DEIR also fails to analyze adequately other 
potential alternatives to the Industrial Project. 

Finally, the DEIR fails to analyze adequately both the Industrial Project’s air quality and
greenhouse gas (“GHG”) impacts and the possible and necessary mitigations for those impacts. 
As the DEIR admits, the Industrial Project will result in high amounts of pollutants such as 
VOCs, NOx, and particulate matter. See DEIR, at pp. IV.B-1–IV.B-13. It will result in
significant air quality impacts. DEIR, at p. IV.B-16. It will also result in thousands of tons of 
GHG emissions. DEIR, at p. IV.D-10. These impacts are especially troubling given the lack of 
adequate mitigation, and the proximity to sensitive receptors (who are as close as 153 feet from 
the site). More than just analysis of the project’s impacts, CEQA also requires the consideration 
of its cumulative impacts. Based on existing air quality burdens in the area, any impacts from the 
Project should be fully mitigated. Yet, the DEIR specifies only minimal air quality mitigations 
and no mitigation for the GHG emissions from the Industrial Project. 

The requirement for a full and thorough analysis of the environmental impacts, mitigations, and 
alternatives to a proposed project is at the heart of CEQA. Given the inadequacies with the DEIR 
discussed above (and by other commenters), we request the City redo its DEIR analyses to 
address the full and proper range of alternatives and mitigations. Only after this thorough 
analysis of the Industrial Project’s impacts, alternatives, and all available mitigations, can the 
community and decision-makers fully understand and be in a position to assess the Industrial 
Project.  

We appreciate your consideration of these comments and look forward to continued participation 
in the EIR process for this Project.

Sincerely,

Ramya Sivasubramanian
Staff Attorney

Spencer Eldred
Legal Fellow
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 2:45:29 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Nancy Smith <nancysourceress@gmail.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 6, 2015 at 1:59 PM
Subject: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
To: LA City Planning Department <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Mayor Eric
Garcetti <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>, CD 1 Gilbert Cedillo
<councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org>, CD 2 Paul Krekorian
<councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org>, CD 3 Bob Blumenfield
<councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org>, CD 4 Tom LaBonge
<councilmember.Labonge@lacity.org>, CD 5 Paul Koretz <paul.koretz@lacity.org>,
CD 6 Nury Martinez <councilmember.martinez@lacity.org>, CD 7 Felipe Fuentes
<councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org>, CD 8 Bernard Parks
<councilmember.parks@lacity.org>, "CD 9 Curren D. Price"
<councilmember.price@lacity.org>, "CD 10 Herb J. Wesson"
<councilmember.wesson@lacity.org>, CD 11 Mike Bonin
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, CD 12 Mitchell Englander
<councilmember.englander@lacity.org>, CD 13 Mitch O'Farrell
<councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org>, CD 14 Jose Huizar
<councilmember.huizar@lacity.org>, CD 15 Joe Buscaino
<councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org>, "Supervisor 1 Hilda L. Solis"
<hildasolis@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 2 Mark Ridley-Thomas
<markridleythomas@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 3 Sheila Kuehl
<sheila@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 4 Don Knabe <don@bos.lacounty.gov>,
"Supervisor 5 Michael D. Antonovich" <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>

02/27/2015 17:33:27
Nancy Smith
Zip Code 63935

South LA Sweatshops will have long term detrimental health impact to the residents
of South Central Los Angeles

The City Planning Department has announced its intention to allow 4 warehouses to
be built with a substandard Draft Environmental Impact Report (Case Number: ENV-
2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR), a move Farm
representatives and the community say will have long term detrimental health
impacts for local South LA residents. Plans call for 4 warehouse facilities that will
draw some 75 diesel big rigs into the area every day, creating an intolerable
concentration of diesel fumes and particulate matter in a neighborhood in a
warehousing district already saturated with such exhaust, posing the danger of
increased risks of cancer, emphysema, asthma, and increased hospitalizations to
poor people of color who live in the district. South Central Farm representative
Tezozomoc said, “This is an unmistakable and undeniable threat to the health and
well being of the people who live here, and that the City Planning Department has
accepted a substandard Draft Environmental Impact
Report on behalf of PIMA is a clear cut example of environmental racism.”
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I call on the city, “ to unconditionally reject the DEIR and return the land to the
community to anchor an environmental justice project to begin to clean up the
community”.  It is clear that Los Angeles City has failed the residents of South LA by
considering a substandard DEIR.  In 2008 the City of Los Angeles reviewed a project
submitted by Horowitz to do one warehouse that encompassed 437,196 sq. ft. (see
Case No. ENV-2008-799-MND, VTT-61482, DIR-2008-841-SPR, aka 41st and
Alameda Warehouse Project) and at that time there would be 264 truck trips per
day. In the recent DEIR PIMA will be developing 481,022 sq. ft. of warehouse space;
comprised of 4 buildings and over 2000 car trips per day.  In PIMA’s proposal they
claim a mere 75 trip trucks a day.  There is a difference of 189 truck trips per days
for a warehouse space that is 10% larger.  There is a difference of 70% in truck
trips.  What is problematic with this assumption is that all further analysis will be
based on
the underspecified 75 truck trips per day.  While this under estimation of the truck
trips may get the project approved by the City; the city under Jan Perry has
supported this project, it will have long negative impact on the residents of South
Los Angeles.
In the realm of Air Quality Health Risk Assessment the truck trips are further down
estimated to 31 diesel fueled trucks per day.  The Kleinfelder’s Health Risk Analysis
is faulty because it also assumes a degraded amount of truck trips per day; 75 truck
trips per day.

Regional Air Quality
The air quality in Southern California does not meet the state and federal standards.
The American Lung Association consistently gives Los Angeles County failing grades
in the amount of ozone and particulate pollution in the air. Although smog levels are
impacted by seasons and weather patterns, smog is visible in the air on most days.

Online location of the 2015 DEIR:
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/4051SoAlamedaStProj/Index.pdf
2008 MND by Horowitz http://1drv.ms/1BiXQ2k, http://1drv.ms/1BiY6OM
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Comments on the Draft EIR, Case NO. ENV-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-O203-887-SPR, State Clearinghouse

Number 2014061030.
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 2:25:54 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Lisa Taylor <lisathetay@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 2:09 PM
Subject: Comments on the Draft EIR, Case NO. ENV-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-O203-
887-SPR, State Clearinghouse Number 2014061030.
To: Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Re: Comments on the Draft EIR, Case NO. ENV-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-O203-887-
SPR, State Clearinghouse Number 2014061030.
Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:
Please do not accept the Draft EIR in its current form. It goes against the Open Space
element in the City's master plan by opting against preservation and restoration of
green open space in favor of more industrial uses. 
The best use would be to return it to the community as an urban garden with
recreational opportunities. Additionally, more diesel truck trips required for the
warehouse activity will only add to the area's already unacceptable level of air and
noise pollution and decrease pedestrian and automobile safety by increasing traffic
congestion adjacent to a residential area and the Metro Blue Line.
The DEIR fails to recognize the community value in using the land for recreational
purposes. Please re-do this DEIR to take into consideration  community values in
using this land for gardening and recreation.

Sincerely,
Lisa Taylor
4808 Hollow Corner Rd. #241
Culver City, CA 90230
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 2:34:27 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Mr Tezozomoc <tezozomoc@hotmail.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 6, 2015 at 1:58 PM
Subject: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
To: LA City Planning Department <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Mayor Eric
Garcetti <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>, CD 1 Gilbert Cedillo
<councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org>, CD 2 Paul Krekorian
<councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org>, CD 3 Bob Blumenfield
<councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org>, CD 4 Tom LaBonge
<councilmember.Labonge@lacity.org>, CD 5 Paul Koretz <paul.koretz@lacity.org>,
CD 6 Nury Martinez <councilmember.martinez@lacity.org>, CD 7 Felipe Fuentes
<councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org>, CD 8 Bernard Parks
<councilmember.parks@lacity.org>, "CD 9 Curren D. Price"
<councilmember.price@lacity.org>, "CD 10 Herb J. Wesson"
<councilmember.wesson@lacity.org>, CD 11 Mike Bonin
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, CD 12 Mitchell Englander
<councilmember.englander@lacity.org>, CD 13 Mitch O'Farrell
<councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org>, CD 14 Jose Huizar
<councilmember.huizar@lacity.org>, CD 15 Joe Buscaino
<councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org>, "Supervisor 1 Hilda L. Solis"
<hildasolis@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 2 Mark Ridley-Thomas
<markridleythomas@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 3 Sheila Kuehl
<sheila@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 4 Don Knabe <don@bos.lacounty.gov>,
"Supervisor 5 Michael D. Antonovich" <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>

02/27/2015 16:54:38
Mr Tezozomoc
Zip Code 91352

South LA Sweatshops will have long term detrimental health impact to the residents
of South Central Los Angeles

The City Planning Department has announced its intention to allow 4 warehouses to
be built with a substandard Draft Environmental Impact Report (Case Number: ENV-
2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR), a move Farm
representatives and the community say will have long term detrimental health
impacts for local South LA residents. Plans call for 4 warehouse facilities that will
draw some 75 diesel big rigs into the area every day, creating an intolerable
concentration of diesel fumes and particulate matter in a neighborhood in a
warehousing district already saturated with such exhaust, posing the danger of
increased risks of cancer, emphysema, asthma, and increased hospitalizations to
poor people of color who live in the district. South Central Farm representative
Tezozomoc said, “This is an unmistakable and undeniable threat to the health and
well being of the people who live here, and that the City Planning Department has
accepted a substandard Draft Environmental Impact
Report on behalf of PIMA is a clear cut example of environmental racism.”
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I call on the city, “ to unconditionally reject the DEIR and return the land to the
community to anchor an environmental justice project to begin to clean up the
community”.  It is clear that Los Angeles City has failed the residents of South LA by
considering a substandard DEIR.  In 2008 the City of Los Angeles reviewed a project
submitted by Horowitz to do one warehouse that encompassed 437,196 sq. ft. (see
Case No. ENV-2008-799-MND, VTT-61482, DIR-2008-841-SPR, aka 41st and
Alameda Warehouse Project) and at that time there would be 264 truck trips per
day. In the recent DEIR PIMA will be developing 481,022 sq. ft. of warehouse space;
comprised of 4 buildings and over 2000 car trips per day.  In PIMA’s proposal they
claim a mere 75 trip trucks a day.  There is a difference of 189 truck trips per days
for a warehouse space that is 10% larger.  There is a difference of 70% in truck
trips.  What is problematic with this assumption is that all further analysis will be
based on
the underspecified 75 truck trips per day.  While this under estimation of the truck
trips may get the project approved by the City; the city under Jan Perry has
supported this project, it will have long negative impact on the residents of South
Los Angeles.
In the realm of Air Quality Health Risk Assessment the truck trips are further down
estimated to 31 diesel fueled trucks per day.  The Kleinfelder’s Health Risk Analysis
is faulty because it also assumes a degraded amount of truck trips per day; 75 truck
trips per day.

Regional Air Quality
The air quality in Southern California does not meet the state and federal standards.
The American Lung Association consistently gives Los Angeles County failing grades
in the amount of ozone and particulate pollution in the air. Although smog levels are
impacted by seasons and weather patterns, smog is visible in the air on most days.

Online location of the 2015 DEIR:
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/4051SoAlamedaStProj/Index.pdf
2008 MND by Horowitz http://1drv.ms/1BiXQ2k, http://1drv.ms/1BiY6OM
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Case Number: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887 –SPR State Clearinghouse Number:

2014061030
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 10:23:40 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Mr. Tezozomoc <tezozomoc@hotmail.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 6, 2015 at 10:04 AM
Subject: Case Number: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887 –SPR
State Clearinghouse Number: 2014061030
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

When is there supposed to be a vote on this item... 

Tezozomoc
South Central Farmers 
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: please find the attached spreadsheet that has been collected
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 4:17:32 PM
Attachments: We reject the PIMA Warehouses! (Responses).xlsx

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Mr. Tezozomoc <tezozomoc@hotmail.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 3:35 PM
Subject: please find the attached spreadsheet that has been collected
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

with people opposition to the DEIR for the 4051 Alameda Project.. 

Tezozomoc
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Timestamp First Name Last Name Zip Code Email
2/27/2015 15:54:39 Mr Tezozomoc 91352 tezozomoc@hotmail.com
2/27/2015 15:55:13 Mr Tezozomoc 91352 tezozomoc@hotmail.com
2/27/2015 15:56:26 Mr Tezozomoc 91345 tezo@southcentralfarmers
2/27/2015 16:25:37 Mario Montano 80909 mmontano@coloradocolleg
2/27/2015 16:33:27 Nancy Smith 63935 nancysourceress@gmail.c
2/27/2015 16:34:53 Nancy Smith 63935 nancysourceress@gmail.c
2/27/2015 19:59:08 Valerie Belt 90272 vbelt@hotmail.com
2/27/2015 20:58:47 Carol Yost 10011-6194 yostc@hotmail.com
2/27/2015 21:39:04 Gwendolyn Forrest 90026 gmforrest@hotmail.com
2/27/2015 22:18:33 Andrew Altamirano 90026 andrew_altamirano@yahoo

2/28/2015 0:08:56 jose lopez 90016 joseclopez@hotmail.com
2/28/2015 1:21:24 Frank Hill 91601-1623 au760@lafn.org
2/28/2015 6:09:31 Ayanna Ware 90221 Tollyzeekay@gmail.com
2/28/2015 6:11:24 Lauren Spetoskey 90221 kiraninakajima@gmail.com
2/28/2015 6:12:46 Rachel Lujan 90221 Rxcel@ca.rr.com
2/28/2015 8:14:29 Paula Kleihauer 91401 interimpwk@yahoo.com
2/28/2015 9:07:48 Jack Neff 90049 jackneff01@yahoo.com
2/28/2015 9:50:14 Sheila Goldner 91601 ar320@lafn.org

2/28/2015 12:46:46 lauren Ornelas 94928 lauren@foodispower.org
2/28/2015 13:49:06 Will Yeager 90291 gardenbeekeeper@yahoo.
2/28/2015 14:27:58 Heather Chang 93940 heatherfchang@yahoo.com
2/28/2015 14:29:52 Heather Chang 93940 heatherfchang@yahoo.com
2/28/2015 14:38:55 Dona van Bloemen 90403 agataterra@yahoo.com
2/28/2015 17:04:50 Eve Avila 90007 083aa@williams.edu
2/28/2015 21:24:33 Megg sohn 80301 meggsoprion@gmail.com
2/28/2015 23:38:12 Linda Piera-Avila 90401 lindap_a@verizon.net
2/28/2015 23:38:57 Linda Piera-Avila 90401 lindap_a@verizon.net

3/1/2015 0:13:45 Meredyth Wilson 90026 meredyth.wilson@gmail.co
3/1/2015 1:43:42 Maritza Estrada 90011 Momocheetxb@gmail.com

3/1/2015 10:16:06 Sergio Monteiro 90025 s.monteiro1@yahoo.com
3/1/2015 10:24:45 L. Geraghty 83712 lauraliiha@gmail.com
3/1/2015 10:38:08 Marcy Winograd 90405 Winogradteach@gmail.com
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3/1/2015 12:08:15 Jimi McKay 8013 jimimckay@hotmail.com
3/1/2015 14:35:55 Elaine Wittert 90405 elainewittert@gmail.com
3/1/2015 16:28:32 Cordula Ohman 90405 Environmentoy@gmail.com
3/1/2015 17:44:18 John Quigley 90041 spectralq@aol.com
3/1/2015 17:56:18 juan ramirez 90210 juan@csu.fullerton
3/1/2015 21:10:20 Patricia Maddock 90405 patsymadd@yahoo.com
3/1/2015 21:12:14 Brent Maddock 90405 brentmad@google.com
3/2/2015 5:41:39 Lisa Taylor 90230 lisathetay@gmail.com

3/2/2015 10:23:59 Jesse Moorman 90039 moorman.jesse@gmail.com
3/2/2015 10:53:19 Lorraine Sanchez 90404 ms.lorraine.sanchez@gma
3/2/2015 13:00:08 Sonia Gamboa 90744 gamboa1274@yahoo.com
3/2/2015 13:52:22 Tristan Quinn-Thibodeau 11216 tristanqt@gmail.com
3/2/2015 13:53:30 LESLIE MORAVA 90272 LESLIEMORAVA@GMAIL
3/2/2015 14:41:33 Erica Wohldmann 91202 e_wohldmann@hotmail.co
3/2/2015 14:43:42 M. Jahi Chappell 55409 jahi.chappell@gmail.com
3/2/2015 14:59:38 Kathleen Masser 90731 katmas@earthlink.net
3/2/2015 15:34:17 Gene Ulmer 84121-1871 gulmer@mcn.org
3/2/2015 17:23:56 Emma cramp 90066 Emmacramp1@gmail.com
3/2/2015 19:40:34 Rebecah Ericksen 91024 Rebecahericksen@gmail.c

3/3/2015 2:02:58 Zoe Brent 95472 zoebrent@gmail.com
3/3/2015 6:33:01 Tanya Kerssen 94618 tkerssen@foodfirst.org
3/3/2015 6:42:42 Alberto Alonso-Fradejas 2518AX fradejas@iss.nl 
3/3/2015 6:56:45 Geovanni Brewer 90048 bandwtv@pacbell.net
3/3/2015 7:53:34 Stephen Bartlett 40206 sbartlett@ag-missions.org

3/3/2015 13:41:56 Tirso Moreno 32703 tirsomoreno@hotmail.com
3/3/2015 18:01:13 jean molina 90815 jeanmolina62@gmail.com
3/3/2015 18:09:05 Susette Horspool 91001 shtiger@att.net
3/3/2015 18:15:25 Helgaleena Healingline 53716 helgaleenas@yahoo.com
3/3/2015 20:26:38 Nicole Richardson 90606 pikapikabomb@gmail.com
3/4/2015 8:02:41 Radhika Balakrishnan 10029 rbalakra@gmail.com
3/4/2015 9:41:14 Sara Mersha 2148 smersha@grassrootsonline

3/4/2015 12:07:22 Joel Garcia 91754 joelragegarcia@sbcglobal.
3/4/2015 12:10:50 Alfredo Huante 90034 huante.a@gmail.com
3/4/2015 12:12:26 Genaro Ulloa 90033 weinventyou@gmail.com
3/4/2015 12:13:57 Amaru Tejeda 90033 amaru.tejeda@gmail.com
3/4/2015 12:28:28 anna sorkina 94044 anna_s2662@yahoo.com
3/4/2015 12:54:40 Leon Arellano 90033 arellanol@ladlinc.org
3/4/2015 12:54:42 Leon Arellano 90033 arellanol@ladlinc.org
3/4/2015 14:14:11 Paul Sheldon 97530 pmsheldon@gmail.com
3/4/2015 19:57:30 Tomas Madrigal 98225 tomasm@foodjustice.org
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3/4/2015 21:12:26 Martha Pool 90004 mdm_53ows@yahoo.com
3/5/2015 8:34:08 Ariana de Lena 98105 arianacelene@gmail.com

3/5/2015 12:27:13 Molly Ortiz 90029 molly.ortiz@gmail.com
3/5/2015 22:11:02 Michelle Mascarenhas 94703 michellems3@gmail.com
3/6/2015 11:27:51 Thuha Tran 92708 bec248@gmail.com
3/6/2015 12:37:12 Margaret Schultz-Akerson 90405 pastorpeg@sbcglobal.net
3/6/2015 21:15:41 Denise Robb 91106 Denise@panix.com
3/6/2015 21:18:46 Cindyroy Komoto 91103 realmshifter@gmail.com
3/6/2015 21:58:22 Victor Ortiz 91040 vortiz56@earthlink.net
3/6/2015 22:49:08 Alec Marken 92691 notavailable1@yahoo.com
3/6/2015 23:22:27 Perias Pillay 90029 pspillay@yahoo.com

3/7/2015 7:47:57 Brigget LeClair 98248 wakerobinfarm@gmail.com
3/8/2015 0:33:15 Camilla Maria Vittoria Succetti 23020 camillamv.succetti@gmail.
3/8/2015 0:35:16 Giovanni Andrea Succetti 23020 succe96@hotmail.it
3/8/2015 8:50:34 maureen cruise 90272 mcruised@aol.com
3/8/2015 9:51:52 Stacy Valdez 91342 s.valdez0517@gmail.com

3/8/2015 11:24:07 sissel  hawkes 90066 shawkes2@aol.com
3/8/2015 20:37:18 Allie Splain 90068 asplain@gmail.com
3/8/2015 21:11:41 Scarlettah Schaefer 90066 scarlettah@gmail.com
3/8/2015 21:43:04 Ivana topalovic 91306 itopa001@ucr.edu

3/9/2015 9:14:50 Nicole Frazier 90004 Colie10311@gmail.com
3/9/2015 10:01:46 Richard Matthews 90731 rickmmmm@aol.com
3/9/2015 12:44:56 Keith Sauter 90036 keith4f@earthlink.net

LETTER E74



Politicians that should get your email?
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 

 South LA Sweatshops willhLA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
Please resist the temptatio LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 

 South LA Sweatshops willhLA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 

Option 4CD 2  Paul Krekorian, councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org, Supervisor 3 Sheila Kuehl, sheila@bos.lacounty.
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 

m LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 

South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 

South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
 South LA Sweatshops willhLA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 

m
m LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 

 South LA Sweatshops willhLA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 

 South LA Sweatshops willhLA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
  South LA Sweatshops will have long term detrimental health impact to the residents of South Central Los AngelesThe City Planning Department h

South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
om LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 

South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will Supervisor 5 Michael D. Antonovich, fifthdistrict@lacbos.org
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
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South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 

 South LA Sweatshops willhLA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, Supe
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will Supervisor 5 Michael D. Antonovich, fifthdistrict@lacbos.org
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 15
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 

 please!!South LA SweatshoLA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, CD 1 
South LA Sweatshops will LA City Planning Department, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Mayor Eric Garcetti, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, Supe
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 2:58:02 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Ayanna Ware <Tollyzeekay@gmail.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 6, 2015 at 2:04 PM
Subject: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
To: LA City Planning Department <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Mayor Eric
Garcetti <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>, CD 1 Gilbert Cedillo
<councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org>, CD 2 Paul Krekorian
<councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org>, CD 3 Bob Blumenfield
<councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org>, CD 4 Tom LaBonge
<councilmember.Labonge@lacity.org>, CD 5 Paul Koretz <paul.koretz@lacity.org>,
CD 6 Nury Martinez <councilmember.martinez@lacity.org>, CD 7 Felipe Fuentes
<councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org>, CD 8 Bernard Parks
<councilmember.parks@lacity.org>, "CD 9 Curren D. Price"
<councilmember.price@lacity.org>, "CD 10 Herb J. Wesson"
<councilmember.wesson@lacity.org>, CD 11 Mike Bonin
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, CD 12 Mitchell Englander
<councilmember.englander@lacity.org>, CD 13 Mitch O'Farrell
<councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org>, CD 14 Jose Huizar
<councilmember.huizar@lacity.org>, CD 15 Joe Buscaino
<councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org>, "Supervisor 1 Hilda L. Solis"
<hildasolis@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 2 Mark Ridley-Thomas
<markridleythomas@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 3 Sheila Kuehl
<sheila@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 4 Don Knabe <don@bos.lacounty.gov>,
"Supervisor 5 Michael D. Antonovich" <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>

02/28/2015 07:09:30
Ayanna Ware
Zip Code 90221

South LA Sweatshops will have long term detrimental health impact to the residents
of South Central Los Angeles

The City Planning Department has announced its intention to allow 4 warehouses to
be built with a substandard Draft Environmental Impact Report (Case Number: ENV-
2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR), a move Farm
representatives and the community say will have long term detrimental health
impacts for local South LA residents. Plans call for 4 warehouse facilities that will
draw some 75 diesel big rigs into the area every day, creating an intolerable
concentration of diesel fumes and particulate matter in a neighborhood in a
warehousing district already saturated with such exhaust, posing the danger of
increased risks of cancer, emphysema, asthma, and increased hospitalizations to
poor people of color who live in the district. South Central Farm representative
Tezozomoc said, “This is an unmistakable and undeniable threat to the health and
well being of the people who live here, and that the City Planning Department has
accepted a substandard Draft Environmental Impact
Report on behalf of PIMA is a clear cut example of environmental racism.”
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I call on the city, “ to unconditionally reject the DEIR and return the land to the
community to anchor an environmental justice project to begin to clean up the
community”.  It is clear that Los Angeles City has failed the residents of South LA by
considering a substandard DEIR.  In 2008 the City of Los Angeles reviewed a project
submitted by Horowitz to do one warehouse that encompassed 437,196 sq. ft. (see
Case No. ENV-2008-799-MND, VTT-61482, DIR-2008-841-SPR, aka 41st and
Alameda Warehouse Project) and at that time there would be 264 truck trips per
day. In the recent DEIR PIMA will be developing 481,022 sq. ft. of warehouse space;
comprised of 4 buildings and over 2000 car trips per day.  In PIMA’s proposal they
claim a mere 75 trip trucks a day.  There is a difference of 189 truck trips per days
for a warehouse space that is 10% larger.  There is a difference of 70% in truck
trips.  What is problematic with this assumption is that all further analysis will be
based on
the underspecified 75 truck trips per day.  While this under estimation of the truck
trips may get the project approved by the City; the city under Jan Perry has
supported this project, it will have long negative impact on the residents of South
Los Angeles.
In the realm of Air Quality Health Risk Assessment the truck trips are further down
estimated to 31 diesel fueled trucks per day.  The Kleinfelder’s Health Risk Analysis
is faulty because it also assumes a degraded amount of truck trips per day; 75 truck
trips per day.

Regional Air Quality
The air quality in Southern California does not meet the state and federal standards.
The American Lung Association consistently gives Los Angeles County failing grades
in the amount of ozone and particulate pollution in the air. Although smog levels are
impacted by seasons and weather patterns, smog is visible in the air on most days.

Online location of the 2015 DEIR:
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/4051SoAlamedaStProj/Index.pdf
2008 MND by Horowitz http://1drv.ms/1BiXQ2k, http://1drv.ms/1BiY6OM
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: DEIR/2014061030: Request to Revise to Value Community Gardens & Recreational Space
Date: Monday, March 09, 2015 8:29:13 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Marcy Winograd <winogradteach@gmail.com>
Date: Sat, Mar 7, 2015 at 7:02 PM
Subject: DEIR/2014061030: Request to Revise to Value Community Gardens &
Recreational Space
To: Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Marcy Winograd
<winogradteach@gmail.com>

March 7, 2014

Srimal Hewawitharana ,Environmental Specialist II

Los Angeles City Planning Department

EIR  Analysis Section

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, CA  90012

Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Re: Comments on the Draft EIR, Case NO. ENV-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-O203-887-SPR, State
Clearinghouse Number 2014061030.

(Note, this email is being copied and shared with other teachers in South Los Angeles.)

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

I am a former congressional candidate, now public high school teacher at LAUSD’S Venice HS in Los
Angeles, where my students are fortunate to learn about organic gardening at the school’s wonderful
community garden.  Previously, I taught at Manual Arts HS and Crenshaw HS, both located in South LA
where youth Diabetes Type II has reached epic proportions, community gardens are lacking, and food
deserts deny families access to healthy food.

The DEIR’s conclusion that community gardens do not carry local community value and economic
benefits is way off base, and, frankly, insensitive to communities of color. For my former students, for
the people of South LA, access to healthy food – broccoli, asparagus, tomatoes  (as opposed to chips,
sodas, and candy), as well as skills to produce this food -- are matters of life and death, of sight and
blindness. In essence, the DEIR’s conclusion negating community value of organic gardens sends a
Marie Antoinette message – not let them eat cake, but let them feast on salt, sugar, and fat while other
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more fortunate areas of Los Angeles enjoy the privilege of eating healthy food and living robust lives.

I was equally appalled to read that the DEIR fails to recognize the community value in using the land
for recreational purposes.  Are we to believe there is a positive net gain in setting aside the land for
polluting industrial use, for possible release of carcinogens and other toxins, rather than giving the
children of Los Angeles a place to play and run and get in shape?  This is a shameful conclusion, truly
embarrassing to read.

Please re-do this DEIR to take into consideration the abundant community values in using this land for
gardening and recreation.

Thank you for your public service.

Sincerely,

Marcy Winograd

Teacher, Venice HS

2447 3rd Street

Santa Monica, CA 90405

Cell: 310-795-2322
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From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 3:05:02 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Carol Yost <yostc@hotmail.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 6, 2015 at 1:59 PM
Subject: I Reject the PIMA Warehouses!
To: LA City Planning Department <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Mayor Eric Garcetti <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>, CD 1 Gilbert
Cedillo <councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org>, CD 2 Paul Krekorian <councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org>, CD 3 Bob Blumenfield
<councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org>, CD 4 Tom LaBonge <councilmember.Labonge@lacity.org>, CD 5 Paul Koretz
<paul.koretz@lacity.org>, CD 6 Nury Martinez <councilmember.martinez@lacity.org>, CD 7 Felipe Fuentes
<councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org>, CD 8 Bernard Parks <councilmember.parks@lacity.org>, "CD 9 Curren D. Price"
<councilmember.price@lacity.org>, "CD 10 Herb J. Wesson" <councilmember.wesson@lacity.org>, CD 11 Mike Bonin
<councilmember.bonin@lacity.org>, CD 12 Mitchell Englander <councilmember.englander@lacity.org>, CD 13 Mitch O'Farrell
<councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org>, CD 14 Jose Huizar <councilmember.huizar@lacity.org>, CD 15 Joe Buscaino
<councilmember.buscaino@lacity.org>, "Supervisor 1 Hilda L. Solis" <hildasolis@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 2 Mark Ridley-Thomas
<markridleythomas@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 3 Sheila Kuehl <sheila@bos.lacounty.gov>, Supervisor 4 Don Knabe
<don@bos.lacounty.gov>, "Supervisor 5 Michael D. Antonovich" <fifthdistrict@lacbos.org>

02/27/2015 21:58:46
Carol Yost
Zip Code 10011-6194

South LA Sweatshops will
have long term detrimental health impact to the residents of South Central
Los Angeles  The City Planning Department has announced its intention to
allow 4 warehouses to be built with a substandard Draft Environmental
Impact Report (Case Number: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA,
DIR-2013-887-SPR), a move Farm representatives and the community say will
have long term detrimental health impacts for local South LA residents.
Plans call for 4 warehouse facilities that will draw some 75 diesel big
rigs into the area every day, creating an intolerable concentration of
diesel fumes and particulate matter in a neighborhood in a warehousing
district already saturated with such exhaust, posing the danger of
increased risks of cancer, emphysema, asthma, and increased
hospitalizations to poor people of color who live in the district. South
Central Farm representative Tezozomoc said, “This is an unmistakable
and undeniable threat to the health and well being of the people who live
here, and that the City Planning Department has accepted a substandard
Draft Environmental Impact Report on behalf of PIMA is a clear cut example
of environmental racism.” I call on the city, “ to
unconditionally reject the DEIR and return the land to the community to
anchor an environmental justice project to begin to clean up the
community”.  It is clear that Los Angeles City has failed the
residents of South LA by considering a substandard DEIR.  In 2008 the City
of Los Angeles reviewed a project submitted by Horowitz to do one warehouse
that encompassed 437,196 sq. ft. (see Case No. ENV-2008-799-MND, VTT-61482,
DIR-2008-841-SPR, aka 41st and Alameda Warehouse Project) and at that time
there would be 264 truck trips per day. In the recent DEIR PIMA will be
developing 481,022 sq. ft. of warehouse space; comprised of 4 buildings and
over 2000 car trips per day.  In PIMA’s proposal they claim a mere 75
trip trucks a day.  There is a difference of 189 truck trips per days for a
warehouse space that is 10% larger.  There is a difference of 70% in truck
trips.  What is problematic with this assumption is that all further
analysis will be based on the underspecified 75 truck trips per day.  While
this under estimation of the truck trips may get the project approved by
the City; the city under Jan Perry has supported this project, it will have
long negative impact on the residents of South Los Angeles. In the realm
of Air Quality Health Risk Assessment the truck trips are further down
estimated to 31 diesel fueled trucks per day.  The Kleinfelder’s
Health Risk Analysis is faulty because it also assumes a degraded amount of
truck trips per day; 75 truck trips per day.  Regional Air Quality The
air quality in Southern California does not meet the state and federal
standards. The American Lung Association consistently gives Los Angeles
County failing grades in the amount of ozone and particulate pollution in
the air. Although smog levels are impacted by seasons and weather patterns,
smog is visible in the air on most days. Online location of the 2015
DEIR: <a
href="http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/4051SoAlamedaStProj/Index.pdf">http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/4051SoAlamedaStProj/Index.pdf
</a> 2008
MND by Horowitz <a href="http://1drv.ms/1BiXQ2k">http://1drv.ms/1BiXQ2k</a>, <a
href="http://1drv.ms/1BiY6OM">http://1drv.ms/1BiY6OM</a>
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The purpose of these Traffic Study Policies and Procedures (TSPP) for the City of Los 

Angeles is to provide the public, private consultants and City staff with standards, 

guidelines, objectives and criteria to be used in the preparation of a traffic impact study.  A 

primary objective of these policies is to ensure consistency in the preparation of traffic 

studies and in the planning of site access, on-site circulation, and off-site improvements for 

proposed land use development projects.  This edition of the TSPP guides the preparation 

of traffic impact studies at a time when sustainability, smart growth, and the reduction of 

greenhouse gas emissions are prime concerns for the City - in addition to traditional 

mobility considerations.  

 

A traffic study may be required of a development project due to environmental law or to City 

regulations, and its purpose is to predict and analyze the circulation and congestion 

impacts of project-generated traffic, and identify feasible mitigation measures.  In this 

edition of the TSPP, added emphasis has been placed upon transportation demand 

management and multi-modal strategies, as reflected in the mitigation toolkit in Section I.  

This reflects the City policy trend away from automobile-centric solutions to shifting the 

focus on trip reduction strategies and on providing multi-modal solutions.  It is strongly 

recommended that the applicant’s traffic engineer consult with LADOT staff early in the 

design of the Project to ensure that traffic access and circulation issues are addressed, and 

to establish the scope and basic assumptions of the traffic impact study.  

  

In order to ensure a timely review by LADOT, the following procedures and standards shall 

be followed in the preparation of a traffic study.  It should be noted that these requirements 

will be updated from time to time and may differ in certain areas of the City that have 

specific plans or similar ordinances.  You are encouraged to consult with LADOT staff 

before beginning a traffic study.  See Attachment A for a list of the various acronyms used 

in this document. 

 

 

NOTE:  Fees for the various submittals and reviews described in this TSPP are listed 

in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 19.15 (Planning and 

Zoning Code). 
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A. TRAFFIC STUDY REQUIREMENTS 
 

Upon submission of an application for discretionary action, the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) will prepare an initial assessment of the project to determine if a technical 
memorandum or a traffic study is required.  The thresholds for determining the appropriate 
transportation review process is as follows:   
 
• A Technical Memorandum is required when the project is likely to add 25 to 42 a.m. or p.m. 

peak hour trips, and the adjacent intersection(s) are presently estimated to be operating at 
LOS E or F.  The scope for preparing a technical memorandum, which is a significantly 
scaled-down version of a traffic study, must be reviewed and approved by LADOT.  At a 
minimum, the potential impacts to intersections adjacent to the project should be evaluated.  
The technical memorandum shall be prepared under the direction of, and signed by, a 
Professional Engineer, registered in the State of California to practice either Traffic or Civil 
Engineering.  

 
• A Traffic Study is required when the project is likely to add 43 or more a.m. or p.m. peak 

hour trips.   Review of a traffic study is a nine-step process as shown in Attachment B.  The 
traffic study must follow the study guidelines, as described herein, and shall be prepared 
under the direction of, and signed by, a Professional Engineer, registered in the State of 
California to practice either Traffic or Civil Engineering.  Further, the Traffic Consultant must 
have a valid Los Angeles City Business Tax Registration Certificate.  

 
Other requirements of a traffic study or a technical memorandum include: 

 
• Compliance with the scoping process identified in Section B. 

 
• Payment of any required processing fees for traffic assessment and review of a traffic 

study or technical memorandum. 
 
• Submittal of the final electronic version of the traffic study or technical memorandum in 

portable document format (PDF) before LADOT issues their project impact assessment 
report. 

 
Occasionally, LADOT will review a traffic study for a Project that is later modified or changed.  If 
LADOT determines that the Project description has changed such that extensive and major 
revisions to the traffic study are required, then the revised Project shall be considered a new Project 
and a new traffic study and traffic review fee will be required.  If LADOT determines that revisions to 
the traffic study can be accomplished without preparing a new traffic study, then LADOT will not 
require a new traffic study but may require the preparation of a technical memorandum and payment 
of a fee specific to technical memorandums or supplemental analyses. 

 
Similarly, if, after comments are received from LADOT on the traffic study, there is no further written 
communication from the applicant or the Traffic Consultant on the status of the Project for one year 
or more, then LADOT will assume that the Project is no longer being pursued.  To reinstate the 
project, a new traffic study and traffic review fee will be required and the environmental processing 
“clock” shall start again. 
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B. TRAFFIC STUDY PREPARATION PROCESS 
 
Any applicant required to prepare a technical memorandum or traffic study for a development should 
follow the steps outlined below: 

 
1. Contact LADOT to discuss the Project scope and to obtain approval on the assumptions and 

content of the technical memorandum or traffic study.  The assumptions and content of the 
traffic study shall be in accordance with CEQA, the Los Angeles County CMP, any 
applicable Transportation Specific Plan (TSP), or other applicable laws or ordinances.  

 
2. Provide a general description of the Project size (defined by square-footage by use and/or 

number of dwelling units), uses and heights of proposed new buildings and other structures 
to be remodeled and/or removed.  Include any sequence of phased construction and any 
unusual conditions.  Specify a building address, legal description and project title.  For 
Projects that require the preparation of an EIR, the analysis should include project 
alternatives.  For such projects, the LADOT assessment letter will be limited to summarizing 
the findings and requirements for the applicant’s preferred project alternative or the 
alternative that generates the most peak period trips.  Should the applicant request separate 
assessments for each alternative, then additional traffic study review fees may be required. 

 
3. Submit a site plan to LADOT for preliminary discussion of the Project’s driveway location(s), 

loading/unloading area, and parking scheme.  The estimated distribution of Project trips 
must be according to any necessary turn prohibitions for the proposed driveways.  Generally, 
final LADOT approval of driveway location(s) and parking scheme will be reviewed by 
LADOT’s Citywide One-Stop Counter, or at the Valley or West Los Angeles Development 
Review Office (see Section L for contact information) as a clearance on the Project’s 
building permit.  In order to minimize and prevent last minute building design changes, the 
applicant should contact LADOT for driveway width and internal circulation requirements 
prior to the commencement of building or parking layout design efforts so that such traffic 
flow considerations are designed and incorporated early into the building and parking layout 
plans.  The design of driveways requires approval by LADOT and the Bureau of 
Engineering.  Please refer to the Attachment C for LADOT “Driveway Design” guidelines for 
additional information.  

 
4. To the extent possible, projects should incorporate the use of existing alleys into the design 

of site access and circulation plans.  The use of existing alleys should be used primarily for 
vehicular access, loading and service. 

 
5. The study should reference the City’s 2010 Bicycle Plan (see link below) that was adopted 

by the City Council on March 1, 2011.  The Bicycle Plan should be reviewed to understand 
the goals, objectives and planned improvements.  Consultation with LADOT Bicycle 
Program staff may be necessary to determine the implementation time frame of specific 
bicycle lane improvements.    

 
http://planning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/transelt/NewBikePlan/Txt/LA%20CITY%20BICYCLE%20PLAN.pdf 

  
6. Identify CMP intersections and other CMP requirements (see Section D). 

 
7. Consult with other affected agencies or adjacent jurisdictions (i.e., Caltrans, L.A. County 

Public Works, other cities, transit agencies, etc.) to assure that all traffic-related concerns 
and issues that may result from the Project and may affect that agency are properly 
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addressed in the traffic study.  If a traffic study includes the evaluation of an intersection or 
intersections in a neighboring city, then the traffic study methodology and impact thresholds 
of that city with jurisdiction over that intersection or intersections should be used to assess a 
project’s impact. 

 
8. Consult with the Bureau of Engineering and LADOT to determine any highway dedication 

and street improvement requirements, as well as requirements under the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA).  Please see Attachment D for “Standard Street Dimensions.” 

 
9. After paying the necessary fee per LAMC Section 19.15, sign a scoping memorandum of 

understanding (MOU) with LADOT on the agreed upon assumptions including study 
intersections, residential street segments and freeway segments; related projects; trip 
generation rates; ambient growth rate; trip distribution pattern and trip assignments; trip 
credits for existing active or previous land use; vehicle trip discounts for transit, internal or 
pass-by trips; projected buildout year and traffic study methodology.  Please see 
Attachment E for a sample MOU.  

 
10. If the project is expected to generate a significant number of regional trips, then the traffic 

study may be required to incorporate subregional travel demand simulation modeling 
software.  The decision to require travel demand modeling shall be made by the Bureau 
Chief supervising the development review functions of the Department.  These studies will 
be subject to LADOT’s model calibration and validation standards.  

 
11. The applicant shall keep LADOT informed on the progress made in completing the traffic 

study.  LADOT approval is required on any changes to the executed MOU assumptions or 
any other changes made in the traffic analysis before the final report is prepared. 

 
12. The review of a traffic study shall begin after the applicant has completed the scoping 

process and has paid any required fees to the City.  The consultant shall also provide proof 
of possessing a valid Los Angeles City Business Tax Registration Certificate. 

 
13. The traffic study should include the maps and figures identified in Attachment F. 
 
14. LADOT will not release their project impact assessment report until all documents and items 

identified in Attachment G (including the entire traffic study in “pdf” format) are provided.  
Until then, the traffic study submittal will be deemed incomplete. 

 
 

C. TRAFFIC COUNT REQUIREMENTS 
 

When collecting turning movement data at the study intersections, manual traffic volume counts 
should be collected in 15-minute intervals during the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. 
to 6:00 p.m., unless LADOT specifies other hours (e.g., for a signal warrant determination or 
weekend analysis).  These traffic counts should include vehicle classifications, pedestrian volume 
counts, and bicycle counts.  The traffic study should not use any traffic counts that are more than 
two years old.  Additionally, unless otherwise required, all traffic counts should generally be taken 
when local schools or colleges are in session, on days of good weather, on Tuesdays through 
Thursdays during non-Summer months, and should avoid being taken on weeks with a holiday.  The 
data should be summarized and presented in the standard LADOT format depicting turning 
movement volumes as shown in Attachment H, and submitted in digital and hard copy formats. 
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If traffic count data is collected utilizing video technology equipment that is left unattended in the 
public right-of-way, then the appropriate LADOT Development Services Division staff (see Section 
L) should be notified prior to the installation of such equipment.  Also, the video equipment should 
be clearly labeled to identify it as traffic counting equipment and to include the name and contact 
information of the company conducting the count (see sample label below). 
 

 
 

TRAFFIC COUNTING EQUIPMENT 

FOR INFORMATION CONTACT 

(xxx) xxx-xxxx (Company Name) 

 
 
 
 

D. CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (CMP) GUIDELINES 
 

The "Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County" includes guidelines intended to 
assist local agencies in evaluating impacts of land use projects on the CMP system through the 
preparation of a regional transportation impact analysis (TIA).  Appendix “D” of the 2010 CMP for 
Los Angeles County identifies the requirements and outlines the guidelines in the preparation of the 
CMP transportation impact analysis.  A CMP TIA is necessary for all projects required to prepare an 
Environmental Assessment based on local determination.  The geographic area examined in the 
TIA must include, at a minimum, the following: 

 
• All CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including freeway on and off-ramp intersections, 

where a proposed project is expected to add 50 or more trips during either the weekday a.m. 
or p.m. peak hours (of adjacent street traffic). 

 
• Mainline freeway monitoring locations where a project is expected to add 150 or more trips, 

in either direction, during either the weekday a.m. or p.m. peak hours. 
 

If, based on these criteria, the TIA does not identify any impacted regional facilities, then further 
CMP traffic analysis is not required.  However, projects must still consider transit impacts (also per 
the 2010 CMP) and provide a calculation of CMP "credits" and "debits" for the project.  For further 
information on the CMP TIA process, please call LADOT CMP Monitoring Section at (213) 972-
8473.  

  
 

E. FREEWAY IMPACT ANALYSIS SCREENING CRITERIA 
 

Pursuant to the Freeway agreement executed in October 2013 between LADOT and Caltrans 
District 7, traffic studies may be required to conduct a focused freeway impact analysis in addition to 
the CMP analysis described above.  If the proposed project meets any of the following criteria, the 
applicant will be directed to the Caltrans’ Intergovernmental Review section for a determination on 
the need for analysis and, if necessary, the methodology to be utilized for a freeway impact analysis:  
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• The project’s peak hour trips would result in a 1% or more increase to the freeway mainline 
capacity of a freeway segment operating at LOS E or F (based on an assumed capacity of 
2,000 vehicles per hour per lane); or 

 
• The project’s peak hour trips would result in a 2% or more increase to the freeway mainline 

capacity of a freeway segment operating at LOS D (based on an assumed capacity of 2,000 
vehicles per hour per lane); or 

 
• The project’s peak hour trips would result in a 1% or more increase to the capacity of a 

freeway off-ramp operating at LOS E or F (based on an assumed ramp capacity of 1,500 
vehicles per hour per lane); or 

 
• The project’s peak hour trips would result in a 2% or more increase to the capacity of a 

freeway off-ramp operating at LOS D (based on an assumed ramp capacity of 1,500 
vehicles per hour per lane). 

 
All projects for which a traffic study is required should conduct a freeway impact screening analysis. 
The screening analysis should be submitted to LADOT during the preparation of the traffic study 
MOU and should include the project’s trip generation and distribution estimates.  Based on these 
estimates, the check shall also include a morning and afternoon peak hour project trip assignment to 
determine the amount of project traffic expected to be assigned to the freeway system.  If one of the 
criteria listed above is met, the applicant will be directed to work with Caltrans and the traffic impact 
study may be required to include a freeway analysis beyond the requirements of Metro’s CMP and 
based on the direction from Caltrans.   
 
To assist in the evaluation of impacts on State facilities, the project’s traffic consultant should refer 
to Caltrans’ “Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies” found at the following web site: 

 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr_ceqa_files/tisguide.pdf 

  
 

F. TRIP GENERATION CALCULATIONS  
 
Any trip credits must be approved by LADOT during the scoping process and those trips must be 
included in existing base year traffic counts. 
 
1. ITE Trip Generation Rates 

The latest edition of ITE's Trip Generation Handbook for trip generation rates and formulas 
should be used to estimate the Project’s trip generation.  However, if the Project is in a TSP 
area, then the procedures and trip rate identified in the TSP should be applied.  If other rates 
are proposed, then these rates must first be submitted with the appropriate background 
survey data for approval by LADOT. 

 
2. Unique Developments 

Unique types of development may require trip generation studies of similar facilities in order 
to establish a trip rate for use in the impact analysis.  These developments may include land 
uses for which trip generation rates are not available in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 
or land uses for which the rates in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook are based on a small 
sample of surveyed sites.  The procedures and the results of the trip generation studies 
must be approved by LADOT. 
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3. Existing Use 
When estimating the Project’s net new trips, any claim for trip credits for an "existing" active 
land use requires that the "existing" use is/was in place at the time of the base year traffic 
counts.  Generally, for CEQA purposes this means the "existing" use must have been active 
for at least 6 months during the past 2 years.  To fully ensure that “existing use” trip credit 
claims are validated by LADOT, supporting documentation (leasing agreements, utility bills, 
etc.) must be submitted.  Documentation of any previous environmental review of the 
circulation impacts of the “existing” use should be included in this submittal.  Note that some 
specific plan ordinances allow different time frames for the determination of existing use trip 
credits and of any applicable trip fees.  

 
4. Terminated Land-Use 

Any claim for trip credits for a previously terminated land use must be supported with 
appropriate documentation of the previous active use, such as copies of any building permit, 
certificate of occupancy, business license, lease agreement, affidavits, or photographs as 
well as documentation as to when the previous land use was terminated.  Documentation of 
any previous environmental review of the circulation impacts of the terminated land use 
should also be submitted in support of such claims.  The absence of documentation of 
previous environmental review may result in denial of the claim for trip credits.  

 
5. Pass-by Trips 

Any claim for “pass-by” trip credits must use the trip reduction rates in the “Pass-By Trip 
Rates” in Attachment I, which are based on rates published by ITE.  However, these rates 
may be superseded by additional guidelines provided in specific plans or interim control 
ordinances.  These rates are not applicable when reviewing impacts at Project driveways 
and at intersection(s) immediately adjacent to the Project site.  Pass-by trip credits shall 
not be used in determining the need for a traffic study.  

 
6. Transit Credit 

LADOT encourages developers to design and construct transit-friendly projects that provide 
safe and walkable sidewalks to and from transit stations for project patrons.  In line with the 
City policy to promote the use of transit and walking, LADOT, at its discretion, may allow up 
to a 25% transit/walk trip credit subject to the following guidelines, on a case by case basis:  

 
a. Developments above or adjacent to a Metro Rail, Metrolink, or Orange  Line station, 

or to a similar dedicated transit line station with convenient pedestrian access to the 
station may qualify for up to 25% transit credit.  The actual credit provided should be 
determined by an analysis of the transit service frequency and density at the 
specified transit station. 

 
b. Developments within a 1/4 mile walking distance of a transit station, or of a 

RapidBus stop, may qualify for up to a 15% transit credit.  The actual credit provided 
will be determined by an analysis of the transit service frequency and density at the 
specified transit station or RapidBus stop.  To obtain the maximum credit, applicants 
should implement the following improvements listed in priority order: 

 
• Provide a wider than standard sidewalk along the streets fronting the project 

through additional sidewalk easement or by dedicating additional right-of-way 
beyond street standards.   

• Improve the condition and/or aesthetics of existing sidewalks leading to 
transit station(s) with adequate lighting to provide for a safer pedestrian 
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environment.  
• Provide continuous paved sidewalks / walkways with adequate lighting from 

all buildings in the Project to nearby transit services and stops.  This may 
include mid-block paseos. 

    • Implement transit shelter improvements/beautification. 
   

c. If the development is not within 1/4 mile walking distance of a transit station or a 
RapidBus stop, the Project may still qualify for up to 10% transit credit.  To obtain 
this credit, the Project should include specific features in its design that promote 
alternative travel modes and provide certain amenities to tenants and employees. 
Features and amenities that may qualify a Project for this credit include the following:  

 
• An on-site transit information kiosk and/or on-site transit pass sales; 
• On-site facilities such as ATM machines, cafeteria and convenience 

shopping; 
• Charging for single occupant auto parking; 
• Car share programs; 
•  Bicycle racks or other facilities on-site; 
• Provision of on-site concierge service to facilitate use of transit, taxis, or 

private shuttles by employees/residents; 
• Provision of shuttle service for employees and/or customers. 

 
No trip generation credit will be given automatically to developments located in an area with 
infrequent transit service.  However, all reasonable efforts by the developer to promote the 
use of mass-transit or walking will be considered for transit credit on a case by case basis.   

 

NOTE: Refer to Section I of this TSPP for transit-related mitigation measures. 
 

7. Affordable Housing Credit 
Residential or mixed-use developments that include Affordable Housing Units [as defined in 
LAMC 12.22-A.25 (b)] qualify for a trip reduction credit of 5% on the basis of the percentage 
of total dwelling units reserved as affordable.  A development for which all proposed dwelling 
units are to be affordable would receive the maximum aggregate credit of 5% (100 × 0.05).  
A development with 20% affordable units would qualify for a 1% aggregate trip credit (20 × 
0.05), etc.  Affordable Housing credit is allowed in addition to any Transit Credit granted 
through Section D.6 above. 

 
 

G. PERFORMANCE MEASURES - LEVEL OF SERVICE 
 
1. For land use development projects, the Transportation Research Board, Circular 212 Critical 

Movement Analysis (CMA) Planning Method, should be used to analyze traffic operating 
conditions at study intersection(s).  CMA is a method that determines the volume to capacity 
(V/C) ratio on a critical lane basis and Level of Service (LOS) associated with each V/C ratio 
at a signalized intersection.  V/C ratios are measured on a scale of 0 to 1.000.  LOS 
describes the quality of traffic flow and is a measure of such factors as travel speed, travel 
time and flow interruptions.  LOS range from "A" to "F" with LOS "A" representing excellent, 
free flow conditions and LOS "F" representing jammed, forced flow conditions.  The following 
table (see page 12) provides a description of the different LOS’s and associated V/C ratios.   
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2. LADOT has developed a CMA spreadsheet in MS-Excel format to estimate the LOS for 
study intersections.  All traffic studies that require the use of CMA to estimate impacts should 
be prepared using this spreadsheet.  A digital copy of the spreadsheet will be provided to 
firms preparing traffic studies in the City of Los Angeles.  Please contact any of the LADOT 
sections identified in Section L for a copy of the LOS spreadsheet.  Completed LOS 
calculations must be submitted to LADOT in digital format and included with the submittal of 
the traffic study.  A typical sample of a LOS calculation worksheet is shown in Attachment J. 
For some intersections (such as a 5-legged intersection, diamond interchange, etc.), the V/C 
ratio may need to be calculated manually or may need to be adjusted accordingly.  The 
appropriate methodology for these special cases should be discussed with the appropriate 
LADOT staff during the MOU scoping process. 

 
3. The use of the Highway Capacity Manual’s (HCM) delay-based methodology for signalized 

intersections is acceptable to LADOT for traffic impact studies associated with infrastructure 
projects, including transit, rail, bicycle and roadway improvements.  In such cases, micro-
simulation may also be necessary to fully understand the effects of the project in terms of 
queue lengths, traffic signal timing parameters, transit travel times, etc.  The following table 
(see page 12) provides a description of the different LOS’s and associated delays measured 
in terms of “delay per vehicle.” 

 
4. The intersection capacity at intersections along a congested corridor may need to be 

adjusted to account for reduced capacity due to gridlock, heavy pedestrian volumes, or other 
prevailing factors.  The LOS spreadsheet developed by LADOT allows users to override the 
standard CMA capacities to account for these factors.  However, any such revisions to the 
standard capacities or to any formula or function used in the LOS spreadsheet require 
LADOT approval.    

 
5. Since the CMA and HCM methodologies and the resulting LOS is primarily an automobile-

oriented measure, LADOT is evaluating other performance measures that can yield 
information related to other modes of travel.  Doing so can provide useful information 
regarding the ability of a project or traffic mitigation measure to reduce vehicle-miles-traveled 
(VMT), to reduce green-house gas (GHG) emissions, and to promote other modes of travel. 
 Although some traffic mitigation measures can provide a measurable reduction in VMT or 
GHG emissions, these measures may not show a quantifiable benefit when the performance 
measure is LOS.  In these cases, the traffic study should include a description of the 
proposed improvement and the anticipated benefits to air quality.  The traffic volume counts 
collected at the study intersections should also identify the volumes of pedestrians and 
bicycles that enter the intersection.  These are helpful parameters and provide the 
necessary context when evaluating the overall operation of each intersection. 
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LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 1 
 

 
Level of  

Service 

 
Volume/Capacity 

 Ratio 

 
Delay per Vehicle 

 (sec / veh) 

 
 

  Definition   

 
A 

 
0.000 - 0.600 

 
≤ 10 

 
EXCELLENT.  No vehicle waits 
longer than one red light and no 
approach phase is fully used. 

 
B 

 
0.601 - 0.700 

 
> 10 - 20 

 
VERY GOOD.  An occasional 
approach phase is fully utilized; 
many drivers begin to feel somewhat 
restricted within groups of vehicles. 

 
C 

 
0.701 - 0.800 

 
> 20 - 35 

 
GOOD.  Occasionally, drivers may 
have to wait through more than one 
red light; backups may develop 
behind turning vehicles. 

 
D 

 
0.801 - 0.900 

 
> 35 – 55 

 
FAIR.  Delays may be substantial 
during portions of the rush hours, but 
enough lower volume periods occur 
to permit clearing of developing 
lines, preventing excessive backups. 

 
E 

 
0.901 - 1.000 

 
> 55 – 80 

 
POOR.  Represents the most 
vehicles that intersection approaches 
can accommodate; may be long 
lines of waiting vehicles through 
several signal cycles. 

 
F 

 
Greater than 1.000 

 
> 80 

 
FAILURE.  Backups from nearby 
intersections or on cross streets may 
restrict or prevent movement of 
vehicles out of the intersection 
approaches.  Tremendous delays 
with continuously increasing queue 
lengths. 

 

                                                 

     
1
  Sources: Transportation Research Board, Interim Materials on Highway Capacity, Transportation   
Research Circular No. 212, January 1980; and Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity 
Manual 2010.  
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5. V/C ratios should be calculated to three decimals, rounded and summarized in a table 

showing weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS at study intersections for existing 
conditions, existing with Project, future without Project, future with Project and future with 
Project plus mitigation.  In a separate appendix, the traffic study shall include the detailed 
LOS worksheets for each study intersection.  The table summarizing the results of the 
impact analysis should follow the format below: 

 
 

(Year) 

Existing Traffic 

Conditions 

 
Existing 

Plus Project 

 
Project 

Impact 

 
(Buildout Year) 

Cumulative Base2 

 
(Buildout Year) 

Project3 

 
Project 

Impact 

 
(Buildout Year) 
Project with 

Traffic 

Mitigation 

 
Net 

Project 

Impact 

 
V/C    LOS 

 
V/C   LOS 

 
 

 
V/C    LOS 

 
V/C    LOS 

 
 

 
V/C    LOS 

 
 

 
 

6. The LADOT traffic count database should be searched for any recent traffic counts at the 
study intersections.  If recent LADOT traffic counts are not available, then new traffic counts 
shall be collected by a qualified data collection firm.  Unless there are special circumstances, 
traffic volume counts that are more than two years old will not be accepted and new traffic 
counts should be collected.  
 

7. The traffic study should include a map or table that illustrates the lane configurations and 
lane volumes for each study intersection.  Also, any programmed and funded transportation 
improvements that are expected to be implemented on or before the project buildout year 
should be identified in the traffic study.  Should these programmed improvements include a 
modification to the existing lane configuration to any of the study intersections, then the 
study should identify these changes and include the revised lane configuration in the V/C 
calculations for all future scenarios.   

 
8. In determining the lane assignments for an intersection with an unmarked curb lane, the 

V/C/ calculations may assume the capacity of a functional right-turn only lane, provided that 
the lane width is a minimum of 18 feet wide, there are no bus stops at the approach, on-
street parking would not impede vehicles turning right, the pedestrian volumes are low 
during the peak hour, and this de-facto right-turn operation has been verified in the field. 

 
9. If necessary, the scope of the traffic impact analysis should be expanded to evaluate special 

circumstances, such as: 
 

• Summer weekend activity in recreational areas 
• University/school graduation ceremonies or events 
• Holidays or special events 
• Swing shifts 
• Developments with special visitor, employee or shopping hours or days 
• Alternative Project scenarios if required by another City Department or adjacent 

jurisdiction 
• Analysis of Freeway LOS

                                                 

     2 The “cumulative base” scenario represents existing traffic conditions plus increases in traffic related 
to ambient growth and related projects 

     
3
 The “project” scenario is the cumulative base scenario plus the Project trips 
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10. Should the traffic study include an analysis of freeway segments, then consultation with 

Caltrans is needed on the capacity analysis methodology used to evaluate state facilities. 
 

11. When determining which intersections should be included in the impact analysis for 
development projects, only signalized intersections should be selected.  Unsignalized 
intersections should be evaluated solely to determine the need for the installation of a traffic 
signal or other traffic control device, but will not be included in the impact analysis. When 
choosing which unsignalized intersections will be reviewed, intersections that are adjacent to 
the project or that are expected to be integral to the project’s site access and circulation plan 
should be identified.  For these intersections, the overall intersection delay should be 
measured pursuant to procedures accepted by LADOT during the scoping process.  If, 
based on the estimated delay, the resultant LOS is E or F in the “future with Project” 
scenario, then the intersection should be evaluated for the potential installation of a new 
traffic signal.  The study shall include a traffic signal warrant analysis prepared pursuant to 
Section 353 of LADOT’s Manual of Policies and Procedures and submitted to LADOT for 
review and approval.   

 
 

H. SIGNIFICANT IMPACT THRESHOLDS 
 

1. A transportation impact at a signalized intersection shall be deemed "significant" in 
accordance with the following table except as otherwise specified in a TSP, ICO or CMP: 

 
 

SIGNIFICANT TRANSPORTATION IMPACT (V/C Methodology) 
 

Level of 

Service 

 
 

 Final V/C Ratio  

 
 

 Project-Related Increase In V/C  
 

C 
 
> 0.701 - 0.800 

 
equal to or greater than 0.040 

 
D 

 
> 0.801 - 0.900 

 
equal to or greater than 0.020 

 
E 

 
> 0.901-1.000 

 
equal to or greater than 0.010 

 
F 

 
Greater than 1.000 

 
equal to or greater than 0.010 

 
For purposes of this calculation, the "Final V/C Ratio" shall mean the future V/C ratio at an 
intersection considering impacts with project, ambient and related Project growth but without 
proposed traffic mitigation.  "Project-Related Increase in V/C" shall mean the change in V/C 
between the future V/C ratio with Project, ambient and related project growth but without 
proposed traffic mitigation and the future V/C ratio with ambient and related project growth 
but without Project and proposed traffic mitigation. 
 

2. When utilizing the HCM methodology for signalized intersections for transportation 
infrastructure projects, a transportation impact shall be deemed “significant” in accordance 
with the following table: 
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SIGNIFICANT TRANSPORTATION IMPACT (Delay Methodology) 

 
Level of 

Service 

 
 

Final Delay 

 
 

 Project-Related Increase In Delay  
 

C 
 

> 20 - 35 
 
equal to or greater than 6.0 seconds 

 
D 

 
> 35 – 55 

 
equal to or greater than 4.0 seconds 

 
E 

 
> 55 – 80 

 
equal to or greater than 2.5 seconds 

 
F 

 
> 80 

 
equal to or greater than 2.5 seconds 

 
For purposes of this calculation, the "Final Delay" shall mean the future delay per vehicle at 
an intersection considering impacts with project, ambient and related Project growth but 
without proposed traffic mitigation.  "Project-Related Increase in Delay" shall mean the 
change in delay between the future delay with Project, ambient and related project growth 
but without proposed traffic mitigation and the future delay with ambient and related project 
growth but without Project and proposed traffic mitigation. 

 
3. Commercial projects may be required to conduct residential street impact analysis.  A local 

residential street can be potentially impacted based on an increase in the average daily 
traffic volumes.  The objective of the residential street analysis is to determine the potential 
for cut-through traffic impacts on a residential street that can result from a Project.  Cut-
through trips are measured as vehicles that bypass a congested arterial or intersection by 
instead opting to travel along a residential street.  To address these potential impacts, non-
restrictive traffic calming measures should be considered and, if deemed warranted, 
implemented to off-set any anticipated impacts.  Restrictive traffic calming measures should 
not be considered.  See Section J for a description of restrictive and non-restrictive traffic 
calming measures.  When selecting residential street segments for analysis during the traffic 
study scoping process, all of the following conditions must be present: 

 
• the proposed project is a non-residential development and not a school 

 
• the arterial is sufficiently congested, such that motorists traveling on the arterial may 

opt to divert to a parallel route through a residential street; the congestion level of the 
arterial can be determined based on the estimated LOS under project conditions of 
the study intersection(s); LOS E and F are considered to represent congested 
conditions 

 
• the Project is projected to add a significant amount of traffic to the congested arterial 

that can potentially shift to an alternative route; Project traffic would need to exceed 
the daily minimum significance thresholds listed below under “Project-Related 
Increase in ADT” 

 
• the local residential street(s) provides motorists with a viable alternative route 

 
A local residential street shall be deemed significantly impacted based on an increase in the 
projected average daily traffic (ADT) volumes as follows: 
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Projected ADT with 

 Project (Final ADT)  

 
Project-Related 

 Increase In ADT  
 

0 to 999 
 

120 or more 
 

1,000 to 1,999 
 

12 percent or more of final ADT 
 

2,000 or 2,999  
 

10 percent or more of final ADT 
 

3,000 or more 
 

8 percent or more of final ADT 

 

 

I. TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION MEASURES  
 

When a Project is expected to result in significant traffic impacts, the Project’s traffic consultant 
should meet with LADOT to discuss potential transportation mitigation options before submitting a 
traffic study.  Different transportation mitigation solutions should be explored when attempting to 
mitigate a Project’s significant traffic impact to a level of insignificance.  However, since 
sustainability, smart growth and the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions have become prime 
concerns for the City in addition to traditional traffic flow considerations, mitigation programs should 
be developed to first focus on minimizing the demand for trips by single-occupant vehicles through 
trip reduction strategies or by encouraging other modes of travel like public transit and bicycling.  
Therefore, the following mitigation categories, listed in priority order, should be considered when 
evaluating and proposing transportation mitigations: 
 
1. Transportation Demand Management Program (See Section J) 

All projects are required to comply with LAMC 12.26-J.  For additional trip reduction credits 
as traffic mitigation, suggested elements of a TDM program should include, but not be 
limited to, the following elements: 

 
a. Implementation of vehicle trip reduction incentives and services for Project 

employees and/or tenants; provide on-site education on alternative transportation 
modes. 

 
b. Implementation of flexible / alternative work schedules and telecommuting 

programs. 
 

c. Provide a bicycle and pedestrian-friendly environment; provide bicycle amenities 
such as secure bicycle racks, lockers and showers for employees. 

 
d. Provide bicycle parking beyond the requirements of the Bicycle Parking 

Ordinance No. 182,386. 
 
e. Enhance the environment for bicycling such as consolidating driveways and 

improving pavement conditions; 
 
f. Financial contribution to the City’s Bicycle Plan Trust Fund. 
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g. Implement a Bicycle Friendly Street improvement as identified in the Bicycle Plan; 
such improvements can include curb extensions, wayfinding signage, diverters, 
bicycle loop detection, shared lane markings, etc. 

 
h.  Conduct educational workshops for Project employees and/or tenants related to 

the usage of bicycles on streets including how to integrate bicycles use with 
transit use and how to ride next to vehicles. 

 
i. Provide bicycle repair stations for use by Project employees and/or tenants.    

 
j. Provide fully or significantly subsidized transit passes to Project residents and/or 

employees. 
 

k. Implementation of first and last mile solutions that can increase the use of transit 
by bridging the gap between transit stops/stations and a commuter’s origin or final 
destination 

 
l. Implementation of a parking cash-out program. 

 
m. Pursuant to Internal Revenue Code Section 132(f), arrange pre-tax dollar transit 

commute expense accounts to provide transportation fringe benefits to eligible 
employees.   

 
n. Vehicle trip reduction incentives and services affecting visitors to the project, such 

as shoppers, clients, patrons, etc. 
 

o.  Financial support for the capital and/or operating costs of enhanced transit or 
vanpool service to the project. 

 
p. Provision of a variety (mixed use) of land uses in close proximity, facilitating trip 

making by walking, cycling or local shuttles. 
 
q.  Provision of on-site facilities that encourage the use of alternate forms of 

transportation such as bicycle lanes and amenities, enhanced pedestrian 
connections, telecommuting facilities, etc. 

 
r.  Include site trip cap and/or parking cap in trip monitoring agreements. 

 
An initial draft performance-based TDM Program, prepared as outlined in Section J, must be 
included in the traffic study for any Project seeking TDM trip reduction credits.  If the TDM 
Program is acceptable to LADOT, the applicant will be allowed to reduce the total Project 
trips by an amount determined to be commensurate with the measures proposed in the TDM 
Program. 

 
2. Transit Capacity and Access Improvements 

The elements listed below should be considered when developing transit system strategies. 
 The exact mitigation value shall be determined on the basis of the development’s size, type 
of use(s), and the frequency / density of transit service in the vicinity of the Project.  

 
a. Contribution of funds or equipment to increase the capacity of existing transit 

systems (must be coordinated with transit providers)  
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b.  Transit shuttles provided by applicant (e.g., bus, taxicab, van, etc.) 

 
c. Contributions toward construction or enhancement of transit stations or centers  

 
d. Provision of facilities or equipment which expedite transit flow (e.g., transit priority 

signal systems, HOV lanes, etc.) 
 

e. Contributions toward operation/maintenance costs and/or fleet vehicle replacement 
costs of existing transit service (must be coordinated with providers)  

 
3. Parking Management Measures 

a. Contribution of equipment or funds to implement intelligent parking systems, which 
can include the use of new parking meter technology, vehicle sensors, dynamic 
signage, a central management system and a real time parking guidance system.  
Such upgrades should be implemented along appropriate City block faces with 
existing parking meter zones in the vicinity of the development, or at all approaches 
and departures of an impacted intersection. 

 
b. “Unbundling” of parking spaces in multiple unit residential development, e.g., parking 

shall be bought or rented separately when the dwelling units are initially bought or 
rented, enabling discounts for not using parking spaces and/or complementing Flex 
Car or other car sharing programs. 

                                
c.  “Unbundling” of parking spaces in non-residential development, e.g., employee 

parking is not to be provided free-of-charge and/or parking costs are listed as a 
separate line item in lease agreements.  This would be a necessary component of a 
Parking Cash-Out program. 

 
4. Jobs / Housing Balance Measures 

A trip reduction mitigation value of up to 10% may be approved for a development that 
incorporates Work Force housing (dwelling units affordable to, and reserved for, sale to Low 
and Moderate Income persons/families as defined in CA Health and Safety Code Section 
50093 who are employed at the development) or which constructs such housing within a 
one-half mile of the development.  The exact mitigation value shall be determined based 
upon an analysis of the development size and type of land use, employment type/density, 
and the number of Work Force housing units to be provided.  The affordability of the Work 
Force housing units must be guaranteed for a minimum period of thirty (30) years. 

 
5. Traffic Signal Operational Improvements 

Traffic signal enhancements that include, but are not limited to, traffic signal phasing 
modifications, new signal installations, signal controller upgrades, CCTV camera 
installations, additional vehicle detector loops, etc., may be considered and provided as 
traffic mitigation or as supplemental measures to proposed intersection mitigations.  Signal 
improvements that are considered project-serving or that provide access to the project are 
not considered traffic mitigations.  

 
6. Street Widening and Other Physical Improvements  

Recommended improvements must be demonstrated to be physically feasible and must 
meet minimum City standards.  If a physical mitigation measure is proposed on a future 
“bicycle lane” street (see “Designated Bikeways” in Appendix D of the Bicycle Plan), then the 
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mitigation should be designed to accommodate the future bicycle lane.  Please see 
Attachment K for a sample intersection mitigation drawing.  Particular attention shall be 
paid to resultant sidewalk widths, which should remain adequate for pedestrian activities and 
meet ADA requirements.  

 
7. Street Re-striping and Parking Prohibitions 

Generally, street re-striping is not a preferred mitigation measure because it often requires 
parking prohibitions which may cause secondary impacts in certain commercial and 
residential areas.  Therefore, any parking impacts should be clearly identified through a 
parking inventory and demand analysis.  This analysis should include proposed measures to 
mitigate any such impacts to the extent feasible.  Additionally, should the mitigation require 
the permanent removal of a parking meter space, payment to LADOT for lost parking meter 
revenues is required.  The current average annual revenue generated by one parking meter 
is $1,000.  Therefore, based on this average, the removal of each metered, on-street parking 
space will require payment to LADOT in the amount of the average annual revenue over a 
ten year period (currently estimated at $10,000 per space). 

 
8. Fair Share Contributions 

If a traffic study demonstrates that the applicant is responsible for only a portion of a large 
and costly transportation enhancement, such as a bridge or roadway widening project, a fair 
share contribution toward the cost of the improvement may be an acceptable mitigation.  Fair 
share contributions are applicable in those cases where there are other proposed 
developments in the vicinity that may also contribute toward the cost of the improvement. 

 
9. TSP Mitigation Trust Fund 

If project is located in a TSP area, an applicant may be required to pay "trip fees" into a 
mitigation trust fund for implementation of larger regional projects that are specified in the 
TSP.   

 
10.  Infeasible Mitigation Measures 

The traffic study should also include a discussion of mitigation measures deemed to be 
infeasible, as appropriate, to record the reason(s) for rejecting these measures.   

 
11. Substitute Mitigations 

When no feasible mitigation measure is available, LADOT at its discretion may accept a 
substitute mitigation measure at an adjacent intersection provided that appropriate technical 
analysis is prepared to show the benefit at the impacted intersection. 

 
12.  Unmitigated Impacts 

For projects with unmitigated traffic impacts that seek a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, other suitable enhancements should be evaluated and considered that 
would address quality-of-life issues like implementing non-restrictive traffic calming 
measures, traffic safety enhancements, traffic signal timing upgrades, and community 
streetscape features like lighting, landscaping, shade, sidewalk repairs, etc.  Such 
improvements, whether voluntary or required, that benefit the community can serve to off-set 
the significant impacts of a project.  Also, when no other mitigation measures are available 
and the Project results in unmitigated impacts, the developer should consider revising and 
reducing the scope of the project.   

 
The adequacy and feasibility of each mitigation measure must be determined to the satisfaction of 
LADOT. The final required mitigation measures for the project will be determined by the appropriate 
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decision maker (e.g., the City Planning Commission, the City Council).  All mitigation measures shall 
comply with the following requirements: 

 
1. Plan Preparation for Physical Mitigation 

 
a. Existing Conditions 

 
i. Prepare preliminary geometric design drawing to a scale 1" = 40' for each of 

the significantly impacted intersections for existing conditions, where 
restriping and/or street widening is a proposed mitigation measure.  Make 
field investigations and show all important roadway details, including 
adjacent land use(s), parking restrictions, sidewalks, driveways, lane 
dimensions, roadway striping, curb and right-of-way lines, and "footprints" of 
building line. 

 
ii. Use existing LADOT drawings where available and field check for accuracy 

to reflect current conditions. 
 

iii. Provide copy of current City Bureau of Engineering District Map illustrating 
public rights-of-way on impacted streets.  

 
b. Future Conditions with Mitigation 

 
i. Prepare preliminary geometric design drawing to a scale of 1" = 40' showing 

recommended changes in striping including additional roadway and 
right-of-way necessary to mitigate the significant impact(s) of the project for 
each location where street restriping and/or street widening is a proposed 
mitigation measure. 

 
ii. Plans showing striping modifications should include adequate segments of 

the roadway (approximately 300-400 feet on each leg of the intersection) to 
indicate the appropriate transitions from the existing striping. 

 
c. Standards 

Geometric plans shall be prepared on LADOT 24" × 36" standard sheets.  If more 
than one mitigation is possible at a given location, separate plans for each alternate 
mitigation measure may be prepared in consultation with LADOT.  Mitigation design 
drawings that are processed through the B-permit process should be submitted to 
the LADOT Design Division in Auto-Cad format. The following criteria and standards 
should be used in preparation of plans: 

 
i. Drawings of street improvements must show existing and proposed 

dimensions for: 
 

• Roadway widths 
• Right-of-way widths 
• Sidewalk widths 
• Curb radii 
• Location of traffic islands 
• Individual lane widths 
• Striping "tapers" and "cat-tracks" 
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ii. Items to be shown on plans: 

 
• Parking restrictions (existing and proposed), bus stops (existing and 

relocated), driveways, signals, street lights, signs, trees, utility poles 
and catchment basins. 

• Type of development of adjacent properties. 
 

iii. Drawings of street improvements must show existing and proposed 
dimensions (typical dimensions are shown below).  Increased widths may be 
required for special circumstances such as predominant use by trucks and 
buses, higher design speeds, higher pedestrian volumes, etc. 

 
• Through lane = 10’ - 11’ 
• Left turn lane or two-way left-turn median = 10’ - 11’ 
• Right turn lane = 12’ 
• Lane adjacent to curbed median = 12’ 
• Curb lane without parking = 12’ - 13’ 
• Curb lane with parking = 18’ (low speed) to 20’ (high speed) 
• Bike lane without parking = 5’ - 6’ 
• Bike lane with parking = 13’ 

 
Note that modified street standards have been adopted for Downtown Los 

Angeles and the Hollywood Community Plan area which differ from the City’s 

Standard Plan of Street Dimensions. 
 

d. Submit 3 copies of any proposed mitigation plans with the traffic study to the 
appropriate LADOT Planning Office for review and comment by LADOT’s Planning 
Office, District Office, and Design Division. 

 
e. Attach the a.m. and p.m. peak hour lane volume diagram with the geometric design 

plan for each intersection. 
 

f. Revise mitigation plans as required and re-submit the final mitigation plans to 
LADOT for approval. 

 
2. Guarantees of Mitigation Measures 

All physical transportation mitigations and associated traffic signal work within the City must 
be guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the 
issuance of any building permit and completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of 
occupancy.  Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any delay 
through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has 
demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of LADOT.  All 
improvements along state highways and freeway ramps require approval from Caltrans.  An 
encroachment permit must be obtained from Caltrans for these improvements before the 
issuance of any building permits.  

 
In the event the originally proposed mitigation measure becomes infeasible, a substitute 
mitigation measure may be provided subject to approval by LADOT or other governing 
agency with jurisdiction over the location, upon demonstration that the substitute measure is 
equivalent or superior to the original measure in mitigating the project’s significant impact. 
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3.  Mitigation Monitoring Program in Draft EIR’s 
The necessary components of each mitigation measure in a mitigation monitoring program 
should be stated separately for inclusion in the Draft EIR.  These include: 

 
a. Identification of the responsible agency for monitoring the measure and the 

designated coordination for all participants 
 

b. Qualifications, if any, of the necessary monitor(s) 
 

c. The proposed schedule of the mitigation monitoring (i.e., dates of start-up, 
observation period, frequency, and completion/termination) - this should be stated for 
physical mitigation measures required during construction as well as those that are 
for the operation/life of the project (e.g., TDM program) 
 

d. Sampling techniques and testing procedures to be used 
 
e. Equipment and materials needed 

 
f. Funding required and sources of funding for monitoring activities by both project and 

City personnel (especially for long-term monitoring activities) 
 

If the City adopts a Citywide Mitigation Monitoring Program, the components of the mitigation 
monitoring plan will be modified accordingly. 

 
 

J. TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) PROGRAM 
 

TDM is a program designed to facilitate the use of alternate transportation modes to decrease 
dependency on single occupancy vehicles.  LADOT strongly encourages the development of a 
comprehensive TDM program to eliminate as many new project trips as possible.  LAMC 12.26-J 
(which applies only to construction of new, non-residential development in excess of 25,000 square 
feet gross floor area) requires, prior to issuance of a building permit, that the owner or applicant 
agree, by way of a covenant that runs with the land, to provide and maintain minimal TDM 
measures.  LAMC 12.26-J is summarized in Attachment L. 
 
LAMC 12.26-J notwithstanding, a consultant may be required to prepare a more comprehensive, 
integrated program of TDM measures.  If TDM, Transit, and/or Parking Management strategies are 
claimed as a mitigation of project-related traffic impacts, or if required under any applicable TSP or 
other City ordinances, then the TDM program shall include the following elements: 

 
• Statement of measurable goals to be achieved 
• Estimate of trips to be reduced 
• Key elements of the program 
• Schedule and responsibilities for implementation 
• Identification of funding responsibilities 
• Method of monitoring program performance 
• Contingency plan and/or penalties for failure to achieve goals 

 
If vehicle trips will be reduced by operating or contributing to the operation of transit systems, a 
description of the transit program as well as a letter of support from the related transit service 
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provider is required.  The transit program shall contain elements similar to the TDM program 
described above.  If the project is a mixed-use project that includes housing, LADOT will consider 
reducing the project’s trip generation to account for the internal trip characteristics of the project.  
This credit will be limited to the trips that would be affected by the special features of the project 
relative to ITE or TSP trip generation rates.  If the project site is under one ownership or control; is 
uniquely located so as to permit accurate monitoring of all site trips; and extraordinary trip reduction 
goals are proposed, LADOT may recommend a trip cap agreement.  Such an agreement typically 
places a cap on the total vehicle trips entering and leaving the site during peak hours and includes a 
monitoring and contingency plan.  
 
 

K. RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
 

If the traffic study indicates that the project may potentially result in residential street impacts, then a 
plan to reduce project traffic from traveling through nearby residential areas may be required as part 
of the mitigation program for the project.  If neighborhood traffic management (NTM) measures are 
required to off-set potential residential street impacts, then, prior to project occupancy, the applicant 
shall conduct public outreach and develop a NTM plan, in consultation with LADOT, the affected 
Council District office and the affected neighborhood.  Coordination with the appropriate Council 
District office may be necessary to designate the stakeholders that should facilitate the public 
outreach.  The applicant shall also be responsible for conducting the engineering evaluation of the 
potential measures to determine the feasibility in regards to drainage, constructability, street design, 
etc.  The applicant shall also be responsible in implementing any NTM measures approved by 
LADOT and supported by stakeholders.  Prior to the outreach, a cost estimate on the potential NTM 
plan shall be determined in consultation with LADOT.  The cost should be commensurate with the 
size of the project and with the level of residential street impacts that are expected.  The 
development of the plan shall include the analysis of any relevant traffic data, roadway 
characteristics and conditions of the impacted residential street segments identified in the study. 

 
The NTM plan should focus solely on implementing non-restrictive traffic calming, which may 
include, but are not limited to, traffic circles, speed humps, roadway narrowing effects (raised 
medians, traffic chokers, etc.), landscaping features, roadway striping changes, and stop sign 
pattern.  Restrictive measures such as turn restrictions, physical barriers, signal metering, etc., 
should not be considered since these measures can potentially lead to the diversion of traffic from 
one street to another, or one neighborhood to another.  The NTM plan should also consider and 
evaluate neighborhood improvements that can offset the effects of added traffic, including street 
trees, sidewalks, landscaping, neighborhood identification features, and pedestrian amenities.  Such 
measures can support trip reduction efforts by encouraging walking, bicycling, and the use of public 
transit.  As with other mitigation measures, any required NTM measures on City streets must be 
implemented prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy.  A temporary certificate of 
occupancy may be granted in the event of any delay through no fault of the applicant, provided that 
the applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of LADOT.  
The NTM plan shall be prepared in conformance with the guidelines established by LADOT and 
should contain, at a minimum, the following elements: 
 
• Description of existing facilities and neighborhood traffic conditions 
• Description of proposed neighborhood traffic controls, including sketches of specific street 

modifications 
• Analysis of any change in existing or future traffic patterns as a result of implementation of 

the plan 
• Implementation and monitoring program 
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L. LADOT CONTACTS 
 

Thank you for your cooperation.  If you have any questions, please call the appropriate LADOT 
Development Services Division office as follows: 

 
• Metro Development Review  

100 S. Main Street, 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 972-8482 or (213) 972-8481 
Fax (213) 972-8418 
Coverage area includes all areas south of Mulholland Drive, east of Robertson Boulevard 
and north of the San Pedro Community Plan area. 

            

• West Los Angeles Development Review 
7166 W. Manchester Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90045 
(213) 485-1062 
Fax (213) 485-1285 
Coverage area includes San Pedro and all areas south of Mulholland Drive and west of 
Robertson Boulevard 

 
• Valley Development Review 

6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, 3rd Floor 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
(818) 374-4699 
FAX (818) 374-4696 
Coverage area includes the entire San Fernando Valley north of Mulholland Drive 

 
• LADOT City-wide One-Stop Counter 

201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 482-7024 



ATTACHMENT A

ACRONYMS

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act
ADT Average Daily Traffic
AQMD Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
ATCS Adaptive Traffic Control System
ATSAC Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control
AVR Average Vehicle Ridership
BOE Bureau of Engineering
CALTRANS California Department of Transportation
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CMA Critical Movement Analysis
CMP Congestion Management Program
CRA Community Redevelopment Agency
DCP Department of City Planning
DEIR Draft Environmental Impact Report
EIR Environmental Impact Report
ICO Interim Control Ordinance
ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers
LADOT Los Angeles Department of Transportation
LACMTA Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
LAMC Los Angeles Municipal Code
LOS Level of Service
MOU Memorandum of Understanding
NOP Notice of Preparation
NTM Neighborhood Traffic Management
SCAG Southern California Association of Governments
TDM Transportation Demand Management
TIA Traffic Impact Analysis
TSM Traffic System Management
TSP Transportation Specific Plan
VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled
V/C Volume to Capacity Ratio



ATTACHMENT  B

LADOT REVIEW PROCESS FOR TRAFFIC STUDY
STEP

  1 Preliminary discussion with Consultant/Developer
on project description including site plan

  2 Scoping of Traffic Study
with the consultant

  3 Consultant and LADOT execute an MOU
(fees may apply per LAMC 19.15)

  4 Consultant/Developer pays review
fee and submits Traffic Study

  5 LADOT prepares initial comments
on the traffic study, if necessary

  6 Consultant submits corrections/revisions to the 
traffic study, if necessary

  7 LADOT prepares initial comments on proposed mitigation 
measures, if necessary

   8 Consultant submits corrections/revisions on proposed mitigation
measures, if necessary, and electronic copy of traffic study

  9
LADOT issues an assessment letter 
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I. Purpose 

This Section provides the basic criteria for review of driveway designs. 

The Department of Transportation (DOT) has a broad responsibility to ensure the safe and 
efficient use of City streets. The impact on streets is influenced by the design and use of off-
street parking and loading facilities to accept and discharge vehicles. The goal of good 
driveway design is to minimize adverse effects on street traffic. 

II. Conditions of Tracts or Other Actions 

DOT requirements of driveways, prohibitions of driveways on certain streets, limitations of 
turning movements, and other conditions are often imposed through: 

A. Zone Changes:  These requirements usually originate in DOT during the zoning review 
process and are adopted by the Council. 

B. Conditional Uses:  Hearing examiners obtain the recommendations of DOT and often 
include traffic requirements. 

C. Tract Review:  All Tract maps are subject to approval by the Advisory Agency (i.e., a 
deputy of the Director of Planning).  The Advisory Agency is assisted by the Subdivision 
Committee, on which DOT is represented.  The Advisory Agency frequently includes 
traffic requirements in its final determination. 

It is necessary in many cases to “clear” these traffic requirements, i.e., certify that they have 
been carried out. This is done by DOT’s representative on the Subdivision Committee, who 
must approve any plans affected by such requirements. 

III. Code Requirements 

The Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) specifically requires DOT to carry out certain 
functions with relation to off-street parking facilities. The Bureau of Transportation Programs 
and Development Review of the Department serves as a review agency for driveways and 
other off-street uses through the required approval of Building Permit Applications. Relevant 
Municipal Code Sections are: 

 12.21 A-4(g) 
 12.21 A-5(e) 
 12.21 A-5(i) 
 12.21 A-5(j) 
 12.21 C-6(a) 
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See Appendix C for further information. 

IV. Definitions 

For purposes of this Section, certain terms and words are defined as follows: 

A. Arterial Highway - A street that either: 

1. Accommodates 10,000 or more vpd (vehicle trips per typical weekday), or 

2. Is designated as a Major or Secondary Highway on the City’s Highways and Freeways 
Plan. 

B. Collector Street - A street that either: 

1. Accommodates more than 1500 but less than 10,000 vpd, or 

2. Is a designated Collector Street on the applicable Community Plan. 

V. Driveway Location Planning 

The basic principle of driveway location planning is to minimize possible conflicts between 
users of the parking facility and users of the abutting street system.  The public interest 
requires optimum capacity of streets and highways to carry traffic with minimum potential for 
traffic accidents.  The safety of pedestrians is also considered. 

This calls for the minimum number of driveways, consistent with street and lot capacity, 
located on streets with the least traffic volume, when there is a choice.  Driveways should 
provide high-entry capacity from the abutting street.  To determine if a facility will meet the 
desired criteria, it is necessary to check location of driveways, size of driveways, number of 
driveways, operation and design of entrances and exits, and internal circulation. 

A. Number of Driveways Along Arterial Frontage 

Driveways should not be permitted along arterial highways where the proposed development 
is: 

1. Residential, and access is possible using an alley or non-arterial street, or 

2. Industrial or commercial, and 

a. At the intersection of the arterial highway with a non-arterial street, and 

b. Access is possible along the non-arterial frontage. 
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Otherwise the maximum number of driveways along arterial frontage should be: 

Maximum Number of Driveways Along Arterial Frontage 

FRONTAGE (FEET) NO. OF DRIVEWAYS 

0 to 200 11 

200+ to 400 2 

For every additional 400 feet of frontage, 1 additional driveway is allowed.  However, for 
minimum distance between driveways see Sub-Section V.D.  Exceptions may be granted by 
the Transportation Engineer in charge based on review of specific project design or capacity 
needs (see Appendix A). 

B. Location of Driveways Adjacent to Intersections 

Driveways should be located such that two-way left turn lane channelization will provide 
storage space for left-turn entry, and for refuge for left-turn exiting.  Where the arterial does 
not have two-way left turn lane median channelization, the driveway should be as far from 
the intersecting street as possible. 

Driveways on arterial highways serving lots with frontages greater than 250 feet should not 
be placed within 150 feet of the adjacent street.  Driveways on collector or local streets 
serving lots with frontages greater than 250 feet should not be placed within 75 feet of the 
adjacent street. 

Turning prohibitions should be considered on approvals whenever the following would occur 
and an alternate ingress/egress point is not available: 

a) Entering vehicles would need to make left-turns from the number one thorough lane of 
an arterial highway. 

b) Exiting vehicles making left-turns to an arterial highway would be required to turn 
through the queue from adjacent signalized intersections and the exiting vehicle would 
cross a left-turn lane or on an unchannelized street from within 150 of the crosswalk 
at the signal. 

c) When the proposed driveway causes a signalized T-intersection to become a left-
jogged intersection and the proposed driveway becomes the right-jogged jog, the 
exiting driveway vehicles making left-turn movements shall be prohibited unless a new 
design for the newly-formed left-jogged intersection will signalize both jogged legs. 

Where alternate access does not exist for a proposed driveway, turn restrictions may be 
considered, as authorized by the Transportation Engineer of the appropriate district office 
of the Transportation Engineer of the Signal Systems and Research Section. 

                                            
1   Two driveways may be approved if they are to each be one-way (i.e. one ingress 

only and one egress only). 
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Modifications to channelization to make proposed driveway locations acceptable shall be 
paid for by the permittee requesting the change, prior to approval of the permit.  Such 
modifications shall be approved by the Transportation Engineer of the appropriate district 
office. 

C. Driveways at Tee Intersections 

Driveways for properties at the top of a “T” intersection are to be centered within one foot of 
the prolongation of the terminating street center line.  The driveway at the top of the T-
intersection should be a Case 3 type driveway in a residential area, and a Case 4 type 
driveway in a commercial area (see attached Department of Public Works Standard Plan 
No. S-440-3).  Where this is not possible, the driveway should conform to Sub-Section V.B 
(Location of Driveways Adjacent to Intersections). 

D. Distance between Driveways 

Wherever possible, two-way driveways should be separated by a minimum of 50 feet of full 
height curb to minimize conflict between vehicles using the adjoining driveways. 

VI. Driveway Design 

A. Basic Principles 

Driveways should be designed to minimize possible conflicts between users of parking 
facilities and users of abutting street systems.  The design should address pedestrian 
safety, sight distance, width of the lane from which the right turns into the driveway are 
made (i.e. 12 foot curb lane requires a wider driveway), size and turning characteristics of 
vehicles using the driveway (i.e. delivery trucks require wider driveways), complexity of 
vehicular movements, density of traffic on the abutting street (traffic and street width), speed 
of vehicles on the abutting street, arrival or departure rate of vehicles using the driveway, 
and any other considerations that would affect the safety and efficient use of City streets.  It 
should be recognized that driveway design recommendations may vary depending upon site 
constraints, location, and usage.  Existing driveways can be approved as constructed if the 
project which has necessitated their review is of limited scope or is re-striping only. 

B. Width of Driveways 

Not withstanding existing Code requirements, the following driveway widths are 
recommended: 
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Recommended Widths of Driveways 
(W dimension of driveway apron, in feet)2 

Type of Development Two-Way One-Way 
Commercial 30 ft 16 ft 

Industrial 30 ft 16 ft 

Single Family Residential   

 1 or 2 car garage 18 ft – 

 3 or more car garage 26 ft – 

Multi-Family Residential   

 More than 25 spaces 30 ft 16 ft 

 5 to 25 spaces 28 ft 16 ft 

 Less than 5 spaces 18 ft 16 ft 

These recommended widths assume standard passenger vehicles turning right from an 18 
foot wide curb lane under typical conditions. Wider driveways may be appropriate to 
accommodate large commercial vehicles or multiple entry lanes.  Shorter driveway widths 
may be considered where it may be more appropriate to use narrower driveway or field 
conditions preclude use of recommended widths. 

When larger vehicles and trucks are going to be the predominant users of a particular 
driveway, turning templates shall be utilized to develop a driveway width that can safely and 
expeditiously accommodate the prevalent type of ingress and egress traffic. 
 

                                            
2   See attached Department of Public Works Standard Plan No. S-440-3. 

Drive Aisle Width 
Reservoir Distance to 
Gate/First Parking Space 

Sidewalk 

Property Line 
(after dedication) 

Curb Face 

W X X 

Y 
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Driveway widths (W dimension) are intended to facilitate turning movements such that 
vehicles entering and exiting do not interfere with one another. The W dimension will 
commonly be larger than the on-site aisle width. This allows vehicles to enter from or to curb 
lanes without interfering with one another or hitting the X (sloping) portion of the curb. 

C. Street-Type Driveways 

Where a large parking facility is being constructed with signalized access along an arterial 
highway, a street-type driveway (i.e. having curb returns instead of sloping sides) with full 
height curb returns approximately 25 feet in radii will be required if the expected peak 
volume exceeds 250 cars per hour or 50 trucks per hour3 or a traffic signal with normal 
signal operation is designed for the driveway.  Standard driveway design may be used for 
driveways with signal flashing red operations.  All new traffic signals must be warranted and 
approved by the Bureau of Traffic Management of DOT. 

D. One-Way Driveways 

One-way driveways should be permitted only if one-way-only usage is assured by: 

1. Angled parking stalls, or 

2. Other positive control (e.g. tire spikes or mechanical gate). 

E. Reservoir and Maneuvering Space 

Any entrance driveway from an arterial highway should provide reservoir space between the 
back of the sidewalk and the first parking stall. 

Minimum Clear Reservoir Distance (feet) 

 Total Spaces Reservoir 

 Up to 100 20 
 101 to 300 40 
 More than 300 60 

Where more than 300 parking spaces are provided or where ticket dispensers and/or 
mechanical gates are used, the reservoir should be based upon calculated “traffic 
intensity” for each street access (see Appendices A & B).  Gates or guard booths should 
be set back far enough from the back of the sidewalk to ensure that entering or exiting 
vehicles will not block sidewalk, signalized crosswalks or extend into street.  The 
reservoir distance between the driveway approach limit lines and gates/or guard booths 
should provide sufficient vehicle storage space for traffic queuing during the duration of 
red indication, if the driveway is controlled by a traffic signal with normal operations. 

                                            

3   Decisions require concurrence by Bureau of Engineering, Department of Public Works. 
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F. Each parking space, parking area, or loading area should be located such that vehicle 
maneuvers can be accomplished without driving onto the public right-of-way, except an 
alley. 

G. Drive-up service windows should be designed as drive-out-only facilities with adequate 
storage off-street to accommodate waiting vehicles.  Reservoir space should be based 
upon calculated “traffic intensity”. 

VII. Internal Circulation 

LAMC Section 12.21 A-5 (j) (see Appendix C) provides authority for DOT review of the 
Internal Circulation.  “All portions of a public parking area or public garage shall be 
accessible to all other portions thereof without requiring the use of any public street, unless 
the Department of Transportation determines that such use is not detrimental to the flow of 
traffic.”  The purpose of this section is to prevent (or control) the use of public streets for 
circulating between one part of a parking facility and another.  Exceptions to this policy: 

A. Residential Parking Areas – Parking areas for occupants of residential buildings are not 
“public,” therefore, this section is not applicable to residential parking areas.  Parking 
areas for visitors to residential buildings, however, are public.  LAMC (Section 12.03). 

B. Off-site Parking Facilities – LAMC Section 12.21 A-4(g) (see Appendix C) permits the 
provision of parking facilities within a certain distance of the building site.  This provides 
that off-site parking facilities may be separated by public streets.  However, each such 
facility should conform to the internal circulation test. 

C. Employee Parking – Some parking for industrial or commercial facilities may be assigned 
(by a note on the building plans) “for use by employees only”.  However, in approving an 
exception, care should be taken to ensure that parking spaces are assigned and that the 
facility is not likely to be used for parking by customers or other visitors. 

Parking stalls shall not be designed so that a vehicle is required to back out onto any public 
street or sidewalk.  Parking stalls that serve two dwelling units or less with driveway access 
that is not from a major or secondary highway are exempt from this restriction.  (LAMC 
Section 12.21 A-5 (i), see Appendix C) 

VIII. Loading Docks 

In the review of plans for driveways or parking facilities, DOT also reviews the design, location, 
and adequacy of truck loading docks. 

Back-in or back-out loading facilities should not be permitted along arterial highways or 
collector streets.  It is the policy of this Department to approve only those designs which 
entirely remove loading operations from these classification of streets. 

Back-in loading facilities may be permitted on commercially-developed local streets if off-street 
space is insufficient for truck maneuvering.  These back-in loading facilities should have a 
minimum reservoir area of 45 feet back of sidewalk.  If all or a portion of the back-in loading 
facility is within a building, the reservoir area should be depressed to prevent other use of the 
reservoir space. 
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APPENDIX A – PARKING CONTROL SERVICE RATE 

    Typical Service Rates Per Lane4   

     Average 
     Headway   Capacity 

 Type of Control   (Sec/Veh)   (Veh/Hr)  

Entering: 

 Clear aisle, no control 3.6 1,000 

 Ticket dispenser, no gate 5.0 720 

 Time stamp and handed to driver 8.5 425 

 Coded-card operated gate 8.9 405 

 Cashier, flat fee, no gate 

  No information given 9.2 390 

  Direction-info needed 14.8 250 

 Ticket dispenser with gate 

  Sharp turn @ approach 9.5 380 

  Easy direct approach 5.5 650 

 Coin-operated gate 20.4 175 

Internal: 

 Clear aisle or ramp, no parking 2.0 1,800 

 Straight ramp w/bend @ end 2.2 1,650 

 Circular ramp, 30´ R @ C/L 2.2 1,650 

 Aisle with adjacent 9´ x 18´ stalls 

  Inbound   3.5 1,040 

  Outbound  8.6 420 

Exiting: 

 Light street congestion 7.2 500 

 Moderate street congestion 9.0 400 

 Coded card/token-operated gate 9.0 400 

 Cashier, flat fee with gate 13.4 270 

 Cashier, variable fee with gate 19.5 185 

 Coin operated gate 20.4 175 

                                            

4   Assumes no significant interference by pedestrians, other traffic, etc. 
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APPENDIX B 

RESERVOIR NEEDS  
VS. TRAFFIC INTENSITY 

Assumptions: Arrivals follow a Poisson Distribution. 
 Service rate can be represented by an exponential probability function. 
 Flow is equally divided between each line if more than one if available. 

Notes: 

1. To obtain total reservoir length, use 20 feet per vehicle + 20 feet for the service position (or 12 
feet to the driver of the vehicle in the service position). 

2. For peak-hour arrival rate contact City-Wide Planning Coordination Section at (213) 482-7024. 
3. See Appendix A for parking control service rate. 
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APPENDIX C – LOS ANGELES MUNICIPAL CODE REFERENCES 

1. Section 12.21 A-4(g) Location of Parking Area. The automobile parking spaces required by 
paragraphs (b), (c), (d), and (e) hereof, shall be provided either on the same lot as the use for 
which they are intended to serve or on another lot not more than 750 feet distant therefrom; 
said distance to be measured horizontally along the streets between two lots, expect that 
where the parking area is located adjacent to an alley, public walk or private easement which 
is easily useable for pedestrian travel between the parking area and the use it is to serve, the 
750-foot distance may be measured along said alley, walk or easement (Amended by Ord. 
No. 145,088, Eff. 10/20/73.) 

2. Section 12.21 A-5(e) Driveway Location.  Access driveways to every parking area and garage 
shall be designated in accordance with Section 62.105.1, 62.105.2, 62.105.3 and 62.105.4 for 
this Code, and in a manner to provide the minimum practical interference with the use of 
adjacent property and with pedestrian or vehicular traffic. 

Such driveways shall be located in accordance with a plan approved by the Department of 
Building and Safety in the following instances: 

a. On a lot in a “P” (including any combination with an “A” or “R” Zone) or “PB” Zone. 

b. For every parking area and garage having a capacity of more than 25 automobiles or 
trucks. 

The Department of Building and Safety shall disapprove any plan which it determines fails to 
meet the standards established by this Paragraph. 

3. Section 12.21 A-5(i) Parking stall Location.  Each automobile parking stall shall be so located 
that: 

a. No automobile is required to back onto any public street or sidewalk to leave the parking 
stall, parking bay or driveway, except where such parking stalls, parking bays or driveways 
serve not more than two dwelling units and where the driveway access is to a street other 
than a major or secondary highway.  (Amended by Ord. No. 151,608, Eff. 11/27/78.) 

b. Parking maneuvers can be accomplished without driving onto that portion of a required 
front yard where driveways are prohibited.  Car stops or other barriers shall be provided in 
accordance with Section 12.21 A-6. (Amended by Ord. No. 144,082, Eff. 12/11/72.) 

4. Section 12.21 A-5(j) Internal Circulation. All portions of a public parking area or public garage 
shall be accessible to all other portions thereof without requiring the use of any public street, 
unless the Department of Transportation determines that such use is not detrimental to the 
flow of traffic. (Amended by Ord. No. 152,425, Eff. 6/29/79.) 

5. Section 12.21 C-6(a) Loading Space. A loading space shall be provided and maintained on 
the same lot with every hospital, hotel, or institution building.  A loading space shall be 
provided and maintained on the same lot with every building in the “C” or “M” Zones, where 
the lot on which said building is located abuts an alley, provided that when the lot is occupied 
by a use, such as a service station or drive-in business, in which the building covers less than 
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the total buildable area, a suitable loading space must be provided, but it need not comply with 
all the provisions of this section if its location, size and means of access are approved by the 
Department of Building and Safety. 

EXCEPTION: No loading space shall be required on a lot that abuts an alley in the “C” or “M” 
Zones when all the buildings are erected, structurally altered, enlarged, or maintained and 
used solely as dwellings or apartment houses and the total number of dwelling units on the lot 
does not exceed 20.  (Amended by Ord. No. 138,685, Eff. 7/10/69.) 
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STANDARD STREET CONDITIONS

1. City Council may, by ordinan ce, adopt specific standards for ind ividual
streets which differ from these official standard street dimensions.
Commun ity Plans should be reviewed for designation of Pede strian
Priority Street Segments of arterial streets which would requ ire wider
sidewalks than those indicat ed on th is Standard Plan .

2. Sidewalk widths for non-arterial streets shall be the mi nimum shown
hereon . Greater widths, up to ful l width between curb and property line,
with tree wells , shall be required where commercial and multiple residential
frontage, schools , areas of heavy pedestrian traffi c or other specia l
circumstances indicate the need.

3 . Except for special conditions or as otherwise provided, sidewalk shall
be placed as close to the property line as possible.

4. Where sidewalk is constructed adjacent to the curb it shall have a
m inim um width of 10 feet inclus ive of curb thickness except for
hillside st reets, noncontinuous local streets and industrial streets .

5 . Where sidewalk is constructed on the fill or low side of a hills ide
street , a berm may be required on private property.

6. Easements may be required in addition to the widths shown hereon,
where necessary for the installation of public utilities or for widened
sidewalks (minimum 15-foot width) adjacent to transit stations .

7. Fifty-foot curb radii (instead of the standard 35' curb radii) shall be
provided for cu l-de-sacs in industrial areas.

8 . Private street development should conform to the standard public street
dimensions shown on this sheet , where appropriate. Variations may
be approved on a case -by-case basis.

9. For intersections of streets the following dedications shall apply:
a. Intersections of arterial streets with any other street: 15 'x15'

cut corner OR 20' curved corner radius .
b. Intersections of non-arterial and/or hillside streets: 1O'x1 0' cut

corner OR 15 ' curved corner radius .

10 . Hillside Collector Streets. In hillside areas where topography or other
environmental considerations, documented to the satisfaction of t he City
Engineer, would render full street improvements infeasible , the roadway
width of the hills ide collector street may be reduced to no less than
32 feet, provided that parking is limited to one side only.

STANDARD PLAN NO. S-470-0 VAULT INDEX NUt.lBERB-4428 SHEET 2 OF 2 SHEETS



 ATTACHMENT E - TRAFFIC STUDY MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (MOU) 
 

This MOU acknowledges that the traffic study for the following project will be prepared in accordance with the 
latest version of LADOT=s Traffic Study Policies and Procedures: 
 

Project Name:                                                                                                               

Project Address:                                                                                                            

Project Description:                                                                                                                             

Geographic Distribution: N           % S           % E           % W           %  

Attach graphic illustrating project trip distribution percentages at the studied intersections 
 
Trip Generation Rate(s): ITE 9th Edition / Other                                       
Attach trip generation table with a description of the proposed land uses, ITE rates, estimated morning and 
afternoon peak hour volumes (ins/outs/totals), proposed trip credits, etc. 

     
in                  out               total       

AM Trips                                      
PM Trips                                      

 
Project Buildout Year:                         Ambient or CMP Growth Rate:              % Per Yr. 
Related Projects: (to be researched by the consultant and approved by LADOT) 
 
Subject to Freeway Impact Analysis in addition to CMP Analysis:      YES      NO 
(freeway analysis screening filter should be included in this MOU; selecting “yes” implies that at least one criteria was satisfied) 

  
Study Intersections 
(Subject to LADOT revision after initial impact analysis) 
 

 
1. 

 
6. 

 
2. 

 
7. 

 
3. 

 
8. 

 
4. 

 
9. 

 
5. 

 
10. 

 
Trip Credits: (Exact amount of credit subject to approval by LADOT) 
 
 

 
 

Yes 
 
No 

 
Transit Usage 

 
 

 
 

 
Transportation Demand Management 

 
 

 
 

 
Existing Active Land Use 

 
 

 
 

 
Previous Land Use 

 
 

 
 

 
Internal Trip 

 
 

 
 

 
Pass-By Trip 

 
 

 
 

  

        Consultant      Developer 

Name                                                                                                              

Address                                                                                                            

Phone No.                                                                                                          

E-Mail                                                                                                              
 
Approved by:                                                                                            
                   Consultant's Representative          Date                         LADOT Representative             Date 
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TRAFFIC STUDY MAPS AND FIGURES 
 

The traffic study should include the following maps unless otherwise specified during the 
scoping process:  
 
1. Area map showing Project location. 
 
2. Area map showing location of related projects (table should be included indicating 

location, size, name, description and trip generation of each related project). 
 
3. Site map showing study intersections and distance of the Project driveway(s) from the 

adjacent intersections.  Include location and identification of all major buildings, 
driveways, parking areas and loading docks of the Project.  

 
4. Map(s) showing the "existing" (specify base year) traffic volumes for both the a.m. and 

p.m. peak hours at the study intersections and the average daily traffic (ADT) on any 
analyzed street segments.  

 
5. Map(s) showing future traffic volumes with ambient growth without Project at the study 

intersections and street segments.  This map should specify the future year used in the 
impact analysis and should be based on the expected date of project buildout.  The 
future year identified in this step shall remain consistent for all other maps described 
below that illustrate future traffic projections.  

 
6. Map(s) showing traffic generated by the related projects only.  Use separate map for 

similar land uses (e.g. retail, office, residential, industrial/manufacturing) with similar trip 
distribution patterns (as they affect the study intersections and freeway locations). 

 
7. Map(s) showing total future “cumulative base” traffic volumes without Project at the study 

intersections, freeway locations and street segments (add steps 5 and 6). 
 
8. Map(s) showing Project trip distribution percentages (inbound and outbound) at the 

study intersections, freeway locations and project driveway(s).  This map must be 
pre-approved by LADOT and included in the MOU. 

 
9. Map(s) showing estimated Project-only traffic volumes at the study intersections, Project 

driveway(s), freeway locations and street segments. 
 
10. Map(s) showing total existing traffic volumes with Project at the study intersections, 

project driveway(s), freeway locations and street segments (add steps 4 and 9). 
 
11. Map(s) showing total future traffic volumes with Project at the study intersections, project 

driveway(s), freeway locations and street segments (add steps 7 and 9). 
 
12. Map showing existing and projected transit lines. 

 



ATTACHMENT F

Traffic Study Checklist

The following checklist highlights key requirements that are critical to LADOT’s review of
the traffic study in addition to the requirements listed in the Traffic Study Policies and
Procedures.  To avoid any delays in the review process, please provide the following:

Hard copy and PDF electronic copy of the traffic study

Legible site plan showing driveway locations, loading/unloading area, and any
proposed highway dedication and widening

Traffic study review fee 

Conceptual drawings of the proposed mitigation measures in hard copy and PDF
electronic copy

Traffic volumes counts in LADOT format

City Planning Case Number (if applicable)

Existing-use documentation (i.e., certificate of occupancy, lease agreements,
utility bills, etc.) 

Traffic signal warrant sheets (if applicable)

Traffic study shall be stamped by a Registered Traffic Engineer 

LADOT Use Only

“Deemed Complete” by:   _____________________ Date: __________________
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City Of Los Angeles

Department Of Transportation

MANUAL TRAFFIC COUNT SUMMARY

STREET:

North/South BROADWAY

East/West 75TH ST

Day: MONDAY Date: JULY 16, 2007 Weather: SUNNY

Hours: 7-10AM   2-5PM

School Day: YES District: CENTRAL     I/S CODE 1451

N/B S/B E/B W/B

DUAL-

WHEELED 101 139 3 6

BIKES 0 11 0 0

BUSES 0 98 0 0

N/B TIME S/B TIME E/B TIME W/B TIME

AM PK 15 MIN 329 7.15 168 7.45 5 8.00 28 7.15

PM PK 15 MIN 174 2.15 273 4.45 12 2.15 56 2.30

AM PK HOUR 1230 7.15 625 7.15 14 7.15 106 7.15

PM PK HOUR 609 2.00 1002 4.00 33 2.00 111 2.15

NORTHBOUND Approach SOUTHBOUND Approach TOTAL XING S/L XING N/L

Hours Lt Th Rt Total Hours Lt Th Rt Total N-S Ped Sch Ped Sch

7-8 7 1056 94 1157 7-8 47 550 11 608 1765 63 25 0 0

8-9 4 806 63 873 8-9 32 459 5 496 1369 30 8 2 0

9-10 2 529 10 541 9-10 10 374 4 388 929 4 0 1 0

2-3 9 518 82 609 2-3 33 679 12 724 1333 89 40 0 0

3-4 5 448 19 472 3-4 30 816 16 862 1334 12 4 4 0

4-5 8 514 21 543 4-5 20 973 9 1002 1545 16 0 5 0

TOTAL 35 3871 289 4195 TOTAL 172 3851 57 4080 8275 214 77 12 0

EASTBOUND Approach WESTBOUND Approach TOTAL XING W/L XING E/L 

Hours Lt Th Rt Total Hours Lt Th Rt Total E-W Ped Sch Ped Sch

7-8 1 2 10 13 7-8 43 4 54 101 114 70 39 45 2

8-9 2 2 4 8 8-9 32 2 34 68 76 46 11 35 1

9-10 6 0 7 13 9-10 18 1 19 38 51 30 3 12 0

2-3 6 5 22 33 2-3 42 5 60 107 140 103 100 74 25

3-4 6 6 10 22 3-4 34 2 27 63 85 63 18 38 7

4-5 9 4 9 22 4-5 32 5 27 64 86 48 11 32 0

TOTAL 30 19 62 111 TOTAL 201 19 221 441 552 360 182 236 35

(Rev Oct 06)
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ATTACHMENT I 

 
PASS-BY TRIP RATES 

 

 

PASS-BY TRIP 

DISCOUNT RATE 

 
LAND USE CATEGORY 

10% 
Shopping Center 600,000 sf or more, Quality Restaurant, Specialty Retail, 
Furniture Store, Medical Office, Day Care, Theater/Cinema, Auto 
Sales/Repair 

15% Discount Club, Discount Store 

20% 
Shopping Center 300,000 to less than 600,000 sf, Bank/Savings & Loan, 
High Turnover Restaurant, Car Wash, Hardware/Lumber Store, Garden 
Center, Recreation/Health Club 

30% 
Shopping Center 100,000 to less than 300,000 sf, Auto Parts, 
Music/Video Store 

40% 
Shopping Center 50,000 to less than 100,000 sf, Supermarket, Drugstore, 
Bookstore 

50% 
Shopping Center less than 50,000 sf, Fast Food Restaurant, 
Gasoline/Service Station, Convenience Market, Flower/Bakery/Yogurt 
Shop, Dry Cleaner, Liquor Store 

 
 
Note: These rates are derived from surveys published in the “Trip Generation Handbook: 

An ITE Recommended Practice,” 2003. 
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ATTACHMENT  J

Physical Improvements - Sample
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ATTACHMENT K

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT AND TRIP REDUCTION MEASURES
(LAMC Section 12.26-J - amended by Ordinance 168,700)

1.  DEFINITIONS
For the purpose of this section, certain words and terms are defined as follows:

Carpool.  A vehicle carrying two to five persons to and from work on a regular schedule.

Development.  The construction of new non-residential floor area.

Gross Floor Area.  That area in square feet confined within the outside surface of the exterior
walls of a building, as calculated by adding the total square footage of each of the floors in the
building, except for that square footage devoted to vehicle parking and necessary interior
driveways and ramps.

Preferential Parking.  Parking spaces, designated or assigned through use of a sign or painted
space markings for Carpools or Vanpools, that are provided in a location more convenient to the
entrance for the place of employment than parking spaces provided for single-occupant vehicles.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM).  The alteration of travel behavior through
programs of incentives, services, and policies, including encouraging the use of alternatives to
single-occupant vehicles such as public transit, cycling, walking, carpooling/vanpooling and
changes in work schedule that move trips out of the peak period or eliminate them altogether
(as in the case in telecommuting or compressed work weeks).

Trip Reduction.  Reduction in the number of work-related trips made by single-occupant
vehicles.

Vanpool. A vehicle carrying six or more persons to and from work on a regular schedule, and
on a prepaid basis.

Vehicle.  Any motorized form of transportation, including but not limited to automobiles, vans,
buses and motorcycles.

2.  APPLICABILITY
This subdivision applies only to the construction of new non-residential gross floor area.  Prior
to the issuance of a building permit, the owner/applicant shall agree, by way of a covenant that
runs with the land, to provide and maintain in a state of good repair the following applicable
transportation demand management and trip reduction measures.

3.  REQUIREMENTS

(a) Development in excess of 25,000 square feet of gross floor area.  The owner shall
provide a bulletin board, display case, or kiosk (displaying transportation information)
where the greatest number of employees are likely to see it. The transportation
information displayed should include, but is not limited to, the following:
(1) Current routes and schedules for public transit serving the site;
(2) Telephone numbers for referrals on transportation information including numbers

for the regional ridesharing agency and local transit operations;
(3) Ridesharing promotion material supplied by commuter-oriented organizations;
(4) Regional/local bicycle route and facility information;
(5) A listing of on-site services or facilities which are available for carpoolers,

vanpoolers, bicyclists, and transit riders.
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(b) Development in excess of 50,000 square feet of gross floor area.  The owner  shall
comply with Paragraph (a) above and in addition shall provide:
(1) A designated parking area for employee carpools and vanpools as close as

practical to the main pedestrian entrance(s) of the building(s).  This area shall
include at least ten percent of the parking spaces required for the site.  The
spaces shall be signed and striped sufficient to meet the employee demand for
such spaces.  The carpool/vanpool parking area shall be identified on the
driveway and circulation plan upon application for a building permit;

(2) One permanent, clearly identified (signed and striped) carpool/vanpool parking
space for the first 50,000 to 100,000 square feet of gross floor area and one
additional permanent, clearly identified (signed and striped) carpool/vanpool
parking space for any development over 100,000 square feet of gross floor area;

(3) Parking spaces clearly identified (signed and striped) shall be provided in the
designated carpool/vanpool parking area at any time during the building’s
occupancy sufficient to meet employee demand for such spaces.  Absent such
demand, parking spaces within the designated carpool/vanpool parking area may
be used by other vehicles;

(4) No signed and striped parking spaces for carpool/vanpool parking shall displace
any handicapped parking;

(5) A statement that preferential carpool/vanpool spaces are available on-site and
a description of the method for obtaining permission to use such spaces shall be
included on the required transportation information board;

(6) A minimum vertical clearance of 7 feet 2 inches shall be provided for all parking
spaces and access ways used by vanpool vehicles when located within a parking
structure;

(7) Bicycle parking shall be provided in conformance with Section 12.21A16 of this
Code.

c)  Development in excess of 100,000 square feet of gross floor area.  The owner shall
comply with Paragraphs (a) and (b) above and shall provide:
(1)  A safe and convenient area in which carpool/vanpool vehicles may load and

unload passengers other than in their assigned parking area;
 (2)  Sidewalks or other designated pathways following direct and safe routes from

the external pedestrian circulation system to each building in the development;
 (3)  If determined necessary by the City to mitigate the project impact, bus stop

improvements shall be provided.  The City will consult with the local bus service
providers in determining appropriate improvements.  When locating bus stops
and/or planning building entrances, entrances shall be designed to provide safe
and efficient access to nearby transit stations/stops;

 (4)  Safe and convenient access from the external circulation system to bicycle
parking facilities on-site.

4.  EXCEPTIONS
The provisions of this subsection shall not apply to developments for which an application has
been deemed complete by the City pursuant to Government Code Section 65943, or for which
a Notice of Preparation for a Draft Environmental Impact Report has been
circulated or for which plans sufficient for a complete plan check were accepted by the
Department of Building and Safety, on or before the effective date of this ordinance

(03/31/1993).
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5.  MONITORING
The Department of Transportation shall be responsible for monitoring the owner/applicant’s
continual implementation and maintenance of the project trip reduction features required by this
ordinance.

6.  ENFORCEMENT
Applicants shall execute and record a Covenant and Agreement that the trip reduction features
required by this ordinance will be maintained, that required material specified in Subdivision 3
(a) (1)-(5) will be continually posted, and that additional carpool/vanpool spaces within the
designated preferential area will be signed and striped for the use of ridesharing employees
based on demand for such spaces.  The Covenant and Agreement shall be acceptable to the
Department of Transportation.

7.  HARDSHIP EXEMPTION
In cases of extreme hardship, duly established to its satisfaction, the City Council, acting in its
legislative capacity, and by resolution, may grant an exemption from any/or all the provisions of
this ordinance.  In granting such an exemption, the City Council shall make the following
findings:

(a) Specific features of the development make it infeasible to satisfy all of the
provisions of this subsection; and

   (b)  The applicant has committed to provide equivalent alternative measures to
reduce vehicle trips. 
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PREFACE
 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has developed this "Guide for the 
Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies" in response to a survey of cities and counties in California. 
The purpose of that survey was to improve the Caltrans local development review process (also 
known as the Intergovernmental Review/California Environmental Quality Act or IGR/CEQA 
process).  The survey indicated that approximately 30 percent of the respondents were not aware of 
what Caltrans required in a traffic impact study (TIS). 

In the early 1990s, the Caltrans District 6 office located in Fresno identified a need to provide 
better quality and consistency in the analysis of traffic impacts generated by local development and 
land use change proposals that effect State highway facilities.  At that time, District 6 brought 
together both public and private sector expertise to develop a traffic impact study guide.  The 
District 6 guide has proven to be successful at promoting consistency and uniformity in the 
identification and analysis of traffic impacts generated by local development and land use changes. 

The guide developed in Fresno was adapted for statewide use by a team of Headquarters and 
district staff. The guide will provide consistent guidance for Caltrans staff who review local 
development and land use change proposals as well as inform local agencies of the information 
needed for Caltrans to analyze the traffic impacts to State highway facilities.  The guide will also 
benefit local agencies and the development community by providing more expeditious review of 
local development proposals. 

Even though sound planning and engineering practices were used to adapt the Fresno TIS guide, it 
is anticipated that changes will occur over time as new technologies and more efficient practices 
become available.  To facilitate these changes, Caltrans encourages all those who use this guide to 
contact their nearest district office (i.e., IGR/CEQA Coordinator) to coordinate any changes with 
the development team. 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The District 6 traffic impact study guide provided the impetus and a starting point for developing 
the statewide guide. Special thanks is given to Marc Birnbaum for recognizing the need for a TIS 
guide and for his valued experience and vast knowledge of land use planning to significantly 
enhance the effort to adapt the District 6 guide for statewide use.  Randy Treece from District 6 
provided many hours of coordination, research and development of the original guide and should 
be commended for his diligent efforts.  Sharri Bender Ehlert of District 6 provided much of the 
technical expertise in the adaptation of the District 6 guide and her efforts are greatly appreciated. 

A special thanks is also given to all those Cities, Counties, Regional Agencies, Congestion 
Management Agencies, Consultants, and Caltrans Employees who reviewed the guide and provided 
input during the development of this Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies. 
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I.	 INTRODUCTION 

Caltrans desires to provide a safe and efficient State transportation system for the citizens of 
California pursuant to various Sections of the California Streets and Highway Code.  This is 
done in partnership with local and regional agencies through procedures established by the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and other land use planning processes.  The 
intent of this guide is to provide a starting point and a consistent basis in which Caltrans 
evaluates traffic impacts to State highway facilities.  The applicability of this guide for local 
streets and roads (non-State highways) is at the discretion of the effected jurisdiction. 

Caltrans reviews federal, State, and local agency development projects1, and land use change 
proposals for their potential impact to State highway facilities.  The primary objectives of this 
guide is to provide: 

o	 guidance in determining if and when a traffic impact study (TIS) is needed, 

o	 consistency and uniformity in the identification of traffic impacts generated by local land 
use proposals, 

o	 consistency and equity in the identification of measures to mitigate the traffic impacts 
generated by land use proposals, 

o	 lead agency2 officials with the information necessary to make informed decisions regarding 
the existing and proposed transportation infrastructure (see Appendix A, Minimum Contents 
of a TIS) 

o	 TIS requirements early in the planning phase of a project (i.e., initial study, notice of
 
preparation, or earlier) to eliminate potential delays later,
 

o	 a quality TIS by agreeing to the assumptions, data requirements, study scenarios, and
 
analysis methodologies prior to beginning the TIS, and
 

o	 early coordination during the planning phases of a project to reduce the time and cost of 
preparing a TIS. 

II. WHEN A TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY IS NEEDED 

The level of service3 (LOS) for operating State highway facilities is based upon measures of 
effectiveness (MOEs).  These MOEs (see Appendix “C-2”) describe the measures best suited 
for analyzing State highway facilities (i.e., freeway segments, signalized intersections, on- or 
off-ramps, etc.).  Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS 
“C” and LOS “D” (see Appendix “C-3”) on State highway facilities, however, Caltrans 
acknowledges that this may not always be feasible and recommends that the lead agency consult 
with Caltrans to determine the appropriate target LOS.  If an existing State highway facility is 
operating at less than the appropriate target LOS, the existing MOE should be maintained. 

1 "Project" refers to activities directly undertaken by government, financed by government, or requiring a permit or
 
other approval from government as defined in Section 21065 of the Public Resources Code and Section 15378 of the
 
California Code of Regulations.

2 “Lead Agency” refers to the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project.
 
Defined in Section 21165 of the Public Resources Code, the "California Environmental Quality Act, and Section 15367
 
of the California Code of Regulations.

3 “Level of service” as defined in the latest edition of the Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board,
 
National Research Council.
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A. Trip Generation Thresholds 

The following criterion is a starting point in determining when a TIS is needed. When a 
project: 

1. Generates over 100 peak hour trips assigned to a State highway facility 

2. Generates 50 to 100 peak hour trips assigned to a State highway facility – and, 
affected State highway facilities are experiencing noticeable delay; approaching 
unstable traffic flow conditions (LOS “C” or “D”). 

3. Generates 1 to 49 peak hour trips assigned to a State highway facility – the following 
are examples that may require a full TIS or some lesser analysis4: 

a.	 Affected State highway facilities experiencing significant delay; unstable or 
forced traffic flow conditions (LOS “E” or “F”). 

b.	 The potential risk for a traffic incident is significantly increased (i.e., congestion 
related collisions, non-standard sight distance considerations, increase in traffic 
conflict points, etc.). 

c.	 Change in local circulation networks that impact a State highway facility (i.e., 
direct access to State highway facility, a non-standard highway geometric design, 
etc.). 

Note: A traffic study may be as simple as providing a traffic count to as complex as a 
microscopic simulation. The appropriate level of study is determined by the particulars of a 
project, the prevailing highway conditions, and the forecasted traffic. 

B. Exceptions 

Exceptions require consultation between the lead agency, Caltrans, and those preparing the 
TIS.  When a project’s traffic impact to a State highway facility can clearly be anticipated 
without a study and all the parties involved (lead agency, developer, and the Caltrans district 
office) are able to negotiate appropriate mitigation, a TIS may not be necessary. 

C. Updating An Existing Traffic Impact Study 

A TIS requires updating when the amount or character of traffic is significantly different 
from an earlier study.  Generally a TIS requires updating every two years. A TIS may 
require updating sooner in rapidly developing areas and not as often in slower developing 
areas. In these cases, consultation with Caltrans is strongly recommended. 

III.  SCOPE OF TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

Consultation between the lead agency, Caltrans, and those preparing the TIS is recommended 
before commencing work on the study to establish the appropriate scope.  At a minimum, the 
TIS should include the following: 

A. Boundaries of the Traffic Impact Study 

All State highway facilities impacted in accordance with the criteria in Section II should be 
studied.  Traffic impacts to local streets and roads can impact intersections with State 
highway facilities.  In these cases, the TIS should include an analysis of adjacent local 
facilities, upstream and downstream, of the intersection (i.e., driveways, intersections, and 
interchanges) with the State highway. 

4 A “lesser analysis” may include obtaining traffic counts, preparing signal warrants, or a focused TIS, etc. 
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B. Traffic Analysis Scenarios 

Caltrans is interested in the effects of general plan updates and amendments as well as the 
effects of specific project entitlements (i.e., site plans, conditional use permits, sub-
divisions, rezoning, etc.) that have the potential to impact a State highway facility.  The 
complexity or magnitude of the impacts of a project will normally dictate the scenarios 
necessary to analyze the project.  Consultation between the lead agency, Caltrans, and those 
preparing the TIS is recommended to determine the appropriate scenarios for the analysis. 
The following scenarios should be addressed in the TIS when appropriate: 

1.	 When only a general plan amendment or update is being sought, the following scenarios 
are required: 

a) Existing Conditions - Current year traffic volumes and peak hour LOS analysis of 
effected State highway facilities. 

b) Proposed Project Only with Select Zone5 Analysis - Trip generation and assignment 
for build-out of general plan. 

c) General Plan Build-out Only - Trip assignment and peak hour LOS analysis.  Include 
current land uses and other pending general plan amendments. 

d) General Plan Build-out Plus Proposed Project - Trip assignment and peak hour LOS 
analysis.  Include proposed project and other pending general plan amendments. 

2.	 When a general plan amendment is not proposed and a proposed project is seeking 
specific entitlements (i.e., site plans, conditional use permits, sub-division, rezoning, 
etc.), the following scenarios must be analyzed in the TIS: 

a) Existing Conditions - Current year traffic volumes and peak hour LOS analysis of 
effected State highway facilities. 

b) Proposed Project Only - Trip generation, distribution, and assignment in the year the 
project is anticipated to complete construction. 

c)	 Cumulative Conditions (Existing Conditions Plus Other Approved and Pending 
Projects Without Proposed Project) - Trip assignment and peak hour LOS analysis in 
the year the project is anticipated to complete construction. 

d)	 Cumulative Conditions Plus Proposed Project (Existing Conditions Plus Other 
Approved and Pending Projects Plus Proposed Project) - Trip assignment and peak 
hour LOS analysis in the year the project is anticipated to complete construction. 

e)	 Cumulative Conditions Plus Proposed Phases (Interim Years) - Trip assignment and 
peak hour LOS analysis in the years the project phases are anticipated to complete 
construction. 

3.	 In cases where the circulation element of the general plan is not consistent with the land 
use element or the general plan is outdated and not representative of current or future 
forecasted conditions, all scenarios from Sections III. B. 1. and 2. should be utilized with 
the exception of duplicating of item 2.a. 

5 "Select zone" analysis represents a project only traffic model run, where the project's trips are distributed and assigned 
along a loaded highway network.  This procedure isolates the specific impact on the State highway network. 
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IV. TRAFFIC DATA 

Prior to any fieldwork, consultation between the lead agency, Caltrans, and those preparing the 
TIS is recommended to reach consensus on the data and assumptions necessary for the study. 
The following elements are a starting point in that consideration. 

A. Trip Generation 

The latest edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) TRIP GENERATION 
report should be used for trip generation forecasts.  Local trip generation rates are also 
acceptable if appropriate validation is provided to support them. 

1.	 Trip Generation Rates – When the land use has a limited number of studies to support 
the trip generation rates or when the Coefficient of Determination (R2) is below 0.75, 
consultation between the lead agency, Caltrans and those preparing the TIS is 
recommended. 

2.	 Pass-by Trips6 – Pass-by trips are only considered for retail oriented development. 
Reductions greater than 15% requires consultation and acceptance by Caltrans.  The 
justification for exceeding a 15% reduction should be discussed in the TIS. 

3.	 Captured Trips7 – Captured trip reductions greater than 5% requires consultation and 
acceptance by Caltrans.  The justification for exceeding a 5% reduction should be 
discussed in the TIS. 

4.	 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) – Consultation between the lead agency 
and Caltrans is essential before applying trip reduction for TDM strategies. 

NOTE: Reasonable reductions to trip generation rates are considered when adjacent State 
highway volumes are sufficient (at least 5000 ADT) to support reductions for the land use. 

B. Traffic Counts 

Prior to field traffic counts, consultation between the lead agency, Caltrans and those 
preparing the TIS is recommended to determine the level of detail (e.g., location, signal 
timing, travel speeds, turning movements, etc.) required at each traffic count site.  All State 
highway facilities within the boundaries of the TIS should be considered.  Common rules for 
counting vehicular traffic include but are not limited to: 

1.	 Vehicle counts should be conducted on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, or Thursdays during 
weeks not containing a holiday and conducted in favorable weather conditions. 

2.	 Vehicle counts should be conducted during the appropriate peak hours (see peak 
hour discussion below). 

3.	 Seasonal and weekend variations in traffic should also be considered where 
appropriate (i.e., recreational routes, tourist attractions, harvest season, etc.). 

C. Peak Hours 

To eliminate unnecessary analysis, consultation between the lead agency, Caltrans and those 
preparing the TIS is recommended during the early planning stages of a project.  In general, 
the TIS should include a morning (a.m.) and an evening (p.m.) peak hour analyses.  Other 
peak hours (e.g., 11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m., weekend, holidays, etc.) may also be required to 
determine the significance of the traffic impacts generated by a project. 

6 “Pass-by” trips are made as intermediate stops between an origin and a primary trip destination (i.e., home to work, home to
 
shopping, etc.).

7 “Captured Trips” are trips that do not enter or leave the driveways of a project’s boundary within a mixed-use development.
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D. Travel Forecasting (Transportation Modeling) 

The local or regional traffic model should reflect the most current land use and planned 
improvements (i.e., where programming or funding is secured).  When a general plan build-
out model is not available, the closest forecast model year to build-out should be used.  If a 
traffic model is not available, historical growth rates and current trends can be used to 
project future traffic volumes.  The TIS should clearly describe any changes made in the 
model to accommodate the analysis of a proposed project. 

V. TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGIES 

Typically, the traffic analysis methodologies for the facility types indicated below are used by 
Caltrans and will be accepted without prior consultation. When a State highway has saturated 
flows, the use of a micro-simulation model is encouraged for the analysis (please note however, 
the micro-simulation model must be calibrated and validated for reliable results).  Other analysis 
methods may be accepted, however, consultation between the lead agency, Caltrans and those 
preparing the TIS is recommended to agree on the data necessary for the analysis. 

A. Freeway Segments – Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)*, operational analysis 
B. Weaving Areas – Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM) 
C. Ramps and Ramp Junctions – HCM*, operational analysis or Caltrans HDM, Caltrans Ramp 

Metering Guidelines (most recent edition) 
D. Multi-Lane Highways – HCM*, operational analysis 
E. Two-lane Highways – HCM*, operational analysis 
F.	  Signalized Intersections8 – HCM*, Highway Capacity Software**, operational analysis, 

TRAFFIXTM**, Synchro**, see footnote 8 
G. Unsignalized Intersections – HCM*, operational analysis, Caltrans Traffic Manual for signal 

warrants if a signal is being considered 
H. Transit – HCM*, operational analysis 
I.	 Pedestrians – HCM* 
J.	 Bicycles – HCM* 
K. Caltrans Criteria/Warrants – Caltrans Traffic Manual (stop signs, traffic signals, freeway 

lighting, conventional highway lighting, school crossings) 
L.	 Channelization – Caltrans guidelines for Reconstruction of Intersections, August 1985, 

Ichiro Fukutome 

*The most current edition of the Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 
National Research Council, should be used. 

**NOTE: Caltrans does not officially advocate the use of any special software.  However, 
consistency with the HCM is advocated in most but not all cases.  The Caltrans local 
development review units utilize the software mentioned above. If different software or 
analytical techniques are used for the TIS then consultation between the lead agency, Caltrans 
and those preparing the TIS is recommended.  Results that are significantly different than those 
produced with the analytical techniques above should be challenged. 

8 The procedures in the Highway Capacity Manual "do not explicitly address operations of closely spaced signalized 
intersections.  Under such conditions, several unique characteristics must be considered, including spill-back potential 
from the downstream intersection to the upstream intersection, effects of downstream queues on upstream saturation 
flow rate, and unusual platoon dispersion or compression between intersections.  An example of such closely spaced 
operations is signalized ramp terminals at urban interchanges.  Queue interactions between closely spaced intersections 
may seriously distort the procedures in" the HCM. 
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VI. MITIGATION MEASURES 

The TIS should provide the nexus [Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 1987, 483 U.S. 
825 (108 S.Ct. 314)] between a project and the traffic impacts to State highway facilities.  The 
TIS should also establish the rough proportionality [Dolan v. City of Tigard, 1994, 512 U.S. 374 
(114 S. Ct. 2309)] between the mitigation measures and the traffic impacts.  One method for 
establishing the rough proportionality or a project proponent's equitable responsibility for a 
project's impacts is provided in Appendix "B." Consultation between the lead agency, Caltrans 
and those preparing the TIS is recommended to reach consensus on the mitigation measures and 
who will be responsible. 

Mitigation measures must be included in the traffic impact analysis.  This determines if a 
project's impacts can be eliminated or reduced to a level of insignificance.  Eliminating or 
reducing impacts to a level of insignificance is the standard pursuant to CEQA and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  The lead agency is responsible for administering the CEQA 
review process and has the principal authority for approving a local development proposal or 
land use change.  Caltrans, as a responsible agency, is responsible for reviewing the TIS for 
errors and omissions that pertain to State highway facilities.  However, the authority vested in 
the lead agency under CEQA does not take precedence over other authorities in law. 

If the mitigation measures require work in the State highway right-of-way an encroachment 
permit from Caltrans will be required.  This work will also be subject to Caltrans standards and 
specifications. Consultation between the lead agency, Caltrans and those preparing the TIS early 
in the planning process is strongly recommended to expedite the review of local development 
proposals and to reduce conflicts and misunderstandings in both the local agency CEQA review 
process as well as the Caltrans encroachment permit process. 
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OF A
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MINIMUM CONTENTS OF TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY REPORT
 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

II. TABLE OF CONTENTS 

A. List of Figures (Maps) 
B. List of Tables 

III. INTRODUCTION 

A. Description of the proposed project 
B. Location of project 
C. Site plan including all access to State highways (site plan, map) 
D. Circulation network including all access to State highways (vicinity map) 
E. Land use and zoning 
F. Phasing plan including proposed dates of project (phase) completion 
G. Project sponsor and contact person(s) 
H. References to other traffic impact studies 

IV. TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

A. Clearly stated assumptions 
B. Existing and projected traffic volumes (including turning movements), facility geometry 

(including storage lengths), and traffic controls (including signal phasing and multi-
signal progression where appropriate) (figure) 

C. Project trip generation including references (table) 
D. Project generated trip distribution and assignment (figure) 
E. LOS and warrant analyses - existing conditions, cumulative conditions, and full build of 

general plan conditions with and without project 

V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. LOS and appropriate MOE quantities of impacted facilities with and without mitigation 
measures 

B. Mitigation phasing plan including dates of proposed mitigation measures 
C. Define responsibilities for implementing mitigation measures 
D. Cost estimates for mitigation measures and financing plan 

VI. APPENDICES 

A. Description of traffic data and how data was collected 
B. Description of methodologies and assumptions used in analyses 
C. Worksheets used in analyses (i.e., signal warrant, LOS, traffic count information, etc.) 
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METHOD FOR CALCULATING EQUITABLE MITIGATION MEASURES 

The methodology below is neither intended as, nor does it establish, a legal standard for 
determining equitable responsibility and cost of a project’s traffic impact, the intent is to provide: 

1.	 A starting point for early discussions to address traffic mitigation equitably. 
2.	 A means for calculating the equitable share for mitigating traffic impacts. 
3.	 A means for establishing rough proportionality [Dolan v. City of Tigard, 1994, 512 U.S. 374 

(114 S. Ct. 2309)]. 

The formulas should be used when: 
•	 A project has impacts that do not immediately warrant mitigation, but their cumulative effects 

are significant and will require mitigating in the future. 
•	 A project has an immediate impact and the lead agency has assumed responsibility for 

addressing operational improvements 

NOTE: This formula is not intended for circumstances where a project proponent will be receiving 
a substantial benefit from the identified mitigation measures.  In these cases, (e.g., mid-block access 
and signalization to a shopping center) the project should take full responsibility to toward 
providing the necessary infrastructure. 

EQUITABLE SHARE RESPONSIBILITY: Equation C-1 
NOTE:  TE < TB, see explanation for TB below. 

T
P = 

T B  T E 

Where:
 
P = The equitable share for the proposed project's traffic impact.
 
T = The vehicle trips generated by the project during the peak hour of adjacent State highway facility in
 

vehicles per hour, vph. 
TB = The forecasted traffic volume on an impacted State highway facility at the time of general plan 

build-out (e.g., 20 year model or the furthest future model date feasible), vph. 
TE = The traffic volume existing on the impacted State highway facility plus other approved projects that 

will generate traffic that has yet to be constructed/opened, vph. 

EQUITABLE COST: Equation C-2 

� P � �TC C 
Where: 
C = The equitable cost of traffic mitigation for the proposed project, ($).  (Rounded to nearest one 

thousand dollars) 
P = The equitable share for the project being considered. 
CT = The total cost estimate for improvements necessary to mitigate the forecasted traffic demand on the 

impacted State highway facility in question at general plan build-out, ($). 

NOTES 
1.	 Once the equitable share responsibility and equitable cost has been established on a per trip 

basis, these values can be utilized for all projects on that State highway facility until the 
forecasted general plan build-out model is revised. 

2.	 Truck traffic should be converted to passenger car equivalents before utilizing these equations 
(see the Highway Capacity Manual for converting to passenger car equivalents). 
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3.	 If the per trip cost is not used for all subsequent projects, then the equation below will be 
necessary to determine the costs for individual project impact and will require some additional 
accounting. 

Equation C-2.A 

C � P �CT 
� C �C 

Where: 
C	 = Same as equation C-2. 
P	 = Same as equation C-2. 
CT	 = Same as equation C-2. 
CC =	 The combined dollar contributions paid and committed prior to current project’s contribution.  This 

is necessary to provide the appropriate cost proportionality.  Example:  For the first project to 
impact the State highway facility in question since the total cost (CT) estimate for improvements 
necessary to mitigate the forecasted traffic demand, CC would be equal to zero. For the second 
project however, C would equal P2(CT – C1) and for the third project to come along C would equal 
P3[CT – (C1 + C2)] and so on until build-out or the general plan build-out was recalculated. 
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APPENDIX “C” 

MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS
 

BY
 

FACILITY TYPE
 



 

 

 

 

MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS BY FACILITY TYPE
 

TYPE OF FACILITY MEASURE OF EFFECTIVENESS (MOE) 

Basic Freeway Segments Density (pc/mi/ln) 
Ramps Density (pc/mi/ln) 
Ramp Terminals Delay (sec/veh) 
Multi-Lane Highways Density (pc/mi/ln) 
Two-Lane Highways Percent-Time-Following 

Average Travel Speed (mi/hr) 
Signalized Intersections Control Delay per Vehicle (sec/veh) 
Unsignalized Intersections Average Control Delay per Vehicle (sec/veh) 
Urban Streets Average Travel Speed (mi/hr) 

Measures of effectiveness for level of service definitions located in the 
most recent version of the Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation 
Research Board, National Research Council. 
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Transition between LOS "C" and LOS "D" Criteria 

(Reference Highway Capacity Manual) 

BASIC FREEWAY SEGMENTS @ 65 mi/hr 

LOS Maximum Minimum Maximum Maximum 
Density Speed v/c Service 

(pc/mi/ln) (mph) Flow Rate 
(pc/hr/ln) 

A 11 65.0 0.30 710 
B 18 65.0 0.50 1170 
C 26 64.6 0.71 1680 
D 35 59.7 0.89 2090 
E 45 52.2 1.00 2350 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS and RAMP TERMINALS 

LOS Control Delay 
per Vehicle 

(sec/veh) 

A � 10 
B > 10 - 20 
C > 20 - 35 
D > 35 - 55 
E > 55 - 80 
F > 80 

MULTI-LANE HIGHWAYS @ 55 mi/hr 

LOS Maximum Minimum Maximum Maximum 
Density Speed v/c Service 

(pc/mi/ln) (mph) Flow Rate 
(pc/hr/ln) 

A 11 55.0 0.29 600 
B 18 55.0 0.47 990 
C 26 54.9 0.68 1430 
D 35 52.9 0.88 1850 
E 41 51.2 1.00 2100 

Dotted line represents the transition between LOS "C" and LOS "D" 
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TWO-LANE HIGHWAYS
 

LOS Percent Average Travel Speed 
Time-Spent-Following (mi/hr) 

A  35 > 55 
B > 35 - 50 > 50 - 55 
C > 50 - 65 > 45 - 50 
D > 65 - 80 > 40 - 45 
E > 80  40 

URBAN STREETS
 

Urban Street Class I II III IV 

Range of FFS 55 to 45 mi/hr 45 to 35 mi/hr 35 to 30 mi/hr 35 to 25 mi/hr 

Typical FFS 50 mi/hr 40 mi/hr 35 mi/hr 30 mi/hr 

LOS Average Travel Speed (mi/hr) 

A > 42 > 35 > 30 > 25 
B > 34 - 42 > 28 - 35 > 24 - 30 > 19 - 25 
C > 27 - 34 > 22 - 28 > 18 - 24 > 13 - 19 
D > 21 - 27 > 17 - 22 > 14 - 18 > 9 - 13 
E > 16 - 21 > 13 - 17 > 10 - 14 > 7 - 9 
F  16  13  10  7 

Dotted line represents the transition between LOS "C" and LOS "D" 
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PRELIMINARY HEALTH RISK EVALUATION – LANCER SITE, JANUARY 18, 1995 
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SITE INVESTIGATION REPORT – LANCER SITE, OCTOBER 29, 2003 
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APPENDIX F 

 
 
PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT, SEPTEMBER 1, 2006 
 

















































































































































































































































































































































































 
APPENDIX G 

 
 
PHASE II AND LIMITED PHASE III ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT, OCTOBER 9, 
2006 





















































































































































































































































































































































































 
APPENDIX H 

 
 
PHASE I/II ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT, MAY 25, 2006 
 





















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 
APPENDIX I 

 
 
HEXAVALENT CHROMIUM ANALYSIS, NOVEMBER 3, 2006 
 





























































 
APPENDIX J 

 
 
PRELIMINARY RISK ASSESSMENT, MAY 31, 2007 





















































































 
APPENDIX K 

 
 
SOIL VAPOR SURVEY, MARCH 2011 
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DTSC ARSENIC STRATEGIES 



Department of Toxic Substances Control 
 

 

Maureen F. Gorsen, Director 
8800 Cal Center Drive 

Sacramento, California 95826-3200 
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Secretary for 
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 Arnold Schwarzenegger 
 
 

Governor 

 
Arsenic Strategies 

 Determination of Arsenic Remediation  
Development of Arsenic Cleanup Goals  

January 16, 2009 
 

   
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) oversees the environmental 
assessments of hazardous waste sites and proposed and existing schools.  During the 
Preliminary Environmental Assessment (PEA) or Remedial Investigation (RI) for sites, 
arsenic may be identified as a chemical of concern based on comparisons to naturally 
occurring background concentrations.   Once arsenic has been identified as a chemical 
of concern, a standard approach is needed to determine if remedial action is warranted 
and, if so, how to develop appropriate cleanup goals.   The following is the suggested 
approach from the DTSC Human and Ecological Risk Division (HERD) for arsenic 
remediation on sites. 
 
Determination of Necessity for Remedial Action 
Once arsenic concentrations have been identified to be above background levels, 
additional characterization may be required to determine the lateral and vertical extent 
of contamination.  This information should be used in the decision making process for 
the necessity of a removal action.  For the areas with elevated arsenic concentrations, if 
the data from the step out samples indicate that they are isolated areas (i.e., no real 
extent of contamination), no remedial action may be an option.  For areas with high 
levels of arsenic concentrations, this approach may not be applicable.   The complete 
data set for arsenic should be considered in the determination, including background, 
onsite ambient levels, and potential contamination. 
 
Development of Cleanup Goals 
The following are two options for developing a cleanup goal for arsenic. 
 
Option 1 
The upper limit of the background data set can be selected as the cleanup goal. 
Option 2 
Cleanup goals may be developed using the site specific data set for the project.  This 
data set may include both the data from the site as well as background values from the 
immediate area.  The approach uses both visual evaluation of the data plots (graphical 
evaluation) and statistical calculations (statistical evaluation). 

 Printed on Recycled Paper 
 



Arsenic Cleanup Goals 
January 16, 2009 

  
 Graphical Evaluation 
 

Step 1:  Create normality plots.  The plot should be completed using both log 
transformed and non-transformed data.  
 
 
Step 2: For limited data sets, visually determine the inflection point in the 
distribution.   This inflection point can in some cases be used as the 
approximation for a cleanup goal.   
 
Statistical Evaluation 
 
Step 1: After entering the data into an Excel spreadsheet, calculate summary 
statistics for the data set (e.g., mean, standard deviation, first quartile and third 
quartile). If the data set is sufficiently large, evaluate outliers in the data set.  
Suggested techniques include the fourth spread, or other comparable 
techniques.   Remove outliers from data set and estimate the Upper 95% Limit 
for the 0.99 Quartile UL0.95(X0.99) as described by Gilbert (1987). 
 
Step 2:  Recalculate summary statistics, including 95% Upper Confidence Limit 
(UCL) using modified data set.  
 
Step 3 (optional):  Comparisons of arsenic concentrations corresponding to the 
approximated inflection point with the summary statistics from data set excluding 
outliers. 

 
Discussion of Uncertainties 

• The incremental cancer risk difference between background levels and proposed 
cleanup goals will be very small or insignificant in most cases.  

 
• Soil cleanup goals do not take into consideration potentially limited bioavailability 

of arsenic in soil.  Most toxicology studies were based on arsenic in water, which 
is considerably more bioavailable.  
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Examples of Derivation of Arsenic Cleanup Goals 

 
 
Example 1:  Simple, Graphical Determination of the Arsenic Clean-up Goal  
 
The following example utilizes an actual data set from a school site in southern 
California. This example represents a rather large data set with 651 sample values. 
Table 1 summarizes the data set statistics. 
 
 

Table 1 
Arsenic Data Set Summary Statistics 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTIC VALUE 
Number of Samples 651 

Minimum Concentration 0.27 
Maximum Concentration 33 

Mean Concentration 6.9 
Median Concentration 6.7 

Standard Deviation 4.02 
 
Figure 1 presents the normality plot  of the raw arsenic data. As can be seen from the 
plot, the data appears to be normally distributed and linear in the range from 1.0 up to 
about 12 mg/kg, where a distinct change in slope can be seen. This linear portion of the 
curve would be representative of ambient arsenic in this typical, urban environment. The 
inflection point where the slope changes is indicative of a population different from 
ambient arsenic, i.e., site contamination.  For this example, 12 mg/kg would represent 
the upper-bound of ambient arsenic in soil at this site and would serve as the clean-up 
goal for arsenic. 
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Figure 1 
Normality Plot of the Arsenic Data Set 

 
 
 
Example 2: Statistical Determination of the Arsenic Clean-up Goal  
 
The following example utilizes a combined data set made up of 19 sites in southern 
California in order to exemplify the statistical determination of an arsenic clean-up goal. 
Figure 2 presents a plot of the frequency verses arsenic concentration, also known as a 
histogram.  The shape of the histogram clearly demonstrates a classical, lognormal 
distribution. The descriptive statistics for the “Log-Transformed” combined arsenic data 
set of 1097 samples are summarized in Table 2. 
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Figure 2 

Histogram of the Arsenic Data 
 
 

Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics of the Combined Arsenic Data Set 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTIC VALUE 
Sample Size (n) 1097 

Mean (μ) 0.1873 (1.54 mg/kg) 
Median 0.1761 (1.50 mg/kg) 

Standard Deviation 0.3916 
Standard Error of the Mean1 0.0118 

Minimum Concentration -1.7620 (0.02 mg/kg) 
Maximum Concentration 2.2480 (177 mg/kg) 

Lower Quartile (Q1) -0.1249 
Upper Quartile (Q3) 0.4502 

1 The Standard Error of the Mean = 
n
DevStd ..  

 
Because of the large sample size, wide range of arsenic concentrations and obvious 
extremes of the distribution, the data were analyzed for values that do not conform to 
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the pattern established by the majority of values in the data set, e.g., outliers. To 
determine the outliers in the arsenic data set, a pictorial summary called the box plot 
was utilized. A box plot describes the most prominent features of a data set, including 1) 
center, 2) spread, 3) extent and nature of any departure from symmetry and 4) 
identification of any outliers or observations that lie unusually far from the main body of 
data. A box plot is based on measures that are unaffected by the presence of a few 
outliers, also known as the fourth spread, fs. The fourth spread, fs, is defined as the 
measure of spread in a data set that is resistant to outliers and is calculated according 
to the following equation. 
 
  fs  =  Q3 – Q1     (Equation 1) 
 
      =  (0.4502 – (-0.1249)) 
 
      =  0.5751 
 
By definition, any observation farther than 1.5fs from the closest fourth is considered an 
outlier.  For the combined arsenic data set, 1.5fs is equal to 0.8627 and any observation 
below Q1 – 1.5fs or above Q3 + 1.5fs would be considered an outlier. For the combined 
arsenic data set, outliers were defined as all observations: 
  < Q1 – 1.5fs   and   > Q3 + 1.5fs
 
  < (-0.1249 – 0.8627) and  > (0.4502 + 0.8627) 
 
  < -0.9876 (0.103 mg/kg) and  > 1.3129 (20.55 mg/kg) 
 
Therefore, the following arsenic concentrations were determined to be outliers: 177, 
61.4, 49.2, 31.0, 27.6, 26.5, 24.0, 23.3, 22.7, 0.067 and 0.0173 mg/kg.  These results 
are consistent with the box plot of the combined arsenic data set (Figure 3), which 
indicates that the nine largest and two lowest values are outliers. 

 
6 



Arsenic Cleanup Goals 
January 16, 2009 

 
Figure 3 

 
The large number of data points well characterizes the extremes of the distribution, 
thereby making it possible to use an estimate of an upper percentile of background 
concentrations as the value to be compared with the onsite Cmax.   
 
For this analysis, the 95% Upper Confidence Limit on the 99th-Percentile was chosen as 
the upper limit concentration.  An upper 100(1 - α)% confidence limit for the true pth 
quantile, xp, can be calculated if the underlying distribution is normal.  As shown in 
Figure 4, the normal probability plot of arsenic data, excluding the outliers, clearly 
shows that the arsenic data is not normally distributed.  However, as shown in Figure 5, 
the log-transformed arsenic data is normally distributed (i.e., the arsenic data fits a 
lognormal distribution). The descriptive statistics for the log-transformed arsenic data 
set, excluding the outliers previously established, are summarized in Table 3.   
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Figure 4 
 
 

 
Figure 5 
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Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics of the Combined Arsenic Data Set Without Outliers 
 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTIC VALUE 
Sample Size (n) 1086 

Mean (μ) 0.1788 (1.51 mg/kg) 
Median 0.1761 (1.50 mg/kg) 

Standard Deviation 0.3646 
Standard Error of the Mean1 0.0111 

Minimum Concentration -0.8125 (0.15 mg/kg) 
Maximum Concentration 1.2930 (19.63 mg/kg) 

Lower Quartile (Q1) -0.1249 
Upper Quartile (Q3) 0.4472 

1 The Standard Error of the Mean =  
n
DevStd ..  

 
 
The upper limit of the data set can be estimated according to the following equation: 
 
  ( ) pp sKxxUL ,11 αα −− +=    (Equation 2) 
 
 Where, 
 

  

% confidence limit of the 99th quantile of the arsenic data set, 
nd 

as follows: 

( )

QuantilepththeonLimitConfidence
UpperanestimatingforfactortolerancelStatisticaK

meantheofDevStds
setdatatheofMeanx

setdatatheofLimitUpperThexUL

p

p

)1(100
..

,1

1

αα

α

−=
=
=

=

−

−

 
   
For calculating the 95
excluding outliers, K0.95, 0.99 = 2.40 (from Table A3, Gilbert 1987).  Using the mean a
standard deviation of the arsenic data set (Table 2), the UL0.95(X0.99) can be calculated 
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054.1

)3646.0)(40.2(1788.0)( 99.095.0

=
+=XUL

 

 
Since the arsenic data is log-transformed, the Upper Limit Concentration is the 
ntilogarithm of this value. 

10
 

         = 11.32 mg/kg 
 

 distribution-free, non-parametric analysis was also conducted to estimate the 
eoretical UL (X ) as described by Gilbert (1987).  This method, also known as the 

own or 

ation 3) 

here, 

   
95.0

1

=
=

=
=
=

a
 

 99.095.0 )( =XUL
 

054.1

   

 
A
th 0.95 0.99
distribution-free technique, is used when the underlying distribution is either unkn
non-normal.  This method was employed using the following equation:  
 
  2/1
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  W
 

1086
,

645.1

%95
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−
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For the arsenic data set, the Rank of the Upper 95% Limit for the 0.99 Quantile (Rank 
of UL (X ) ) can be calculated as follows: 

2/1

=
 

Then, the UL0.95(X0.99) would be the arsenic concentration that is 52.4% of the way 
etween the 1081st and the 1082nd largest values.  Since the 1081st value is 11.9 mg/kg 

/kg.  

0.95 0.99
 

 
)1087(99.0)( 99.095.0 +=XULofRank

 
524.1081

)]01.0)(99.0(1086[645.1

 

b
and the 1082nd value is 12.3 mg/kg, the UL0.95(X0.99) would be approximately 12 mg
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Example 3: Determination of the Arsenic Clean-up Goal  

 used to demonstrate the 
raphical and statistical approaches to setting clean-up goals. The following example 

 
Examples 1 and 2 represent very large, ideal arsenic data sets
g
utilizes a much smaller and typical arsenic data set from a site in Southern California 
and demonstrates several methods for determination of arsenic cleanup goals. 
 
Method 1. Graphical Evaluation 
 
Step 1. Graphical representations of arsenic data set. 

rmed data as shown in Figures 6 
nd 7. The arsenic concentration can be plotted as a function of  the expected value for 

ld a determination of an inflection point which 
presents a break between the ambient level of arsenic for the site and the portion of 

 
Create Normality plots using both raw and log transfo
a
a normal distribution or alternatively, the data set can be plotted from least value to 
highest value as the cumulative percent of samples.  Either graphical treatment results 
in a curve representing the distribution of the data set.   
 
Step 2. Visual inspection of the curves 
 
Visual inspection of the curve may yie
re
the curve that represents a separate, higher population which may be a consequence of 
a release to the environment.  For the example shown below it can be determined that 
an inflection point in the distribution of samples occurs at an approximate arsenic 
concentration of 10 mg/kg (Figure 6) or at the Log10[arsenic concentration] value of 1 
which corresponds to 10 mg/kg (Figure 7). 
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Figure 6 

Distribution of arsenic concentrations in mg/kg 
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Figure 7 

Distribution of arsenic in a log transformed representation 
 
 
 

Method 2. Statistical Evaluation: Quartile Analysis (“Fourth Spread”) 
 
A statistical approach may be used that identifies upper-bound outliers which can then 
be removed from the data set to generate a new data set for which an upper confidence 
limit (UCL) can be defined and utilized as the cleanup goal. 
 
Step 1. Derivation of Descriptive Statistics: 
 
Descriptive statistics as shown in Table 4 were calculated for this site based on the site-
specific arsenic data set. These statistics included: number of samples, minimum and 
maximum site concentration, mean, standard deviation, sample distribution, median and 
quartiles, 95th and 98th percentile and 95% UCL. 
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Table 4 
Descriptive Statistics 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTIC VALUE 
Number of samples 40 

Minimum detected value 0.12 
Maximum detected value 38.6 

Mean 5.75 
First quartile (Q1) 0.98 

Median 1.85 
Third quartile (Q3) 4.98 

95th percentile 25.18 
98th percentile 36.73 

95%UCL of mean 8.61 
Standard deviation 8.93 

Values listed in mg/kg 
 
Step 2. Determine upper-bound outliers: 
 
The quartile analysis to determine upper-bound outliers in the data set may be 
conducted as in the following example: The median and first and third quartiles from the 
data set shown in Table 4 were determined and a fourth spread (Fs) was generated.  
 
First quartile (Q1)             = 0.98 
Median (second quartile, Q2)   = 1.89 
Third quartile (Q3)            = 4.98 
 
Fs = (Q3 –Q1)  = 4.0 
 
Outliers for the upper bound of the site-specific arsenic concentrations are defined as:  
 
All data points greater than Q3 + [1.5 x Fs]:  4.98 + 6.0 = 10.98. 
 
Therefore, any value higher than 10.98 mg/kg is considered an outlier (contaminated 
soil sample) and is eliminated from the data set because it is higher than the ambient 
level. 
 
Step 3. Statistical re-evaluation of the data set. 
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The site-specific data set is then re-evaluated with outliers removed to create the 
adjusted site ambient data set. The statistical evaluation of the adjusted ambient data 
set yields the following values: 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 5 
Arsenic data set statistics with upper-bound outliers removed 

Number of samples 35 
Minimum detected value 0.12 
Maximum detected value 10.6 
Mean 3.74 
Std deviation  6.49 
98th percentile 9.72 
Values listed in mg/kg 
 
An appropriate cleanup goal for this site is the 98th percentile of the adjusted arsenic 
data set, which is approximately 10 mg/kg. Note that the 98th-percentile was used as an 
upper-bound for this data set due to the smaller number of samples (N = 40). 
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HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT (HHRA) NOTE 

HERO HHRA NOTE NUMBER: 3 

ISSUE DATE:  July 14, 2014 

ISSUE: DTSC recommended methodology for use of U.S. EPA Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) 
in the Human Health Risk Assessment process at hazardous waste sites and permitted facilities.  
 
SUMMARY 

In 2008, the U.S. EPA released Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) to replace the Preliminary 
Remediation Goals (PRGs) formerly available from several U.S. EPA Regional Headquarters.  
HERO reviewed the differences in methodology and RSL concentrations to develop a methodology 
to incorporate the RSLs into HERO human health risk assessment consultation and review., In 
addition to incorporation of more recent toxicity values than those used in the U.S. EPA Region 9 
PRGs, several differences in methodology result in a subset of RSLs substantially higher (less 
protective) than PRGs.   
 
HERO’s review to date has been conducted in two phases: Phase I (soil and tapwater RSLs) and 

Phase II (air RSLs).  Initial versions of HHRA Note 3 addressed a Phase I review only.  A Phase II 
review was incorporated into the May 21, 2013 iteration of HHRA Note 3. 
 
HERO’s Phase I review addresses the soil and tapwater RSLs only.  This revision of HHRA Note 3 

incorporates HERO recommendations based on review of the May 2013 RSL tables.  For the 
majority of the approximately 750 listed chemicals, HERO recommends the values listed in the 
U.S. EPA RSL table.  However some values listed in the U.S. EPA RSL table differ significantly 
(greater than four-fold) from values calculated using CalEPA toxicity criteria and risk assessment 
procedures.  In an effort to provide risk assessment RSL recommendations, HERO has prepared 
reference Table 1 for compounds with soil and tapwater RSLs for which 1) the 2004 PRG should 
be used; 2) the 2004 ‘Cal-modified’ PRG should be used; or 3) the DTSC-modified screening 
levels derived using the RSL on-line screening calculator should be used.  In addition, specific 
recommendations and discussion are provided for several contaminants.  Alternatively, in 
consultation with HERO, the U.S. EPA on-line screening calculator can be used to calculate site-
specific values using the more protective of CalEPA and U.S. EPA toxicity values and applying 
assumptions consistent with HERO recommendations (e.g. route-to-route extrapolation between 
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the oral and inhalation exposure pathways where no toxicity value is available for the inhalation 
route of exposure but an oral toxicity value is available). 
 
HERO’s Phase II review addresses the residential and industrial air RSLs for a subset of volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) frequently found at California hazardous waste sites and permitted 
facilities.  A complete listing of the VOCs reviewed by HERO is presented in reference Table 2.  As 
shown in Table 2, HERO concurs with the use of the U.S. EPA air RSL values for more than half of 
the VOCs reviewed to date. However, to incorporate CalEPA toxicity criteria and HERO 
recommendations (e.g. route-to-route extrapolation), HERO has calculated DTSC-modified 
residential and industrial air screening levels for: 1) VOCs in which use of the CalEPA-
recommended inhalation unit risk (IUR) and/or chronic inhalation reference exposure level (REL) is 
more protective than the values used to derive the RSLs and 2) VOCs present in the RSL table but 
lacking cancer and/or noncancer air RSLs due to the lack of route-to-route extrapolation when 
deriving the RSLs.  The DTSC-modified air screening levels for such VOCs are presented in 
reference Table 3.  For all constituents other than those listed in Table 2, the DTSC site 
toxicologist should be consulted prior to using the U.S. EPA air RSLs.  
 
WHAT’S NEW 
 

 Subsequent to our May 21, 2013 iteration of HHRA Note 3, U.S. EPA released a complete 
set of updated RSL tables dated May 2013.  In June 2013, U.S. EPA also revised a subset 
of the tables based on a target hazard quotient (HQ) equal to 0.1 to correct an error in those 
corresponding May 2013 tables.  Because HHRA Note 3 recommendations are for tables 
based on a HQ of 1, the May 2013 tables are the most recent versions relevant for this 
HHRA Note.  In general, HERO does not recommend use of screening levels based on a 
target HQ of 0.1.  Instead, screening levels based on a target HQ of 1 should be used, and 
cumulative noncancer hazard should be summed across all site-related contaminants, 
media, and exposure pathways. 

 
 As a continuation of our Phase I and II RSL review addressed in previous iterations of 

HHRA Note 3, HERO has reviewed the RSL table updates from May 2013, as well as other 
relevant information including updated CalEPA criteria.  This revised HHRA Note 3 
incorporates our updated recommendations for use of the RSLs. 
 

 HERO continued the development of DTSC-modified air screening levels with the calculation 
of residential use air screening values for methylene chloride, 1,2,3-trichloropropane (1,2,3-
TCP) and vinyl chloride.  Age-Dependent Adjustment Factors (ADAFs) were used for the air 
screening values for methylene chloride and 1,2,3-TCP as these are identified as mutagens 
by the U.S. EPA in their RSL table.  ADAFs were not applied for vinyl chloride in this HHRA 
Note 3 as vinyl chloride is currently under review.      
 



HHRA Note Number 3 – Use of May 2013 RSLs – (rev. 14 July 2014) 
Page 3   
 

 In previous versions of HHRA Note 3, HERO calculated DTSC-modified screening levels for 
cadmium and beryllium in soil.  For consistency with DTSC’s HHRA Note 1 and the Interim 
Final – Revised October 2013 Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) Guidance 
Manual, the DTSC-modified screening levels have been recalculated herein using DTSC’s 

default dermal exposure parameters and assuming a gastrointestinal absorption fraction 
(GIABS) of 1 ((http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/AssessingRisk/upload/HHRA_Note1.pdf; 
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Brownfields/upload/Preliminary-Endangerment-
Assessment-Guidance-Manual.pdf).  The revised DTSC-modified screening levels for 
cadmium in soil based on noncancer endpoints are now 4.6 mg/kg and 6.4 mg/kg for 
residential and industrial land use scenarios.  These values are slightly higher than the 
previously calculated DTSC-modified screening levels of 4 and 5.1 mg/kg, respectively.  The 
revised DTSC-modified screening levels for beryllium are now 15 mg/kg and 180 mg/kg for 
residential and industrial land use scenarios.  These values are slightly lower than the 
previously calculated DTSC-modified screening levels of 16 mg/kg and 200 mg/kg.   

 
 
HERO ISSUE CONTACT PERSONS: Michael J. Wade, Ph. D., D.A.B.T.,  Senior Toxicologist 

916.255.6653 Voice 
916.255.6695 Facsimile 
Michael.Wade@dtsc.ca.gov  

 Edward Fendick, Ph.D., Staff Toxicologist 
916.255.6555 Voice 
916.255.6695 Facsimile 
Edward.Fendick@dtsc.ca.gov 

http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/AssessingRisk/upload/HHRA_Note1.pdf
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Brownfields/upload/Preliminary-Endangerment-Assessment-Guidance-Manual.pdf
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Brownfields/upload/Preliminary-Endangerment-Assessment-Guidance-Manual.pdf
mailto:Michael.Wade@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Edward.Fendick@dtsc.ca.gov


HHRA Note Number 3 – Use of May 2013 RSLs – (rev. 14 July 2014) 
Page 4   
 

BACKGROUND 

HERO has a long history of working with the U.S. EPA Region 9 office to integrate California-
specific risk assessment concerns into the Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) listing and the 
PRG-screening risk assessment process.  One example of the collaboration was the inclusion of 
‘Cal-modified’ values into the U.S. EPA Region 9 PRG list.  When the U.S. EPA Region 9 PRG 
was greater by a factor of 4 or more than the value which would have been obtained with the 
corresponding California-specific toxicity value, U.S. EPA Region 9 added a ‘Cal-modified’ PRG to 
the PRG list based on California-specific cancer toxicity values.   
 
In the past, the U.S. EPA Region 9 PRGs have been used by HERO primarily at open, closing, 
and formerly-used Department of Defense (DoD) sites.  Screening risk assessments at some non-
military sites have in the past used a different process. However, the recommendations included in 
this report are being used and are intended for use at any DTSC site where DTSC has approved 
the use of PRGs or RSLs. 
 
In 2008, U.S. EPA released Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) 
(http://www.epa.gov/region09/superfund/prg/rsl-table.html) which replaced the U.S. EPA Region 9 
PRGs.  HERO conducted and anticipates continuing an ongoing process of reviewing the new U.S. 
EPA RSLs, which are planned for release on a biennial basis (Spring and Fall), and their 
application in screening risk assessment. 
   
Differences between the methodologies used to develop the 2008 RSLs and the U.S. EPA Region 
9 PRGs include the following: 

 Incorporation of new inhalation exposure equations per U.S. EPA Risk Assessment 
Guidance for Superfund (RAGS) Part F (2009);  

 Presentation of industrial air screening values in addition to residential screening values;  
 Discontinuing the use of route-to-route extrapolations between the oral and inhalation routes 

of exposure to derive toxicity values where a toxicity value exists for only one route of 
exposure (route-to-route extrapolations are still conducted for evaluating dermal exposures);  

 Discontinuing adjustments for soil saturation with the listing of strictly risk-based RSLs; 
 Discontinuing the use of the “ceiling limit” concentration of 1x10+5 mg/kg (max) with the 

listing of strictly risk-based RSLs; and,  
 Application of age-dependent adjustment factors to address early-life exposures for agents 

with a mutagenic mode of action for carcinogenesis per U.S. EPA Supplemental Guidance 
for Assessing Susceptibility from Early-Life Exposure to Carcinogens (2005). 

Additional modifications to the RSL methodology have been made subsequent to the initial 2008 
RSL tables, and we have incorporated these changes in our discussion below.  For example, the 
dermal exposure pathway has been incorporated into the tapwater RSL calculation.   
 

http://www.epa.gov/region09/superfund/prg/rsl-table.html
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For reference, the RSL Users Guide (http://www.epa.gov/reg3hwmd/risk/human/rb-
concentration_table/usersguide.htm) lists the following uses (Section 3.0) for the U.S. EPA RSLs: 

“These concentrations can be used for: 
 Prioritizing multiple sites or operable units or areas of concern within a facility or exposure 

units  
 Setting risk-based detection limits for contaminants of potential concern (COPCs)  
 Focusing future site investigation and risk assessment efforts (e.g., selecting COPCs for the 

baseline risk assessment)  
 Identifying contamination which may warrant cleanup 
 Identifying sites, or portions of sites, which warrant no further action or investigation  
 Initial cleanup goals when site-specific data are lacking” 

 
RSLs are NOT to be used to perform a human health Baseline Risk Assessment (BRA), but to 
assist in the tasks preceding a human health BRA.   

There are approximately 750 elements, compounds and mixtures listed in the RSL table posted as 
the May 2013 version.  HERO plans a phased review of the RSLs as resources allow.  As 
discussed in previous revisions of HHRA Note 3, the Phase I review provides recommendations on 
the use of RSLs for soil (residential use and industrial/commercial use) and tapwater only.  Soil 
and tapwater RSLs were initially selected for priority review because: 1) they are more commonly 
used in HERO risk assessment review as compared to the air risk-based concentrations; and 2) 
toxicity values derived via the oral pathway are more prevalent than toxicity values derived via the 
inhalation pathway, thus, resulting in fewer elements, compounds and mixtures without residential 
and industrial soil and tapwater RSLs due to lack of toxicity values.  Phase II review (first 
incorporated into the May 2013 revision of HHRA Note 3) provides recommendations on the use of 
residential and industrial air RSLs for a subset of volatile organic compounds (VOCs).  The subset 
of VOCs selected for priority review are frequently found at California hazardous waste sites and 
permitted facilities and evaluated for vapor intrusion to indoor air.  HERO plans to review the air 
RSLs for the remaining constituents listed in the RSL tables as time allows.  In the interim, the 
DTSC site toxicologist can be contacted for recommendations on use of air RSLs for constituents 
which are not addressed in HHRA Note 3. 
 
EPA REGION 9 ‘CAL-MODIFIED’ PRGS 
 
HERO originally agreed to the use of U.S. EPA Region 9 PRGs to expedite human health 
screening at DoD bases, facilities and sites.   This agreement was arrived at after HERO review of 
the proposed Region 9 PRGs and inclusion of the small number of ‘Cal-modified’ values, where 

CalEPA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) determination of 
carcinogenicity, pathway-specific carcinogenicity and/or the magnitude of the CalEPA cancer 
toxicity value resulted in a calculated ‘Cal-modified’ PRG which was significantly less (i.e., more 
than a factor of 4 lower) than those listed in the U.S. EPA Region 9 PRG tables. 

http://www.epa.gov/reg3hwmd/risk/human/rb-concentration_table/usersguide.htm
http://www.epa.gov/reg3hwmd/risk/human/rb-concentration_table/usersguide.htm
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‘Cal-modified’ listings have been dropped from the RSL table.  As such, in the absence of ‘Cal-
modified’ RSLs, this HHRA Note includes reference Table 1 for compounds with soil and tapwater 
RSLs for which 1) the 2004 PRG should be used; 2) the 2004 ‘Cal-modified’ PRG should be used; 

or 3) the DTSC-modified screening levels derived using the RSL on-line screening calculator 
should be used.  Alternatively, Cal-modified PRGs for specific chemicals can be derived using the 
on-line calculator included as part of the RSL package (http://epa-prgs.ornl.gov/cgi-
bin/chemicals/csl_search).  This HHRA Note also includes reference Table 2 addressing air RSLs 
for a subset of VOCs.  Table 2 presents a complete listing of the VOCs reviewed by HERO, along 
with HERO recommendations regarding use of the air RSLs or alternate DTSC-modified screening 
levels which are located in Table 3.  For all constituents other than those listed in Tables 2, the 
DTSC site toxicologist should be consulted prior to using the air RSLs. 

In a memorandum dated October 28, 1994, HERO recommended guidelines for use of the Region 
9 PRGs at DoD sites (http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/AssessingRisk/upload/PRG-HERD-Memorandum-
OCT-1994.pdf).  More recently, HHRA Note Number 4 was released 
(http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/AssessingRisk/humanrisk2.cfm#guidance ), as an update of the 1994 
HERO memorandum for consistency with the replacement of PRGs with RSLs and to address 
more recent screening risk assessment guidance.  In general, HERO recommends compliance 
with the “basic” approach and principles outlined in the referenced memorandum.  This includes 
the provision that PRGs (now RSLs) are used for screening sites as a whole, not for “screening 

out” individual chemicals.  Ratios of the concentration of a particular chemical in a medium (e.g. 
soil, water, or air) to its risk-based concentration are calculated and the ratio is summed across all 
chemicals and media to estimate a total risk and hazard for the site.  Prior to making risk 
management decisions based on the results of such an evaluation, it is critical that limitations 
associated with the use of PRGs (now RSLs) be carefully noted and understood.  For example, the 
derivation of the PRGs and RSLs did not include an evaluation of the intrusion of vapors from the 
subsurface to indoor air (see below for a more detailed discussion of exposure pathways).  The 
vapor intrusion of volatile chemicals in soil or groundwater to indoor air has become recognized as 
potentially a major exposure pathway and is receiving increasing attention in risk assessments.  It 
is also important to understand that ecological receptors were not considered in the calculation of 
the PRGs and RSLs.  The PRGs and RSLs apply only to human receptor exposure scenarios only 
and are NOT necessarily protective of ecological receptors.  
   
In the past, use of the U.S. EPA Region 9 PRG table (with ‘Cal-modified’ values) at California sites 
has expedited site assessment and cleanup, resulting in faster cleanups and cost savings.  We 
hope that following incorporation of adjustments such as the application of California toxicity 
criteria, where appropriate, the RSLs can play a similar role. 
 
 
 
 

http://epa-prgs.ornl.gov/cgi-bin/chemicals/csl_search
http://epa-prgs.ornl.gov/cgi-bin/chemicals/csl_search
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/AssessingRisk/upload/PRG-HERD-Memorandum-OCT-1994.pdf
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/AssessingRisk/upload/PRG-HERD-Memorandum-OCT-1994.pdf
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/AssessingRisk/humanrisk2.cfm#guidance
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CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL AND INCLUDED EXPOSURE PATHWAYS 
 
Before using the RSLs to conduct a screening level human health risk assessment, development 
of a site-specific conceptual site model (CSM) is critical to ensure all appropriate receptors and 
exposure pathways are addressed by the RSLs. 

The risk-based residential and industrial soil RSLs consider several exposure pathways:  ingestion, 
inhalation of particles and volatile chemicals in ambient air, and dermal absorption. 

The tapwater RSLs are based on assumed residential exposure to water via ingestion from 
drinking, inhalation of volatile chemicals generated during household use (e.g. showering, dish 
washing), and dermal exposure. 

Although the soil and tapwater RSLs account for many typical exposure pathways, similar to the 
previous 2004 PRGs, they do not account for the following potential exposure pathways 
(discussed in the User’s Guide and Background Technical Document for U.S. EPA Region 9’s 

PRG Table, http://www.epa.gov/region09/superfund/prg/files/04usersguide.pdf ):   
  

 The residential and industrial soil RSLs do not account for exposure to indoor air vapors due 
to intrusion of subsurface soil gas emissions; ingestion via uptake of plants (home-grown 
fruits and vegetables), meat, or dairy products; or inhalation of particles (fugitive dust) 
generated by activities which elevate particulate emissions such as truck traffic and use of 
heavy equipment. 

 Pathways not considered in the calculation of the tapwater RSLs include subsurface vapor 
intrusion to indoor air from VOCs present in groundwater and transfer of contaminants in the 
water column to aquatic organisms or terrestrial plants with subsequent ingestion by 
humans.  The RSL on-line calculator and User’s Guide do however include equations which 
can be used to calculate screening level fish concentrations assuming human consumption 
of fish.  These equations do not address impacts to fish; but rather, human consumption of 
fish which may be contaminated.  The RSL on-line calculator and User’s Guide also 
provides equations which can be used to evaluate recreational receptor exposures to 
soil/sediment and surface water. 

  
If pathways not considered in the derivation of the soil and tapwater RSLs are anticipated at the 
site (e.g. home-grown produce consumption), an RSL-based screening level risk evaluation may 
significantly underestimate risk.  In addition, if there are exposure scenarios other than residential 
and industrial land use, a screening level risk evaluation using RSLs may not be appropriate (e.g. 
sites in which trench workers may be exposed to shallow groundwater).  In such cases, the 
evaluation of risk to human receptors at the site should proceed with the baseline human health 
risk assessment process.  In other instances, the screening risk assessment may overestimate 
risk.  In these cases, preparation of a baseline human health risk assessment is an option.  For 
reference, HERO has compiled a summary of recommended exposure factors which may be used 
as default values in baseline human health risk assessments for California hazardous waste sites 

http://www.epa.gov/region09/superfund/prg/files/04usersguide.pdf
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and permitted facilities (DTSC HHRA Note 1, 
http://dtsc.ca.gov/AssessingRisk/upload/HHRA_Note1.pdf ).   
 
Additional Considerations Regarding the Use of Industrial RSLs  
 
The tapwater RSLs are calculated using residential land use assumptions.  As such, these RSLs 
are not reflective of industrial exposures and may overestimate exposures via the water pathways. 
 
Screening level evaluations using the industrial soil RSLs do not account for the following 
pathways:  all uses of groundwater; exposure via vapor intrusion to indoor air; exposure to 
contaminated surface and ground water, and inhalation of particulates generated by activities 
which increase particulate levels such as truck traffic and use of heavy equipment.  If these 
exposure pathways are significant at a site, screening risk assessment using RSLs is generally not 
appropriate.  In some cases it may be possible, with the cooperation of the DTSC toxicologist, to 
incorporate the risk from the vapor intrusion pathway into the screening risk assessment by adding 
the risk from this pathway into the risk estimated from the use of the RSL(s). 
 
SITE SCREENING – SOIL AND TAPWATER CONTAMINANTS, AND LIMITED VOC 
CONTAMINANTS IN AIR 

As discussed above, HERO plans to review the soil, tapwater, and air RSLs in a phased approach.  
The results of our updated Phase I review are summarized below and provide recommendations 
on the use of RSLs for soil (residential use and industrial/commercial use) and tapwater.   The 
results of our Phase II recommendations on the use of air RSLs for a subset of VOCs which are 
frequently detected at California hazardous waste sites and permitted facilities and evaluated for 
vapor intrusion to indoor air are also presented.   
 
The U.S. EPA RSL “What’s New” summary posted online in May 2013 states that new tables are 
now provided by U.S. EPA with target hazard quotients (THQ) of 1.0 and 0.1.  The RSL website 
states that the rationale for using a THQ of 0.1 for screening is that if 10 chemicals were at a site 
and all narrowly passed a screening at THQ=1.0, the resulting total HI could actually be 10.    

In general, HERO does not recommend use of screening levels based on a target HQ of 0.1.  
Instead, screening levels based on a target HQ of 1 should be used, and cumulative noncancer 
hazard should be summed across all site-related contaminants, media, and exposure pathways.  
For these reasons, the following HHRA Note 3 recommendations are specifically for screening 
levels based on a HQ of 1.   

 
 
 

http://dtsc.ca.gov/AssessingRisk/upload/HHRA_Note1.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/reg3hwmd/risk/human/rb-concentration_table/Generic_Tables/index.htm
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Soil and Tapwater 
 
While it is possible to use the on-line screening calculator (http://epa-prgs.ornl.gov/cgi-
bin/chemicals/csl_search) supplied as part of the U.S. EPA RSL process and employ the 
California-recommended toxicity values for each exposure pathway, this would be a laborious 
process for DTSC Project Managers and contractors for Responsible Parties.  To address this 
difficulty, during our initial Phase I review HERO prepared a copy of the U.S. EPA RSL worksheet 
in which the U.S. EPA Region 9 2004 soil and tapwater PRGs (including ‘Cal-modified’ PRGs) and 
California criteria were inserted.  HERO then identified elements, compounds and mixtures in 
which the soil and tapwater RSLs differed significantly (i.e. greater by a factor of 4-fold or more) 
from the 2004 PRGs (including Cal-modified PRGs) and California values.  In most cases, the 
differences for soil were due to the deletion of the adjustment for saturation or ceiling limit, updates 
in toxicity values, the lack of extrapolation between the oral and inhalation pathways in deriving the 
RSLs, or changes in physical/chemical parameters, including molecular weight.   Most of the 
differences for tapwater were due to updates in toxicity values and the lack of extrapolation 
between the oral and inhalation exposure pathways in deriving the RSLs. 
 
HERO reviewed each analyte in which the soil and tapwater RSLs differed significantly from the 
2004 PRGs and California values to determine whether we agree that use of the newer RSLs for 
site screening is health protective.  In general, with the exception of the chemicals listed Table 1, 
HERO finds it acceptable to use the soil and tapwater RSLs for compounds in which the 
differences are due to the deletion of the adjustment for saturation or ceiling limit (applicable to soil 
values only), updates in toxicity values, and changes in physical/chemical parameters.  However, 
the DTSC Project Managers should be aware that the RSL soil values are strictly risk-based. The 
RSLs do not consider physical limitations such as soil saturation and the RSLs for some chemicals 
exceed 10% (i.e., >100,000 ppm).  In addition, HERO is concerned with the lack of route to route 
extrapolation between the oral and inhalation exposure pathways, particularly for compounds in 
which CalEPA OEHHA lists both an oral cancer slope factor and inhalation unit risk factor.  
Generally, we recommend that such extrapolations be conducted, particularly for organic 
compounds in which systemic effects are known to occur and significant portal of entry effects are 
not anticipated. 
 
Subsequent to our May 2013 revision of this HHRA Note, HERO has reviewed the changes made 
to the current May 2013 version of the RSL tables.  In Table 1 below, HERO lists recommended 
alternate values that should be used in lieu of the soil and tapwater RSLs.  Please note that HERO 
recommendations, as contained in Table 1, are evolving and may change in the future with 
additional compounds either being added or deleted. 

   
Although we have identified a sizable number of compounds, as listed in Table 1, only a small 
number of these are frequently found at California hazardous waste sites and permitted facilities.  

http://epa-prgs.ornl.gov/cgi-bin/chemicals/csl_search
http://epa-prgs.ornl.gov/cgi-bin/chemicals/csl_search
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The HERO recommendations outlined here (with the exception of the elements and compounds 
discussed in the following section) reflect that for the greater number of compounds listed in the 
RSL tables, the soil and tapwater RSLs may be used.  It is also important to note that many of the 
compounds listed in Table 1 are VOCs.  If VOCs are present at a site, soil gas data are required to 
evaluate the vapor intrusion to indoor air pathway.  This allows a more comprehensive evaluation 
because the derivation of the soil and tapwater RSLs and PRGs do not consider the vapor 
intrusion pathway, which is often the risk driver. 
 
Air. 
 
Subsurface vapor intrusion to indoor air from volatile chemicals in soil or groundwater has become 
recognized as a potentially major exposure pathway.  The air RSLs address residential and 
industrial ambient air exposure scenarios, and may be used for screening VOC concentrations in 
indoor air.  The air RSLs for VOCs also have potential applications for screening soil gas data 
when used in concert with an appropriate attenuation factor as described in DTSC’s 2011 

Guidance for the Evaluation and Mitigation of Subsurface Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air 
(http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/AssessingRisk/upload/Final_VIG_Oct_2011.pdf).  (DTSC-recommended 
default attenuation factors for preliminary screening evaluations can be found in DTSC’s 2011 

Vapor Intrusion guidance).  For detailed recommendations on the vapor intrusion to indoor air 
pathway and evaluation of soil gas and indoor air data, please consult DTSC’s 2011 Vapor 

Intrusion guidance, or contact the DTSC site toxicologist to ensure use of the air RSLs on a site-
specific basis is appropriate. 
 
To facilitate site screening, HERO’s Phase II review provides recommendations on use of air RSLs 

for a subset of the VOCs that are often present at California hazardous waste sites and permitted 
facilities.  A complete listing of the VOCs reviewed by HERO, and HERO recommendations for 
these chemicals are presented in reference Table 2.  For all constituents other than those listed in 
Table 2, the DTSC site toxicologist should be consulted prior to using the air RSLs. 
 
HERO’s Phase II review is based on a comparison of the inhalation toxicity criteria used to derive 
the air RSLs relative to CalEPA toxicity criteria and HERO recommendations (e.g. route-to-route 
extrapolation).  For chemicals in which use of CalEPA-recommended criteria is more protective, 
HERO used the RSL on-line screening calculator to derive alternate values which should be used 
in lieu of the U.S. EPA air RSLs.  These DTSC-modified values are presented in reference Table 3, 
and were calculated using the more health protective of toxicity criteria from CalEPA and the RSL 
tables.  As shown in Table 3, HERO also used the RSL on-line screening calculator to derive 
DTSC-modified air screening levels for VOCs where cancer and/or noncancer RSLs are 
unavailable due to a lack of route-to-route extrapolation when deriving the U.S. EPA RSLs.  Again, 
HERO recommendations, as contained in Tables 2 and 3 below, are evolving and may change in 

http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/AssessingRisk/upload/Final_VIG_Oct_2011.pdf
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the future with additional compounds being added and potential revisions to the recommended 
screening levels for individual compounds. 
 
One exception to the general HERO methodology used to derive DTSC-modified air screening 
levels is vinyl chloride under the residential land use scenario.  Because the on-line RSL screening 
calculator utilizes a special equation for residential exposures to vinyl chloride in air, HERO did not 
use the on-line RSL calculator to derive the DTSC-modified residential air screening level for this 
volatile.  Instead, HERO calculated the vinyl chloride risk-based residential air screening level 
using Equation 4.8.2 (Carcinogenic, Resident Air) from the RSL User’s Guide.  The on-line RSL 
calculator was used to develop the DTSC-modified residential air screening concentration for 
methylene chloride, 1,2,3-TCP 
 
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SPECIFIC CONTAMINANTS   

1. Lead (Soil).  In 2007, CalEPA OEHHA developed a new toxicity evaluation of lead replacing 
the 10 µg/dL threshold blood lead concentration with a source-specific “benchmark change” of 

1 µg/dL (http://oehha.ca.gov/public_info/public/kids/pdf/PbHGV041307.pdf). One µg/dL is the 
estimated incremental increase in children’s blood lead that would reduce Intelligence Quotient 
(IQ) by up to 1 point. In light of the updated CalEPA lead toxicity criterion, as well as the need 
for revision to ensure that the model is adequately protective of women of child-bearing age, a 
new version of the DTSC LEAD RISK ASSESSMENT SPREADSHEET (LeadSpread 8; 2011) 
has been developed (http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/AssessingRisk/LeadSpread8.cfm ). 

 
Worksheets 1 and 2 of the LeadSpread 8 file include PRG90 calculations for residential and 
industrial land use scenarios, respectively. The PRG90s represent concentrations in soil that 
will result in a 90th percentile estimate of a 1ug/dl increase in blood lead in a child or the fetus 
of a pregnant adult worker equal.  While DTSC has historically used the 99th percentile 
estimate of blood lead, HERO considers the 90th percentile of the distribution appropriate for 
use in evaluating lead exposures given that the target blood lead (PbB) level of concern was 
updated to the more recent health-protective criterion of 1 ug/dL. 
 
Use of PRG90s is a departure from the previously utilized Cal-modified USEPA Region 9 PRG 
values of 150 mg/kg for residential land use and 800 mg/kg for industrial land use.  HERO 
implements the risk-based soil concentrations as a residential use (i.e., unrestricted use) 
scenario Exposure Point Concentration (EPC), calculated as the 95 percent upper confidence 
limit on the arithmetic mean (95% UCL) of 80 mg/kg or less soil lead and an 
industrial/commercial use 95% UCL of 320 mg/kg or less soil lead.  With regard to assessment 
of lead risk and evaluating cleanup options, if sufficient data are available, HERO recommends 
calculating the 95% UCL lead concentration for each exposure area.  If individual samples 
exceed the PRG90, it would not mean that the exposure area itself is in exceedance of the 
PRG90 as long as the 95% UCL itself is below ~80 mg/kg for residential and ~320 mg/kg for 

http://oehha.ca.gov/public_info/public/kids/pdf/PbHGV041307.pdf
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/AssessingRisk/LeadSpread8.cfm


HHRA Note Number 3 – Use of May 2013 RSLs – (rev. 14 July 2014) 
Page 12   
 

industrial/commercial, assuming hot spots are not present.  If “hot spots” (i.e., geographically 
collocated areas of elevated concentration), or “outliers” (i.e., individual samples with elevated 
concentrations) are present, they must be addressed separately. 
 
For initial site screening where data are insufficient to calculate a 95% UCL, comparison of the 
maximum detected concentration to the PRG90s would be appropriate. If individual sample 
results exceed the PRG90s, depending on site-specific conditions and sampling results, 
additional investigation, evaluation, and potentially remediation may be warranted to address 
concerns about lead exposure. 
 
It is important to note that background exposures to lead, and media other than soil which may 
be impacted by lead are not considered in LeadSpread8.  If lead is present at levels above 
background in media other than soil (e.g. water, air), or if the home grown produce pathway is 
anticipated at the site, please contact the HERO toxicologist.  DTSC’s LeadSpread model is 
currently undergoing additional revision, and we hope to incorporate additional exposure 
pathways and environmental media in the near future. 

 
2. Cadmium (Soil).  The cadmium soil and tapwater RSLs based on noncancer effects were 

calculated using the U.S. EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) oral reference dose 
(RfDo) for food (1 µg/kg-day) and water (0.5 µg/kg-day), respectively.  However, the 2006 
Cal/EPA OEHHA public health goal (PHG) for cadmium is based on a more health protective 
oral acceptable daily intake level than the current U.S. EPA RfDs.  Specifically, the acceptable 
daily dose (ADD) used by OEHHA to derive their PHG was 0.0063 µg/kg-day. 

 
To address the more health protective CalEPA toxicity criterion for cadmium, HERO used the 
on-line calculator to estimate DTSC-modified soil screening levels for this constituent.  Please 
consult Appendix A for a listing of key inputs used to derive the DTSC screening levels. 
For residential scenarios, risk-based soil concentrations based on noncancer effects are 
generally calculated for the first six years of childhood based on an assumption that children 
have higher estimated exposure rates than adults because of factors such as a lower body 
weight and higher soil ingestion rate.  For cadmium, HERO has reviewed the CalEPA OEHHA 
PHG document; and at this time, we consider a 30-year adult residential scenario appropriate 
for calculating a risk-based soil concentration to address noncancer effects.  As discussed in the 
PHG document, cadmium accumulates rapidly in the kidney during the first decades of life and 
then approaches a plateau around age 40 to 50.  The PHG is derived from a daily cadmium 
intake based on toxicokinetic studies in adults and assumes accumulation of cadmium over 
approximately 50 years.  The no observed adverse effect level (NOAEL) identified by OEHHA is 
also based on a very sensitive indicator of renal toxicity, and the ADD incorporates an overall 
uncertainty factor of 50.  First, an uncertainty factor of 5 was used to address sensitive 
individuals (principally uncertainties due to limited information on the toxicokinetics of cadmium, 
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particularly in women).  An additional uncertainty factor of 10 was used to address potential 
cancer risk due to oral exposure to cadmium since no oral studies were considered suitable for 
estimating the oral cancer potency for cadmium. 
 
Applying the CalEPA ADD (6.3E-6 mg/kg-day) and May 2013 RSL table inhalation RfC (1E-5 
mg/m3; Source ATSDR) with a 30-year adult residential exposure scenario, DTSC default 
dermal exposure parameters, and an assumed GIABS of 1, the DTSC-modified screening level 
for residential soil based on noncancer effects was calculated to be approximately 4.6 mg/kg.  
The DTSC-modified screening level for industrial soil based on noncancer effects was 
calculated to be 6.4 mg/kg.  Applying the CalEPA inhalation unit risk factor of 4.2E-3 per µg/m3, 
the DTSC-modified screening levels for residential and industrial soil based on cancer are 790 
mg/kg and 4000 mg/kg, respectively.  Therefore, the noncancer-based values of 4.6 mg/kg and 
6.4 mg/kg were selected as screening levels for residential and industrial soil, respectively. 
 

Please note that the DTSC-modified soil screening levels presented herein represent HERO’s 

current thinking on screening level criteria for cadmium in soil.  Based on newer data and 
potential updates to cadmium toxicity criteria, HERO’s review of relevant information for this 
contaminant is ongoing and we may derive updated DTSC-modified screening levels in the 
future.  At this time we have not derived tapwater screening levels for cadmium, however, we 
may do so as part of a future revision.  In the interim, please consult with the DTSC toxicologist 
for sites where cadmium is a site-related contaminant in water.  

 
3. Beryllium (Soil).  While the 2004 PRGs and Fall 2012 RSLs for beryllium and compounds in 

soil and tapwater are less than 4-fold different, CalEPA toxicity criteria for beryllium differ from 
current U.S. EPA values in some regards.  For cancer, the U.S. EPA inhalation unit risk (2.4E-3 
per µg/m3) is the same as CalEPA’s inhalation unit risk for beryllium and beryllium oxide.  
However, CalEPA also has a separate inhalation unit risk specifically for beryllium sulfate (8.6E-
1 per µg/m3).  For noncancer, the U.S. EPA RfDo (2E-3 mg/kg-day) is 10-fold higher than the 
noncancer toxicity criterion used by CalEPA OEHHA to derive the PHG for beryllium and 
beryllium compounds (2E-4 mg/kg-day).  In addition, the U.S. EPA inhalation reference 
concentration (RfC) for beryllium and compounds (2E-5 mg/m3) is higher than the OEHHA 
chronic inhalation reference level (REL) for beryllium and compounds (7E-6 mg/m3). 

To address the more health protective CalEPA OEHHA toxicity criteria for beryllium, HERO 
used the on-line calculator with DTSC default dermal exposure parameters and an assumed 
GIABS of 1to estimate DTSC-modified soil screening levels for beryllium and compounds 
(including beryllium oxide).  Separate DTSC-modified screening levels based on cancer were 
also derived for beryllium sulfate due to difference in the inhalation unit risk for this form of 
beryllium.  Please consult Appendix A for a listing of key inputs used to derive the DTSC 
screening levels.   
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For beryllium and compounds, applying the CalEPA OEHHA inhalation unit risk (2.4E-3 per 
µg/m3), RfDo-equivalent from the PHG document (2E-4 mg/kg-day), and chronic REL (7E-6 
mg/m3), the DTSC-modified screening levels for soil based on noncancer effects were 
calculated to be approximately 15 mg/kg and 180 mg/kg for residential and industrial land use, 
respectively.  For cancer, the DTSC-modified screening levels for beryllium and compounds in 
soil were calculated to be 1400 mg/kg and 7000 mg/kg under the residential and industrial land 
use scenarios, respectively. 

For beryllium sulfate, applying the CalEPA inhalation unit risk (8.6E-1 per µg/m3) results in 
DTSC-modified screening levels for soil based on cancer of 3.9 mg/kg and 19 mg/kg (residential 
and industrial land uses, respectively).  For noncancer endpoints, the DTSC-modified screening 
levels for beryllium and compounds in soil (discussed above) can be used since the only 
CalEPA criterion specific for beryllium sulfate is the inhalation unit risk.  Similar to cadmium 
above, at this time we have not derived tapwater screening levels for beryllium.  Please consult 
with the DTSC toxicologist for sites where beryllium is a site-related contaminant in water. 
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ACCOMPANYING TABLE 1 

For expediency, HERO has not calculated “Cal-modified” RSLs for all compounds included in 
Table 1. In the interim, HERO recommends that evaluations of compounds in soil and tapwater 
apply the 2004 PRGs, the 2004 ‘Cal-modified’ PRGs, and DTSC-modified screening levels for 
elements, compounds and mixtures listed in Table 1.  Alternatively, in consultation with HERO, the 
on-line screening calculator can be used to calculate site-specific values using the more protective 
of CalEPA and U.S. EPA toxicity values and applying assumptions consistent with HERO 
recommendations (e.g. route-to-route extrapolation between the oral and inhalation exposure 
pathways where no toxicity value is available for the inhalation route of exposure but an oral 
toxicity value is available). 
 
Also included in Table 1 are elements, compounds and mixtures that were included in the 2004 
PRG tables, but had no corresponding RSLs available.  In the absence of newer screening levels, 
HERO recommends that the 2004 soil and tapwater PRGs be used for evaluating these 
compounds if present at a site. 
 

[Remainder of page intentionally blank] 
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Table 1, Page 1.  Alternate soil and tapwater screening values currently recommended in lieu of the Spring 2013 RSLs. 
   

 

Analyte
CAS 

Number

Cancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Noncancer 
PRG (mg/kg)

Cancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Noncancer 
PRG (mg/kg)

Cancer 
PRG 
(µg/L)

Noncancer 
PRG   
(µg/L)

Cancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Noncancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Cancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Noncancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Cancer 
PRG 
(µg/L)

Noncancer 
PRG   
(µg/L)

Cancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Noncancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Cancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Noncancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Cancer 
PRG (µg/L)

Noncancer 
PRG   
(µg/L)

FOOTNOTE

Acrylonitrile 107-13-1 5.50E-02 NA 1.20E-01 NA 2

Aminodinitrotoluenes 1321-12-6 1.20E+01 1.20E+02 7.30E+00 6

Aminopyridine, 4- 504-24-5 1.20E+00 1.20E+01 7.30E-01 6

Arsenic, Inorganic 7440-38-2 6.20E-02 NA 2.50E-01 NA 7.10E-03 NA* 2, 5

Benzo[k]fluoranthene 207-08-9 3.80E-01 NA 1.30E+00 NA 5.60E-02 NA* 2, 5

Beryllium and compounds 7440-41-7 1.38E+03 1.52E+01 6.95E+03 1.83E+02 3, 7
Butadiene, 1,3- 106-99-0 1.10E-02 8.40E+00 2.30E-02 2.80E+01 2

Butylbenzene, n- 104-51-8 2.4E+02 (sat) 
5.80E+02

2.4E+02 (sat) 
2.20E+03 1

Butylbenzene, sec 135-9-88 2.2E+02 (sat) 
4.50E+02

2.2E+02 (sat) 
1.60E+03

2.40E+02 6

Butylbenzene, tert- 98-06-6
3.9E+02 (sat) 

5.30E+02
3.9E+02 (sat) 

2.00E+03 1

Cadmium 7440-43-9 7.88E+02 4.58+00 3.97E+03 6.37E+00 3

Carbazole 86-74-8 2.40E+01 NA 8.60E+01 NA 3.40E+00 NA 6

Carbon Tetrachloride 56-23-5 5.50E-01 1

Chloroacetophenone, 2- 532-27-4 3.30E-02 1.10E-01 5.20E-02 1, 6

Chlorobutane, 1- 109-69-3 4.8E+02 (sat) 
7.10E+02

4.8E+02 (sat) 
2.40E+03 1

Chloronitrobenzene, p- 100-00-5 1.70E+00 1.20E+00 4

Chlorophenol, 2- 95-57-8 6.30E+01 2.40E+02 1

Chloropropane, 2- 75-29-6 1.70E+02 5.90E+02 1.70E+02 6

Chlorotoluene, o- 95-49-8 1.60E+02 5.60E+02 1

Chrysene 218-01-9 3.80E+00 NA 1.30E+01 NA 5.60E-01 NA* 2, 5

Crotonaldehyde, trans- 123-73-9 5.30E-03 NA 1.10E-02 NA 5.90E-03 NA 1, 4

Cyanogen Bromide 506-68-3 2.90E+02 9.70E+02 1

Cyanogen Chloride 506-77-4 1.60E+02 5.40E+02 1

Dichlorobenzene, 1,3- 541-73-1 5.30E+02
6.0E+02 (sat) 

2.10E+03 1.80E+02 6

Dichloromethane (Methylene 
chloride) 75-09-2 9.1E+00 2.1E+01 4.3E+00 1, 4

Dicofol 115-32-2 1.10E+00 NA 3.90E+00 NA 1.50E-01 NA 6
Diisononyl phthalate 28553-12-0 1.20E+03 1.20E+04 7.30E+02 6

Dimethyl phthalate 131-11-3 1.0E+05  (max) 
6.10E+05

1.0E+05 (max) 
6.20E+06

3.60E+05 6

Dimethylamine 124-40-3 6.70E-02 2.50E-01 3.50E-02 6
di-n-Octyl phthalate 117-84-0 2.40E+03 2.50E+04 1.50E+03 1

Dysprosium 7429-91-6 7.80E+03 1.0E+05 (max) 
1.00E+05

3.60E+03 6

Epichlorohydrin 106-89-8 1.30E+00 NA 2.90E+00 NA 1.40E-01 NA* 2, 5

Ethyl Acetate 141-78-6 1.90E+04
3.7E+04 (sat) 

7.60E+04 5.5+03 1, 4

Ethyl Acrylate 140-88-5 2.10E-01 NA 4.50E-01 NA 2.30E-01 NA 1, 4

Ethyl Ether 60-29-7
1.8E+03 (sat) 

6.80E+03
1.8E+03 (sat) 

3.30E+04 1

Tapwater

RSL Calculator Risk-based Concentration

Industrial Soil

U.S. EPA Region 9 PRGs (2004) 'Cal-modified' 2004 U.S. EPA Region 9 PRGs (2004)

Residential Soil Industrial Soil Tapwater Residential Soil Industrial Soil Tapwater Residential Soil
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Table 1, Page 2.  Alternate soil and tapwater screening values currently recommended in lieu of the Spring 2013 RSLs. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Analyte CAS 
Number

Cancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Noncancer 
PRG (mg/kg)

Cancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Noncancer 
PRG (mg/kg)
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PRG 
(µg/L)
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PRG   
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(mg/kg)
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(mg/kg)
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(µg/L)

Noncancer 
PRG   
(µg/L)

Cancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Noncancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Cancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Noncancer 
PRG 

(mg/kg)

Cancer 
PRG (µg/L)

Noncancer 
PRG   
(µg/L)

FOOTNOTE

Furan 110-00-9 2.50E+00 8.50E+00 1
Hexamethylene 
Diisocyanate, 1,6- 822-06-0 1.70E-01 1.80E+00 1

Hydrazine, 1,1-dimethyl 57-14-7 1.60E-01 NA 5.70E-01 NA 2.20E-02 NA 1, 4
Hydrogen Sulfide 7783-06-4 1.10E+02 4
Lead and Compounds 7439-92-1

Maleic Hydrazide 123-33-1 1.70E+03
2.4E+03 (sat) 

5.60E+03 1

Maneb 12427-38-2 8.10E+00 3.10E+02 2.90E+01 3.10E+03 1.10E+00 1.80E+02 1, 4
Mercaptobenzothiazole, 2- 149-30-4 1.70E+01 6.10E+03 5.90E+01 6.20E+04 2.30E+00 3.60E+03 6
Methomyl 16752-77-5 4.40E+01 1.50E+02 1
Methyl Acetate 79-20-9 9.20E+04 1
Methyl Acrylate 96-33-3 7.00E+01 2.30E+02 1
Methyl Mercaptan 74-93-1 3.50E+01 3.50E+02 2.10E+01 6

2-(2-Methyl-1,4-chlorophenoxy) 
propionic acid 16484-77-8 6.10E+01 6.20E+02 3.60E+01 6

Methylcyclohexane 108-87-2 2.60E+03 8.70E+03 5.20E+03 6
Methylenediphenyl 
Diisocyanate 101-68-8 1.00E+01 1.00E+02 6.20E+00 1, 6

Methylstyrene, Alpha- 98-83-9
6.8E+02 (sat) 

9.20E+02
6.8E+02 (sat) 

3.40E+03 1
Nitroanaline, 3- 99-09-2 1.8E+01 8.2E+01 3.2E+00 6
Nitroso-di-N-butylamine, N- 924-16-3 5.80E-02 NA 1
Nitrotoluene, o- 88-72-2 2.2E+00 4.90E-02 6.10E+01 1, 4
Nitrotoluene, p- 99-99-0 6.60E-01 6.10E+01 4
Selenourea 630-10-4 3.1E+02 3.1E+03 1.8E+02 6
Tetrachloroethylene 127-18-4 4.8E-01 1.3E+00 1.0E-01 1, 4

Thiocyanate N/A 3.10E+03 1.0E+05 (max) 
3.10E+04

1.80E+03 6

Titanium 7440-32-6 1.0E+05 (max) 
3.10E+05

1.0E+05 (max) 
3.80E+06

1.50E+05 6
Trichlorophenol, 2,4,6- 88-06-2 6.90E+00 NA 2.50E+01 NA 2
Trichloropropane, 1,1,2- 598-77-6 7.10E+01 2.70E+02 1
Trimethylbenzene, 1,3,5- 108-67-8 2.13E+01 6.97E+01 1.23E+01 1, 4

Trimellitic Anhydride (TMAN) 552-30-7 8.60E+00 8.60E+01 5.10E+00 6

FOOTNOTES:

* NA = Not Available. Non-carcinogenic PRG not available for carcinogen.

1.  Contaminants for which HERO recommends use of 2004 U.S. EPA Region 9 PRGs for soil.  2004 U.S. EPA Region 9 PRG for soil significantly more protecitve than Spring 2013 RSL.
2.  Contaminants for which HERO recommends use of 2004 U.S. EPA Region 9 'Cal-modified' PRGs for soil.  'Cal-modified' PRG significantly more protective than 2004 Region 9 PRG and Spring 2013 RSL.  

4.  Contaminants for which HERO recommends use of 2004 U.S. EPA Region 9 PRGs for tapwater.  EPA Region 9 2004 tapwater PRG signficantly more protective than Spring 2013 tapwater RSL. 
5.  Contaminants for which HERO recommends use of 2004 U.S. EPA Region 9 'Cal-modified' PRGs for tapwater.  'Cal-modified' tapwater PRG significantly more protective than EPA Region 9 tapwater PRG and Spring 2013 tapwater RSL.  
6.  Contaminants for which Spring 2013 RSLs are not available, but EPA Region 9 2004 PRGs are available.  
7. HERO recommends use of RSL calculator risk-based concentrations above for beryllium compounds except for anhydrous beryllium sulfate  (CASN 13510-49-1 ).  See the text for beryllium sulfate.

Tapwater

See text for discussion

3.  Contaminants for which HERO recommends use of the listed RSL calculator risk-based calculated concentrations.  These risk-based concentrations, using the RSL calculator are significantly more protective than Spring 2013 RSLs.  If beryllium or cadmium is detected in groundwater above background and 
determined to be a site-related contaminant contact HERO Toxicologist.  

U.S. EPA Region 9 PRGs (2004) 'Cal-modified' 2004 U.S. EPA Region 9 PRGs (2004) RSL Calculator Risk-based Concentration

Residential Soil Industrial Soil Tapwater Residential Soil Industrial Soil Tapwater Residential Soil Industrial Soil
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ACCOMPANYING TABLE 2 

For expediency, HERO has reviewed the air RSLs for a subset of VOCs commonly found at California 
hazardous waste sites and permitted facilities and evaluated for the vapor intrusion to indoor air pathway.  
A complete listing of the VOCs reviewed to date, and HERO recommendations are presented in Table 2 
below.  HERO concurs with the use of the U.S. EPA RSL values for more than half of the VOCs listed in 
Table 2.  Exceptions for which HERO recommends use of alternate DTSC-modified screening levels (in 
lieu of RSLs) are noted within the table, and the DTSC-modified screening levels are presented in Table 
3.  For all constituents other than those listed in Table 2, the DTSC site toxicologist should be consulted 
prior to using the U.S. EPA air RSLs. 
 

[Remainder of page intentionally blank]
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Table 2. Page 1. Complete Listing of VOC U.S. EPA Air RSLs Reviewed to Date. 

CAS No. Volatile Organic Compound Recommendation 
75-07-0 Acetaldehyde See Table 3 
67-6411 Acetone Use RSLs 

75-05-8 Acetonitrile Use RSLs 

107-02-8 Acrolein Use RSLs 

107-13-1 Acrylonitrile See Table 3 
71-43-2 Benzene See Table 3 
100-44-7 Benzyl Chloride Use RSLs 

111-44-4 Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether See Table 3 
75-27-4 Bromodichloromethane See Table 3 
75-25-2 Bromoform See Table 3 
74-83-9 Bromomethane (Methyl Bromide) Use RSLs 

106-99-0 1,3-Butadiene See Table 3 
104-51-8 n-Butylbenzene See Table 3 
135-98-8 sec-Butylbenzene See Table 3 

98-06-6 tert-Butylbenzene See Table 3 

75-15-0 Carbon Disulfide Use RSLs 

56-23-5 Carbon Tetrachloride See Table 3 
126-99-8 2-Chloro-1,3-butadiene (Chloroprene) Use RSLs 

108-90-7 Chlorobenzene Use RSLs 

109-69-3 1-Chlorobutane See Table 3 
75-45-6 Chlorodifluoromethane Use RSLs 

67-66-3 Chloroform Use RSLs 

74-87-3 Chloromethane (Methyl Chloride) Use RSLs 

124-48-1 Dibromochloromethane See Table 3 
74-95-3 Dibromomethane (Methylene Bromide) Use RSLs 

95-50-1 1,2-Dichlorobenzene Use RSLs 

106-46-7 1,4-Dichlorobenzene Use RSLs 

75-71-8 Dichlorodifluoromethane Use RSLs 

75-34-3 1,1-Dichloroethane See Table 3 
107-06-2 1,2-Dichloroethane Use RSLs 

75-35-4 1,1-Dichloroethylene (1,1-DCE) See Table 3 
156-59-2 cis-1,2-Dichloroethylene (cis-1,2-DCE) See Table 3 
156-60-5 trans-1,2-Dichloroethylene (trans-1,2-DCE) Use RSLs 

78-87-5 1,2-Dichloropropane Use RSLs 

542-75-6 1,3-Dichloropropene See Table 3 
100-41-4 Ethylbenzene Use RSLs 

75-21-8 Ethylene oxide Use RSLs 

118-74-1 Hexachlorobenzene See Table 3 
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Table 2. Page 2. Complete Listing of VOC U.S. EPA Air RSLs Reviewed to Date. 

87-68-3 Hexachlorobutadiene See Table 3 
77-47-4 Hexachlorocyclopentadiene Use RSLs 

67-72-1 Hexachloroethane Use RSLs 

110-54-3 n-Hexane Use RSLs 

74-90-8 Hydrogen cyanide Use RSLs 

75-09-2 Methylene Chloride See Table 3 
78-93-3 Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) Use RSLs 

108-10-1 Methyl Isobutyl Ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) Use RSLs 

91-57-6 2-Methylnaphthalene See Table 3 
1634-04-4 Methyl tert‐Butyl Ether (MTBE) Use RSLs 

91-20-3 Naphthalene Use RSLs 

98-95-3 Nitrobenzene Use RSLs 

88-72-2 o-Nitrotoluene See Table 3 
103-65-1 Propyl benzene Use RSLs 

100-42-5 Styrene See Table 3 
630-20-6 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane See Table 3 
79-34-5 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane See Table 3 
127-18-4 Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) See Table 3 
108-88-3 Toluene See Table 3 
120-82-1 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene Use RSLs 

71-55-6 1,1,1-Trichloroethane See Table 3 
79-00-5 1,1,2-Trichloroethane Use RSLs 

79-01-6 Trichloroethylene (TCE) Use RSLs 

75-69-4 Trichlorofluoromethane Use RSLs 

96-18-4 1,2,3-Trichloropropane See Table 3 
76-13-1 1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-trifluoroethane Use RSLs 

95-63-6 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene Use RSLs 

108-67-8 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene See Table 3 
75-01-4 Vinyl chloride See Table 3 

95-47-6, 
106-42-3, 

1330-20-7, 
108-38-3 Xylene(s), p-, m-, o- Use RSLs 
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Table 3. Page 1. Alternate air screening levels currently recommended in lieu of the Spring 2013 RSLs. 

    
DTSC Recommended Values 

  

More Protective of CalEPA 
and Nov 2012 U.S. EPA 

RSL Table Criteria 

DTSC-Modified 
Residential Air Screening 

Level Calculated using 
RSL Calculator 

DTSC-Modified 
Industrial Air Screening 
Level Calculated using 

RSL Calculator 

CAS No. Volatile Organic Compound 
IUR                   

(per µg/m3) 
RfC or REL                

(mg/m3) 
Cancer 
(µg/m3) 

Noncancer 
(µg/m3) 

Cancer 
(µg/m3) 

Noncancer 
(µg/m3) 

75-07-0 Acetaldehyde 2.7E-06 (C) 0.009 (S) 0.9 Use RSL 4.5 Use RSL 

107-13-1 Acrylonitrile 2.9E-04 (C) 0.002 (S) 0.0084 Use RSL 0.042 Use RSL 

71-43-2 Benzene 2.9E-05 (C) 0.03 (S) 0.084 Use RSL 0.42 Use RSL 

111-44-4 Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether 7.1E-04 (C) - 0.0034 - 0.017 - 

75-27-4 Bromodichloromethane 3.70E-05 (C) 0.07 (R) Use RSL 73 Use RSL 310 
75-25-2 Bromoform 1.10E-06 0.07 (R) Use RSL 73 Use RSL 310 

106-99-0 1,3-Butadiene 1.7E-04 (C) 0.002 (C*) 0.014 Use RSL 0.072 Use RSL 

104-51-8 n-Butylbenzene - 0.175 (R) - 180 - 770 
135-98-8 sec-Butylbenzene - 0.4 (SUR) - 420 - 1800 
98-06-6 tert-Butylbenzene - 0.4 (SUR) - 420 - 1800 
56-23-5 Carbon tetrachloride 4.2E-05 (C) 0.04 (C) 0.058 42 0.29 180 

109-69-3 1-Chlorobutane - 0.14 (R) - 150 - 610 
124-48-1 Dibromochloromethane 2.7E-05 (C) 0.07 (R) Use RSL 73 Use RSL 310 
75-34-3 1,1-Dichloroethane 1.6E-06 (C) 0.7 (R) Use RSL 730 Use RSL 3100 

75-35-4 
1,1-Dichloroethylene              

(1,1-DCE) - 0.07 (C) - 73 - 310 

156-59-2 
cis-1,2-Dichloroethylene 

(cis-1,2-DCE) - 0.007 (R) - 7.3 - 31 
542-75-6 1,3-Dichloropropene 1.6E-05 (C) 0.02 0.15 Use RSL 0.77 Use RSL 

118-74-1 Hexachlorobenzene 5.1E-04 (C) 0.0028 (R) 0.0048 2.9 0.024 12 
87-68-3 Hexachlorobutadiene 2.20E-05 0.0035 (R) Use RSL 3.7 Use RSL 15 
75-09-2 Methylene Chloride 1E-06 (C) 0.4 (C) 0.96 420 12 1800 
91-57-6 2-Methylnaphthalene - 0.014 (R) - 15 - 61 
88-72-2 o-Nitrotoluene 6.3E-5 (R) 0.00315 (R) 0.039 3.3 0.195 14 

100-42-5 Styrene - 0.9 (C) - 940 - 3900 
630-20-6 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 7.40E-06 0.11 (R) Use RSL 120 Use RSL 480 
79-34-5 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 5.8E-05 (C) 0.07 (R) Use RSL 73 Use RSL 310 

127-18-4 Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) 5.9E-06 (C) 0.035 (C) 0.41 37 2.08 150 
108-88-3 Toluene - 0.3 (C) - 310 - 1300 
71-55-6 1,1,1-Trichloroethane - 1 (C) - 1040 - 4400 
96-18-4 1,2,3-Trichloropropane 8.6E-03 (R) 0.0003 0.0001 Use RSL 0.0014 Use RSL 

108-67-8 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene - 0.035 (R) - 37 - 150 
75-01-4 Vinyl chloride 7.8E-05 (C) 0.1 0.031* Use RSL 0.16 Use RSL 
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Table 3. Page 2. Alternate air screening levels currently recommended in lieu of the Spring 2013 RSLs. 
 
Key: 

       
Unless noted otherwise, criteria listed in Table 3 above are from the May 2013 RSL tables;  S = see footnote for CalEPA criteria which 
are less protective than the RSL table values listed in Table 3; C = CalEPA criterion; R = route-extrapolated value, see footnote for 
details; SUR = surrogate value, see footnote for details; * See explanation below  

Age-dependent adjustment factors (ADAFs) for mutagens were used in On-line RSL Calculator to derive DTSC-Modified Air 
Screening Levels for methylene chloride and 1,2,3-trichloropropane which the RSL Table identifies as mutagens. 

        Footnotes: 
       Acetaldehyde - CalEPA REL 0.140 mg/m3; less protective than RSL table value 

Acrylonitrile - CalEPA REL 0.005 mg/m3; less protective than RSL table value 

Benzene - CalEPA REL 0.06 mg/m3; less protective than RSL table value 

Bromodichloromethane - RfC-equivalent based on route-extrapolated RfDo value from RSL table 

Bromoform - RfC-equivalent based on route-extrapolated RfDo value from RSL table 

1,3-Butadiene - CalEPA REL 0.02 mg/m3 equal to RSL table value 

n-Butylbenzene - RfC-equivalent based on route-extrapolated RfDo value from RSL table 
sec-Butylbenzene – Appendix A of the 2012 USEPA PPRTV for sec-Butylbenzene recommends Isopropylbenzene (cumene) as surrogate for 
oral noncancer effects.  Route-extrapolation of the cumene oral RfD, 0.1 mg/kg-day, is 0.35 mg/m3.  HERO selected the cumene RfC, 0.4 
mg/m3, based on inhalation exposure data, as the surrogate toxicity value for screening. 
tert-Butylbenzene -  Appendix A of the 2012 USEPA PPRTV for tert-Butylbenzene recommends Isopropylbenzene (cumene) as surrogate for 
oral noncancer effects.  Route-extrapolation of the cumene oral RfD, 0.1 mg/kg-day, is 0.35 mg/m3.  HERO selected the cumene RfC, 0.4 
mg/m3, based on inhalation exposure data, as the surrogate toxicity value for screening. 
Dibromochloromethane - RfC-equivalent based on route-extrapolated RfDo value from RSL table 

1-Chlorobutane - RfC-equivalent based on route-extrapolated RfDo value from RSL table 
1,1-Dichloroethane - RfC-equivalent based on route-extrapolated RfDo from RSL table 
cis-1,2-Dichloroethylene - RfC-equivalent based on route-extrapolated RfDo value from RSL table 

Hexachlorobenzene – RfC-equivalent based on route-extrapolated RfDo value from RSL table 

Hexachlorobutadiene - RfC-equivalent based on route-extrapolated RfDo value from RSL table 
2-Methylnaphthalene - RfC-equivalent based on route-extrapolated RfDo value from RSL table 
o-Nitrotoluene – IUR is route-extrapolated oral cancer slope factor from RSL table; RfC-equivalent based on route-extrapolated RfDo value 
from RSL table 
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane - RfC-equivalent based on route-extrapolated RfDo value from RSL table 

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane - RfC-equivalent based on route-extrapolated RfDo value from RSL table 
1,2,3-Trichloropropane - IUR is route-extrapolated oral cancer slope factor from RSL table 
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene - RfC-equivalent based on route-extrapolated RfDo value from RSL table 

Vinyl Chloride – RSL Calculator not used; Instead, DTSC-modified screening levels calculated using Equation 4.8.2 from RSL User’s Guide 
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Human Health Risk Assessment Note Number 3  
Appendix A- Key Inputs used to Derive DTSC Screening Levels   
  

Soil - Cadmium and Compounds 

 

30 Year Adult Residential Scenario Risk-Based Screening Levels for Soil 
* To allow for a 30-year adult residential scenario, the “composite worker” scenario was selected in the RSL calculator and the following exposure parameters 

were modified to reflect default adult residential assumptions: exposure duration 30 years, exposure frequency of 350 days/year, dermal adherence factor 

0.07 mg/cm
2
, exposure time 24 hours, and skin surface area 5700 cm

2
/day. 

 

Chemical 

 
Inhalation 
Unit Risk 
 (ug/m3)-1 

Chronic RfD 
(mg/kg-day) 

 Chronic 
RfC 

 (mg/m3) GIABS ABS 

 Particulate 
Emission 

Factor 
 (m3/kg) 

Inhalation 
SL 

TR=1.0E-6 
(mg/kg) 

Carcinogenic SL 
TR=1.0E-6 

(mg/kg) 

Ingestion SL 
HQ=1 

(mg/kg) 

Dermal SL 
HQ=1 

(mg/kg) 

Inhalation 
SL 

HQ=1 
(mg/kg) 

Noncarcinogenic SL 
HI=1 

(mg/kg) 

Screening 
Level 

(mg/kg) 

Cadmium 
(Diet) 4.20E-03 6.30E-06 1.00E-05 1 0.001 1.36E+09 7.88E+02 7.88E+02 4.60E+00 1.15E+03 1.42E+04 4.58E+00 

4.58E+00 
nc 

 

 

Industrial Scenario Risk-Based Screening Levels for Soil 

Chemical 

 
Inhalation 
Unit Risk 
 (ug/m3)-1 

Chronic RfD 
(mg/kg-day) 

 Chronic 
RfC 

 (mg/m3) GIABS ABS 

 Particulate 
Emission 

Factor 
 (m3/kg) 

Inhalation 
SL 

TR=1.0E-6 
(mg/kg) 

Carcinogenic SL 
TR=1.0E-6 

(mg/kg) 

Ingestion SL 
HQ=1 

(mg/kg) 

Dermal SL 
HQ=1 

(mg/kg) 

Inhalation SL 
HQ=1 

(mg/kg) 

Noncarcinogenic SL 
HI=1 

(mg/kg) 

Screening 
Level 

(mg/kg) 

Cadmium 
(Diet) 4.20E-03 6.30E-06 1.00E-05 1 0.001 1.36E+09 3.97E+03 3.97E+03 6.44E+00 5.65E+02 5.95E+04 6.37E+00 

6.37E+00 
nc 
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Human Health Risk Assessment Note Number 3  
Appendix A- Key Inputs used to Derive DTSC Screening Levels   
 

Soil - Beryllium and Compounds (Including Beryllium Oxide) 

 
Residential Scenario Risk-Based Screening Levels for Soil 

 

Chemical 

 Inhalation 
Unit Risk 
 (ug/m3)-1 

Chronic 
RfD 

(mg/kg-
day) 

 Chronic 
RfC 

 (mg/m3) GIABS ABS 

 
Particulate 
Emission 

Factor 
 (m3/kg) 

Inhalation SL 
TR=1.0E-6 

(mg/kg) 

Carcinogenic 
SL 

TR=1.0E-6 
(mg/kg) 

Ingestion 
SL 

Child 
HQ=1 

(mg/kg) 

Dermal SL 
Child 
HQ=1 

(mg/kg) 

Inhalation 
SL 

Child 
HQ=1 

(mg/kg) 

Noncarcinogenic 
SL 

Child 
HI=1 

(mg/kg) 

Screening 
Level 

(mg/kg) 

Beryllium 
and 
compounds 2.40E-03 2.00E-04 7.00E-06 1 0.01 1.36E+09 1.38E+03 1.38E+03 1.56E+01 5.39E+02 9.92E+03 1.52E+01 

1.52E+01 
nc 

 

Industrial Scenario Risk-Based Screening Levels for Soil 
 

Chemical 

 Inhalation 
Unit Risk 
 (ug/m3)-1 

Chronic 
RfD 

(mg/kg-
day) 

 Chronic 
RfC 

 (mg/m3) GIABS ABS 

 Particulate 
Emission 

Factor 
 (m3/kg) 

Inhalation SL 
TR=1.0E-6 

(mg/kg) 

Carcinogenic 
SL 

TR=1.0E-6 
(mg/kg) 

Ingestion 
SL 

HQ=1 
(mg/kg) 

Dermal SL 
HQ=1 

(mg/kg) 

Inhalation 
SL 

HQ=1 
(mg/kg) 

Noncarcinogeni
c SL 
HI=1 

(mg/kg) 

Screening 
Level 

(mg/kg) 
Beryllium 
and 
compounds 2.40E-03 2.00E-04 7.00E-06 1 0.01 1.36E+09 6.95E+03 6.95E+03 2.04E+02 1.79E+03 4.17E+04 1.83E+02 1.83E+02 nc 

  



HHRA Note Number 3 – Use of May 2013 RSLs – (rev. 14 July 2014) 
Page 25   
 

Human Health Risk Assessment Note Number 3  
Appendix A- Key Inputs used to Derive DTSC Screening Levels   
 

Soil - Beryllium Sulfate 

 
Residential Scenario Risk-Based Screening Levels for Soil 
* See Beryllium and Compounds above for risk-based screening levels for soil based on noncancer effects 

 

Chemical 

 
Inhalation 
Unit Risk 
 (ug/m3)-1 

 
Particulate 
Emission 

Factor 
 (m3/kg) 

Inhalation 
SL 

TR=1.0E-
6 

(mg/kg) 

Carcinogenic 
SL 

TR=1.0E-6 
(mg/kg) 

Beryllium 
sulfate  8.60E-01 1.36E+09 3.85E+00 3.85E+00 

 

 

Industrial Scenario Risk-Based Screening Levels for Soil 
 

Chemical 

 
Inhalation 
Unit Risk 
 (ug/m3)-1 

 
Particulate 
Emission 

Factor 
 (m3/kg) 

Inhalation 
SL 

TR=1.0E-
6 

(mg/kg) 

Carcinogenic 
SL 

TR=1.0E-6 
(mg/kg) 

Beryllium 
sulfate  8.60E-01 1.36E+09 1.94E+01 1.94E+01 
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Human Health Risk Assessment Note Number 3  
Appendix A- Key Inputs used to Derive DTSC Screening Levels   
 

Air – Residential 

 

Chemical 
CAS 

Number 

Inhalation Unit 
Risk 

 (ug/m3)-1 
Chronic RfC 

 (mg/m3) 

Carcinogenic SL 
TR=1.0E-6 

(ug/m3) 

Noncarcinogenic 
SL 

HI=1 
(ug/m3) 

Screening Level 
(ug/m3) 

Acetaldehyde 75-07-0 2.70E-06 9.00E-03 9.01E-01 9.39E+00 9.01E-01 ca* 

Acrylonitrile 107-13-1 2.90E-04 2.00E-03 8.39E-03 2.09E+00 8.39E-03 ca 

Benzene 71-43-2 2.90E-05 3.00E-02 8.39E-02 3.13E+01 8.39E-02 ca 

Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether 111-44-4 7.10E-04 - 3.43E-03 - 3.43E-03 ca** 

Bromodichloromethane 75-27-4 3.70E-05 7.00E-02 6.58E-02 7.30E+01 6.58E-02 ca 

Bromoform 75-25-2 1.10E-06 7.00E-02 2.21E+00 7.30E+01 2.21E+00 ca* 

Butadiene, 1,3- 106-99-0 1.70E-04 2.00E-03 1.43E-02 2.09E+00 1.43E-02 ca 

Butylbenzene, n- 104-51-8 - 1.75E-01 - 1.83E+02 1.83E+02 nc 

Butylbenzene, sec- 135-98-8 - 4.00E-01 - 4.17E+02 4.17E+02 nc 

Butylbenzene, tert- 98-06-6 - 4.00E-01 - 4.17E+02 4.17E+02 nc 

Carbon Tetrachloride 56-23-5 4.20E-05 4.00E-02 5.79E-02 4.17E+01 5.79E-02 ca 

Chlorobutane, 1- 109-69-3 - 1.40E-01 - 1.46E+02 1.46E+02 nc 

Dibromochloromethane 124-48-1 2.70E-05 7.00E-02 9.01E-02 7.30E+01 9.01E-02 ca 

Dichloroethane, 1,1- 75-34-3 1.60E-06 7.00E-01 1.52E+00 7.30E+02 1.52E+00 ca 

Dichloroethylene, 1,1- 75-35-4 - 7.00E-02 - 7.30E+01 7.30E+01 nc 
Dichloroethylene, 1,2-

cis- 156-59-2 - 7.00E-03 - 7.30E+00 7.30E+00 nc 

Dichloropropene, 1,3- 542-75-6 1.60E-05 2.00E-02 1.52E-01 2.09E+01 1.52E-01 ca 

Hexachlorobenzene 118-74-1 5.10E-04 2.80E-03 4.77E-03 2.92E+00 4.77E-03 ca** 

Hexachlorobutadiene 87-68-3 2.20E-05 3.50E-03 1.11E-01 3.65E+00 1.11E-01 ca* 

Methylene Chloride 75-09-2 1.00E-06 4.00E-01 6.91E-01 4.17E+02 6.91E-01 ca 

Methylnaphthalene, 2- 91-57-6 - 1.40E-02 - 1.46E+01 1.46E+01 nc 

Nitrotoluene, o- 88-72-2 6.30E-05 3.15E-03 3.86E-02 3.29E+00 3.86E-01  ca 

Styrene 100-42-5 - 9.00E-01 - 9.39E+02 9.39E+02 nc 
Tetrachloroethane, 

1,1,1,2- 630-20-6 7.40E-06 1.10E-01 3.29E-01 1.15E+02 3.29E-01 ca 
Tetrachloroethane, 

1,1,2,2- 79-34-5 5.80E-05 7.00E-02 4.20E-02 7.30E+01 4.20E-02 ca 

Tetrachloroethylene 127-18-4 5.90E-06 3.50E-02 4.12E-01 3.65E+01 4.12E-01 ca* 

Toluene 108-88-3 - 3.00E-01 - 3.13E+02 3.13E+02 nc 

Trichloroethane, 1,1,1- 71-55-6 - 1.00E+00 - 1.04E+03 1.04E+03 nc 
Trichloropropane, 

1,2,3- 96-18-4 8.60E-03 3.00E-04 1.112E-04 3.13E-01 1.112E-04 ca 
Trimethylbenzene, 

1,3,5- 108-67-8 - 3.50E-02 - 3.65E+01 3.65E+01 nc 
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Appendix A- Key Inputs used to Derive DTSC Screening Levels   
Air – Industrial 

Chemical 
CAS 

Number 

Inhalation Unit 
Risk 

 (ug/m3)-1 
Chronic RfC 

 (mg/m3) 

Carcinogenic SL 
TR=1.0E-6 

(ug/m3) 

Noncarcinogenic 
SL 

HI=1 
(ug/m3) 

Screening Level 
(ug/m3) 

Acetaldehyde 75-07-0 2.70E-06 9.00E-03 4.54E+00 3.94E+01 4.54E+00 ca** 

Acrylonitrile 107-13-1 2.90E-04 2.00E-03 4.23E-02 8.76E+00 4.23E-02 ca 

Benzene 71-43-2 2.90E-05 3.00E-02 4.23E-01 1.31E+02 4.23E-01 ca 

Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether 111-44-4 7.10E-04 - 1.73E-02 - 1.73E-02 ca** 

Bromodichloromethane 75-27-4 3.70E-05 7.00E-02 3.31E-01 3.07E+02 3.31E-01 ca 

Bromoform 75-25-2 1.10E-06 7.00E-02 1.11E+01 3.07E+02 1.11E+01 ca* 

Butadiene, 1,3- 106-99-0 1.70E-04 2.00E-03 7.21E-02 8.76E+00 7.21E-02 ca 

Butylbenzene, n- 104-51-8 - 1.75E-01 - 7.67E+02 7.67E+02 nc 

Butylbenzene, sec- 135-98-8 - 4.00E-01 - 1.75E+03 1.75E+03 nc 

Butylbenzene, tert- 98-06-6 - 4.00E-01 - 1.75E+03 1.75E+03 nc 

Carbon Tetrachloride 56-23-5 4.20E-05 4.00E-02 2.92E-01 1.75E+02 2.92E-01 ca 

Chlorobutane, 1- 109-69-3 - 1.40E-01 - 6.13E+02 6.13E+02 nc 

Dibromochloromethane 124-48-1 2.70E-05 7.00E-02 4.54E-01 3.07E+02 4.54E-01 ca 

Dichloroethane, 1,1- 75-34-3 1.60E-06 7.00E-01 7.67E+00 3.07E+03 7.67E+00 ca 

Dichloroethylene, 1,1- 75-35-4 - 7.00E-02 - 3.07E+02 3.07E+02 nc 
Dichloroethylene, 1,2-

cis- 156-59-2 - 7.00E-03 - 3.07E+01 3.07E+01 nc 

Dichloropropene, 1,3- 542-75-6 1.60E-05 2.00E-02 7.67E-01 8.76E+01 7.67E-01 ca 

Hexachlorobenzene 118-74-1 5.10E-04 2.80E-03 2.40E-02 1.23E+01 2.40E-02 ca** 

Hexachlorobutadiene 87-68-3 2.20E-05 3.50E-03 5.57E-01 1.53E+01 5.57E-01 ca* 

Methylene Chloride 75-09-2 1.00E-06 4.00E-01 1.23E+01 1.75E+03 1.23E+01 ca 

Methylnaphthalene, 2- 91-57-6 - 1.40E-02 - 6.13E+01 6.13E+01 nc 

Nitrotoluene, o- 88-72-2 6.3E-05 3.15E-03 1.95E-01 1.38E+01 1.95E-01  ca 

Styrene 100-42-5 - 9.00E-01 - 3.94E+03 3.94E+03 nc 
Tetrachloroethane, 

1,1,1,2- 
630-20-6 7.40E-06 1.10E-01 1.66E+00 4.82E+02 1.66E+00 ca 

Tetrachloroethane, 
1,1,2,2- 

79-34-5 5.80E-05 7.00E-02 2.11E-01 3.07E+02 2.11E-01 ca 

Tetrachloroethylene 127-18-4 5.90E-06 3.50E-02 2.08E+00 1.53E+02 2.08E+00 ca* 

Toluene 108-88-3 - 3.00E-01 - 1.31E+03 1.31E+03 nc 

Trichloroethane, 1,1,1- 71-55-6 - 1.00E+00 - 4.38E+03 4.38E+03 nc 
Trichloropropane, 

1,2,3- 96-18-4 8.60E-03 3.00E-04 1.43E-03 1.31E+00 1.43E-03 ca 
Trimethylbenzene, 

1,3,5- 108-67-8 - 3.50E-02 - 1.53E+02 1.53E+02 nc 

Vinyl Chloride 75-01-4 7.80E-05 1.00E-01 1.57E-01 4.38E+02 1.57E-01 ca 
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DTSC LETTER ON SITE CHARACTERIZATION AND HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT 



Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Matthew Rodriquez 
Secretary for 

Environmental Protection 

December 22, 2015 

Mr. William Lamborn 
City of Los Angeles 
Department-of City Planning 

Barbara A. Lee, Director 
9211 Oakdale Avenue 

Chatsworth, California 91311 

200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Edmund G. Brown Jr. 
Governor 

REVIEW OF SITE CHARACHTERIZA TION AND HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT, PIMA 
ALAMEDA PROPERTIES, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA. DOCKET NO. HSA VCA 
15/16-028 

Dear Mr. Lamborn: 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has reviewed the site 
characterization and health risk assessment for the Pima Alameda property site in Los 
Angeles. DTSC review concluded that the site is suitable for Industrial/Commercial use. 
Future development or rezoning of the property for other than Industrial/Commercial use 
will require additional analysis and risk evaluation by DTSC to determine the suitability 
of the site for such use. 

Should you have any questions regarding this letter you may contact me at (818) 717-
6538. 

Sincerely, A L 
~~» -

Haissam Y. Salloum, P.E. 
Senior Engineer 
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program - Chatsworth Office 

Cc: Mr. Patrick A Perry 
Allen Matkins Leek Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP 
515 South Figueroa Street, 9th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-3301 
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CONSTRUCTION LOCAL HIRE AGREEMENT
1701 E. 41't Street

I. PURPOSE

This document sets forth the responsibilities of CEG Construction, and Playa Vista Job

Opportunities and Business Services (PVJOBS) related to the hiring of "Local Residents" in
the construction of the MANUFACTURING, WAREHOUSING AND DISTRIBUTION
CENTER to be located at 1701 E,. 41't Street. Los Angeles, Califomia 90058 ("Project Site").

II. TERM OF THE AGREEMENT

The term of this Agreement shall commence at breaking ground on the project

("Commencement Date") and shall remain in effect until completion of construction activities.

ru. DEFINITIONS

a) Community Employment Area- means the area, which includes all areas within three

(3) miles of the Project Site(s). Priority will be given to qualified individuals that

resident within one (1) mile of the Project Site (s).

Compliance Coordinator -Defined as an individual and/or firmed hired to ensure that

this Agreement is being honored and to verify that the agreed percentage of inviduals

hired for construction jobs actually reside within the agreed area. The compliance

coordinator shall be independent party and mutually agreed upon by CEG Construction

and PVJOBS.

Local Resident- Defined as (a) an individual whose primary place of residence is

within the Community Employment Area (Tier One); (b) an individual whose primary

place of residence is in a High Unemployment Census Tract within the City of Los

Angeles (Tier Two).

At-Risk Individual- means a Local Resident that has one of the following barriers to

employment at time of program enrollment: lacks high school diploma or GED, history

of substance abuse, household income below 50% of the median, homeless, welfare

recipient, history of involvement with the justice system, chronically unemployed or

single parent.

[V. Local Hiring Terms:

a) 20oh Local Hire Goal - Assertive effort will be made such that 20o/o of all hours

worked in construction at the site be performed by Local Residents (The Local Hire

Goal). Preference will be given to Local Residents in the following order: (i) those

living within one mile of the Project site; (ii) those living in the Community

Employment Area; and (iii) all other City of Los Angeles residents who reside in a
census tract with high unemployment rates. Contractor's core or pre-existing workers

qualify toward the Local Hire Goal. Contractors may use their own methods to identify

and hire workers who qualify for the Local Hire Goal.

b)

c)

d)
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Tier 1 Zip Codes- Zip codes within one mile of the project site

90058 90270 90255 90011 90021
90023

Tier 2 Zip Codes-Zip codes within three miles of the proiect site

90001 90002 90003 90037 90089
90007 90015 90014 90013 90071
90017 90033 90063 90022 90040
90201 90208

Tier 3 Zip Codes- Zip codes within the Citlz where the rate of unemplovment is in excess of
2OO% of the County of Los Angeles unemployment rate andlor where 40%o or more of the

households live below the Federalpoverty threshold.

90001 90013 90026
90002 90014 90028
90003 90015 90031
90005 90016 e0032
90006 90017 90033
90008 90019 90038
90010 9002r 90043
9001 I 90023 90044
90012 90024 90045

90049 90731
90057 90744
90058 90748
90059 90813
90061 91325
90071 91331
90089 91343
90095 91352
90230 91402

b) 107o At-Risk Hire Goal - Assertive effort will be made such that 10% of all hours

worked in construction at the site be performed by At-Risk Individuals (The At-Risk
Hire Goal). Hours completed under the l0o/o At-Risk Hire Goal also count toward the

20o/oLocal Hire Goal. All At-Risk hires shall be referred by PVJOBS.

V. RESPONSIBILITIES OF CEG Construction

A. Compensation- CEG Construction shall pay PVJOBS an hourly service fee based on an

hourly charge rate as listed below. In no event shall the compensation fees exceed

$1,000.00 per month.
o Jobs Coordinator: $7Shr
. Union Liaison : $75hr
o Executive Director: $100hr

Preferential Notification. Contractors will notify ofjob opportunities in advance using a

Craft Request Form (sample attached)

Duration. The duration of this agreement will start at the start of construction, (ground

braking) and conclude at project construction completion. .

C.

D.
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E. Wage and Compensation. CEG Construction shall provide wage/compensation that is at

least the minimum Livable Wage as established by the City of Los Angeles Ordinance No.
172336 for Local and At-Risk individuals.

F. Local and At-Risk Employment. CEG Construction and its subcontractors will be the sole

decision maker in the hiring process. Fair consideration will be afforded referrals by
PVJOBS for employment.

vI. RESPONSIBILITIES OF PVJOBS

A. PVJOBS will coordinate with Developers and General Contractor to develop specific
project parameters coinciding with this agreement for Local and At-Risk hiring. PVJOBS

will develop program procedures with approval from the Developer or General Contractor.

PVJOBS will refer qualified individuals to contractors who have been screened for skill
sets qualifications and meet the Local and/or At-risk hiring parameters.

PVJOBS proposes to provide these specific services. Note that items listed as in-kind are

free services and are provided at no cost to this agreement.

Community Outreach
1) PVJOBS will create, design and market a specific program targeting local residents for

construction opportunities at the project, including fliers that can be handed out to
"walk-ins" demonstrating program entrance procedures.

2) Attend Job Fairs, community meetings, to outreach to the local community to market

construction opportunities at the project. (in-kind)
3) Provide as-needed assistance to clients with supportive services, including direct client

aid (union initiation fees, tools, clothing, etc.), skills training, child care, transportation,

educational remediation, etc., as a prelude to employment. (in-kind)

4) Provide as-needed assistance to clients for entry into unions. (in-kind)

5) Continue to support clients and refer them to employment opportunities for 3000 hours

at this project or at other PVJOBS projects to insure a good start in their career of
choice. (in-kind)

Contractor Outreach
l) Design and produce program specific documentation for contractors working at

project to facilitate contractors' request for skilled workers on their projects and

reporting and tracking purposes.

Outreach to contractors/employers to explain the program. Attend pre-bid and post

award meetings to explain processes and procedures. Regular site visits and meetings to

develop personal relationships that will facilitate trust and process expediency.

Referrals to contractors of clients that meet the geographic project requirements, low

income and local low income requirements and the specific skill set requirements

(including union and non-union referrals) for interview or hire. (in-kind)

Coordinate with labor unions to expedite dispatch of selected employees (note: dispatch

of selected clients is subject to labor unions dispatch rules, regulations and approval.

PVJOBS cannot dispatch workers from the union h,alls) (in-kind)

5) Provide ongoing support for contractors' human resources issues related to clients hired

under the program. (in-kind)

the
for

2)

r)

4)
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Provide financial incentives information to contractors who hire eligible clients under

WOTC and OJT. Complete forms for contractors to facilitate incentive collection.

Assist in the coordination and collection of monthly reports indicating conformance of
each contractor to the hiring goals.

Proj ect General Support
l) Provide general support for the project at hearings and community meetings as

requested.
2) Provide assistance in the development of the Community Outreach Plan as it relates to

project area resident local hiring and local low income hiring as required by the

LADPW.
3) Assume full administrative responsibilities for program implementation of local hire

and local apprentice goals as defined by the LADPW.
4) Generate additional reports, as requested by Sinanian Development, Inc., containing any

other program information collected.

VII. JOINT RESPONSIBILITIBS OF THE PARTIES

A. The parties may mutually agree to modify the Program objectives or the Program plan from

time to time as deemed necessary;

B. The parties shall maintain all personnel records in accordance with applicable laws.

VIII. STATUS OF CEG Construction AND PVJOBS

It is expressly understood and agreed that this Agreement is not intended to, shall not be

construed to, and does not create the relationship of agent, servant, employee, partnership, joint

venture or association between CEG Construction and PVJOBS but is rather a contractor

agreement by and between independent contractors, these being CEG Construction and

PVJOBS.

IX. INDEMNIFICATION

A. Each party hereby agrees to indemnify, hold harmless, and defend the other party and the

other party's officers, directors, employees, independent contractors, agents and Program

Participants and other representatives insofar as it may legally do so, from and against all

liability, damages, costs (including reasonable attorneys' fees), expenses or payment of any

sum or sums of money due to any person whomsoever on account of claims, suits, liens,

garnishments, attachments, costs, costs of investigation and defense (collectively "Claims")

in ury way attributable to employment practices or conduct of participant discipline

(including, but not limited to, any practices or conduct which are alleged to be in violation

of any statute, common law, regulation, policy, or administrative interpretation conceming

wage and hour practices, health and safety, workers' compensation, employment

disirimination, payroll taxes, labor relations, wrongful discharge, tortuous conduct, breach

of employment relationship, whether based on oral, written or implied contract including

breach oi u.ty collective bargaining contract to which such party is bound or any other

aspect of employment whatsoever) of the performance of this Agreement..

B. This Article VI shall survive the termination or expiration of this Agreement'

6)

7)
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x. INSURANCE

Before commencement of work, PVJOBS shall show evidence of insurances as agreed upon by
the General Contractor or Developer and PVJOBS.

XI. AFFIRMATIVE ACTION AND NON-DISCRIMINATION

The parties agree that all Program Participants receiving training pursuant to this Agreement
shall be selected without discrimination on account of race, religious creed, sex, sexual
orientation, color, national origin, ancestry, age, physical handicap or mental condition, marital
or veteran's status.

XII. RTCONO OISCTOSURE R

Review of Compliance- CEG Construction and the PVJOBS will keep records of their
compliance with this Agreement, and makes such records available to the each other upon
written request.

X[I. MISCELLANEOUS

1. Written notice required under this Agreement shall be delivered personally, sent by
facsimile, or sent by United States registered or certified mail, postage prepaid and retum
receipt requested, and addressed or delivered to the parties at the following addresses (or
such other addresses as may hereafter be designated by a party by written notice thereof to
the other party).

If delivered personally, or by facsimile (with written confirmation by registered or certified
mail placed in the mail no later than the following day), such notice shall be effective upon

delivery, and if mailed, as provided for above, such notice shall be effective three (3) days after

it is placed in the mail.

2. Any waiver of any terms and conditions hereof must be in writing and signed by the parties

hereto. A waiver of any of the terms and conditions hereof is not to be construed as a

waiver of any other terms and conditions hereof.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed by
their respective duly authorized representatives as of the date signed below.

C.E.G. Construction

DATE:By:

PVJOBS

By: {tww
Ernest Roberts, Executive Director

CEG-PVIOBS Local Hire Agreement [1701 E 41st)
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CONSTRUCTION LOCAL HIRE AGREEMENT
1700 E. Martin Luther King Blvd.

I. PURPOSE

This document sets forth the responsibilities of CEG Construction, and Playa Vista Job

Opportunities and Business Services (PVJOBS) related to the hiring of "Local Residents" in
the construction of the MANUFACTURING, WAREHOUSING AND DISTRIBUTION
CENTER to be located at 1700 E. Martin Luther King Blvd. Los Angeles, California 90058
("Project Site"').

II. TERM OF THE AGREEMENT

The term of this Agreement shall commence at breaking ground on the project
("Commencement Date") and shall remain in effect until completion of construction activities.

III. DEFINITIONS

a) Community Employment Area- means the area, which includes all areas within three
(3) miles of the Project Site(s). Priority will be given to qualified individuals that
resident within one (1) mile of the Project Site (s).

Compliance Coordinator -Defined as an individual and/or firmed hired to ensure that

this Agreement is being honored and to verify that the agreed percentage of inviduals
hired for construction.lobs actually reside within the agreed area. The compliance

coordinator shall be independent party and mutually agreed upon by CEG Construction

and PVJOBS.

Local Resident- Defined as (a) an individual whose primary place of residence is

within the Community Employment Area (Tier One); (b) an individual whose primary
place of residence is in a High Unemployment Census Tract within the City of Los

Angeles (Tier Two).

At-Risk Individual- means a Local Resident that has one of the following barriers to

employment at time of program enrollment: lacks high school diploma or GED, history

of substance abuse, household income below 50% of the median, homeless, welfare

recipient, history of involvement with the justice system, chronically unemployed or
single parent.

Local Hirinq Terms:

20oh Local Hire Goal - Assertive effort will be made such that 20Yo of all hours

worked in construction at the site be performed by Local Residents (The Local Hire

Goal). Preference will be given to Local Residents in the following order: (i) those

living within one mile of the Project site; (ii) those living in the Community

Employment Area; and (iii) all other City of Los Angeles residents who reside in a

census tract with high unemployment rates. Contractor's core or pre-existing workers

IV.

b)

c)

d)

a)
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qualify toward the Local Hire Goal.
and hire workers who qualify for the

Contractors may use their own methods to identify
Local Hire Goal.

Tier 1 Zip Codes- Zip codes within one mile of the project site

90058 90270 90255 9001 I 90021
90023

Tier 2 Zip Codes-Zip codes within three miles of the proiect site

90001 90002 90003
90007 90015 90014
90017 90033 90063
90201 90208

90037 90089
90013 90071
90022 90040

Tier 3 Zip Codes- Zip codes within the Citlz where the rate of unemployment is in excess of
200% of the County of Los Angeles unemployment rate andlor where 40Yo or more of the
households live below the Federal poverty threshold.

90001 90013 90026
90002 90014 90028
90003 90015 90031
9000s 90016 90032
90006 90017 90033
90008 90019 90038
90010 90021 90043
9001 l 90023 90044
90012 90024 90045

90049 90731
90057 90744
90058 90748
900s9 90813
90061 91325
90071 91331
90089 91343
90095 91352
90230 91402

b) 107o At-Risk Hire Goal - Assertive effort will be made such that l0o/o of all hours

worked in construction at the site be performed by At-Risk Individuals (The At-Risk
Hire Goal). Hours completed under the 10%o At-Risk Hire Goal also count toward the

2Oo/oLocal Hire Goal. All AtRisk hires shall be referred by PVJOBS.

V. RESPONSIBILITIES OF CEG Construction

A. Compensation- CEG Construction shall pay PVJOBS an hourly seruice fee based on an

hourly charge rate as listed below. In no event shall the compensation fees exceed

$1,000.00 per month.
. Jobs Coordinator : $7Shr
. Union Liaison : $75hr
o Executive Director : $ l00hr

C. PreferentialNotification. Contractors will notify ofjob opportunities in advance using a

Craft Request Form (sample attached)
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D.

E.

Duration. The duration of this agreement will start at the start of construction, (ground
braking) and conclude at project construction completion. .

Wage and Compensation. CEG Construction shall provide wage/compensation that is at

least the minimum Livable Wage as established by the City of Los Angeles Ordinance No.
172336 for Local and AtRisk individuals.

F. Local and At-Risk Employment. CEG Construction and its subcontractors will be the sole

decision maker in the hiring process. Fair consideration will be afforded referrals by
PVJOBS for employment.

VI. RESPONSIBILITIES OF PVJOBS

A. PVJOBS will coordinate with Developers and General Contractor to develop specific
project parameters coinciding with this agreement for Local and At-Risk hiring. PVJOBS
will develop program procedures with approval from the Developer or General Contractor.
PVJOBS will refer qualified individuals to contractors who have been screened for skill
sets qualifications and meet the Local and/or At-risk hiring parameters.

PVJOBS proposes to provide these specific services. Note that items listed as in-kind are

free services and are provided at no cost to this agreement.

Community Outreach
1) PVJOBS will create, design and market a specific program targeting local residents for

construction opportunities at the project, including fliers that can be handed out to
"walk-ins" demonstrating program entrance procedures.

2) Attend Job Fairs, community meetings, to outreach to the local community to market

construction opportunities at the project. (in-kind)
3) Provide as-needed assistance to clients with supportive services, including direct client

aid (union initiation fees, tools, clothing, etc.), skills training, child care, transportation,

educational remediation, etc., as a prelude to employment. (in-kind)

4) Provide as-needed assistance to clients for entry into unions. (in-kind)

5) Continue to support clients and refer them to employment opportunities for 3000 hours

at this project or at other PVJOBS projects to insure a good start in their career of
choice. (in-kind)

Contractor Outreach
1) Design and produce program specific documentation for contractors working at the

project to facilitate contractors' request for skilled workers on their projects and for
reporting and tracking purposes.

Outreach to contractors/employers to explain the program. Attend pre-bid and post

award meetings to explain processes and procedures. Regular site visits and meetings to

develop personal relationships that will facilitate trust and process expediency.

Referrals to contractors of clients that meet the geographic project requirements, low
income and local low income requirements and the specific skill set requirements

(including union and non-union referrals) for interview or hfue. (in-kind)

Coordinate with labor unions to expedite dispatch of selected employees (note: dispatch

of selected clients is subject to labor unions dispatch rules, regulations and approval.

PVJOBS cannot dispatch workers from the union halls) (in-kind)

2)

3)

4)
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5) Provide ongoing support for contractors' human resources issues related to clients hired
under the program. (in-kind)
Provide financial incentives information to contractors who hire eligible clients under
WOTC and OJT. Complete forms for contractors to facilitate incentive collection.
Assist in the coordination and collection of monthly repofts indicating conformance of
each contractor to the hiring goals.

Project General Support
l) Provide general support for the project at hearings and community meetings as

requested.
2) Provide assistance in the development of the Community Outreach Plan as it relates to

project area resident local hiring and local low income hiring as required by the

LADPW.
3) Assume full administrative responsibilities for program implementation of local hire

and local apprentice goals as defined by the LADPW.
4) Generate additional reports, as requested by Sinanian Development, Inc., containing any

other program information collected.

vII. JOINT RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE PARTIES

A. The parties may mutually agree to modify the Program objectives or the Program plan from
time to time as deemed necessary;

B. The parties shall maintain all personnel records in accordance with applicable laws.

VIII. STATUS OF CEG Construction AND PVJOBS

It is expressly understood and agreed that this Agreement is not intended to, shall not be

construed to, and does not create the relationship of agent, servant, employee, partnership, joint
venture or association between CEG Construction and PVJOBS but is rather a contractor

agreement by and between independent contractors, these being CEG Construction and

PVJOBS.

IX. INDEMNIFICATION

A. Each party hereby agrees to indemnify, hold harmless, and defend the other party and the

other party's officers, directors, employees, independent contractors, agents and Program

Participants and other representatives insofar as it may legally do so, from and against all

liability, damages, costs (including reasonable attorneys' fees), expenses or payment of any

sum or sums of money due to any person whomsoever on account of claims, suits, liens,

garnishments, attachments, costs, costs of investigation and defense (collectively "Claims")
in any way attributable to employment practices or conduct of participant discipline
(including, but not limited to, any practices or conduct which are alleged to be in violation

of any statute, common law, regulation, policy, or administrative interpretation conceming

wage and hour practices, health and safety, workers' compensation, employment

discrimination, payroll taxes, labor relations, wrongful discharge, tortuous conduct, breach

of employment relationship, whether based on oral, written or implied contract including

breach of any collective bargaining contract to which such party is bound or any other

aspect of employment whatsoever) of the performance of this Agreement..

6)

7)
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xI.

B. This Article VI shall survive the termination or expiration of this Agreement.

X. INSURANCE

Before commencement of work, PVJOBS shall show evidence of insurances as agreed upon by

the General Contractor or Developer and PVJOBS.

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION AND NON-DISCRIMINATIQN

The parties agree that all Program Participants receiving training pursuant to this Agreement

shall be selected without discrimination on account of race, religious creed, sex, sexual

orientation, color, national origin, ancestry, age, physical handicap or mental condition, marital
or veteran's status.

XII. NrcCONO NTSCT,OSUNE RE

Review of Compliance- CEG Construction and the PVJOBS will keep records of their
compliance with this Agreement, and makes such records available to the each other upon

written request.

X[I. MISCELLANEOUS

1. Written notice required under this Agreement shall be delivered personally, sent by

facsimile, or sent by United States registered or certified mail, postage prepaid and retum
receipt requested, and addressed or delivered to the parties at the following addresses (or

such other addresses as may hereafter be designated by a party by written notice thereof to

the other party).

If delivered personally, or by facsimile (with written confirmation by registered or certified

mail placed in the mail no later than the following day), such notice shall be effective upon

delivery, and if mailed, as provided for above, such notice shall be effective three (3) days after

it is placed in the mail.

2. Any waiver of any terms and conditions hereof must be in writing and signed by the parties

hereto. A waiver of any of the terms and conditions hereof is not to be construed as a

waiver of any other terms and conditions hereof.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed by

C.E.G. Construction

By: DArE: z ?,1 '
halmers

PVJOBS
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DATE:
Roberts, Executive Director
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