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June 26, 2009 
 
 
Matrix Environmental 
6701 Center Drive, Suite 900 
Los Angeles, California  90045 
 
Attention: Bruce Lackow 
 
Subject:   Status of regulatory standards for emerging contaminants (ECs) 
  FSI 084075 
 
 
Dear Mr. Lackow, 
 

Flow Science Incorporated (Flow Science) was retained by Playa Vista to 
evaluate impacts resulting from the discharge of treated wastewater from the Hyperion 
Treatment Plant (HTP) to the Pacific Ocean, and specifically to provide a summary of the 
status of regulations for emerging contaminants. 
 

Emerging Contaminants (ECs, also known as contaminants of emerging concern 
or CECs) are chemicals or microorganisms that have been recently recognized for their 
potential harmful effects to fish and wildlife, but that do not have regulatory standards 
and are not a part of routine pollution monitoring programs.  Concentrations of ECs are 
not currently regulated in either surface waters or in drinking waters pursuant to the 
Clean Water Act (CWA), the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), or other applicable 
regulations.   

 
Efforts are currently underway to develop regulatory standards for ECs.  The 

regulatory standards that would apply to ECs in the discharge from the Hyperion 
Treatment Plant (HTP) would be those intended to protect aquatic life.  The development 
of standards for ECs in drinking water is a separate effort, but may provide useful 
information regarding standards required to protect aquatic life.  Thus, the discussion 
below focuses on the development of standards to protect aquatic life, but the 
development of drinking water standards is mentioned briefly where relevant to the 
development of aquatic life standards. 

 
Several major activities will need to be undertaken as part of the effort to develop 

standards for ECs to protect aquatic life, including: 
 

• Development of standardized analytical methods to measure ECs in 
various environmental media (e.g., water, sediment, tissue) 

• Determination of ambient concentrations of ECs in various media 
• Characterization of sources of EC, and of their fate and transport in the 

environment
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• Characterization of environmental and toxicological effects of ECs, both 

alone and in combination, on a range of representative species of aquatic 
life.  

 
As detailed below, both federal and state agencies are undertaking or sponsoring research 
intended to address these questions and to provide the information necessary to develop 
standards for ECs to protect aquatic life. 
  
 

U.S. EPA efforts to establish aquatic life criteria for ECs.  Ambient water 
quality criteria for aquatic life (aquatic life criteria) developed under Section 304(a) of 
the CWA consist of two concentrations:  the Criterion Maximum Concentration (CMC) 
and the Criterion Continuous Concentration (CCC).  The CMC (acute toxicity criterion) 
is intended to protect against severe acute effects, while the CCC (chronic toxicity 
criterion) is intended to protect against longer term effects on survival, growth, and 
reproduction.  The CMC and CCC are derived from laboratory toxicity tests using 
procedures described in the EPA Guidelines (U.S. EPA, 1985).   
 

The U.S. EPA has developed a White Paper (U.S. EPA, 2008) that describes the 
technical challenges faced by EPA in deriving aquatic life criteria for ECs.  The 1985 
Guidelines are intended to define “a minimum technical rigor that criteria must have,” but 
the procedures in the Guidelines will require updating to support the development of 
aquatic life criteria for ECs.  These and other recommendations are provided in the White 
Paper.  The EPA’s White Paper outlines the following major topic areas in the 
development of aquatic life criteria for ECs: 

 
• The relevance of acute toxicity data and a CMC: Ambient concentrations of many 

ECs are orders of magnitude lower than those causing lethal effects; the White 
Paper recommends that when sufficient information is available to demonstrate a 
negligible risk of acute effects, the chronic criterion (CCC) should be used to 
derive the aquatic life criteria. 

• Defining minimum data requirements in terms of taxonomic coverage: To 
develop a CCC from chronic toxicity data, the EPA Guidelines (U.S. EPA, 1985) 
require that acceptable chronic toxicity data be available from at least eight 
families with a taxonomic distribution fulfilling the minimum data requirements 
specified in the EPA Guidelines.  The White Paper recommends that for ECs that 
do not have sufficient chronic toxicity data to fulfill the minimum data 
requirements, there should be an evaluation of whether sufficient information 
exists to conclude that certain taxa would not be sensitive to a particular EC.   

• Defining appropriate chronic toxicity data: The White Paper recommends that the 
requirements in the EPA Guidelines (U.S. EPA, 1985) for chronic toxicity test 
data be made more stringent by requiring at least one complete life-cycle test for 
fish species (life-cycle tests are already required for invertebrates). 
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• Selecting effect endpoints upon which to base criteria: In addition to the endpoints 
of survival, growth, and reproduction, the White Paper recommends considering 
effect(s) endpoints in developing aquatic life criteria for ECs.   

 
The Science Advisory Board to the U.S. EPA recently published a review of the U.S. 
EPA’s White Paper (SAB, 2009).  The SAB (2009) review indicated that the White Paper 
identified the appropriate technical issues to be considered in deriving aquatic life criteria 
for ECs.  Also, the SAB generally supports EPA’s proposed approaches for interpreting 
and/or adapting principles in the 1985 EPA Guidelines to address technical issues 
discussed in the White Paper.  Other than specific concerns about EPA’s approaches, the 
major recommendation SAB (2009) made was that the derivation of aquatic life criteria 
be more broadly risk-based than the approach in the 1985 Guidelines, and to the extent 
practicable that the derivation of aquatic life criteria be based on the risk-based approach 
of U.S. EPA (1998) and SAB (2008).  As of May 2009, the EPA is incorporating the 
recommendations made by SAB (2009) into a planned technical support document on 
deriving aquatic life criteria for ECs, which is scheduled to be released for public 
comment later in 2009 
(http://yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabproduct.nsf/E37FB6980DCDD9B585257532005F6F2C/
$File/EPA-SAB-09-007+Response+05-01-2009.pdf).  
 

U.S. EPA is also working to develop criteria for ECs in drinking water, as 
required by the SDWA.  The 1996 amendments to the SDWA require the U.S. EPA to 
publish a contaminant candidate list (CCL) every 5 years to identify potential substances 
for future regulation.  The third CCL is currently under development 
(http://www.epa.gov/safewater/ccl/ccl3.html).  It is anticipated that ECs on the CCL will 
receive greater study in the future. 
 
 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) research efforts.  The USGS Toxic Substances 
Hydrology Program (http://toxics.usgs.gov/regional/emc/) is pursuing research in the 
following five major areas in order to evaluate the potential threat of ECs to 
environmental and human health: 

• Development of analytical methods: Methods are being developed to measure 
ECs and associated degradation products in various environmental media (water, 
sediment, animal tissue, waste, etc.).  To date, methods have been developed for a 
total of 158 ECs in water and 83 ECs in sediments using current analytical 
techniques (such as Gas Chromatography, Mass Spectrometry and Liquid 
Chromatography). 

• Determining environmental occurrence: Reconnaissance studies at national, 
regional and local scales are being conducted by the USGS in order to identify the 
presence of specific ECs and their concentrations in the environment. 

• Characterizing sources and source pathways: Research is being conducted to 
characterize sources of ECs (e.g., a variety of animal and human-waste sources) 
and the pathways of their release to the environment (ranging from rapid and 
direct discharges of effluent into a water body to the slow leaching of stored waste 
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through soils).  Work in this area also includes assessing concentrations of ECs in 
effluent from wastewater treatment plants, examining the persistence of ECs in 
treated effluent released to the environment.  

• Defining and quantifying environmental transport processes:  Research is 
being conducted to characterize the biological, chemical, and hydrologic 
processes that affect partitioning of ECs into various environmental media and the 
chemical and microbial transformation processes.  The potential removal of ECs 
by wastewater and drinking water treatment processes is also being characterized. 

• Identifying potential ecologic effects from exposure: Current information 
regarding the potential toxicological effects of ECs in ecosystems is inadequate, 
particularly the effects from long-term, low-level environmental exposures.  
Research to characterize cause-and-effect relationships includes studies on 
contaminant uptake by terrestrial and aquatic organisms and endocrine disruption 
in fish species.  Information from these studies is also being used to develop and 
test hypotheses regarding biological impacts, including uptake routes, modes of 
action, and biological endpoints. 

 
State Water Resources Control Board’s regulation efforts.  The recycled 

water policy approved by the California State Water Resources Control Board in 
February 2009 (State Board, 2009) aims to increase the use of recycled water from 
municipal wastewater sources.  The recycled water policy acknowledges that the state of 
knowledge regarding the impact of ECs on human health and environment is incomplete 
and regulating most ECs will require additional research work and development of 
analytical test methods.  The State Board, in collaboration with the California Department 
of Public Health (CDPH), asked the Southern California Coastal Water Research Project 
(SCCWRP, http://www.sccwrp.org/view.php?id=574) in 2009 to convene a scientific 
advisory panel to guide future actions relating to ECs in recycled water.  The SCCWRP 
scientific advisory panel was assigned in May 2009 and will begin meeting in September 
2009.  Final recommendations from this panel to the State Board and CDPH are expected 
in 2010.  Although this panel is addressing issues related to ECs in recycled water for 
freshwater uses, it is anticipated that some of the subject areas addressed by the panel 
(e.g., which ECs should be monitored, and using which analytical methods and detection 
limits) may be more broadly applicable to the development of regulatory standards for 
aquatic life. 
 

Regional Water Quality Control Board study efforts.  Monitoring of some ECs 
is required by the LARWQCB by a few wastewater treatment facilities and for direct 
injection projects (Smith 2008), but monitoring is not widespread or routine.  In addition, 
the LARWQCB is a member agency of the Southern California Coastal Water Research 
Project (SCCWRP), which is undertaking research related to the analysis and effects of 
ECs in southern California waters.  The LARWQCB has not indicated that it intends to 
develop standards or implement restrictions on ECs in wastewater in the near future. 
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As noted above, a number of government agencies are pursuing efforts that relate 
to potential regulation of ECs in the environment.  Independent researchers are also 
pursuing related efforts and studies; for example, developments in water analysis of ECs 
are summarized in Richardson (2009).  However, the efforts to regulate ECs are still in 
their infancy for many reasons:  ECs occur at relatively low concentrations in the 
environment, analytical techniques for detection and measurement of ECs in the 
environment are in the process of being developed, and scientific knowledge on the 
environmental occurrence, subsequent fate and transport, and ecological effects of ECs is 
lacking.  As stated by U.S. EPA (2008), “if insufficient information exists to achieve a 
minimum level of confidence in the calculated criterion, then criteria should not be 
derived.”  Development of standards or thresholds for ECs at the present time is 
premature because insufficient scientific data and evidence currently exist to support 
criteria.   

 
 

Please contact me if you require additional information. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Susan C. Paulsen, Ph.D., P.E. 
Vice President and Senior Scientist 
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June 29, 2009 
 
 
Matrix Environmental 
6701 Center Drive, Suite 900 
Los Angeles, California  90045 
 
Attention: Bruce Lackow 
 
Subject:   Analysis of Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) acute toxicity results 
  FSI 084075 
 
 
Dear Mr. Lackow, 
 

Flow Science Incorporated (Flow Science) was retained by Playa Vista to 
evaluate impacts resulting from the discharge of treated wastewater from the Hyperion 
Treatment Plant (HTP) to the Pacific Ocean.  As part of this analysis, Flow Science 
reviewed monthly monitoring results from February 2007 through March 2009. 

 
HTP’s monthly monitoring results for the period February 2007 through March 

2009 indicate an average acute toxicity value of 2.2 TUa (range of 1.1 to 3 TUa); no 
trends are evident during this period.  Figure 1 presents a summary of the acute toxicity 
test results for this time period.  As shown in Figure 1, the highest acute toxicity value (3 
TUa) occurred in March 2008 and exceeded the HTP permit limit for acute toxicity (2.8 
TUa).  Accelerated testing was conducted by the HTP subsequent to the March 2008 test 
results.  Subsequent tests were below permit limits, and routine monthly sampling 
resumed in August 2008.   

 
Flow Science conducted a statistical analysis to determine if acute toxicity in the 

HTP effluent was related to the rate of flow from the HTP.  Figure 2 provides a plot of 
acute toxicity and the corresponding HTP daily effluent flow rate on the day the acute 
toxicity sample was collected.  The statistical analysis of the acute toxicity and 
corresponding daily effluent flow indicated a correlation coefficient of -0.1 between these 
two datasets; a correlation coefficient of -1 (or +1) would indicate a perfect negative (or 
positive) correlation, and a correlation coefficient of 0 would indicate no correlation.  The 
correlation between the two datasets was not statistically significant (at a confidence level 
of 95%, p=0.617>0.05).  Figure 3 shows a plot of the acute toxicity and corresponding 
daily effluent flow at HTP and confirms that acute toxicity is unrelated to effluent flow 
rate for the range of flows observed (275 to 311 million gallons per day, or mgd).   
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Please contact me if you require additional information. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Susan C. Paulsen, Ph.D., P.E. 
Vice President and Senior Scientist 
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Figure 1: Acute Toxicity (TUa) at HTP from February 2007 through March 2009.  
Data compiled from monthly monitoring reports. 
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Figure 2: Acute Toxicity (TUa) at HTP and corresponding daily effluent flow 
(million gallons per day, MGD) at the 5-mile Outfall.  Data compiled from monthly 

monitoring reports from February 2007 through March 2009. 
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Figure 3: Scatter plot of test results for acute toxicity (TUa) at HTP and daily 
effluent flow (million gallons per day, MGD) at the 5-mile Outfall.  Data compiled 

from monthly monitoring reports. 
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APPENDIX C.i: 
VILLAGE AT PLAYA VISTA – SEA LEVEL RISE, MESTRE 

GREVE ASSOCIATES, JULY 1, 2009 



Mestre Greve Associates

27812 El Lazo Road   •  Laguna Niguel, CA 92677  •  (949) 349-0671  •  Fax (949) 349-0679

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
July 1, 2009 
 
 
Mr. Bruce Lackow 
Matrix Environmental 
6701 Center Drive, Suite 900 
Los Angeles, CA 90045 
  
Subject: Village at Playa Vista - Sea Level Rise 
 
Dear Mr. Lackow: 
 
Per your request we have reviewed the potential sea level rise impacts due to greenhouse gas 
emissions on the Village at Playa Vista project.  Recently, the California Climate Change 
Center (CCCC) released a report (“The Impacts of Sea-Level Rise on the California Coast,” 
May 2009) that discusses the potential impacts of sea level rise on the California coast.  
While the maps that accompany the report suggest that much of the Proposed Project site 
would be at risk from projected sea level rise in the future, it is important to understand the 
context of the information presented in the maps and the reason why the postulated flooding 
would not actually occur. 
 
Background on the California Climate Change Center Report 
 
The following points should be kept in mind when considering the CCCC report.  The CCCC 
report represents one view at the extreme end of the range of possible scenarios. 
 
• The California Climate Change Center (CCCC) is not a state agency nor does the 

report released by the CCCC represent the views of the State of California or any 
government agency.  The front cover of the report has a disclaimer.  The disclaimer lists 
the funding agencies for the report, some of which are state agencies.  The disclaimer then 
states that the paper “does not necessarily represent the views of the funding agencies…”1  
The disclaimer later continues with the statement that “This paper is being made available 
for informational purposes only and has not been approved or disapproved by the funding 

                                                  
1 Matthew Heberger and others, The Impacts of Sea-Level Rise on the California Coast – Final Paper, California 
Climate Change Center, May 2009, front cover. 
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agencies…”2 It also states that “This work shall not be used to assess actual coastal 
hazards…”3   

• The report has not been peer reviewed.  The Executive Summary for the report is 
getting quite a bit of attention.  However, the “Final Paper” of the full report was just 
released in May 2009, and to date no independent peer reviews have been prepared 
assessing the methodology or findings of the CCCC report.  The credibility of this report 
will not be established until other experts in this field of study have had the opportunity to 
comment and conduct additional analysis of the CCCC report’s methodology and findings. 

• The CCCC study represents an extreme worst case.  The study year for the inundation 
areas is 2100.  Looking at greenhouse gas consequences that far in the future requires 
many assumptions.  While it is appropriate to think about climate consequences that far in 
the future, it needs to be recognized that there is a tremendous amount of uncertainty in the 
forecasts and that, typically, these forecasts represent an extreme worst case scenario.  
More specifically, the CCCC report uses an increase in sea level rise of 4.6 feet (1.4 
meters) and combines it with a 100-year flood scenario.4  The 4.6 feet sea level increase 
comes from a recently released study by Cayan, D. et. al. (2009) that shows a range for sea 
level rise of 3.3 to 4.6 feet (1.0 to 1.4 meters).5  The CCCC study uses the high end of the 
forecast range.  More significantly it combines the sea level rise data with a 100-year storm 
surge.  The CCCC report uses a storm surge of 4.9 feet (1.5 meters) and cites an earlier 
report by Cayan, D. et. al. (“Projecting Future Sea Level,” 2006).6  Therefore, the 
inundation exhibits and damage estimates shown in their report represent a 9.5 foot 
increase in sea level (i.e., 4.6 foot sea level rise plus a 4.9 foot storm surge), an extreme 
worst case.    

• The CCCC study incorrectly uses the 2006 Cayan report.  The Cayan report states that 
storm surge “rarely exceeds 1 foot (0.3 meters) in amplitude.”7  The Cayan report also 
makes no mention of a 100-year event.  What the Cayan report does state is that “wave-
induced surge on a beach can be of the order of the significant breaker height, which can 
reach 5 or 6 feet (1.5 or 1.8m) during large wave events.”8  Therefore, the CCCC report has 
confused storm surge with large wave events and has incorrectly used the Cayan report.  
Large wave events occur on a routine basis and only affect the narrow strip of land that is 
directly along beach.  A storm surge is a general rise in the ocean level caused by high 

                                                  
2 Matthew Heberger and others, The Impacts of Sea-Level Rise on the California Coast – Final Paper, California 
Climate Change Center, May 2009, front cover. 
3 Ibid., front cover. 
4 Ibid., pp. 5 and 8. 
5 Ibid., p. 1 (citing Dan Cayan and others, Climate Change Scenarios and Sea Level Rise Estimates for California 
2008 Climate Change Scenarios Assessment, Climate Change Center, 2009). 
6 Ibid., p. 8. 
7 Dan Cayan and others, Projecting Future Sea Level – White Paper, California Climate Change Center, March 
2006, p. 9. 
8 Ibid., p. 9. 
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winds and pressure differentials associated with storms.9  Since a storm surge occurs over a 
several hour period it has a greater potential for inundating areas not directly on the beach.  
However, in California an extreme storm surge is 1 foot, not the nearly 5 feet used by 
CCCC.10 

• The CCCC study estimates for sea level rise are much higher than other projections 
by noted scientists.  The CCCC report uses a sea level rise of 4.6 feet.  The 2006 report by 
Cayan shows a range of sea level rise projections for different assumptions with the range 
being 0.3 to 2.4 feet (0.1 to 0.72 meters). (The 2009 Cayan report increased their sea level 
rise projections.)  Most importantly, the Intergovernmental Panel of Climate Change 
(IPCC) is sponsored by the United Nations and represents the most reliable source for 
forecasts for global climate change impacts.  The IPCC along with Al Gore were awarded 
the Nobel Peace Prize in December 2007 for their work on global climate change.  The 
reports produced by the IPCC represent a composite of many researchers and the reports 
go through several cycles of expert reviews before being released.  The IPCC report 
entitled “Climate Change 2007, The Physical Science Basis,” (Contribution of Working 
Group 1 to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel of Climate 
Change) represents the IPCC’s most current forecasts for sea level rise.  The IPCC 
examined six economic and global climate change scenarios, and therefore, a range is 
presented for sea level rise.11  The IPCC shows a range of sea level rise during the 21st 
century of between 0.59 feet (0.18 meter) to 1.9 feet (0.59 meters).12  The largest sea level 
rise projected by the IPCC is 1.9 feet, which is substantially lower than the 4.6 feet used by 
the CCCC for sea level rise.  The only explanation that the CCCC offers for the 
discrepancy in projections is a statement that “most climate models fail to include ice-melt 
contributions from the Greenland and Antarctic ice sheets…”13  In fact, Table 10.7 of the 
above referenced IPCC report clearly shows the contribution of the Greenland and 
Antarctic ice sheets to the overall projections of sea level rise.14 

                                                  
9 Dan Cayan and others, Projecting Future Sea Level – White Paper, California Climate Change Center, March 
2006, p. 9. 
10 Ibid., p. 9. 
11 Lenny Bernstein and others, Synthesis Report – An Assessment of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change, adopted section by section at IPCC Plenary XXVII, November 2007, pp. 44-45. 
12 Ibid., p. 45. 
13 Matthew Heberger and others, The Impacts of Sea-Level Rise on the California Coast – Final Paper, California 
Climate Change Center, May 2009, p. 6. 
14 Lenny Bernstein and others, Synthesis Report – An Assessment of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change, adopted section by section at IPCC Plenary XXVII, November 2007, pp. 45. 
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• Sea level rise will be much lower 
than the CCCC projection.  If the 
IPCC worst case sea level rise 
projection of 1.9 feet were 
combined with Cayan’s “rare” 
storm surge of 1 foot, the increase 
in seawater level would be 2.9 feet.  
This compares to a total seawater 
rise of 9.5 feet projected in the 
CCCC study, which is clearly 
overstated for the reasons given 
above.  The current elevations at 
the Proposed Project’s location are 
in the low to mid 20 foot range.  
Thus, a seawater rise of 2.9 feet 
would not impact the Proposed Project.  Additionally, since the Proposed Project is 2 miles 
from the shoreline, any seawater inundation would not come anywhere near to the 
Proposed Project site. 

• The CCCC study acknowledges that it does not include the effects flow blockages.  
The CCCC report states that the “automatic, computerized method classifies flooding by 
depth only.  The algorithm using depth alone to determine flooding does not factor in the 
presence of a flow pathway” for the water.15  The report goes on to state that some 
locations “are simply depressions, but they are not really at risk [for flooding]  because 
there is no path for seawater to flow into them.16 The exhibit from the CCCC discussion is 
presented to the right, and depicts the problem when blockages to the flow pathway.  The 
CCCC simulation utilizes 
the “naïve computer 
algorithm” which results in 
showing water inundation in 
areas where it may not 
occur.  This is especially 
relevant for the Proposed 
Project since areas of higher 
land elevations do exist 
between the Proposed 
Project site and the 
coastline that would block 
the seawater intrusion. 

 

                                                  
15 Matthew Heberger and others, The Impacts of Sea-Level Rise on the California Coast – Final Paper, California 
Climate Change Center, May 2009, p. 19. 
16 Ibid., p. 19. 
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Features of Playa Vista That Will Prevent Inundation 

There are several features of Playa Vista that will prevent seawater inundation.  These features 
are identified below. 

• The Proposed Project is located more than two miles from the shoreline.  The CCCC 
report projects an inundation of seawater at a height of 9.5 feet above current sea level.  
However, most of this height (i.e., 4.9 feet) is due to wave action.  Wave action would be 
significant near the shoreline, but would be insignificant at the Proposed Project site.  
Therefore, the CCCC report’s method functionally doubles the potential sea level rise by 
the inclusion of wave action, which is improper given the Proposed Project’s location two 
miles inland. 

• The Proposed Project is separated from the ocean by intervening high ground.  The 
ocean is in a generally westerly direction from the Proposed Project site.  Between the 
Village at Playa Vista and the ocean in a westerly direction is the First Phase of Playa 
Vista.  The pad elevations in the development range from the low to mid 20 foot elevation 
above sea level.  Similarly, the commercial uses that lie to the north of the Proposed 
Project are in the low 20 to high 20 foot above sea level elevation range.  Along the south 
side of the Proposed Project is a bluff area, and the top of the bluff is over 100 feet above 
sea level.  These high ground areas between the ocean and the Proposed Project site will 
stop any seawater inundation.  There is no pathway for seawater to reach the site.  The 
CCCC report acknowledges that their projections use “depth alone to determine flooding” 
and “does not factor in the presence of a flow pathway.”  For these reasons, exhibits that 
accompany the CCCC report are not realistic in showing that the Proposed Project site 
could be inundated. 

• The Proposed Project would be constructed at an elevation that is higher than 
projected sea level rise.  The CCCC report also does not acknowledge changes to the 
topography of the site.  From Table 1 of the CCCC report, it appears that the most recent 
elevation data used in the report was from 2003.  The map in the CCCC report uses the 
elevations of excavated portions of basements of buildings that were under construction 
on the Playa Vista First Phase site at the time of that particular aerial photo.  However, 
now that construction of these areas has been completed, all elevations in this area are in 
the low to mid 20 foot above mean sea level elevation, and there is no path for the water 
to get to these areas.  A tract map also has been prepared for the Proposed Project site 
(“Revised Vesting Tentative Tract No. 60110,” prepared by Psomas), which shows 
finished floor elevations ranging from 25.5 to 28.0 feet above sea level.  This is 
substantially higher than the 9.5 feet inundation height that CCCC is using in their 
analysis.  With the proposed pad heights, there is no potential for seawater encroaching 
into this area. 

In conclusion, the report from the California Climate Change Center (a non-governmental 
entity) has not yet been peer reviewed, and is based on a series of worst case projections and 
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improper assumptions.  The maps that accompany the report improperly suggest that much of 
the Proposed Project site would be at risk from projected sea level rise combined with a 100-
year storm surge in the future.  Specifically, instead of applying sea level projections from the 
Nobel Prize winning Intergovernmental Panel of Climate Change (IPCC) (a consortium of 
acclaimed climate scientists sponsored by the United Nations), which projected sea level rise 
from 0.59 feet to 1.9 feet in the 21st Century, the report adopts the worst case projections of 
sea level rise from an unpublished scientific study and then applies the overstated projection 
of a 4.6 foot sea level to a projected 100-year storm surge of 4.9 feet (an improper 
methodology), estimating a 9.5 foot increase in sea level rise.  Additionally, the CCCC report 
does not accurately reflect the location and topography of the site.  The Proposed Project is 
two miles inland, and the proposed site elevations are well above even the worst case scenario 
detailed in the report.  Additionally, intervening high ground between the sea and the site 
would block the sea level rise projected by the report.  For these reasons, the CCCC report 
does not support a conclusion that sea level rise would negatively impact the Proposed Project 
site, and there is substantial evidence that confirms that no such impact would occur. 
 
If you have any additional questions, please do not hesitate to call. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mestre Greve Associates 
Division of Landrum & Brown 
 
 
 
Fred Greve, P.E. 
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PRELIMINARY DRAFT 
FOR INTERNAL REVIEW ONLY 
 
Mr. Bruce Lackow 
Matrix Environmental 
6701 Center Drive 
Suite 900 
Los Angeles, CA  90045 
 
 
Subject: Potential Influence of the Proposed Playa Vista Village Development Project on 

the Rate of Naturally-Occurring Methane Emissions from the Site 
 
Dear Mr. Lackow, 

This technical memorandum considers the potential for the development of the proposed 
Village at Playa Vista Project (Proposed Project) to increase the rate at which naturally-
occurring methane migrates to the surface of the Proposed Project site and thus alter the rate 
at which naturally-occurring methane is released into the atmosphere from the Proposed 
Project site.  CDM concludes that the development of the Proposed Project will not 
measurably impact the overall amount or rate at which naturally-occurring methane is 
released from the Proposed Project site into the atmosphere.  The rationale for this conclusion 
is presented below. 

Naturally-occurring methane is found in the subsurface, and can be formed by the thermal 
decomposition of buried organic material often associated with the formation of coal and oil 
(thermogenic source) or by the microbial decomposition of organic materials that occurs 
under anaerobic conditions (biogenic source).  Methane at the Proposed Project site includes: 
(1) naturally-occurring thermogenic methane that is produced primarily in the deep Pico sand 
formation beneath the Proposed Project site (approximately 500 to 3,400 feet below ground 
surface [bgs]); and (2) naturally-occurring biogenic methane that is produced in the shallow 
anaerobic subsurface environment (primarily 100 feet bgs and shallower).   

In accordance with the City of Los Angeles regulations, all future buildings on the Proposed 
Project site require the installation of a methane mitigation system(s).  The methane 
mitigation systems consist of, among other items, a barrier between the building and the 
underlying soils (i.e., membrane liner) and a vent system(s) beneath the barrier and/or within 
the building to serve as a preferential pathway for subsurface soil gases to vent to the 
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atmosphere through vent stacks that extend above the building rooflines.  The methane 
mitigation systems are designed to redirect the final stage of methane migration to the 
atmosphere that would otherwise be released during the natural migration of this gas to the 
surface.  Accordingly, the methane mitigation systems will not significantly influence the rate 
of methane formation in the subsurface and thus will not impact the overall rate that methane 
would naturally percolate to the surface and be released to the atmosphere.   

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

 

Jay V. Accashian  Ravi Subramanian, P.E. 
Principal Engineer  Principal Engineer 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.  Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.  
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201 California Street, Suite 1280, San Francisco, CA  94111 www.environcorp.com 
Tel: +1 415.796.1950 Fax: +1 415.398.5812 

August 26, 2009 
 

Mr. Bruce Lackow 
Matrix Environmental 
6701 Center Drive, Suite 900 
Los Angeles, California 90045 

Re: Quantitative AB 32 Consistency Assessment for the Village at  
Playa Vista Development 

Dear Mr. Lackow: 

ENVIRON International Corporation (ENVIRON) presents this technical letter report (Report) 
with respect to the Village at Playa Vista development (Proposed Project).  In response to 
comments received on the Recirculated Sections of the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(RS-DEIR), ENVIRON has conducted additional quantitative analyses to assist in the 
assessment of the Proposed Project’s consistency with the goals of Assembly Bill (AB) 32, 
which is to reduce statewide greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  

Executive Summary 
This Report estimates the Proposed Project’s GHG emissions by using an analogous analytical 
approach to that used in the Scoping Plan of December 2008 prepared by the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) and applying that methodology to account for the anticipated 
reduction in GHG emissions attributable to certain sustainability features of the Proposed 
Project and certain regulatory measures identified in the Scoping Plan.  In order to reach the 
objective of AB 32, CARB’s Scoping Plan details GHG emissions reductions from each sector in 
California that are necessary to reach AB 32’s reduction targets.  Specifically, reducing GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels means reducing emissions by approximately 28.4% below 
“business-as-usual” (BAU) predictions for year 2020.   

CARB defines BAU as “the emissions that would be expected to occur in the absence of any 
GHG reduction actions.”1  CARB calculates BAU by applying California’s regulatory framework 
that existed as of the enactment of AB 32 (i.e., 2006) and projecting to the year 2020 in light of 
population growth and other factors.  Similarly, this Report estimates the Proposed Project’s 
2020 BAU GHG emissions without the Proposed Project’s sustainability features and based on 
regulatory conditions as of 2006.  The Report also estimates the Proposed Project’s 2020 GHG 
emissions inventory accounting for the Proposed Project’s sustainability features as well as 
other GHG regulatory measures discussed in the Scoping Plan.   

This Report was prepared to supplement the report prepared by Mestre Greve Associates 
(MGA) for the Proposed Project (dated December 4, 2008) (MGA report).  The MGA report 
included a GHG emissions inventory for the Proposed Project based on certain assumptions 
contained in the Original Draft EIR prepared for the Proposed Project.  However, given the 
conservative nature of those assumptions, the emissions inventory calculated in the MGA report 
did not include the GHG emission reductions associated with the Proposed Project’s 
sustainability features, or calculate the Proposed Project’s GHG emission reductions using a 
methodology analogous to that in the Scoping Plan.  

ENVIRON’s analysis shows that the Proposed Project’s GHG emissions are 29.7% less than 
the amount of GHG emissions under a BAU scenario.  This is a conservative estimate for the 

                                                 
1 CARB Scoping Plan, pg. F-3.   
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Proposed Project since the analysis in the Report does not quantitatively account for all of the 
sustainability features that are expected to further reduce the Proposed Project’s GHG 
emissions inventory.  These features include the substantial vegetation planned (including the 
plants in the Riparian Corridor and at least 800 trees on the Proposed Project site), the 
installation of onsite solar panels, and many water conservation and efficiency measures.  If 
these were to be included in the analysis, the comparison would show an even greater 
reduction than that reported. 

This Report includes a description of our understanding of the Proposed Project, a discussion 
on the regulatory setting, an analysis of the Proposed Project GHG emissions inventory, and a 
quantitative assessment comparing the Proposed Project GHG emissions inventory against the 
AB 32 emission reduction goals.     

Project Understanding 
ENVIRON understands that the Proposed Project is proposed to include 2,600 residential 
dwelling units, 150,000 square feet of retail space, 175,000 square feet office space, and 
40,000 square feet of community space.  The Proposed Project is located in West Los Angeles, 
California and is a mixed-use development in an urban area.   

Regulatory Setting 

The MGA report and the Climate Change section of the RS-DEIR contain detailed discussions 
of the overall climate change regulatory setting.  The regulatory discussion below is an 
abbreviated summary of regulations to provide background on the analysis completed within 
this Report.   

California Legislation 

California has enacted a variety of legislation that relates to climate change, which sets goals for 
GHG reductions within the state.  However, to date, none of this legislation provides definitive 
direction regarding the treatment of climate change in environmental review documents 
prepared under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for individual development 
projects.  The South Coast Air Quality Management District has also continued to develop GHG 
significance thresholds, but a threshold for mixed-use projects such as the Proposed Project 
has not been established.  The discussion below provides a brief overview of CARB and Office 
of Planning and Research (OPR) documents and of the primary legislation that relates to 
climate change and the analysis in this Report. 

Assembly Bill 32 (Statewide GHG Reductions) 

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, widely known as AB 32, requires CARB 
to develop and enforce regulations for the reporting and verification of statewide GHG 
emissions.  CARB is directed to set a GHG emission limit, based on 1990 levels, to be achieved 
by 2020.  The bill sets a timeline for adopting a scoping plan for achieving GHG reductions in a 
technologically and economically feasible manner.  

The bill requires that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020.  California 
needs to reduce GHG emissions by approximately 28.4% below BAU predictions for year 2020 
GHG emissions to achieve this goal.  CARB defines business as usual as “the emissions that 
would be expected to occur in the absence of any GHG reduction actions.”2  In summary, CARB 
calculates “business as usual” by applying the California 2006 regulatory framework and 
projecting to the year 2020 in light of population growth and other factors.  The bill requires 

                                                 
2 CARB Scoping Plan, pg. F-3.   
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CARB to adopt rules and regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and 
cost-effective GHG reductions.  Key AB 32 milestones are as follows: 

• June 30, 2007—Identification of discrete early action GHG emissions reduction 
measures.  On June 21, 2007, CARB satisfied this requirement by approving three early 
action measures.  These were later supplemented by adding six other discrete early 
action measures. 

• January 1, 2008—Identification of the 1990 baseline GHG emissions level and approval 
of a statewide limit equivalent to that level.  Adoption of reporting and verification 
requirements concerning GHG emissions.  On December 6, 2007, CARB approved a 
statewide limit on GHG emissions levels for the year 2020 consistent with the 
determined 1990 baseline. 

• January 1, 2009—Adoption of a scoping plan for achieving GHG emission reductions.  
On October 15, 2008, CARB issued a "discussion draft" Scoping Plan entitled "Climate 
Change Draft Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change" (Draft Scoping Plan).  CARB 
adopted the Draft Scoping Plan at its December 11, 2008 meeting. 

• January 1, 2010—Adoption and enforcement of regulations to implement the “discrete” 
actions. 

• January 1, 2011—Adoption of GHG emissions limits and reduction measures by 
regulation. 

• January 1, 2012—GHG emissions limits and reduction measures adopted in 2011 
become enforceable. 

Senate Bill 97 (CEQA Guidelines) 

SB 97 requires that OPR prepare guidelines to submit to the California Resources Agency 
regarding feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions as required by 
CEQA.3  The Resources Agency is required to certify and adopt these revisions to the State 
CEQA Guidelines by January 1, 2010.  OPR released a guidance document on June 19, 2008 
which discussed treatment of GHG emissions under CEQA, but this document is purely 
advisory and serves as guidance only.  On April 13, 2009, OPR submitted proposed 
amendments to the state CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions to the Secretary for Natural 
Resources.4,5,6   On July 3, 2009, the Natural Resources Agency commenced the Administrative 
Procedure Act rulemaking process for certifying and adopting these amendments.7  Public 
comments will be accepted through August 27, 2009.   

There are no specific methodologies for performing an assessment indicated in the proposed 
amendments.  Rather it is left to the lead agency to determine the appropriate methodologies in 
context of a particular project.  There is also no particular threshold of significance or any 
specific mitigation measures recommended in the proposed CEQA Guidelines amendments. 

                                                 
3 Senate Bill No. 97.  CHAPTER 185.  An act to add Section 21083.05 to, and to add and repeal Section 21097 of, 

the Public Resources Code, relating to the California Environmental Quality Act.  
http://www.opr.ca.gov/ceqa/pdfs/SB_97_bill_20070824_chaptered.pdf 

4 See http://opr.ca.gov/index.php?a=ceqa/index.html  
5 See http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/  
6 See http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/localgov/ceqa/ceqa.htm  
7 On January 1, 2009 the Resources Agency’s name was changed to the California Natural Resources Agency. 
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Assembly Bill 1493 (Mobile Source Reductions) 

AB 1493 (“the Pavley Standard”) required CARB to adopt regulations by January 1, 2005, to 
reduce GHG emissions from noncommercial passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks of model 
year 2009 and thereafter.  The bill requires the California Climate Action Registry to develop 
and adopt protocols for the reporting and certification of GHG emissions reductions from mobile 
sources for use by CARB in granting emission reduction credits.  The bill authorizes CARB to 
grant emission reduction credits for reductions of GHG emissions prior to the date of 
enforcement of regulations, using model year 2000 as the baseline for reduction. 

In 2004, CARB applied to the USEPA for a waiver under the federal Clean Air Act to authorize 
implementation of these regulations.  On June 30, 2009 the USEPA granted the waiver for 
California for its GHG emission standards for motor vehicles.   

Senate Bills 1078 and 107 (Renewables Portfolio Standard) 

Established in 2002 under Senate Bill 1078 and accelerated in 2006 under Senate Bill 107, 
California's Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) requires retail suppliers of electric services to 
increase procurement from eligible renewable energy resources by at least 1% of their retail 
sales annually, until they reach 20% by 2010. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory for the Proposed Project 

This Report focuses on an evaluation of the vehicular trips (i.e., mobile sources), natural gas 
consumption and electrical usage components of the Proposed Project’s GHG emissions 
inventory.  These categories of the GHG emissions inventory were selected for analysis since 
they are the dominant emission sources, comprising approximately 99% of the GHG emissions 
inventory for the Proposed Project.  ENVIRON did not seek to refine or otherwise address any 
other categories of GHG emissions because mobile source and building related emissions are 
typically the primary factors that most influence the comparative analysis included in this Report.   

For this analysis, ENVIRON prepared a GHG emission inventory for the Proposed Project 
based on specific usage and emission factors for the purposes of comparing the Proposed 
Project against the goals of AB 32.  The comparison requires that we prepare two GHG 
emissions inventories: 1) one that represents the 2020 BAU GHG emissions inventory for the 
Proposed Project, and 2) one that represents the Proposed Project, the sustainability features 
included in the Proposed Project, and the regulatory programs that may impact the GHG 
emissions inventory. 

In contrast, since the MGA report did not account for the sustainability features of the Proposed 
Project, the MGA report’s GHG emission inventory provides a conservative representation of 
the GHG emission categories estimated for the Proposed Project (which includes the Proposed 
Project’s construction and operational emission sources such as from vehicular trips, natural 
gas consumption, electrical usage, potable water usage and reclaimed water usage).  Further, 
the MGA report did not attempt to project a 2020 BAU inventory for the Proposed Project.  The 
bases for the MGA report GHG emission inventories are documented within the MGA report.     

The following sections discuss the development of a Proposed Project GHG emissions 
inventory in 2020 (accounting for sustainability features and relevant regulatory programs) and 
then discuss the comparison of those emissions to a BAU GHG emissions inventory.  

GHG Emissions Associated with Residential Buildings 

This section describes the methods used to estimate the GHGs associated with activities in 
residential buildings, which are primarily due to electricity and natural gas usage.  GHGs are 
emitted during the generation of electricity from fossil fuels.  Since electricity generation typically 
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takes place offsite at the power plant, electricity use in a residential unit is considered to result in 
indirect emissions.  Combustion of natural gas emits GHGs directly into the atmosphere and 
therefore it is considered a direct emission.   

Energy use in residential buildings can also be divided into two categories: (1) energy 
consumed by the built environment and (2) energy consumed by uses that are independent of 
the construction of the unit, such as plug-in appliances.  In California, Title 24 governs energy 
consumed by the built environment, including the HVAC (heating, ventilating, and air 
conditioning) system, water heating and some fixed lighting.  Non-building or ‘plug-in’ energy 
use (e.g., refrigeration, cooking, lighting, etc.) is not governed by Title 24.  The energy usages 
for these two categories are estimated as described below. 

The GHG emissions are estimated from the amount of energy use and appropriate emission 
factors.  For this Proposed Project, the electricity usage emission factors were based on the 
energy production from the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP). 8  Emission 
factors for the combustion of natural gas are from the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) 
General Reporting Protocol.9  For these emission sources, the contribution of CH4 and N2O 
represents a negligible amount of CO2e (carbon dioxide equivalents) and therefore, CH4 and 
N2O are not included in the analysis.10   

Please note that the MGA report calculated the GHG emissions based on the energy use 
projected in the Original Draft EIR, which was based on emission factors obtained from the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA Air Quality Handbook (April 
1993).  The resulting electrical and natural gas consumption projected using the SCAQMD 
emission factors is substantially higher than what has been estimated based on the 2005 Title 
24 regulations and the Proposed Project’s sustainability features (which will further reduce 
energy usage by 15%). 

Estimate of Residential Energy Use Intensity 

ENVIRON developed CO2 intensity values (i.e., CO2 emissions per Dwelling Unit per 
year) for the residential building type expected using the California Energy Commission’s 
(CEC) 2003 Residential Appliance Saturation Survey (RASS) database.11  The building 
type representative of the planned residences, which are described as medium- and 
high-density residential dwelling units, include buildings such as a townhouse, a 
condominium with two to four units and a condominium with five or more units.  Energy 
use estimates are based on the CEC Forecasting Climate Zone 11.  Where data were 
unavailable specific to the aforementioned building types, the data for all households in 
Climate Zone 11 were used, and if data were unavailable specific to Climate Zone 11, 
the data for the aforementioned housing types throughout the state were used.         

                                                 
8 The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) specific emission factor for electricity deliveries is 

1,228 lbs CO2/MWh.  California Climate Action Registry Database: LADWP 2007 PUP Report. 2008.  Although this 
emission factor accounts for only CO2, the emissions associated with N2O and CH4 contribute to less than 1% of 
the electricity generation CO2e emissions.  Available at: 
https://www.climateregistry.org/CARROT/public/Reports.aspx  

9 California Climate Action Registry (CCAR). 2009.  General Reporting Protocol. Version 3.1. January.  Available at: 
http://www.climateregistry.org/resources/docs/protocols/grp/GRP_3.1_January2009.pdf 

10 California Climate Action Registry (CCAR). 2009. Table C.2.   
11 California Energy Commission (CEC).  2003 Residential Appliance Saturation Survey (RASS).  

http://www.energy.ca.gov/appliances/rass/.  This website contains general information regarding RASS and the 
final report. 
The RASS data that were used to estimate GHG emissions for the Project can be found at: 
http://websafe.kemainc.com/RASSWEB/DesktopDefault.aspx .   
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The energy use intensity values from the RASS database are then adjusted to 2005 Title 
24 standards so that the energy usage can be more accurately compared with the AB 32 
emissions inventory.  Since the RASS dataset is comprised of mostly older buildings, the 
energy use intensity values are conservatively assumed to represent 2001 Title 24 
compliant homes.  The CEC has published reports estimating the percentage deductions 
in energy use resulting from updates to the 2001 Title 24 standards to the 2005 Title 24 
standards.12, 13  ENVIRON accounted for the impact of the Title 24 updates by deducting 
the estimated percentage savings from the RASS energy intensity values to estimate the 
2005 Title 24 energy intensity.  

The RASS study provides annual electricity use for various aspects of heating and 
cooling systems and domestic hot water (DHW) as well as annual natural gas usage for 
both the heating and domestic hot water systems per dwelling unit (DU).  The RASS 
study, however, does not have a separate category for hard-wired lighting, which is 
covered by Title 24.  In order to estimate the energy use for hard-wired lighting, 
ENVIRON assumed that half of the indoor lighting14 and all outdoor lighting energy use 
included in the RASS study are hard-wired.15  The 2005 Title 24 regulated electricity use 
and natural gas use values are presented in Table 1.     

The Proposed Project’s Residential and Mixed Use Sustainability Guidelines would 
exceed the 2005 Title 24 energy efficiency requirements by 15%.16  Based on this 
commitment, the estimated Title 24 energy use is reduced 15% from the estimate of 
minimally compliant 2005 Title 24 residential buildings to project the future Proposed 
Project energy usage.17 

Major Appliances 

The energy use by major household appliances such as refrigerators, clothes washers 
and dryers, dishwashers and cooking ranges are also estimated using the RASS 
database.  The electricity usage for refrigerators was calculated by summing the product 
of the energy usage for one refrigerator and its RASS Saturation Value (Sat) and the 
product of the energy usage for a second refrigerator and its RASS Sat, which takes into 
account that some units may have more than one refrigerator.  For dryers and cooking 
ranges, which can be either gas or electric, we also applied the RASS Saturation Value 
to reflect the typical split between gas or electric within the Forecasting Climate Zone.  
Table 2 summarizes the estimated major appliance energy use.  

The Proposed Project has committed to requiring Energy Star appliances for all major 
appliances rated by Energy Star in newly built residences.18  This includes refrigerators, 
dishwashers and clothes washers.  There is no Energy Star rating for dryers at this time 
since there is no considerable difference in energy use between different dryer models.  
Energy Star ratings also are not available for cooking ranges.  The average energy 
improvement for Energy Star rated appliances over standard appliances as reported in 

                                                 
12 California Energy Commission.  2003.  Impact Analysis:  2005 Update to the California Energy Efficiency 

Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings.  Available at: 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2005standards/archive/rulemaking/documents/2003-07-11_400-03-014.PDF  

13 California Energy Commission.  2007.  Impact Analysis:  2008 Update to the California Energy Efficiency 
Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings.  Available at: 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2008standards/rulemaking/documents/2007-11-07_IMPACT_ANALYSIS.PDF  

14 Note that the other half of this lighting energy usage is accounted for in plug-in lighting. 
15 Based on approximated design which includes hard-wired lighting in bathrooms, kitchen, and corridors.  
16 See Table II.D-9 (Page II.D-41) of the Village at Playa Vista RS-DEIR. 
17 ENVIRON made a simplifying assumption that annual energy use and total daily valuation energy (that provided by 

the RASS study) scale linearly with each other.   
18 See Table II.D-9 (Page II.D-42) of the Village at Playa Vista RS-DEIR. 
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Energy Star Annual Report was used to determine the percent reduction in energy use 
from major appliances and is also shown in Table 2.   

Plug-in Energy Use 

The additional energy use from loads such as plug-in lighting, office equipment, plug-in 
cooking equipment and electronics are also estimated using the RASS database where 
the database provides relevant usage figures.  Since the RASS database does not have 
a separate category for plug-in lighting, ENVIRON estimated that half of the indoor 
lighting was plug-in lighting.19  The electricity usage for miscellaneous energy loads 
(e.g. home entertainment devices, computers and small kitchen appliances) were 
determined by summing the products of the energy usages for those appliances and 
their associated Saturation Values from the RASS study, and including the remaining 
40% of the miscellaneous category that is not attributed to lighting.  ENVIRON has 
conservatively assumed that the residents will not be using Energy Star Plug-In lighting 
and thus the energy usage from this area is not reduced for the Proposed Project GHG 
emissions inventory.  Table 2 summarizes the estimated plug-in energy use for each 
residence type.   

The estimated residential plug-in energy-use values are likely overestimates.  The 
estimates are based upon currently available technologies, which are likely less energy-
efficient than future equipment models.  Conversely, future residents may have more 
small plug-ins (e.g. MP3 players, cell phones and miscellaneous equipment) that could 
somewhat offset the savings from more energy-efficient equipment.  However, because 
refrigerators, lighting and large appliances contribute to the bulk of the electricity load, 
and these types of equipment will likely improve in energy efficiency in the future, the 
estimates presented here are still likely overly conservative.    

Estimation of Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Residential Buildings 
Table 3 summarizes the energy use from the Proposed Project for each category 
discussed above (Title 24, Major Appliances, Plug-ins).  Table 3 also shows the 
difference in energy use expected for a minimally compliant 2005 Title 24 scenario 
(BAU) and the Proposed Project scenario including the improvement over 2005 Title 24 
and the use of Energy Star major appliances.   

The electricity and natural gas emission factors used to generate CO2 intensity values 
(i.e., CO2 emissions per dwelling unit) are shown in Table 4.  The electricity emission 
factors include one representing the current power mix for LADWP, and one accounting 
for reductions expected from the RPS.  The RPS is expected to reduce the GHG 
emissions associated with electricity generation as renewable energy sources with lower 
GHG emissions account for a greater percentage of the electricity generation in the state 
of California.  Calculations showing the adjustments from the RPS are shown in 
Attachment A.  The onsite combustion of natural gas is not covered by the RPS.20  

The emissions per dwelling unit for the Proposed Project are shown in Table 5.  The 
table shows the difference in emissions for the 2005 Title 24 scenario and the Proposed 
Project scenario (including 15% reductions in energy usage from 2005 Title 24, Energy 
Star Appliances, and improvements due to the RPS).     

The total emissions for the Proposed Project for the two scenarios listed for Table 5 are 
shown in Table 6.  The Proposed Project BAU total CO2e emissions are estimated to be 
7,571 tonnes per year without improvements over 2005 Title 24.  When the 15% 

                                                 
19 Based on a conservative assumption by the Applicant.  
20 See Attachment A. 
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improvement over 2005 Title 24, Energy Star appliances, and the 20% RPS 
improvements are considered, annual CO2 emissions would be reduced to 6,220 tonnes 
per year.  

GHG Emissions Associated with Non-Residential Buildings 

This section describes the methods used to estimate the GHG emissions associated with 
activities in non-residential buildings such as office, retail, and community serving space.  
Similar to the residential buildings, GHGs are emitted as a result of activities in non-residential 
buildings for which electricity and natural gas are used as energy sources.  The energy use in 
non-residential buildings is also divided into energy consumed by the built environment 
(i.e., those governed by Title 24)21 and energy consumed by uses that are independent of the 
construction of the building such as plug-in appliances (refrigeration, cooking, office 
equipment, etc.).   

The energy usage for non-residential buildings is estimated based on specific databases as 
discussed below, but the same emission factors are used for the non-residential buildings as 
those used for the residential buildings.  The resulting electricity use quantities were similarly 
converted to GHG emissions by multiplying by the appropriate emission factors obtained by 
incorporating information on local electricity production.22  Natural gas quantities were converted 
to GHG emissions by multiplying by the emission factor from CCAR.23  The following sections 
describe the methodologies employed to estimate GHG emissions from non-residential 
buildings. 

As discussed in the residential section above, please note that the MGA report calculated the 
GHG emissions based on the energy use projected in the Original Draft EIR, which was based 
on emission factors obtained from the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (April 1993).  The 
resulting electrical and natural gas consumption projected using the SCAQMD emission factors 
is substantially higher than what has been estimated based on the 2005 Title 24 regulations and 
the Proposed Project’s sustainability features (which will further reduce energy usage by 15%). 

Estimate of Non-residential Energy Use Intensity 
ENVIRON developed CO2 intensity values (CO2 emissions per sqft per year) for building 
types using data from the California Commercial End-Use Survey (CEUS).24  The overall 
electricity use for the building types was calculated based on data provided by the 
CEC.25  The building types and subcategories are shown in Table 7, which also provides 
the scheme used to relate Project building types to CEUS building types.  For this 
analysis, energy use was based upon buildings in California Forecasting Climate Zone 8 
for Southern California Edison (SCE).  The Proposed Project is expected to obtain 
electricity from LADWP and natural gas from Southern California Gas Company (SCGC) 
within Forecasting Climate Zone 11.  However, CEUS data for Climate Zone 11 are not 

                                                 
21 Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations: California's Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and 

Nonresidential Buildings.  http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/  
22 The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power specific emission factor for electricity deliveries is 1,228 lbs 

CO2/MWh. From the California Climate Action Registry Database. Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
PUP Report. 2007.  

23 California Climate Action Registry (CCAR). 2009.  General Reporting Protocol. Version 3.1. January.  Available at: 
http://www.climateregistry.org/resources/docs/protocols/grp/GRP_3.1_January2009.pdf 

24 California Energy Commission (CEC).  California Commercial End-Use Survey Results.  Data available from Itron 
Inc. at http://capabilities.itron.com/CeusWeb/Chart.aspx   

25 Workbooks for “SCE – FCZ8” downloaded from http://capabilities.itron.com/CeusWeb/Chart.aspx for all building 
categories.  Accessed 8/2009.   



Mr. Bruce Lackow -9- August 26, 2009 

available.  It was assumed that energy use data for Climate Zone 8 would be similar to 
Climate Zone 11 due to the geographic proximity of the two Climate Zones.26   

The CEUS data is based on a survey conducted in 2002 of existing buildings.  Each 
building type has a characteristic electricity and natural gas use per square foot of 
building space.  Electricity use per square foot (electricity intensity) for each building 
sample was extracted from the CEUS data.  Similarly, the natural gas use per square 
foot (natural gas intensity) for each building sample was also used.   

Similar to the residential analysis, the CEUS data was adjusted to 2005 Title 24 
standards.  The CEC discusses average savings for improvements from 2002 to 2005 
("Impact Analysis for 2005 Energy Efficiency Standards").  ENVIRON used these CEC 
average savings percentages to account for reductions in energy use due to updates to 
Title 24.  The average reductions in 2005 are 7.7% for electricity and 3.2% for natural 
gas.  This methodology results in a reduction of energy use for all building types for the 
2005 Title 24 scenario, or BAU.   

Table 8 lists the breakdown of electricity use among several end uses for electricity in 
various non-residential building types including the Title 24-regulated electricity use 
(cooling, space heating, water heating, lighting, ventilation) and the non-built electricity 
use (office equipment, refrigeration, cooking, etc.).  Table 9 lists the percentage 
breakdown of end uses for natural gas in various non-residential building types including 
the Title 24-regulated natural gas use and the natural gas use not associated with 
heating and cooling (primarily from cooking).  The end use data provide an estimate of 
the percent of the total energy use comprised by Title 24 regulated (built environment) 
and plug-in electricity in each building type.  The emission factors used to generate CO2 
intensity values are shown in Table 10.   

Estimation of Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Non-residential Buildings 
As with residential buildings, the Residential and Mixed-Use Sustainable Performance 
Guidelines which would be implemented by the Proposed Project for all new non-
residential buildings would exceed 2005 Title 24 standards by 15%.27  Based on this 
commitment, the estimated Title 24 energy use is reduced 15% as shown in Table 12.  
Since appliances in the non-residential building category are generally not supplied with 
the non-residential building, no energy reductions were applied to the non-Title 24 
energy use.   

Table 11 shows the annual CO2 emissions for each of the main building categories 
[office, retail, miscellaneous (which represents community serving)] for the Proposed 
Project BAU scenario.  The CO2 intensity values (CO2 emissions per sqft building area) 
were generated by multiplying the emission factors presented in Table 10 with the 
energy use data in Table 11.  The Proposed Project BAU total CO2e emissions 
associated with non-residential buildings is 3,150 tonnes CO2e per year.  With a 15% 
improvement over 2005 Title 24 and the application of the 20% RPS, the Proposed 
Project total CO2e emissions is 2,529 tonnes CO2e per year, as shown in Table 12.  A 
summary of the emissions for both scenarios is shown in Table 13.  

                                                 
26 Itron, 2006.  California Commercial End-Use Survey Results.  Prepared for the California Energy Commission 

(CEC).  March.  Figure 2-1.  http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-400-2006-005/CEC-400-2006-
005.PDF   

27 ENVIRON made a simplifying assumption that annual energy use and total daily valuation energy (that provided by 
the CEUS study) scale linearly with each other.  
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GHG Emissions Associated with Mobile Sources 

This section estimates GHG emissions from mobile sources.  The mobile source emissions 
considered for the Proposed Project will be from the typical daily operation of motor vehicles by 
residents and employees and patrons of retail, office and community serving uses.  ENVIRON 
based the GHG emissions inventory on EMFAC2007 and traffic patterns, trip lengths, internal 
trips and trip rates from the Playa Vista Transportation Model provided by Raju Associates.28  
With this information, ENVIRON developed a GHG emissions inventory for mobile sources for 
the BAU scenario and for the Proposed Project accounting for sustainability features and 
relevant regulatory requirements.   

Please note that the MGA report calculated the GHG emissions based on conservative 
assumptions regarding the trips generated and default assumptions regarding the vehicle fleet 
mix.  The resulting vehicle miles traveled and emissions projected based on these assumptions 
are substantially higher than what has been estimated considering the Proposed Project’s 
sustainability features, which include a reduction in the trips generated, the use of alternative 
modes of transit, and a more probable vehicle fleet mix.   

Estimating Vehicle Miles Traveled for Mobile Sources 
The first step towards estimating GHG emissions for mobile sources is to estimate the 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) generated by the Village Project.  The VMT is based on the 
number of trips generated by the Project and the trip lengths for these trips.  The 
following section describes how these variables were estimated based on the available 
data.  

The number of trips generated by the Project was provided by Raju Associates.  The 
Raju Associates data reports the number of “trip ends” generated by the Proposed 
Project, which is equal to the number of times a trip starts or ends within the Proposed 
Project.  The MGA report conservatively assumed that the number of trips was equal to 
the number of trip ends.  However, this assumption does not account for the fact that the 
mixed-use nature of the Proposed Project leads to trips which both start and end within 
the boundaries of the Proposed Project site.  In that case, two trip ends constitutes a 
single trip (i.e., an internal trip).  Of the 24,220 trip ends projected for the Proposed 
Project, 3,502 would be internal trip ends, or 1,751 internal trips.  Thus, the actual 
number of trips for the Proposed Project is 22,469, as shown in Table 14.   

The trip ends data provided by Raju Associates can also be used to estimate the 
number of trips for the BAU scenario, which can be considered to be a development of 
equal size in Los Angeles, but not as a single mixed-use development.  In this case the 
internal trips associated with the Proposed Project would not be internal trips, and thus 
each trip end would be equal to a trip.  The number of trips generated for the BAU 
scenario is estimated to be 24,220 trips, assuming all trip ends as reported by Raju 
Associates are trips.   

The average external trip length as reported by Raju Associates is assumed to represent 
the trip length for the mobile source emissions BAU and Proposed Project scenario.  
Note that the Proposed Project trip length estimated by Raju Associates is comparable 
to that assumed by EMFAC for Los Angeles County.29   

                                                 
28 See Attachment C. 
29 Note that EMFAC is the model used by CARB in the AB 32 Scoping Plan. 
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The emission factors are estimated using EMFAC2007 in the Burden Mode for a 2020 
year scenario for Los Angeles County.  This burden run takes into account the expected 
fleet mix in Los Angeles County in the year 2020 (EMFAC2007 results can be found in 
Attachment B).  EMFAC2007 provides county-specific projections of county-wide VMT, 
trips and emissions for light-duty, medium-duty and heavy-duty vehicles.  Running, idling 
and starting emission factors for CH4 and CO2 were derived from EMFAC2007 output 
results for two categories, light-duty and medium- and heavy-duty vehicle categories, 
which are used for both the BAU and Proposed Project scenario.  The running emission 
factor (g/mile) is calculated by dividing the county-wide running emissions by the county-
wide VMT for each vehicle category.  The idling and starting emission factors (g/trip) are 
calculated by dividing the county-wide idling and starting emissions, respectively, by the 
number of county-wide trips for each category.  Calculations are shown in Attachment B 
and values are presented in Table 15. 

The BAU VMT is calculated by multiplying the number of trips for each vehicle category 
by the assumed trip length.  The average trip length for both vehicle categories at the 
Village Project was assumed to be the same, the average external trip length estimated 
by Raju Associates.  The split between the light-duty vehicles and medium- and heavy-
duty vehicles was derived based on a general assumption of likely vehicle type use.  It 
was assumed that only commercial-based non-commuter type trips at the Proposed 
Project would be medium- and heavy-duty type vehicles.  Based on URBEMIS 
methodology, ENVIRON assumed that 1% of all trips associated with retail land use are 
from commercial-based non-commuter trips.  Raju Associates estimates that 6,193 daily 
trips are associated with retail land use (Attachment C).  Thus, the number of 
commercial-based non-commuter trips is approximately equal to 62 trips per day (1% of 
6,193 daily trips per day), which we assume to be all medium- and heavy-duty vehicles.  
The remainder of daily trips (22,407), which are residential based, commuters to office 
work, shoppers and workers to retail areas and visitors to community serving areas, 
were assumed to be light-duty vehicles.  Multiplying the number of daily number of trips 
by the trip length for each vehicle category provides the daily VMT for each category.  
ENVIRON also included an adjustment to account for reduced VMT and number of trips 
during the weekend since number of trips on weekends (and therefore VMT) is typically 
lower than weekday trips.  The adjustment is made based on a report by Sonoma 
Technologies that shows that weekend traffic is typically 80% of weekday capacity.30  

The annual VMT is then estimated based on the daily VMT for weekdays and weekends.  

The Proposed Project also results in reductions in the estimated number of trips 
generated due to public transportation infrastructure and shuttle buses provided by the 
Proposed Project.  Raju Associates estimates that this will reduce the number of daily 
auto trip ends by 3,750.  This is equivalent to a reduction of 17% of daily trips for light-
duty vehicles (see Table 14).  The reduction in VMT due to the transit trip credits are 
assumed to apply only to the weekday trips and is shown in Table 15.   

                                                 
30 Sullivan, D.C., et al.,  2004. Collection and Analysis of Weekend/Weekday Emissions Activity Data in the South 

Coast Air Basin.  Sonoma Technologies prepared for CARB.  May.   
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Estimating Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Mobile Sources 

The CO2 emissions from mobile sources were calculated with the trip rates, trip lengths and 
emission factors for running and starting emissions from EMFAC2007 as follows:   

CO2 emissions = VMT * EFrunning 

Where: 

VMT  = vehicle miles traveled 
EFrunning  = emission factor for running emissions (g/mile) 

The CO2 calculation involves the following assumptions: 

• EMFAC emission factors from the year 2020 were used for EFrunning based on the Los 
Angeles County fleet mix and specific assumptions for the Proposed Project. 

Startup emissions are CO2 emitted from starting a vehicle and are calculated as follows: 

CO2 emissions = trips * EFstartup 

Where: 

Trips  = trips made by vehicles 
EFstartup  = emission factor for startup (g/trip) 

Startup emissions were calculated using the following assumptions: 

• The number of starts is equal to the number of trips made annually. 

• The breakdown in vehicles was EMFAC fleet mix for Los Angeles County in 2020 and 
specific assumptions for the Proposed Project. 

Idling emissions are CO2 emitted during the idling of vehicles (typically medium- and heavy-duty 
vehicles) and are calculated as follows: 

CO2 emissions = trips * EFidling 

Where: 

Trips  = trips made by vehicles 
EFidling  = emission factor for idling (g/trip) 

Idling emissions were calculated using the following assumptions: 

• The number of idle events is equal to the number of trips made annually. 

• The breakdown in vehicles was EMFAC fleet mix for Los Angeles County in 2020 and 
specific assumptions for the Proposed Project. 
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NO2, CH4 and HFCs31 are also emitted from mobile sources.  The USEPA recommends 
assuming that CH4, N2O and HFCs account for 5% of mobile source GHG emissions, taking into 
account their global warming potential (GWP).32  GWP indicates, on a pound for pound basis, 
how much a gas is predicted to contribute to global warming relative to how much warming 
would be predicted to be caused by the same mass of CO2.  CO2 emissions for mobile sources 
were adjusted to account for non-CO2 GHGs to estimate the total CO2e emissions. 

The estimated emissions for mobile sources are shown in Table 15.  The BAU total CO2e 
emissions are 21,895 tonnes CO2e per year.  The Proposed Project total emissions, accounting 
for the Proposed Project’s sustainability measures and the Pavley Standard, are 14,168 tonnes 
CO2e per year.   

Assessment of the Proposed Project’s GHG Emissions Inventory  

This section discusses the Proposed Project’s consistency with the GHG emission reduction 
goals of AB 32.  ENVIRON has evaluated the Proposed Project’s GHG emissions taking into 
account the GHG emission reductions attributable to the Project’s sustainability measures and 
regulations promulgated to comply with AB 32.  ENVIRON has also evaluated the Proposed 
Project’s GHG emissions if it would be built today without the sustainability measures and 
regulations (i.e., BAU).  These two emission inventories are the bases for comparison against 
the reduction goals set for 2020 by AB 32, consistent with the approach used by CARB in its 
Scoping Plan.  As described above, CARB used a BAU scenario to estimate the required 28.4% 
reduction in statewide emissions.   

The Proposed Project exceeds AB 32's goal of 28.4% below BAU overall as a result of the 
sustainability features incorporated into the Proposed Project and the regulations promulgated 
to comply with AB 32.  Residential and non-residential areas in the Proposed Project are 
expected to be more energy efficient than the current building stock in California.  Furthermore, 
the Proposed Project is expected to result in reduced VMT due to specific sustainability features 
such as the Proposed Project’s mixed use, urban in-fill design.  The emission savings combined 
for the Proposed Project represent a 29.7% reduction from a BAU scenario taking into 
consideration the Proposed Project’s sustainability features and changes in emission factors 
due to implementation of the 2010 RPS for 20% renewables and the Pavley regulation 
mandating higher fuel efficiency standards for light-duty vehicles (see Table 16).   

Equivalency 

The BAU comparison was qualitatively evaluated for the Equivalency Program scenarios.  The 
Proposed Project includes an Equivalency Program in which a maximum of 125,000 square feet 
of office development may be exchanged for all retail (56,832 square feet), all assisted living 
(200 units) or a mix of retail and assisted living.  Based on the MGA report, the potential trips 
generated under the equivalency scenarios represent a slight decrease from the Proposed 
Project, and building energy usage for the equivalency scenarios may increase by up to 8% in 
comparison to the Proposed Project, depending on the scenario.  However, the Residential and 
Mixed-Use Sustainable Performance Guidelines would be implemented under any of these 
scenarios, exceeding 2005 Title 24 by 15%, and the primary trip reduction benefits due to the 
public transportation features and proximity to the Playa Vista First Phase development would 
still be applicable.  The regulatory programs (Pavley and RPS) would also still apply to these 
Equivalency scenarios.  These Equivalency scenarios, therefore, would demonstrate a similar 
reduction in GHG emissions compared to a BAU scenario for each Equivalency scenario. 

                                                 
31 HFCs can be emitted from air conditioning systems. 
32 USEPA. 2005. Emission Facts: Greenhouse Gas Emissions from a Typical Passenger Vehicle. Office of 

Transportation and Air Quality. February. (http://www.epa.gov/otaq/climate/420f05004.pdf ) 
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Concluding Comments  

Please note that this analysis is based on the information provided to ENVIRON and the 
currently accepted methodology for such analyses.  To the extent that information relied upon 
changes, ENVIRON’s analyses and results may also change. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Eric C Lu, MS PE   Shari Beth Libicki, PhD 
Senior Manager   Principal, Global Air Quality Practice Leader 

ECL:sb 
 
Attachments: Tables 

A – GHG Emissions from the Renewables Portfolio Standard  
B – EMFAC2007 model results 
C – Raju Associates Traffic and Trip Generation Estimates 
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Heating3 Cooling
Hard-
wired 

lighting4
RASS Total

% Reduction 
due to 2005 
standards 
relative to 

20015,6

2005 Estimated 
Total Heating3

Domestic 
Hot 

Water7
RASS total

% Reduction due 
to 2005 standards 
relative to 20015,6

2005 
Estimated 

Total

Town Home 58 69 556 683 19.8% 548 4.6 19.4 24.0 6.7% 22.4

2-4 Unit 
Condominium 40 61 475 576 19.8% 462 5.0 16.1 21.1 6.7% 19.7

5+ Unit 
Condominium 91 136 429 656 19.8% 526 3.5 9.9 13.3 6.7% 12.4

Notes:

Abbreviations:
BAU - Business as usual
DU - Dwelling Unit
kW-hr - kilowatt-hour
MBTU - million British thermal units
RASS - Residential Appliance Saturation Survey
VPV - The Village at Playa Vista

Source:

Kema-Xenergy, Itron, RoperASW.  California Statewide Residential Appliance Saturation Study (RASS) Volume 2, Study Results, Final Report. June 2004. 300-00-004.

Natural Gas Delivered (MBTU/DU/yr)2Electricity Delivered (kW-hr/DU/year)2

Table 1
BAU Energy Use per Residential Dwelling Unit: Title 24-Regulated Heating and Cooling

Village at Playa Vista
Los Angeles, California

Type1

California Energy Commission.  2003.  Impact Analysis:  2005 Update to the California Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings.  Available at: 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2005standards/archive/rulemaking/documents/2003-07-11_400-03-014.PDF
California Energy Commission.  2007.  Impact Analysis:  2008 Update to the California Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings.  Available at: 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2008standards/rulemaking/documents/2007-11-07_IMPACT_ANALYSIS.PDF

1.  Based on the description of medium- and high-density residential land use, we assumed a mixture of town homes and condominium buildings.

3.  Homes can be heated using electricity and/or natural gas.  The values shown equal the unit energy consumption multiplied by the saturation factor, which indicates the percentage 
of homes that report the use of electricity or natural gas for heating.

5.  Reductions are taken with the assumption that the RASS estimate reflects heating/cooling/hot water electricity use for homes that are minimally compliant with 2001 Title 24 
Standards (this version was the most current at the time of the RASS study).
More than 90% of the homes that participated in the survey were constructed before 1997.  Because older homes tend to use more energy, the numbers shown here may overestimate 
actual energy use at a new development such as the Village at Playa Vista.
6.  Based on report by California Energy Commission on estimated first-year electricity savings due to 2005 Title 24 standards for single-family and multi-family homes, relative to 
2001 Title 24 standards.
7. All domestic hot water systems are assumed to use natural gas.

2.  Based on the Unit Energy Consumption data from the California Residential Appliance Saturation Survey (RASS), which collected data from over 21,100 households statewide.  
RASS data tabulated for town homes and apartments in the climate zone in which VPV would be located (Climate Zone 11) were considered in this analysis.  Where climate zone- or 
housing type-specific data were not available, statewide or housing-type averages were employed.

4.  According to RASS, approximately 60% of energy use reported as "miscellaneous" can be attributed to lighting.  RASS does not differentiate between hard-wired and plug-in 
lighting.  The values shown here represent 50% of lighting energy use. All outdoor lighting was assumed to be hard-wired.
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Refrigerator Clothes 
Washer Clothes Dryer3 Dishwasher

Cooking Range 
(Electric)4

Total Major 
Appliances

Plug-in 
Lighting5 MELs6 Total 

Plug-in
Clothes Dryer 

(Gas)3
Gas Cooking 

Range4 Total

Town Home 850 48 189 38 106 1,231 460 1,239 1,698 0.7 3.9 4.5

2-4 Unit Condominium 764 23 73 25 78 963 402 1,023 1,425 0.7 3.9 4.5

5+ Unit Condominium 744 4 93 28 101 971 377 987 1,364 0.7 3.9 4.5

Town Home 723 36 189 23 106 1,076 460 1,239 1,698 0.7 3.9 4.5

2-4 Unit Condominium 649 17 73 15 78 833 402 1,023 1,425 0.7 3.9 4.5

5+ Unit Condominium 633 3 93 17 101 847 377 987 1,364 0.7 3.9 4.5

Notes:

3. Dryers can use either gas or electric heat.  The values shown here represent the saturation for each energy type.

4.  Cooking ranges can use electric or gas heat.  The values shown here represent the saturation for each energy type.

Abbreviations:
BAU - business as usual

kW-hr - kilowatt-hour
MBTU - million British thermal units
MEL - miscellaneous electric load

Source:

Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).  2006 Annual Report. Energy Star and Other Climate Protection Partnerships.  Available at: http://www.epa.gov/appdstar/pdf/AR%202006%20Final.pdf 

Energy Star 
Appliances7

Type

R.  Hendron.  Building America Research Benchmark Definition.  Technical Report NREL/TP-550-4816.  December 2008.

7. Average energy savings above standard products are applied to refrigeration (15%), clothes washers (25%),  dishwashers (40%), and lighting (75%) as reported in Energy Star and Other Climate Protection Partnerships 2006 Annual Report Table 10.

DU - dwelling unit

Standard 
Appliances

1.  Based on the description of medium- and high-density residential land use, we assumed a mixture of town homes and condominium buildings.

2. Energy use per residential dwelling unit is based on information in RASS report. Numbers may not add up due to rounding.

5.  RASS does not differentiate between hard-wired and plug-in lighting.  The values shown here represent 50% of lighting energy use. 
6.  Miscellaneous electric loads (MELs) include such end uses as TVs, personal computers, home office equipment, freezers, and fans.  To estimates energy use for these loads, the unit energy consumption values for each end-use was multiplied by the 
saturation factor, which indicates the percentage of homes that report the end use.

Table 2
Energy Use per Residential Dwelling Unit: Appliances and Plug-ins

Village at Playa Vista
Los Angeles, California

Natural Gas Delivered (MBTU/DU/yr)2Electricity Delivered (kW-hr/DU/year)2

Type1

E N V I R O N



Title 24 
Systems1,2

Major 
Appliances3,5 Plug-ins4 Total

Heating and 
Domestic Hot 

Water2

Gas Dryers and 
Oven Ranges5 Total

Town Home 548 1,231 1,698 3,477 22 5 27

2-4 Unit Condominium 462 963 1,425 2,850 20 5 24

5+ Unit Condominium 526 971 1,364 2,861 12 5 17

Town Home 466 1,076 1,698 3,240 19 5 24

2-4 Unit Condominium 392 833 1,425 2,650 17 5 21

5+ Unit Condominium 447 847 1,364 2,658 11 5 15

Notes:
1.  Title 24 systems include heating, cooling, and domestic hot water.

4. "Plug-ins" refers to electricity use associated with plug-in lighting, plug-in appliances, and miscellaneous electric loads. Numbers may not add up due to rounding.

Abbreviations:
BAU - Business as usual
DU - Dwelling Unit
kW-hr - kilowatt-hour
MBTU - million british thermal units

Table 3
Energy Use per Residential Dwelling Unit

Village at Playa Vista

[kW-hr / DU / year] (MBTU natural gas / DU / year)

Natural Gas Delivered

Los Angeles, California

2.  Heating systems can require electricity or natural gas.  The values presented in this table represent the distribution based on saturation values of the electricity and/or natural gas use for each equipment type.

Electricity Delivered

Title 24 Compliance Dwelling Type

15% Improvement over Title 24 
(2005) and Energy Star Appliances

Minimally Title 24 Compliant 
(2005)

3.  "Major appliances" includes refrigerators, clothes washers and dryers, dishwashers, and cooking ranges.  Numbers may not add up due to rounding.

5.  Dryers and ovens may be electric or gas.  The values presented in this table represent the saturation values typical of the climate zone for the electricity and/or natural gas use 
for each equipment type.  Reductions for energy use from Title 24 or Energy Star are not taken into account for these applicances.  There is no Energy Star rating for dryers at this 
time since there is no considerable difference in energy use between different dryer models.  Energy Star ratings also are not available for cooking ranges.
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Energy Source Source Units lb CO2/source unit

Electricity1 (w/o RPS) (kW-hr) 1.228
Electricity1 (w/ 20% RPS) (kW-hr) 1.030
Natural Gas2 (MBTU) 117.0

Notes:

Abbreviations:
BAU - Business as usual
kW-hr - kilowatt-hour
lb - pound
MBTU - million british thermal units

Emission Factors for Different Energy Sources for Buildings
Table 4

Los Angeles, California

2. Emission factor for natural gas was obtained from California Climate Action Registry Reporting Protocol, Table C7.

1. Emission factor for electricity provided by Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, obtained from the California Climate Action 
Registry Database.

Village at Playa Vista

Sources:
California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.1 (January 2009).  Available at: 
http://www.climateregistry.org/resources/docs/protocols/grp/GRP_3.1_January2009.pdf
California Climate Action Registry Database: Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 2007 PUP Report. 2008.  Available at: 
http://www.climateregistry.org/CarrotDocs/16/2007/LADWP_2007_PUP_Report.pdf
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Title-24 Systems

Non-Title-24 
(Major Appliances, 
Plug-ins, Dryers and 

Oven Ranges)

Total

CO2 Electricity2 CO2 Natural 
Gas3

CO2 

Electricity2
CO2 Natural 

Gas3
CO2 

Electricity2
CO2 Natural 

Gas3 CO2 Total CO2 Total CO2 Total

Town Home 673 2,618 3,597 531 4,270 3,149 1.5 1.9 3.4

2-4 Unit Condominium 567 2,301 2,932 531 3,499 2,832 1.3 1.6 2.9

5+ Unit Condominium 646 1456 2867 531 3513 1,987 1.0 1.5 2.5

Town Home 479 2,225 2,858 531 3,337 2,756 1.2 1.5 2.8

2-4 Unit Condominium 404 1,956 2,325 531 2,729 2,487 1.1 1.3 2.4

5+ Unit Condominium 461 1,237 2,277 531 2,738 1,769 0.8 1.3 2.0

Notes:
1. Title 24 - California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, also known as the California Building Standards Code.

Abbreviations:
BAU - Business as usual

kW-hr - kilowatt-hour
lb - pound
MEL - Miscellaneous electric load

Sources:

Minimally Title 24 Compliant 
(2005)

Los Angeles, California

2. Converted from kW-hr to lb CO2 using emission factor from the California Climate Action Registry Database: Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 2007 PUP Report. 2008. 
3. Converted from MBTU to lb CO2 using emission factor from California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol (CCAR GRP). 

(tonnes / DU / year)

Table 5
CO2 Emissions per Dwelling Unit

Village at Playa Vista

California Climate Action Registry Database: Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 2007 PUP Report. 2008.  Available at: http://www.climateregistry.org/CarrotDocs/16/2007/LADWP_2007_PUP_Report.pdf

DU - Dwelling Unit

California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.1 (June 2009).  Available at: http://www.climateregistry.org/resources/docs/protocols/grp/GRP_3.1_January2009.pdf

15% Improvement over Title 24 
(2005), Energy Star Appliances, 

and RPS (20%)

Title-24 Systems1
Non-Title-24 

(Major Appliances, Plug-ins, 
Dryers and Oven Ranges)

Total

Title 241 Compliance Type

(lbs / DU / year)
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CO2 Emission Factor CO2 Emission Factor CO2 Emission Factor

(tonne CO2 / DU / year) (tonne CO2 / DU / year) (tonne CO2 / DU / year)

Town Home 867 1.5 1,294 1.9 1,624 3.4 2,918

2-4 Unit Condominium 867 1.3 1,128 1.6 1,362 2.9 2,490

5+ Unit Condominium 867 1.0 827 1.5 1,337 2.5 2,163

Town Home 867 1.2 1,064 1.5 1,333 2.8 2,396

2-4 Unit Condominium 867 1.1 928 1.3 1,123 2.4 2,051

5+ Unit Condominium 867 0.8 668 1.3 1,105 2.0 1,772

Notes:
1.  Title 24 - California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, also known as the California Building Standards Code.
2.  ENVIRON assumed an equal mix of town homes, 2-4 unit apartments, and 5+ unit apartments.

Abbreviations:
BAU - Business as usual
CO2 - carbon dioxide

MEL - Miscellaneous electric loads

Sources:

7,571Minimally Title 24 
Compliant (2005) 3,248 4,322

Los Angeles, California
Village at Playa Vista

CO2 Emissions from Electricity and Natural Gas Usage in Residential Dwelling Units
Table 6

Total CO2 Emissions

(tonne CO2 / year)

Title 241 Compliance Housing Type
# Dwelling 

Units2 Total CO2 Emissions

(tonne CO2 / year)

California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.1 (January 2009).  Available at: http://www.climateregistry.org/resources/docs/protocols/grp/GRP_3.1_January2009.pdf

DU - Dwelling Units

Total

15% Improvement over 
Title 24 (2005), Energy 

Star Appliances, and 
RPS (20%)

2,659 3,561 6,220

Total CO2 Emissions

(tonne CO2 / year)

Non-Title-24 Systems (Major Appliances, Plug-
ins, Dryers and Oven Ranges)Title-24 Systems
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Building Type1 CEUS Building Type2 Quantity Units Area per Unit [SF/unit] Total Area1 [SF]
Office All Office 175,000 SF 1 175,000

Community-Serving Uses Miscellaneous 40,000 SF 1 40,000
Retail Retail 150,000 SF 1 150,000

365,000

Notes:

Abbreviations:

Source:

2. ENVIRON selected building types from the California Commercial End-Use Survey (CEUS) that most closely matched the building types specified by 
Mestre Greve Associates.

CEUS - California Commercial End-Use Survey

Mestre Greve Associates. 2008. Climate Change Emissions for the Village at Playa Vista. City of Los Angeles. Prepared for Christopher A. Joseph and 
Associates. December 4.

Table 7
Categorization of Non-Residential Land Use

The Village at Playa Vista
Playa Vista, City of Los Angeles, California

SF - square feet

Grand Total Area

1. Building types and areas were provided by Mestre Greve Associates.
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CEUS Building Type

All Office 0.6% 0.6% 22% 5% 1% 28% 4% 3% 18% 0.4% 2% 14% 1%
Miscellaneous 3% 2% 13% 13% 0.6% 27% 8% 11% 3% 3% 7% 8% 1%

Retail 0.7% 2% 17% 4% 0.2% 48% 3% 2% 4% 1% 7% 11% 0.9%
Included in Title 24 Building
Envelope Energy Budget?2 No No Yes No Yes No No No No No No Yes Yes

Notes:

Abbreviations:

LADWP - Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
SCE - Southern California Edison

Source:

1. Electricity end-use distribution for non-residential buildings types is based on survey data for Southern California Edison (SCE) since specific data were not available for the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (LADWP).  It is assumed that the end-use distribution for SCE will be similar to that for LADWP since both utilities cover the Los Angeles area.
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Table 8
Electricity End-Use Distribution for Non-Residential Building Types

The Village at Playa Vista
Playa Vista, City of Los Angeles, California

CEUS - California Commercial End-Use Survey

California Commercial End-Use Survey. Performed by Itron, under contract to the California Energy Commission. 2006.
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2. Only end uses regulated by Title 24 are included in the Title 24 building envelope energy budget. Hard-wired lighting (exterior lighting and some interior lighting) are part of Title 24, but are not 
considered part of the building envelope energy budget for this project.
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CEUS Building Type

All Office 3% 4% 71% 2% --- 21%
Miscellaneous 6% --- 13% 16% 9% 56%

Retail 45% --- 19% 4% 0.1% 32%

Included in Title 24 Building 
Envelope Energy Budget?2 No No Yes No No Yes

Notes:

Abbreviations:

SCE - Southern California Edison
SCGC - Southern California Gas Company

Source:

Table 9
Natural Gas End-Use Distribution for Non-Residential Building Types

The Village at Playa Vista
Playa Vista, City of Los Angeles, California
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California Commercial End-Use Survey. Performed by Itron, under contract to the California Energy 
Commission. 2006.

1. Natural gas end-use distribution for non-residential buildings types is based on survey data for Southern 
California Edison (SCE) since specific data were not available for the Southern California Gas Company 
(SCGC).  It is assumed that the end-use distribution for SCE will be similar to that for SCGC since both 
utilities cover the Los Angeles area.

CEUS - California Commercial End-Use Survey
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2. Only end uses regulated by Title 24 are included in the Title 24 building envelope energy budget.
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Energy Source Scenario Unit
Conversion Factor

[lb CO2/Unit]
Conversion Factor
[tonne CO2/Unit]

without RPS3 1.228 5.57E-04
2010 RPS (20%)3 1.030 4.67E-04

Natural Gas2 - kBTU 0.117 5.31E-05

Notes:

Abbreviations:

LADWP - Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

RPS - Renewable Portfolio Standard

Sources:

California Climate Action Registry Database: LADWP 2007 PUP Report. 2008.  Available at: 
http://www.climateregistry.org/CarrotDocs/16/2007/LADWP_2007_PUP_Report.pdf

kWh - kilowatt-hour

lb - pound

Table 10
Emission Factors by Energy Source

The Village at Playa Vista
Playa Vista, City of Los Angeles, California

1. Emission factor for electricity provided by LADWP for the year 2007, obtained from the California Climate Action Registry 
Database.
2. Emission factor for natural gas obtained from California Climate Action Registry Reporting Protocol, Table C7.

CO2 - carbon dioxide

Electricity1 kWh

3. Estimated emission factors for total energy delivered before and after implementation of the Renewables Portfolio Standard. 

California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.1 (January 2009).  Available at: 
http://www.climateregistry.org/resources/docs/protocols/grp/GRP_3.1_January2009.pdf

kBTU - 1000 British thermal units
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CO2e EF5

[tonnes/SF-yr]
CO2e Emissions6

[tonnes/yr]
Title 242,3 Overall Overall Overall

Electricity kWh 6.05 + 10.54 = 16.59 9.24E-03 1,617
Natural Gas kBTU 9.82 + 0.98 = 10.81 5.73E-04 100
Electricity kWh 2.08 + 7.80 = 9.87 5.50E-03 220

Natural Gas kBTU 14.85 + 6.86 = 21.71 1.15E-03 46
Electricity kWh 3.72 + 10.04 = 13.76 7.66E-03 1,150

Natural Gas kBTU 1.04 + 1.05 = 2.10 1.11E-04 17
Grand Total Area 365,000 Electricity Total 2,987

Natural Gas Total 163
Overall Total 3,150

Notes:

Abbreviations:

kWh - kilowatt-hour

VPV - Village at Playa Vista

Sources:

SF - square feet

yr - year

tonnes - metric tonnes

CO2e - carbon dioxide equivalent

kBTU - kilo (1000) British thermal units

EF - emission factor
GHG - greenhouse gas

RPS - Renewables Portfolio Standard

CEUS - California Commercial End-Use Survey

BAU - business-as-usual

6. GHG emissions are calculated by multiplying the emission factor by the total area.

CEC - California Energy Commission

Table 11
Energy Usage and Resulting GHG Emissions for Non-Residential Building Types, BAU

The Village at Playa Vista
Playa Vista, City of Los Angeles, California

Business as Usual
Usage Rate1

[Unit/SF-yr]CEUS Building Type Total Area
[SF] Unit

Non-Title 244

40,000

All Office

Miscellaneous

Retail

175,000

Energy Source

150,000

California Energy Commission.  2003.  Impact Analysis:  2005 Update to the California Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings.  Available at: 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2005standards/archive/rulemaking/documents/2003-07-11_400-03-014.PDF

1. BAU (business as usual) usage rates were taken from the 2006 California Commercial End-Use Survey (CEUS), performed by Itron under contract to the California Energy 
Commission (CEC).  VPV is located in Forecasting Zone 11. ENVIRON used data for Forecasting Zone 8, the closest zone for which survey data were available.  Zone 8 is adjacent to 
Zone 11 and also covers parts of Los Angeles.  Thus, it is assumed that energy use patterns are similar in the two energy forecasting zones due to the close geographic proximity.  
2. BAU Title 24 usage rates shown in this table have been adjusted to reflect improvements in Title 24 building codes since their introduction in 2002. CEC discusses average savings for 
improvements from 2002 to 2005 ("Impact Analysis for 2005 Energy Efficiency Standards"). ENVIRON used these CEC average savings percentages, which are, for electricity: 7.7% 
reduction in 2005; for gas: 3.2% reduction in 2005.
3. Includes only Title 24-regulated building envelope uses of electricity (heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating) and gas (heating, water heating), as discussed in Footnote 2 of Table 8 
and Footnote 2 of Table 9.
4. Includes all other uses of electricity (cooking, refrigeration, exterior lighting, interior lighting, office equipment, miscellaneous, process, motors, air compressors) and gas (cooling, 
cooking, miscellaneous, process) not included in the Title 24-regulated building envelope, as discussed in Footnote 3 above.
5. GHG emission factors (EF) are calculated by multiplying the corresponding usage rates or usages by the conversion factors listed in Table 10
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Usage Rate1

[Unit/SF-yr]
CO2e EF2

[tonnes/SF-yr]
CO2e Emissions3

[tonnes/yr]
Electricity kWh 15.68 7.33E-03 1,282

Natural Gas kBTU 9.33 4.95E-04 87
Electricity kWh 9.56 4.47E-03 179

Natural Gas kBTU 19.48 1.03E-03 41
Electricity kWh 13.20 6.17E-03 925

Natural Gas kBTU 1.94 1.03E-04 15
Grand Total Area 365,000 2,386

144
2,529

Notes:

Abbreviations:

kWh - kilowatt-hour

VPV - Village at Playa Vista

Sources:

Electricity Total
Natural Gas Total

Grand Total

Energy Source

150,000

175,000

Retail

Miscellaneous 40,000

All Office

Total Area
[SF] Unit

Table 12
Energy Usage and Resulting GHG Emissions for Non-Residential Building Types, Project

The Village at Playa Vista
Playa Vista, City of Los Angeles, California

15% Improvement over Title 24 (2005) and 2010 RPS (20%)

2. GHG emission factors (EF) are calculated by multiplying the corresponding usage rates or usages by the conversion factors listed in Table 10.
1. The usage rate with 15% improvement over Title 24 is calculated as the BAU Title 24 usage reduced by 15% plus the BAU non-Title 24 usage.

CEUS Building Type

CEUS - California Commercial End-Use Survey

BAU - business as usual
CEC - California Energy Commission

SCE - Southern California Edison
RPS - Renewables Portfolio Standard

3. GHG emissions are calculated by multiplying the emission factor by the total area.

kBTU - kilo (1000) British thermal units

EF - emission factor
GHG - greenhouse gas

CO2e - carbon dioxide equivalent

SF - square feet

yr - year

tonnes - metric tonnes

California Energy Commission.  2003.  Impact Analysis:  2005 Update to the California Energy 
Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings.  Available at: 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2005standards/archive/rulemaking/documents/2003-07-11_400-
03-014.PDF
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Scenario RPS Scenario Energy Source
CO2e Emissions

[tonnes/yr]
Total CO2e Emissions

[tonnes/yr]
Electricity 2,386

Natural Gas 144
Electricity 2,987

Natural Gas 163

Abbreviations:
BAU - business as usual
CO2e - carbon dioxide equivalent
GHG - greenhouse gas
RPS - renewable portfolio standard
yr - year

BAU None 3,150

2,5292010 (20%)Project

Table 13

Playa Vista, City of Los Angeles, California
The Village at Playa Vista

Summary of GHG Emissions from Non-Residential Building Types
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Total Village Project Trip Ends
Office 2,271
Dwelling Units 15,236
Retail (Neighborhood) 6,193
Community Serving 520

Total Trip Ends 24,220

Internal Village Trip Ends %2 14%
Sub-Total Trip Ends 3,502

Transit Trip Credits3 (Trip Ends)
Regional Buses - 5 for 7.5 hours 1,500
Shuttle Buses - 5 for entire day 3,000
Sub-total Person Trip Ends Credit 4,500
Sub-Total Auto Trip Ends Credit 3,750

Internal Trips2 1,751
External Trips 20,718
Total Trips4 22,469
Transit Trip Credits (Trips) 3,750
Reduction in Trips from Transit5 17%

Notes:

Abbreviations:
PV - Playa Vista
VPV - The Village at Playa Vista

Reference:

Table 14
Traffic/Trip Generation Estimates1

The Village at Playa Vista
Los Angeles, California

Raju Associates. 2009. Traffic/Trip Generation Estimates for Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis. The Village at 
Playa Vista. Table A.  Sent to ENVIRON August 14, 2009.

4. The Total Trips is calculated by applying the number of internal trip ends to the total number of trip ends.  For 
internal trips, two trip ends constitute one trip.  For external trips, one trip end constitues one trip.
5. The Reduction in Trips is calculated by assuming that all Transit Trip Credits are reductions in the number of 
external trips.

1. Data in this table provided by Raju Associates, except where noted.
2. Internal Village Trip Ends quantifies the number of trip ends associated with internal trips (i.e., within VPV).  For 
internal trips, two trip ends are equivalent to one trip.  This represents the reduction in trips due to the mixed-use 
nature of the Proposed Project.
3. Transit Trip Credits are reductions in the number of baseline trips due to the use of public transportation.  Two 
modes of public transportation taken into account are Regional Buses and Shuttle Buses.  The Auto Trip Ends Credit 
accounts for the number of vehicles reduced and assumes 1.2 people per car and that trips reductions only apply 
during weekdays.
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Light Duty
Vehicles

Medium and Heavy Duty
Vehicles

Trip Length (Miles/Trip)1 5.52 5.52
% of Trips2 99.7% 0.28%
Trip Generation (daily)3

Trips (daily) 24,153 67
VMT (daily) 133,326 368
Trips (annual - weekend adjustment)4 8,317,860 22,989
VMT (annual - weekend adjustment)4 45,914,585 126,901
Emission Factors5

Running (g/mile) 436.4 940
Startup (g/trip) 77.0 64.4
Idling (g/trip) 0.0 36.8

BAU Emissions (metric tonne)
Running 20,039 119.3
Startup 641 1.5
Idling 0 0.8

Total (annual) 20,679 121.6
Total (CO2)

BAU Total (CO2e)6

Project Emissions
Pavley Adjustment7

Running (g/mile) 348 N/A
Transit Credits8

Transit Trip Reduction 17% N/A
Internal Trips9 

Internal Trip Reduction 7% N/A

Project VMT (annual)
Transit Trips Reduction (VMT)10 5,805,294 N/A
Internal Trips Reduction (VMT)11 3,319,424 N/A

Project VMT 36,789,867 126,901
Project Emissions w/ Pavley (metric tonne)12

Running 12,804 119.3
Startup 534 1.5
Idling 0 0.8
Total (annual) 13,338 121.6
Total (CO2)

Project Total (CO2e)7

Percentage Reduction w/ Pavley

Notes:

Table 15
BAU and Project Mobile Source Emissions

The Village at Playa Vista
Los Angeles, California

13,459

14,168
35.3%

24,220

20,801

21,895

1. Average trip length (miles/trip) for vehicle classes provided by Raju Associates.  This value represents trip lengths for external project trips.

2. The vehicle mix is estimated based on the breakdown of trip types by land use and the percentage of commercial-based non commute trips.  For VPV, we assume that all medium- and 
heavy-duty vehicle trips occur for retail land use only.  Based on URBEMIS methodology, the commercial based worker commute trip percentage for retail land uses is 2% and the 
commercial-based non commuter trip is one-half this value, or 1%.  The number of trip ends associated with retail land use is 6,193 trip ends; therefore, if we conservatively estimate that all 
commercial-based non-commuter trips are done by medium- and heavy-duty vehicles and that all trip ends associated with retail are from external trips, this would account for 1% x 6,193 
trip ends = 62 trips.  Thus, 62/22,469 = 0.28% of trips are associated with medium- and heavy-duty vehicles.

3.  The total trip ends generated as provided by Raju Associates can also represent the total trips generated if not accounting for the mixed-use nature of the Project (per a phone conversation 
with Raju Associates Aug 25, 2009).

4. Annual VMT and number of trips are estimated based on the daily VMT and number of trips.  Weekend VMT and number of trips are typically lower than weekday VMT and number of 
trips.  Daily trips were adjusted to account for differences between the weekend and the weekday traffic based on a report by Sonoma Technologies.  The weekend traffic was assumed to be 
80% of weekly capacity.

8.  A transit "credit" is derived based on the number of vehicle trips saved based on the use of public transportation.  The reduction in the number of vehicle trip ends comes from the transit 
study (Raju Associates).  These trips are assumed to be external trips and therefore, the number of trips is equivalent to the number of trip ends saved.  Data shown in Table 13.

9. Internal Village at Playa Vista (VPV) trips.  This represents the percentage of trips that are reduced from the estimated trips generated due to the mixed-use nature of the Project (per a 
phone conversation with Raju Associates Aug 25, 2009).
10. The Transit Credits only apply to weekday travel.  Thus, to derive the reduction in annual VMT from the Transit Credit, the BAU VMT was multiplied by reduction in trips (17%) and 
also by a factor of 5/7 to account for weekdays only.

5. Emission factors for vehicle classes provided by EMFAC for Los Angeles County.  Emissions can be broken down to running, startup, and idling emissions.  EMFAC results and emission 
factor derivation can be found in the Attachment A.  
6. Total carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e) is calculated by taking carbon dioxide emissions and dividing by 95%.  The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
recommends assuming that methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) account for 5% of GHG emissions from on-road vehicles, taking into account their global 
warming potentials.
7. The running emission factor is scaled down due to the required reductions under the Pavley Standard (Pavley).  Pavley only applies to light duty passenger cars.  The Scaling Factor was 
derived from expected reduced emission factors from an ARB report on the Pavley Standard.
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Abbreviations:
ARB - California Air Resources Board
BAU - business-as-usual
CH4 - methane
g - grams
HFC - hydrofluorocarbons
N/A - not applicable
N2O - nitrous oxide
PV - Playa Vista
USEPA - United States Environmental Protection Agency
VMT - vehicle miles traveled
VPV - The Village at Playa Vista

References: 

Sonoma Technologies, Inc. 2004. Collection and Analysis of Weekend/Weekday Emissions Activity in the South Coast Air Basin. May

11.  The reduction in VMT due to the mixed-use nature of the Project based on the internal trip reductions.

Raju Associates. 2009. Traffic/Trip Generation Estimates for Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis. The Village at Playa Vista. Table A.  Sent to ENVIRON August 14, 2009.

12. The Project Emissions are based on an additional reduction due to the Paveley Standard.

ARB, 2008.  Comparison of Greenhouse Gas Reductions for the United States and Canada under U.S. CAFE Standards and California Air Resources Board Greenhouse Gas Regulations.  
Table 11.
Mestre Greve Associates. 2008. Climate Change Emissions for the Village at Playa Vista. City of Los Angeles. Prepared for Christopher A. Joseph and Associates. December 4.
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Source GHG Emissions
Business as Usual

Mobile 21,895
Residential1 7,571
Non-Residential1 3,150
Potable Water Usage2 56
Recycled Water Usage2 15

Annualized Total 32,687

Project Emissions (w/ Sustainability Features and Regulatory Measures)3

Mobile 14,168
Residential1 6,220
Non-Residential1 2,529
Potable Water Usage2 56
Recycled Water Usage2 15

Annualized Total 22,988
Percentage Improvement over BAU 29.7%

Notes:

Abbreviations:

VPV - Village at Playa Vista

Sources:

MGA - Mestre Greve Associates

CO2 - carbon dioxide
CO2e  - carbon dioxide equivalent
EMFAC - Emission Factors Database

Mestre Greve Associates. 2008. Climate Change Emissions for the Village at Playa Vista. City of Los Angeles. Report 
#08-111 December 4.

URBEMIS - Urban Emissions Model

3. Regulatory measures include the Pavely standard for light-duty vehicles and the 2010 (20%) Renewables Portfolio 
Standard.

Table 16
Summary of Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The Village at Playa Vista
Los Angeles, California

1.  Residential and non-residential building emissions account for electricity and natural gas usage at VPV.

2. Water emissions from the MGA report account for emissions due to energy production associated with water supply.  
The Project includes water reduction and efficiency measures, but they have not been quantified.

GHG - Greenhouse Gas
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A T T A C H M E N T  A  

GHG Emissions from the Renewables Portfolio Standard 



% of Total Energy From Renewables1 5%
% of Total Energy From Non-Renewables 95%

Total Energy Delivery1 29,141,703 MWh
from renewables 1,342,844 MWh

from non-renewables 27,798,859 MWh

CO2 Emissions per 
Total Energy Delivered 1,228 lbs CO2/MWh delivered
Total CO2 Emissions1 16,230,815 metric tonnes CO2

CO2 Emissions per 
Total Non-Renewable Energy2 1,287 lbs CO2/MWh delivered

Estimated Emission Factors for Total Energy Delivered3
2010 RPS (20%) 1,030 lbs CO2/MWh delivered

Notes:

Abbreviations:
CO2 = carbon dioxide
kWh = kilowatt-hour
lbs = pounds
MWh = Megawatt-hour
PUP = Power/Utility Protocol
RPS = Renewables Portfolio Standard

Attachment A
GHG Emissions from Renewables Portfolio Standard

The Village at Playa Vista

3. The emission factors for total energy delivered are estimated by multiplying the percentage of energy 
delivered from non-renewable energy by the CO2 emissions per total non-renewable energy metric 
calculated above.  An emission factor is presented here for the current 20% RPS goal for 2010.  The 
estimate provided here and the 2007 PUP report issued by Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
assume that renewable energy sources do not result in any CO2 emissions.  This is not necessarily true 
for biogas- and biomass-sourced energy but some consider these sources to be "carbon neutral."

1. The renewable energy portfolio, energy values, and CO2 emissions for Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power (LADWP), the power utility that is most likely to provide power to The Village at 
Playa Vista development.  The renewable energy distribution is based on data available from the 
LADWP PUP Report.  Available at: 
http://www.climateregistry.org/CarrotDocs/16/2007/LADWP_2007_PUP_Report.pdf
2. The emissions metric presented here is calculated based on the total CO2 emissions divided by the 
energy delivered from non-renewable sources.

Playa Vista, City of Los Angeles, California
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A T T A C H M E N T  B  

EMFAC2007 Model Results 

 



Attachment B

Scen Year: 2020 -- All model years in the range 1966 to 2010 selected
Season   : Annual
Area     : Los Angeles County Average
I/M Stat : Enhanced Interim (2005) -- Using I/M schedule for area 59 Los Angeles (SC)
Emissions: Tons Per Day

Light Duty Diesel Total HD Urban Medium and Heavy All
Non-cat Cat Diesel Total Non-cat Cat Diesel Total Totals Non-cat Cat Diesel Total Non-cat Cat Total Trucks Trucks Buses Motorcycles Totals Vehicles

Vehicles 417 3,834,160 1,911 3,836,490 318 2,001,210 5,335 2,006,860 5,843,350 1,395 786,054 32,707 820,156 91 65,223 65,314 94,269 159,583 4,786 157,224 1,141,749 6,985,100
VMT/1000 6 123,238 37 123,281 7 69,088 146 69,241 192,522 27 28,163 1,553 29,742 1 1,438 1,439 10,363 11,802 522 1,145 43,211 235,734
Trips 1,595 23,837,400 9,237 23,848,200 1,226 12,358,100 29,712 12,389,100 36,237,300 7,882 7,647,940 404,798 8,060,620 1,718 758,047 759,765 1,686,240 2,446,000 19,145 314,417 10,840,182 47,077,500
% of VMT 0.00% 52.28% 0.02% 52.30% 0.00% 29.31% 0.06% 29% 82% 0.01% 11.95% 0.66% 12.62% 0.00% 0.61% 0.61% 4.40% 5.01% 0.22% 0.49% 18% 100%
% of Trips 0.00% 50.63% 0.02% 50.66% 0.00% 26.25% 0.06% 26% 77% 0.02% 16.25% 0.86% 17.12% 0.00% 1.61% 1.61% 3.58% 5.20% 0.04% 0.67% 23% 100%
Trip Length (Miles/Trip) 3.8 5.2 4.0 5.2 5.7 5.6 4.9 5.6 5.3 3.4 3.7 3.8 3.7 0.6 1.9 1.9 6.1 4.8 27.3 3.6 4.0 5.0

Methane Emissions

Run Exh 0 1.75 0 1.75 0 1.6 0 1.6 3.35 0.01 0.81 0.01 0.84 0 0.06 0.06 0.19 0.25 0.03 0.27 1.39 4.73
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0 0 0.02 0.03 0 0 0.04 0.03
Start Ex 0 0.22 0 0.22 0 0.17 0 0.17 0.39 0 0.19 0 0.19 0 0.04 0.05 0 0.05 0 0.05 0.29 0.68
Total Ex 0 1.97 0 1.97 0 1.77 0 1.77 3.74 0.02 1.01 0.01 1.03 0 0.1 0.1 0.21 0.32 0.03 0.32 1.70 5.44

Diurnal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0
Hot Soak 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0
Running 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0
Resting 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0
Total 0 1.97 0 1.97 0 1.77 0 1.77 3.74 0.02 1.01 0.01 1.03 0 0.1 0.1 0.21 0.32 0.03 0.32 1.70 5.44
lbs/trip 0.00000 0.00017 0.00000 0.00017 0.00000 0.00029 0.00000 0.00029 0.00507 0.00026 0.00005 0.00026 0.00000 0.00026 0.00026 0.00025 0.00026 0.00313 0.00204 0.00023

Running EF (g/mile) 0.0158 Running EF (g/mile) 0.0291
Startup EF (g/trip) 0.0098 Startup EF (g/trip) 0.0242

Idling EF (g/trip) 0.0000 Idling EF (g/trip) 0.0033

Carbon Dioxide Emissions (000)

Run Exh 0 54.17 0.01 54.18 0 38.5 0.06 38.56 92.74 0.02 21.52 0.89 22.43 0 1.09 1.09 19.92 21.01 1.17 0.22 44.83 137.57
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.03 0 0.03 0 0.01 0.01 0.4 0.41 0 0 0.44 0.45
Start Ex 0 1.86 0 1.86 0 1.22 0 1.22 3.08 0 0.73 0 0.73 0 0.03 0.03 0 0.03 0 0.01 0.77 3.86
Total Ex 0 56.03 0.01 56.04 0 39.72 0.06 39.78 95.82 0.02 22.28 0.89 23.2 0 1.13 1.13 20.32 21.46 1.17 0.23 46.06 141.88
lbs/trip 0.000 4.701 2.165 4.700 0.000 6.428 4.039 6.422 5.075 5.826 4.397 5.756 0.000 2.981 2.975 24.101 17.547 122.225 1.463 6.028

Running EF (g/mile) 436 Running EF (g/mile) 940
Startup EF (g/trip) 77.0 Startup EF (g/trip) 64.4

Idling EF (g/trip) 0.0 Idling EF (g/trip) 36.8

Pavley Adjustment
Running EF (g/mile) 348

Notes:
1. Data from EMFAC Burden run for Los Angeles County.

References:

Abbreviations:
Cat - catalyzed
EMFAC - EMission FACtors estimation software
g - gram
lbs - pounds
Non-cat - non-catalyzed

2. The running emission factor is scaled down due to the required reductions under the Pavely Standard (Pavley).  Pavely only applies to 
light duty passenger cars.  The Scaling Factor was derived from expected reduced emission factors from an ARB report on the Pavley 
Standard.

ARB, 2008.  Comparison of Greenhouse Gas Reductions for the United States and Canada under U.S. CAFE Standards and California Air 
Resources Board Greenhouse Gas Regulations.  Table 11.

Heavy Duty Trucks

Light Duty Passenger Cars Light Duty Trucks Medium Duty Trucks Gasoline Trucks

E N V I R O N



 

A T T A C H M E N T  C  

Raju Associates Traffic and Trip Generation Estimates  



TABLE A

THE VILLAGE AT PLAYA VISTA

TRAFFIC/TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES FOR GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS ANALYSIS

SL. NO. PROJECT COMPONENT TOTAL DAILY

TRIP ENDS

0 TOTAL VILLAGE PROJECT (0) 24220

OFFICE 2271

DWELLING UNITS 15236

RETAIL (NEIGHBORHOOD) 6193

COMMUNITY SERVING 520

1 INTERNAL VILLAGE TRIP ENDS  (1) 3502

INTERNAL VILLAGE TRIPS 1751

AVG TRIP LENGTH 0.25 MILES

2 INTERNAL PV SITE TRIPS

PV1--> PV2 790

PV2--> PV1 875

SUB-TOTAL (2) 1665

AVG TRIP LENGTH 0.5 MILES

3 TRANSIT TRIP CREDITS 

REGIONAL BUSES -5 FOR 7.5 HRS (3) 1500

SHUTTLE BUSES - 5 FOR ENTIRE DAY (4) 3000

SUB-TOTAL PERSON TRIP ENDS CREDIT 4500

SUB-TOTAL AUTO TRIP ENDS CREDIT (5) 3750

AVG TRIP LENGTH FOR OVERALL 

EXTERNAL PROJECT TRIPS 5.52 MILES

NOTE: 0 Trip Generation Estimates from the Village at Playa Vista DEIR, EIR No. ENV-2002-6129-EIR, page 861 & from Table 4-2 of the Transportation Study

1 Daily Trip Ends computed using the average percent peak hour reduction for office and residential times the daily trip ends for these uses, respectively, plus 30% pass-by & internal retail trip ends and all of Community Serving use trip ends

2 Daily Trip Ends computed using the expression: (AM peak hour trips*10+PM peak hour trips*10)/2 for the total site trips to/from PV Phase 1 uses on the Playa Vista site

3 Daily Person Trip Ends were computed using five 40-seat buses operating for 7.5 hours (during both peak periods).  It is recommended that credit associated with this be taken for only the number of commuter weekdays in a year 

4 Daily Person Trip Ends were computed using five 25-seat buses operating throughout the day in both directions.  It is recommended that credit associated with this be taken for only the number of commuter weekdays in a year since shuttles are not planned to operate during weekends.

5 Auto Trip Ends are computed using an auto-occupancy factor of 1.2 people per car.  That is, Auto trip ends credit = Person trip end credit / 1.2



APPENDIX D: 
OTHER TECHNICAL APPENDICES BEYOND SCOPE OF  
RS-DEIR 



APPENDIX D.i: 
COOPER ECOLOGICAL MONITORING INC., LETTER, 
JUNE 12, 2009  







APPENDIX D.ii: 
BIOLOGICAL EFFECTS OF MOSQUITO FISH (GAMBUSIA 

AFFINIS) ON THE BALLONA WETLANDS SYSTEM, E. READ 

AND ASSOCIATES, JUNE 18, 2009 







APPENDIX D.iii: 
REPORT REGARDING HEAL THE BAY COMMENT LETTER 

ON THE RECIRCULATED SECTIONS – DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (RS-DEIR) VILLAGE 

AT PLAYA VISTA, GEOSYNTEC CONSULTANTS,  
JULY 7, 2009 



























APPENDIX D.iv: 
REPORT ON PLAYA VISTA WSA, RON GASTELUM, 
JULY 7, 2009 
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APPENDIX F: 
RS-DEIR COMMENT LETTERS 



Letter No. 1











































file:///S|/Active%20Projects/PV%20Village%20II/Comments%20on%20RSDEIR/City%20of%20LA%20Fire.txt[8/19/2009 11:50:13 AM]

From:   Lily Quan [Lily.Quan@lacity.org]
Sent:   Wednesday, March 18, 2009 8:33 AM
To:     David Somers
Subject:        Fwd: Notices of Completion & Availability of RecirculatedSections of EIRs

Please correct.  Thanks

>>> Martha Lucero 3/18/2009 7:49 AM >>>
Hi Lily.

 I wanted to appraise you that several Notices of Completion of EIR's have 
been mailed to the Bureau of Fire Prevention, Dal L. Howard, Asst. Fire 
Marshal & to Alfred B. Hernandez via regular US mail (42 postage).  Both men 
have since retired.  These Notices were signed off by David J. Somers, EIR 
Unit, Division of Land/Environmental Review (Rm 750, CH).  Could you please 
inform them that the new Asst. Fire Marshal is Craig A. Fry and that these 
notices should be sent via grey messenger not US postal in light of the City's 
financial situation.  Thanks 

Letter No. 2



Letter No. 3





Letter No. 4



file:///S|/Active%20Projects/PV%20Village%20II/Comments%20on%20RSDEIR/City%20of%20LA%20Planning%20Dept.Comment.htm[8/19/2009 10:44:17 AM]

From:                              Susan Stiles [Susan.Stiles@lacity.org]

Sent:                               Tuesday, March 17, 2009 9:08 AM

To:                                   David Somers

Subject:                          FYI

I just received another call on multiple mailings of the Playa Vista notice, and in addition to receiving 4 mailings, the following is a
correction they want made to and address -
 
 
Michael De La Torre
Governmental Affairs Manager
STRIKE OUT PACIFIC ENTERPRISES SO. CALIFORNIA
Sempra Energy Corporation
555 West 5th St., GT 26E2
STRIKE OUT ML28
Los Angeles, CA  90013
 
If you have any questions, call me at 978-1271.

Letter No. 5



Letter No. 6
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Letter No. 7



LA residents have been given a mandate to reduce water consumption due to ongoing drought conditions.  

 

In its 2003 water supply assessment report for the proposed project, the Los Angeles Department of Water and 

Power put forth its independent forecast of 

water use by land use for the year 2020. The chart titled Table II, on page 6 of Technical Appendix I, shows 

industrial activity would consume 4% of projected water demand across the City in the year 2020 as opposed to 

35% for multifamily use and 16% for commercial use—considerable differences in consumption. 

 

The current Playa Vista M1 zoning typically uses far less water than the proposed high density residential and 

commercial.  

 

How can the City approve a development that increases density in such a massive way when at the same time it 

is telling its current residents that there is not enough water and has mandated severe city wide conservation 

measures?  

 

POWER CO!SUMPTIO!: How much more power will the new development consume above what would be 

needed for manufacturing uses?   

 

What solar power solutions are being implemented?   

 

The City of LA has recently passed new Green Building standards which should also be applied to this project 

in order to mitigate some of the various adverse environmental impacts. 

 

 

PRESERVATIO! OF I!DUSTRIAL LA!D: In 1995, the Playa Vista Area D Specific Plan was amended 

under Council File numbers 93-1621-S1 and 95-1547 to change the P (V) zone classification to the M (PV) 

zone along the abandoned Southern Pacific Railroad spur line which had formerly served the Hughes Aircraft 

manufacturing facilities. 

 

Council File Report 95-1547 clearly states: 

 

“All surrounding properties in the vicinity are designated for Light Industrial uses & the majority are zoned M 

(PV). "OW, THEREFORE MOVE that Ccl initiate a Plan amend on the subj area now designated P (PV) in 

Playa Vista Specific Plan Area D. FURTHER MOVE that this land be proposed for light Industrial uses. 

FURTHER MOVE that proposal to rezone the subj area be compatible with the surrounding use, height, 

intensity, yard requirements consistent with those in the immediate surrounding area without increasing 

development entitlements established in the Specific Plan. FURTHER MOVE that, pursuant to Section 11.5.8.D 

of LAMC, Ccl find that, because this action is necessary to achieve compatible land uses & other planning 

objectives.” 

 

CEQA requires that alternative uses and feasible mitigation measures using existing zone classifications must 

be explored and described in detail even if the project’s proponents decline to accept them. 

 

 Rather than amend well thought out Community Plans, the project should be revised to accommodate the land 

use goals and objectives of the existing applicable Community Plans: the Palms Mar Vista Del Rey Community 

Plan, the Playa Vista Area D Specific Plan prior to Ordinance #176235,  and the General Plan with special 

attention to the preservation of industrial land per the City’s Industrial Land Use Policy report entitled “Los 

Angeles’ Industrial Land: Sustaining a Dynamic Economy”, December 2007, prepared by the Department of 

City Planning and the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles.  

 

From Page 11 of the ILUP report: 

 

“Evolving Industrial Districts 

The term “industrial” no longer only refers to large factories producing steel, cars or other mass produced 

goods. Today the term describes a broader array of job-producing uses and activities—in addition to 

traditional industrial uses—such as furniture and clothing design, biomedical research/manufacturing, and 



entertainment-related post-production activities that do not necessarily generate impacts such as noise, traffic 

and pollution. 

While the industrial/employment sector is evolving, Los Angeles County remains the largest manufacturing 

region in the United States. Although globalization has generally triggered an exodus of jobs from many 

American city centers, the strategic importance of Los Angeles and its industrial lands has been strengthened”.  

 

And from page 14 of the same report: 

“Additionally, industrial lands in Los Angeles play an important role as incubator space for small start up and 

creative businesses. This entrepreneurial pattern fits perfectly into Los Angeles’ tradition of supporting a broad 

base of independently owned and operated businesses; most businesses in Los Angeles are small, independently 

owned and operated.11 These firms represent entrepreneurial and innovative businesses that can only become 

established under conditions available in industrial zones—relatively low rents, small spaces/lots and/or 

business incubator space. Many of these businesses are cleaner than those of the past and they provide good 

career-ladder jobs for local neighborhoods that have seen a decline in other local manufacturing jobs.”  

 

In  the City of Los Angeles Zoning Code, grocery stores are permitted in the RAS3; RAS4; C1; C1.5; C2; 

C4; CM; M1; M2; and M3 Zones.  

 

Playa Vista Phase 2 is presently zoned M. 

  

Therefore, the desire to add a grocery store and ancillary shopping/ commercial spaces due to a planning 

“omission” in Playa Vista Phase 1 is not sufficient reason for a massive up zoning in Phase 2 which will 

have a significant negative impact upon Los Angeles shrinking industrial land base by removing 111 

acres from the M classification without compensating for said loss on an acre for acre basis. 

 

This proposed permanent loss of 111 valuable acres of industrial land in the Western Los Angeles area 

proximate to the region’s major airport and key freeway interchanges should be analyzed in depth with regard 

to:  

 

1. The impact of that economic loss on the City’s urgent need to establish and maintain a stable, permanent 

industrial employment base in the Western Los Angeles area  

2. The encouragement of sprawl contrary to SB 375’s stated goal and objective of reducing vehicle miles 

travelled by pushing employment generating, industrial land uses to outlying areas of Los Angeles, and the 

resulting significant impacts upon job creation, traffic and infrastructure as more intense housing development 

follows the important industrial jobs base to the far edges of the city...or to other municipalities.  

 

COMMU!ITY PLA! I!CO!SISTE!CIES: Cumulative impacts upon surrounding communities have not 

been adequately stated. 

 

The Westchester Bluffs create a natural buffer between Westchester and the Playa Vista/Del Rey/Mar Vista 

communities.  

 

This buffer separates these communities in a variety of practical and environmental areas including 

transportation, view, air quality, housing, jobs, and shopping.  

 

In fact the impacts of this project will be felt in a much higher degree north of Jefferson Boulevard than 

Westchester. Changing the Westchester Community Plan to suit the needs of Playa Vista without significant 

mitigation for impacts upon adjacent northerly communities is not adequate.  

 

Every detail of master planned communities is typically determined prior to construction.  

 

The Playa Vista Area D Specific Plan Regional Mixed Use Commercial Zone C. C2 (PV) classification, as 

defined in Zone Regulations Section 4 C. paragraph 1, forbids some 83 uses.  

 

This places an undue burden on surrounding communities, and constitutes a significant negative impact upon 

these communities which do not have the luxury of excluding those less desirable uses which Playa Vista 

refuses.  



 

Additionally, the C2 (PV) classification requested in the entitlement application permits all uses allowed in the 

R5 zone, including hotels, motels, and hospitals [except animal hospitals].  

 

Yet, there would appear to be no plans to incorporate middle schools, high schools, or places of worship within 

the development boundaries -surely major cornerstones of any ‘live, work, play’ master planned community.  

 

TRACT MAP MODIFICATIO!S A!D LA!D USE I!CO!SISTE!CIES: City Controller Laura Chick’s 

March 16, 2009 audit report, Performance Audit of the City of Los Angeles’ Process for Planning Conditions 

for Development, cites failure of the existing system to effectively track implementation of entitlement 

conditions: 

 

“"ow as Controller, I have circled back to answer the question: "Who ensures that the requirements attached 

to these developments are followed,?" The answer is: ""o one." We are actually often relying on voluntary 

compliance by the developers. 

 

My report found that. in general, there is no single Department in charge of development projects from 

beginning to end. The Planning Department is indeed the lead agency in imposing conditions. However other 

Departments, such as Building and Safety, can add or change conditions without including the Planning 

Department… It is clear some significant changes must be made here. If projects are approved with conditions 

attached, is it not in the City's best interest to ensure those conditions are met? Certainly that is what the public 

expects.” 

 

From the summary of audit results: 

 

 The City of Los Angeles has not established an adequate process for reviewing,approving, and overseeing 

development projects that ensures that the final project conforms to the intent of the decision maker. "o single 

City department manages development projects from the project review through project construction and 

completion. The Department of City Planning does not manage other City departments’ review of proposed 

projects, and does not actively monitor compliance with the projects’ conditions of approval once the building 

permits have been issued. In the absence of a single point of management, development projects can materially 

change during the project plan review and project construction and completion, resulting in the final project 

being different from the project as it was approved by the decision maker.” 

 

Modifications to project tract map subdivisions have occurred routinely, without an opportunity for discussions 

and input from nearby community stakeholders.   

 

Additional future modifications to Vesting Tract Maps, such as changes to the Land Use Designation of Lot 113 

of VTT 49104 (Open Space) to other Land Use Designations, or similar land use and zone changes to VTT 

60110, should not occur without disclosure and public review.   

 

In addition these changes should require a zone change and general plan amendment with appropriate findings 

and additional environmental clearances by the Advisory Agency. 

 

The RS-DEIR moreover fails to address impacts and adequate mitigation measures as a result of land use 

inconsistencies resulting from the proposed allocation of 66,950 square feet of proposed office and light 

industrial uses to be developed within the Community Commercial Land Use Designation in Area D.   

 

Light industrial uses are generally incompatible with mixed-use residential and community serving uses and 

incompatible with the project's already approved narrower substandard streets. 

  

Furthermore, the entire RS-DEIR fails to adequately address any by-right density scenarios that could result in 

an additional 35% density, or approximately 910 units outside of the equivalency scenarios of 2810 units by 

exercising the use of the newly adopted City's Density Bonus Ordinance.  

 

The maximum development of the Project's equivalency scenario shown in Table II.A-4 excludes any 

calculations that show the potential for an added 35% density of the project area.   



 

The RS-DEIR falls far short of analyzing this potential major increase in density, thereby dramatically under 

stating significant adverse environmental impacts, including traffic and water consumption, as well as 

overstating the number of permanent jobs potentially created by the proposed project. 

 

Additional Land Use and transportation analysis and appropriate mitigation measures should be included as part 

of the evaluation of the project as it relates to density and disclosure of potential impacts due to incompatible 

light industrial uses with residential uses.  

 

LA!D USE RELATED TRA!SPORTATIO! IMPACTS: "!EW CO!DITIO!S WHICH REQUIRE A 

!EW TRAFFIC STUDY”: The Mar Vista Community Council has the following concerns with Playa Vista 

Phase 2 traffic mitigations: 

  

1. The City only requires mitigation of traffic impacts estimated to occur during the Peak Traffic Hour and the 

traffic impact mitigations secured by the City in 2004 from Playa Vista Phase 2 were based on a Traffic Study 

which assumed that only 1/4 to 1/3 of the project’s total circulation demand from its residential units (condos) 

will occur during the Peak Traffic Hour (see Appendix A.), and only a portion of that portion was mitigated. 

  

2. The combination of the unmitigated portion of the 1/4 to 1/3 Peak Hour traffic and the 2/3’s to 3/4’s un-

addressed non-Peak-Hour traffic will severely impact commuters, residents and businesses by: 

- increasing both the severity and hours of arterial congestion, 

- increasing commuter traffic cutting through residential neighborhoods,  

- forcing commuters to spread their commuting over even more than 3 to 4 hours each AM and PM, and 

- forcing business to further expand their Staggered Start times, and incur further productivity loses. 

  

3. The Phase 2 Traffic Study violated traffic engineering principles, and the natural laws of physics, by 

assuming that Phase 2 traffic can be accommodated at LOS “F” intersections, where traffic demand was already 

predicted to be from 1% to 40% greater (V/C Ratio 1.40) than the intersection’s physical capacity (see 

Appendix B.)  

  

4. The assumption that only 1/3 to 1/4 of AM and PM commute trips will occur during the Peak Traffic Hours is 

a violation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which requires impacts to be assessed under 

the worst conditions, which, with regard to traffic generation, would be that all condos will generate 2 trips 

during the Peak Traffic Hour (see Appendix A.) 

  

5. The mitigations offered for even the “Significantly Impacted intersections were insufficient to main tain both 

satisfactory and adequate Levels of Service at all intersections to be used by Phase 2 traffic, and therefore 

violated the Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey, and the Venice Community Plans (see Appendix C.) 

 

6. To even further reduce the mitigations required, the Traffic Study used selected residential Collector streets 

in neighborhoods other than Playa Vista to absorb Playa Vista Phase 1 and other Related Project traffic 

competing with Phase 2 for arterial space (see Appendix D.) to make arterials appear to have more remaining 

capacity for Phase 2 traffic. This likely reduced the apparent number of intersections significantly impacted by 

even the underestimated Phase 2 traffic and the mitigations required. Such use of residential Collector streets 

violated the General Plan which states that Collector streets are intended to serve only neighborhood-local 

traffic. 

  

7. In an attempt to nullify the above violations, the Westchester Community Plan was gutted of all rational 

traffic-planning policies, thereby leaving existing Los Angeles residents unprotected from Playa Vista's traffic, 

and causing the Westchester Community Plan to violate the Community Plan consistency rule (see Appendix 

E.)  

  

8. The Phase 2 Traffic Study was done in 2003 and is now 6 years out of date. 

 

9. Hundreds of additional condos and thousands of additional square feet of commercial and retail development 

have been approved since the original Phase 2 Traffic Study (see Appendix F.), adding hundreds to thousands 



of additional trips to Westside arterials and leaving less room for Playa Vista Phase 2 traffic (assuming there 

ever was room). 

 

Therefore the Mar Vista Community Council believes that the Playa Vista Phase 2 Traffic Study should be re-

done,  

  

· Assuming two commuters per condo, because two L.A-average incomes will be required to purchase a Phase 

2 condo, therefore the likelihood of two commuter trips from each condo during each commute period,  

  

· Allocating all 5,200 commute trips generated by Phase 2’s proposed 2600 residential units to the AM and to 

the PM Peak Traffic Hours as CEQA requires impacts to be assessed under the worst conditions and the 

developer was no power to force Phase 2 condo buyers to spread their commuting over more than the Peak 

Hour, and 

  

· Assigning all trips only to major and secondary highways intended to absorb such traffic, not to residential 

streets in neighborhoods other than Playa Vista.  

  

Then mitigate the newly discovered impacts in accordance with the Satisfactory Level of Service policies 

specified in the Community Plans of the communities impacted by Phase 2 traffic. We anticipate that this will 

result in a 200% to 300% increase in mitigations over those secured by the original irrational and now out-of-

date Traffic Study. 

 

STORMWATER RU!OFF: “Additionally, on March 2, 2007, Council members Ed Reyes (CD 1) and Bill 

Rosendahl (CD 11) introduced Council Motion 07-0663 to develop a water quality master plan with strategic 

directions for planning, budgeting and funding to reduce pollution from urban runoff in the City of Los 

Angeles.  

 

The Water Quality Compliance Master Plan for Urban Runoff (WQCMPUR) was developed by the Bureau of 

Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division to address the requirements of the Council Motion” [from the final 

draft of the Water Quality Compliance Master Plan for Urban Runoff (WQCMPUR) developed by the Bureau 

of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division].  

 

Therefore, the Playa Vista Phase 2 RS-DEIR must address the issue of stormwater runoff into Ballona Creek 

and other bodies of water, and include plans if not already included, to mitigate the effects of runoff from Phase 

II to the citizens of Los Angeles and others.  

 

2. CULTURAL [ARCHAEOLOGICAL] IMPACTS  
The First EIR did not analyze more environmentally superior alternatives and the second EIR has the same 

faults. CEQA mandates that these superior alternatives be considered.  

 

Such alternatives include “No Build” and other options for avoiding archaeologically sensitive areas 

completely.  

 

3. WASTEWATER IMPACTS   

After extensive cost to the City of LA and LA taxpayers, the LA Hyperion Plant was built and more recently, 

after much more additional costs to taxpayers, its capacity was greatly increased.  

 

The Plant is now providing mitigation of the Environmental Impacts of the Playa Vista project in regards to the 

millions of gallons of wastewater created by the project.  

 

It has been determined that its capacity will be sufficient for the next 10 years, but what then?  

 

The Mar Vista Community Council recommends all these aforementioned significant impacts be 

analyzed in the RS-DEIR.  

 



The Mar Vista Community Council also recommends the significant land use impacts of Playa Vista 

Phase 1 upon neighboring communities be assessed prior to any additional Playa Vista Phase 2 

discretionary approvals by the City. 

  

 As the primary Charter function of the Mar Vista Community Council is to represent Mar Vista 

Community Stakeholders, the Mar Vista Community Council recommends that any negotiations that 

take place with Playa Capital and Council District 11, should include at a minimum a Mar Vista 

Community Council representative Chair or Co Chair from the Traffic and Infrastructure, and the 

Planning and Land Use Management Committees [PLUM].  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Rob Kadota 

Chair 

Mar Vista Community Council 

Board of Directors 
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Appendices 
 

Appendix A. Estimated Trips verses Probably Real Trip Generation 

 

Trips Estimated in City-Certified Phase 2’s Traffic Study 

 

To estimate the traffic impact from development projects, the City used Trip Generation Rates from the Institute of 

Transportation Engineers (ITE). These Rates are an averaging of trips observed from prior completed projects:  

 

   - in cities with better mass transit options than are available to L.A. commuters,  

   - where two incomes, therefore the likelihood of 2 commuters, are not required to purchase a condo, and  

   - averaged as far back as the 1970’s when two career families was not the norm. 

 

Today such observations represent congestion-constrained flow out of or into recently completed projects. They do 

NOT represent the project’s total circulation DEMAND, most of which is forced to remain inside or outside of the 

project during peak traffic hours due to the arterial congestion caused by the City not requiring developers to mitigate 

all of their projects’ traffic impacts. None of the ITE studied projects were of California-based, much less Los Angeles-

based development projects. 

 

The AM and PM Trip Rates used for Playa Vista Phase 2 are shown in the table below, along with the number of  trips 

estimated to occur during the AM and PM Peak Traffic Hours, and the Total Daily Trips. The Total Daily Trip estimates 

for the 2600 Dwelling Units appears to account for the 2 commute trips likely for Westside-priced condos during the 

AM and PM commute period (4 trips total), plus one additional round-trip, for an average to approximately 6 Total 

Daily Trips.  

 

Trip Source Size AM Trip 

Rate 

AM Peak 

Hour Trips 

PM Trip Rate PM Peak 

Hour Trips 

Daily Trip 

Rate 

Total Daily 

Trips 

Office 175,000 sf  326  305  2,271 

Dwelling Units    2,600 du 0.44 1,444 0.54 1,404 5.86 15,236 

Retail 150,000 sf  143  575  6,193 

Community Serving   40,000 sf  13  18  520 

Total   1,926  2,302  24,220 

 

Probable Real Trip Generation 

 

The probably real AM and PM Trip DEMAND Rates for Playa Vista Phase 2 are shown below. Since the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires impacts to be assessed under the worst conditions, it must be assumed 

that  the total circulation demand from Phase 2’s 2600 condos must be assessed during the AM and PM Peak Traffic 

Hours.    

 

Trip Source Size AM Trip 

Demand 

Rate 

AM Peak 

Hour Trips 

PM Trip 

Demand 

Rate 

PM Peak 

Hour Trips 

Daily Trip 

Rate 

Total Daily 

Trips 

Office 175,000 sf  326  305  2,271 

Dwelling Units 2,600 du 2.00 5,200 2.00 5,200 5.86 15,236 

Retail 150,000 sf  143  575  6,193 

Community Serving 40,000 sf  13  18  520 

Total   5,682  6,098  24,220 

 

As you can see, the Peak Hour Trip Rates and counts used in the original Playa Vista Phase 2 Traffic Study (based on 

ITE Trip Rates) account for only approximately one-quarter (1/4) of the actual demand to be generated by Phase 2’s 

Dwelling Units which constitute 92% of the additional demand this project would place on the City’s transportation 

infrastructure.  Not addressing and not requiring the developer to provide the mitigations necessary to accommodate 

the entire demand during the Peak Hour will severely impact commuters, residents and businesses by: 

 

- increasing both the severity and hours of arterial congestion, 

- increasing commuter traffic cutting through residential neighborhoods,  

- forcing commuters to spread their commuting over even more than 3 to 4 hours each AM and PM, and 

- forcing business to further expand their Staggered Start times, and incur further productivity loses. 

 

If the above probable trip counts were used, the traffic impact mitigations required from Playa Vista 

would be approximately three times those secured by the 2004 Development Agreement just to achieve 

the same but still unsatisfactory and inadequate intersection Level of Service ratings to be expected from 

the currently planned mitigations. But at least it will prevent congestion and cut-thru traffic from 

increasing, compute periods from lengthening, and business productivity from dropping further.   
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Appendix C. Intersection Level of Service Policy Violations of the Brentwood, Del Rey, Mar Vista, Palms, 

Venice, West Los Angeles, and Westwood Community Plans.  

 

 

Community Plans, which make up the Land Use section of the Los Angeles General Plan, contain the City’s fundamental 

Land Use Transportation Policies, pursuant to State Code 65300. 

  

All 35 Community Plans, with the exception of the Westchester Community Plan which was modified to benefit Playa 

Capital, contain the following two basic Transportation Policies related to maintaining a satisfactory Level of Service 

(LOS) for existing residents and ensuring an adequate infrastructure before approving new development:  

  (the policy numbers may differ by Plan)  

 

 

Policy 15-1.1 [a] “Maintain a satisfactory LOS for streets and highways not to exceed LOS “D” for secondary 

highways and collector streets; nor LOS “E” for major highways or major business districts.” 

 

 % Unsatisfactory 

Intersections 

             (Below LOS “D”) 

2003 After PV Phase 1 After PV Phase 2 

 - Mar Vista 27% 60% 53%* 

 - Westside 20% 40% 42%* 

 

 

 

Policy 16-1.1 [b]  “If existing levels of service are LOS “E” or LOS “F” on a portion of a highway or collector 

street, then the level of service for future growth should be maintained at LOS ”E.”  

 

  Playa Vista improved only 4 of 84 LOS ‘F’ intersections to LOS ‘E’ . 

 

 

Policy 16-2.1 “No increase in density shall be effected by zone change or subdivision unless it is 

determined that the transportation infrastructure serving the property can accommodate the traffic 

generated.”  

 

LOS ‘F’ rated intersections cannot accommodate more traffic.” 

 

% Intersections Unable to 

Accommodate Playa Vista 

Traffic 

     (LOS “F” Intersections)   

2003 After PV Phase 1 After PV Phase 2 

- Mar Vista 10% 33% 30%* 

- Westside 10% 38% 36%* 

 

 

Results:  

105%* increase in “Unsatisfactory” arterial intersections increasing congestion, commute times 

and neighborhood cut-thru traffic. 

 

    173%* increase in “Failed”, 5-minute-delay, LOS ‘F’ intersections.  

 

     100%* to 200% increase in Cut-thru traffic in residential neighborhoods. 

 

 

* All of the above are based on assessing the impact of only 1/4 (25%) of actually total circulation demand likely to be 

generated by Phase 2’s 2600 residential dwelling units. The actual adverse impact to the City’s transportation 

infrastructure’s Level of Service will be much greater than shown above. 

 

 

 

Source: Intersection V/C & LOS data presented to MVCC Traffic Committee by Playa Vista and Kaku 

Associates on September 22, 2003, and the Playa Vista Phase 2 EIR.  
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Appendix D. General Plan and Community Plan Street Usage Policy Violations 

 

LA’s General Plan (LA’s “official” policy document pursuant to State Code 65300) states that, 
 

“Collector streets are intended to assist local traffic to major and secondary highways.” 
 

- General Plan, Transportation Element, Chapter VI – Street Designations and Standards, 
Section B. Selection/Performance Criteria For Street Designations, paragraph 1. Item d. “Collector Streets” 

 

The Palms, Mar Vista, Del Rey and Venice Community Plans say that the City is to: 
 

  “Discourage Non-Resident Traffic on Residential Streets.” 
 

- Neighborhood Protection Plan, Goal 14 

 

 

However Playa Vista Phase 2’s EIR says, 

 

“The City’s [arterial framework] model was revised to add network enhancements (to add all Collector streets” 

 

“As one corridor becomes congested, the model assigns traffic to parallel routes” 

 

 “The City’s transportation policy planning criteria seeks to focus traffic on arterials and collector streets and away 

from residential streets.”  

 

 
Playa Vista Phase 2 EIR, Appendix K, Figure 3-4, page III-10g Future 2010 without Project – AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

 

 

 

Therefore Playa Vista Phase 2’s Traffic Plan violated the above General and Community Plan 

policies. 
 

1. Collector streets are residential streets, and are for local neighborhood traffic only! 

 
2. Residential streets, either Collector or Local, are not to serve as commuter arterials. 

Major Highway Secondary Highway Residential Collector Street 

990 

1070 
 722 

1670 

898 

1466 

Beethoven 

Walgrove 

Inglewood 

Palms 

874 

National 

Centinela 

Venice 

676 

555 

 975 

23
rd
 Street 

Hourly Traffic 
volumes assigned 
to residential 

streets. 
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Appendix E. Westchester Community Plan Gutted of Rational Traffic Planning Policies to Enable Phase 2 

Approval. 

 

The following modifications were made to the Westchester Community Plan. 

 

Transportation Section, page III-32 

 

The former Westchester Community Plan contained the following policy: 

 

“Maintain a satisfactory LOS for streets and highways not to exceed LOS “D” for secondary highways and collector 

streets; and not to exceed LOS “E” for Major Highways or major business districts.” 

 

See the 2003 and 2010 Intersection LOS Maps in the Phase 2 EIR or above for a graphical picture of how many 

intersections will be driven over the acceptable level of LOS "D" and “E” by 2010. The combined Playa Vista Phase 1 and 

2 projects will cause 51% of  this degradation. Councilwoman's Miscikowski's husband Doug Ring's Marine Development 

projects will cause 28% of the degradation. 

 

 

The modified Westchester Community Plan now reads: 

 

11-1.1 Seek to maintain a satisfactory Level of Service (LOS) to extent possible for Major Highways, Secondary 

Highways and Collector Streets. (Pg III-34) 

 

 

Although traffic from Playa Vista Phase 1 and Phase 2 projects impact intersections in the Palms, Mar Vista, Del Rey and 

Venice communities, and these projects can not survive without use of streets and intersections in the these 

communities, Playa Capital stated in the Final EIR that they were not bound by policies in the Palms, Mar Vista, Del Rey 

and Venice Community Plans. The EIR shows that Playa Vista projects contribute a majority of the  projected traffic 

increases that will result in 18 intersections, currently providing Levels of Service of “D” or better, to deteriorate to LOS 

”E”,  (a 40% increase in LOS “E” intersections and a violation of the original Plan’s policy), the deterioration of 76 

intersections to LOS “F” (a 176% increase and also a violation of the original policy), and only 4 of 84 projected LOS “F” 

intersections will be “maintained at” (brought back to) LOS “E” by Phase 2 planned mitigations.   

 

 

All Westside Community Plans (except the modified Westchester Plan) contain the following policy: 

 

No increase in density shall be effected by zone change or subdivision unless it is determined that the 

transportation infrastructure serving the property can accommodate the traffic generated. 

 

In 2003, 10% of Westside were rated LOS “F” by LADOT, meaning the intersections fails to accommodate the current 

traffic demand being placed them. 

 

The 2010 Baseline traffic model for Phase 2, which predicts the conditions after Playa Vista Phase 1 and the conditions  

into which Phase 2 traffic would be added, predicts that 38% of intersections required by Phase 2 traffic will be LOS “F”.   

 

While the above predicted Westside infrastructure deterioration is said to be the combined impact of 96 “Related 

Projects”, Playa Vista Phase 1 and 2 constitute 51% of residential unit increases cited in the EIR and therefore must be 

considered as contributing the majority of traffic increases.  The Ring/Miscikowski Marina Development Projects 

contributed 27% of the residential unit increases and therefore a likely percentage of the traffic increases. 

 

Playa Vista Phase 2 could not be approved into these conditions under the original Westchester Community Plan 

policies. Therefore, the Westchester Community Plan was altered as shown below: 

 

11-2.1 No increase in density shall be effected by zone change, plan amendment, subdivision or any other 

discretionary action, unless it is determined that the transportation infrastructure serving the property can 

accommodate the traffic generated the Decision-makers make the following findings  [see below] or a 

statement of overriding considerations: 

 

The transportation infrastructure serving the project site and surrounding area, specifically the Freeways, Highways, 

and Streets presently serving the affected area within the Westchester-Playa del Rey Community Plan, have 

adequate capacity to accommodate the existing traffic flow volumes, and any additional traffic volume which would 

be generated from projects enabled by such discretionary actions. 

 

The weakening of the Westchester Community Plan allowed the project to be approved solely on a statement that 

“Overriding Considerations justify approval”, in spite of the fact that the Phase 2 traffic model clearly predicted that the 

transportation infrastructure serving the property can not accommodate the traffic it will generate. 
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Neighborhood Traffic Protection Plan Section, page III-40. 

  

Even after removing the requirements for Playa Vista to maintain Satisfactory Levels of Service at LA intersections, 

their traffic would not physically fit solely on the major and secondary highways, the streets designated and designed 

for such traffic. Therefore Playa Capital spread they traffic over all Westside residential Collector streets in their 

mathematical traffic model so it would appear as if Playa Vista traffic would be accommodated.  

 

Such use of residential Collector streets was a violation of the Los Angeles General Plan and all Westside Community 

Plans (except the modified Westchester Community Plan. All other plans state that the City is to,  

"DISCOURAGE NON-RESIDENT TRAFFIC FLOW ON RESIDENTIAL STREETS..." 

There are two types of Residential streets; Collector streets or Local streets. 

 

The modified Westchester Community Plan now states that the City need only to: 

DISCOURAGE NON-RESIDENT TRAFFIC FLOW ON LOCAL RESIDENTIAL STREETS. 

This allowed Playa Capital to offload Phase 1 traffic, in their traffic model,  from the arterials onto residential Collector 

streets to make it appear as if there would still be room on the arterials for Phase 2 traffic.  

 

This was a violation of the General Plan Transportation Element policy which states that, 

 

“Collector streets are intended to assist local traffic flow to major and secondary highways”,  

 

rather than being used as a major or secondary highway. 

 

The modification made this policy illogical. "Local" streets do not connect to commuter arterials (Major or Secondary 

Highway) at signal-controlled intersections. Therefore they do not require protection from non-resident traffic because 

non-resident commuter traffic cannot use Local streets to cut through a residential neighborhood. 

  

Appendix F. Development Projects Approved Since Playa Vista Phase 2’s Traffic Study in 2003 

 

 

The following is a partial list of traffic-generating development projects believed to have been approved since Playa 

Vista Phase 2’s 2003 Traffic Study. The additional traffic from these project leaves less capacity for Playa Vista Phase 2 

Traffic.  The Phase 2 Traffic Study needs to be redone to account for these significantly changed conditions. 

 

[City Planning should verify, correct and/or expand this partial list of Phase 2’s Related Projects.]  

 

Many Lofts in Marina Del Rey (No trip data available.) 

 

Marina Pointe = 31 stories, 800 new condos. 

 

Lincoln/Washington Office Building = 7 stories. 

 

Centinela/Bundy SMC Campus = 5000 more trips on Centinela (or residential streets). 

 

Centinela/Venice Condos =  80+ additional Peak Hour cut-thrus on Inglewood, Grand View. 

 

Centinela/Washington Condos = 300+ additional Peak Hour cut-thrus on Inglewood, Grand View. 

 

Centinela/Grand V.–LT Care Facility = 100+ additional P.H. cut-thrus on Inglewood, Grand View. 

 

New Projected Peak Hour Cut-Thru Traffic on Inglewood = 1500 per hour for 6 hours. 

 

11904 Culver @ Inglewood – add 70 – 190? new Condos. 

 

11427 W Culver – 5 Condos. 

  

S Barrington:  417 – 33 Condos, 1835– 8 Condos 

 

Bundy & Olympic 377 Condos 

 

3115 Sepulveda – 173 Condos 
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12095 Washington Boulevard 

 

12099 Washington Boulevard 

 

12101 Washington Boulevard 

 

12803 Washington Boulevard 

 

“Over the last decade, LA City Planning has approved new development projects at twice the historic rate.” 

– LA City Controller Audit of LA Planning Department. 
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1

Natasha Mapp

From: Shelley Luce [sluce@santamonicabay.org]
Sent: Monday, March 09, 2009 3:29 PM
To: david.somers@lacity.org
Subject: The Village at Playa Vista  DEIR

Hello,�

I would like to review this DEIR (No. ENV-2002-6129-EIR). I cannot locate it online. Can you send me a 
link or an e-copy? Thank you, 

Shelley

�
Shelley�Luce,�D.Env.�
Executive�Director�
Santa�Monica�Bay�Restoration�Commission�
1�LMU�Drive,�North�Hall�
Pereira�Annex�MS:8160�
Los�Angeles,�CA�90045�
Tel.�(310)�216�9827�
�
www.santamonicabay.org�
�

Letter No. 13



file:///S|/Active%20Projects/PV%20Village%20II/Comments%20on%20RSDEIR/State%20Coastal%20Conservancyt.htm[8/19/2009 10:43:57 AM]

From:                              Melanie Denninger [mdenninger@scc.ca.gov]
Sent:                               Monday, March 16, 2009 5:13 PM
To:                                   david.somers@lacity.org
Subject:                          DEIR No. ENV-2002-6129-EIR--mailing list

Dear Mr. Somers:

Please remove my name and street address from your mailing list for this project.

Incidentally, today I reveived 4 envelopes, each containing an identical notice for this project.

Thank you.

--Melanie Denninger

Melanie Denninger
Project Specialist
State Coastal Conservancy
1330 Broadway, 13th Floor
Oakland, CA 94612
phone: 510-286-0748
fax: 510-286-0470
mdenninger@scc.ca.gov
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Mr. David J. Somers 
June 2, 2009 
Page 2 

FORESTRY DIVISION - OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 

1. The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division 
include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation, 
fuel modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones or Fire Zone 4, archeological and 
cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance. 

2. Due to the limited amount of information included in your request, we are unable to respond to 
specific potential impacts. 

HEALTH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION: 

1. We have no comments at this time. 

If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330. 

Very truly yours, 

~ ~\()Jl tV~tL __ 
FRANK VIDALES, ACTING CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION 
PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU 

FV:lj 
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2. Helicopter and aircraft noise: Two small helistops may be located east of the site with 
projected 200 operations (takeoff and landing) per month between the hours of7:00 A.M. 
and 10 P.M. Heliport consultants calculated noise levels using Heliport Noise Model 
database provided by the Federal Aviation Administration. Helicopter noise will affect 
land uses located within portions of the adjacent Playa Vista First Phase development. 

3. LAX noise associated with its expansion will be very minor according to the calculations 
provided by the consultants. 

4. Threshold levels associated with operational traffic on off site noise sensitive locations 
are not considered significant based on the projected 2010 baseline traffic noise and the 
existing roadway traffic volumes with and without the project. 

The stationary noise sources were identified as follows: 

1. Roof top heating, ventilating and air conditioning (HV AC) units. Noise levels associated 
with the operation of these units should comply with general construction standards and 
the city noise ordinance. The city noise ordinance limits noise levels to 50 dBA Leq (7 
A.M. through 7 P.M.) and 40 dBA Leq (7 P.M. to 7 A.M.). 

All noise impacts associated with the construction and operation ofthis project were identified as 
significant without the mitigation. Therefore, we recommend the implementation of the 
mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR in pages 583-584. 

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service on this project and look forward to working with 
you in the future. If you have any questions please contact Evenor Masis at (626)430-5430. 

Sincerely, 

COJ'L""do~~'~~ 
Head, Environmental Hygiene Program 
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From:                              Wills, Mark [MWILLS@rcflood.org]
Sent:                               Tuesday, March 24, 2009 10:26 AM
To:                                   david.somers@lacity.org
Cc:                                   Tung, Teresa
Subject:                          NOA/C: Recirculated Sections DEIR No. ENV-2002-6129-EIR

David,

Just wanted to let you that RCFC&WCD will not be commenting on the recirculated sections of the DEIR.  West Los Angeles is well
outside the District's service area and we do not foresee any impacts to District facilities, programs, etc.  Also, you may want to re-
examine your mailing process/list as we received five identical copies of the subject notice.

Best Regards,

Mark H. Wills
Chief of Regulatory Division
Riverside County Flood Control &
Water Conservation District
951.955.8411

Note new e-mail address: mwills@rcflood.org
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From: Rex Frankel <rexfrankel@yahoo.com>
To: <david.somers@lacity.org>
CC: <brianacree@earthlink.net>
Date: 4/30/2009 4:59 PM
Subject: Playa Vista RS-DEIR comment letter

Comment letter on Playa Vista Phase 2 RS-DEIR from the Ballona Ecosystem Education Project

ENV 2002-6129 EIR, Clearinghouse number 2002111065

From Rex Frankel
6038 west 75th Street
L.A. CA 90045
April 30, 2009

To David Somers, david.somers@lacity.org

My comment letter is organized with the quoted section from the RS-DEIR first, then my response.

Comment 1:

Page I-9 Executive Summary
“As CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, Subdivision (f)(2) permits, the City requests that reviewers limit 
the scope of their comments to that material which is within the text of the revised sections and the 
appendices included in the RS-DEIR. The City also requests that reviewers not make new comments on 
old matters not included in this RS-DEIR….
…Further, with respect to the matters and potential impacts now covered by Sections II.A. through II.D of 
this RS-DEIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2)(ii), written responses will be 
prepared only to comments received on this RS-DEIR on such topics.”

The city is attempting to improperly limit the public’s opportunity to comment on this document by “asking 
that comments be limited to the revised DEIR only”. As the entire EIR was decertified by the Appeals 
Court, the public is entitled to challenge any portion of the EIR for compliance with CEQA. Only after the 
lead agency responds to all comments relating to the legal sufficiency of this EIR can the City properly re-
certify the revised CEQA documents.  The public notice inviting comments on this RS-DEIR is thus legally 
inadequate as it discourages public review and comment on the entire document that is under review, 
contrary to CEQA’s goal of encouraging public review of this type of project.

Comment 2:
Page I-6 Executive Summary
“Documents attached to the Original DEIR as Appendices O(1), O(2), and O(4) and the Original 
Appendices J(1)-J(4) are also attached as Appendices C.vi-C.xii, respectively, to this RS-DEIR.”

Appendices C.vi-C.xii are not attached, and are not on the city’s website for the RS-DEIR.

Comment 3:
Page I-7 Executive Summary
“ It should be noted that the revisions to the land use section in this RS-DEIR do not trigger the need to 
revise other Proposed Project impact discussions in the Original FEIR because those impact analyses 
utilized the appropriate baseline (i.e., undeveloped land) and actual Proposed Project development uses 
and figures (i.e., square feet, unit numbers, etc.).”
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Page I-10: 
“Finally, with regard to Sections I.B (The Proposed Project), I.C (Project Location), I.D (Project 
Background), I.E (Areas of Controversy), and I.F (Alternatives) of the Executive Summary in the Original 
DEIR, this RS-DEIR does not revise those sections and the reader is referred to the Original DEIR for the 
information contained in those sections.”

We strongly disagree with this assumption. The false and misleading land use analysis and baseline in 
the 2003 EIR irreparably tainted the analysis of alternatives. By falsely stating that the land was already 
entitled to massively more development than the applicant was seeking, this caused the range of 
alternatives to reflect this false assumption. Therefore, while in truth all alternatives but the 2 no-project 
alternatives featured a massive upzoning, the public was told the exact opposite..

Because the project was falsely described as a subdivision of land that was already entitled to such 
massive density, rather than a subdivision of land and a massive upzoning of this land, nearly all of the 8 
projects considered in the alternatives review (the applicant’s proposal and 7 alternatives) except the 2 no- 
project alternatives featured massively greater entitlements than the correct existing zoning would allow, 
ranging from 2 ½ times the existing to 25 times the existing zoning. 

This falsely stated baseline tainted the public’s review of reasonable alternatives because the 
intentionally misleading land use description caused the decision-makers to believe that to deny approval 
of the project which the developer claimed was only a fraction of the size of the project they were 
otherwise already permitted to build, would either 1) result in exponentially larger environmental impacts if 
the developer chose to proceed instead with the enormously larger project they claimed they were 
entitled to build, or 2) could lead to a “takings” lawsuit by Playa Capital. This false land use baseline led 
decision makers and the public to believe that any lesser impacting alternative would require a 
downzoning of the property and would result in a denial to Playa Capital of their rightful zoning 
entitlements.

Because the applicant is not legally entitled to any upzoning, a reasonable range of alternatives should 
have included alternatives to the discretionary “upzoning” portion of the project.  Alternative entitlement 
caps should not just be numerical, but also acreage-based. Therefore, one upzoning alternative could 
include upzoning half of the land, while leaving the other half at the existing zoning. Another could be 
upzoning ¼ of the land, while leaving the rest at the existing zoning. Another range of alternatives could 
include 108,050 square feet of retail space, and another could be 108,050 square feet of residential 
space. There is no question that these alternatives would be per se “feasible” based on the fact that they 
are similar to the zoning entitlement the applicant now has on the property.

Moreover, a challenge to the adequacy of the revised EIR is ripe now because the false and misleading 
land use baseline made it impossible for the public to even recommend alternatives to the upzoning, as 
we were continuously told that no upzoning was part of the project. As CEQA cases show, there is no 
environmental impact from downzoning property. But there can be significant environmental impact from 
upzoning land. (for analogy, see Mountain Lion Foundation v. California Dept. of Fish and Game, 
protecting an endangered species does not create an impact, but un-protecting that endangered species 
does create an impact under CEQA). When a project contains a massive upzoning as this project does, 
once the lead agency admits that this what they are doing, then the alternatives must take into account a 
reasonable range of alternatives to the upzoning along with alternatives to the subdivision of the land. If 
the only range of potentially feasible
 alternatives is artificially designed as 2.5 times existing zoning to 25 times bigger, this is hardly a 
reasonable range.

Comment 4:
Page I-35 Executive Summary
“Under Options 3 or 4, the Bluff Restoration area would be isolated, fragmenting the overall habitat 
corridor,”
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I believe this is in error. Only Option 4 would result in the riparian corridor being separate from the bluff 
face habitat area. Regardless, this would only result in a very small portion of the bluff face being 
separate from the riparian corridor, as there would be no disconnection for the remaining 1 ½ miles of the 
corridor. Therefore, inclusion of this as a “problem” or negative impact to rule out this alternative is 
extreme nitpicking.

If one examines the big picture, as CEQA requires, Playa Capital has already completed the damage to 
this cultural resource. The evidence cited in the RS-DEIR shows that none of the Options could be more 
damaging to this resource than what Playa Capital has already done. It is notable that the RS-DEIR 
points out no benefits to the 4 different locations for the riparian corridor, only negative impacts. 

It is stunningly biased that this project has so subjectively slanted the analysis of significant issues to 
favor the applicant’s project, allowing them to falsely create this rosy positive image of their project, while 
when ordered to do so by the court, they present an overwhelmingly negative picture of all possible 
alternatives, both to the location of the riparian corridor, and to any alternative design of the entire project.

Comment 5:
Page II.A-44—Land Use section
“However, since the Proposed Project is consistent with the policies, goals, and objectives in the 
applicable federal, state, and local plans, the Proposed Project is not considered to be inconsistent with 
any applicable land use plans, particularly in light of the proposed amendments to the General Plan and 
Area D Specific Plan, which as discussed above will ensure consistency with all elements of those plans.”

In fact, the proposed project is not consistent with the Playa Vista Specific Plan, which is by definition a 
local plan. So to claim that this massive upzoning is consistent with a plan only because you intend to 
change the plan along with the upzoning does not make the project consistent with the “baseline” of the 
plans.

Impacts and conclusions in an EIR must be measured from the existing conditions, not some possible 
new baseline after the project is approved. Therefore, the conclusion that there will be no land use 
impacts is incorrect. In fact, it is highly likely that the land use impacts are significant. If so, the applicant 
must mitigate those impacts if feasible, as CEQA requires. One way to mitigate those impacts is to 
dedicate open space to the City in compensation for this upzoning. The land use impacts must be 
mitigated on their own, and Playa Capital should not be allowed to claim that traffic mitigation alos 
mitigates these added land use impacts. These land use impacts are completely separate from all other 
areas of impacts and require mitigation solely for their own area of impact

Finally, this new EIR attempts to claim no land use impacts by claiming the proposed project will comply 
with general goals and policies of various plans. The error here is that compliance with some generalized 
“goals or policies” of the existing plans is a lot different than compliance with the specific entitlements 
granted by those plans for the purpose of determining significance of impacts. Therefore, the reasoning 
claiming no inconsistency on page Page II.A-51 is erroneous.
PRE
LIMINARY WORKING DRAFT
Comment 6:

PROBLEMS WITH SECTIONS OF THE EIR THAT WERE NOT RECIRCULATED:

Finally, since the Land Use section of the EIR has been changed to so that it now correctly  describes the 
zoning and entitlement changes sought by the developer, other sections of  the EIR also needed to be 
updated to reflect the corrected information.  The revised EIR  contains no indication at all as to whether 
the City has reviewed the unchanged sections of the EIR to determine if the substantial change to the 
project description would affect the analysis in any other section of the EIR.  Among the sections that 
certainly are affected by the change are the Alternatives and the executive summary of the alternatives, 
but the City should perform its own review of  sections that need to be changed and comment thereon.
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The alternatives sections need to be changed in a number of respects to reflect the corrected Land Use 
analysis.  First,  the sections should explicitly identify Alternative 2 as being a No Project alternative. 
Alternative 3 should be eliminated since 1) it is not a 
development that could legally be constructed on the phase 2 site without massive changes  in zoning, 
and 2) it was simply a "straw man" No-Project alternative to support 
the argument made by the developer in that the project they were proposing was 
“susbtantially less than the project they were otherwise entitled to build”, an argument 
that was rejected by the court as so misleading that it rendered the EIR deficient as an 
informational document.

Also, the executive summary of the alternatives contains misstatements about the traffic 
impacts and the environmental impacts of the "no project" and lower density 
alternatives, specifically by incorrectly stating that Alternative 2 would have 
"significant" traffic, waste, and other environmental impacts when the studies 
on which those conclusions were based specifically found that there would be no significant impacts.
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What happens to this land is crucial, as it represents part of the last remaining 5% of LA 
County's wetlands, and 5% of the state's coastal wetlands. 

5) Leaving this area open space will also benefit current residents/workers at Phase I of Playa 
Vista. It will give the high gas amounts below ground more area to dissipate, making the 
area safer. Also, it will give more open space for the residents/surrounding 
community/school children to have sports. Currently, the Phase 1 playing fields are on a 
shared basis between the residents and the proposed school. 

An educational native plant garden could be put there and land sct aside for the indigenous 
Native Americans (who had all of their land taken away from them in the 1700's). 

6) Although Playa Capital has said that the 111 acre Phase 2 site is needed to complete the 
Phase 1 site, they argued and won in Court in 1994 against environmentalists who said that 
the ma%ive Playa Vista project was being illegally piece-mealed in its approval process. 
Playa Capital argued that Phase 1 was a "stand alone" project, and did not need Phase 2 to be 
complete. Now they are saying that Phase 1 needs the shopping areas of Phase 2 to be 
complete. It cannot be both ways. 

7. Finally, due to the major upzoning that was hidden from the public in the previous E1R, some 
of these issues and other issues may not have surfaced or been obvious previously. They 
should be allowed to be commented on at this time. 

Attached is a photo showing the Ballona wetlands approximately 80 years ago. It can be seen 
that the ecosystem that supported California Gray Whales, halibut, and other marine/terrestrial 
I ife was much larger - approximately 2100 acres of wetlands and 6,000 acres of uplands. The 
destruction of this ecosystem is happening very fast - within one lifetime. It is critical that we 
save and clean up every section that is left. 

Thank you very much, 

/<~~ 
Kathy K~ght, 
Board Secretary, 
Ballona Ecosystem Education Project (RE.E.P.) 
P.O. Box 451153, Los Angeles, CA 90045-1153 
(310) 450-5961 
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PHONE:  (213) 482-4200 
FACSIMILE: (213) 482-4246 

LAW OFFICES OF  SABRINA VENSKUS EMAIL:  
VENSKUS@LAWSV.COM

 171 PIER AVENUE, SUITE 204 
SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 90405 

 

 

March 5, 2009 

VIA FACSIMILE to (213) 978-1275,
ELECTRONIC MAIL to david.somers@lacity.org
and U.S. MAIL

David J. Somers 
City Planning Department 
Room 750 
City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Request to extend comment period on the Village at Playa Vista RS-DEIR 
(Case No. ENV-2002-6129-EIR) due to City’s failure to notify interested 
parties

Dear Mr. Somers: 

This letter is submitted by the Ballona Wetlands Land Trust (BWLT).  BWLT was a 
commenter on the original Draft Environmental Impact Report for the above-referenced Village 
at Playa Vista project (hereinafter “Project”), as well as one of the successful 
petitioners/appellants in City of Santa Monica, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al., (L.A.S.C., 
Case No., BS093502). 

On January 29, 2009, the City of Los Angeles issued a “Notice of Completion and 
Availability of Recirculated Sections of Draft Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2002-
6129-EIR,” (“Notice”). However, numerous interested parties that commented on the prior EIR 
on the Project did not receive this Notice.  Additionally, the Notice is not available to the public 
on the planning department’s website, www.lacity.org/pln, in either the Public Notices section or 
the Notice of Preparation section. 

I am informed by Ms. Sylvia Schweri at BWLT that she contacted numerous 
organizations and individuals who commented on the prior EIR and many informed her they did 
not receive the Notice.  These parties include Heal the Bay, Sempra Energy Utilities, Natural 
Resources Defense Council (NRDC), Friends of Sunset Park, and Koreh LA. In addition, Ms. 
Marcia Hanscom of Ballona Institute and Wetlands Action Network (also a commenter on the 
prior EIR) informed me that neither she nor her organizations received the Notice.  There are 
likely other interested parties who similarly failed to receive the Notice.   
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In failing to provide these interested organizations and individuals said Notice, the City 
has violated CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5, subdivision (f)(3), which provides: 

As part of providing notice of recirculation as required by Public Resources Code Section 
21092.1, the lead agency shall send a notice of recirculation to every agency, person, or 
organization that commented on the prior EIR.

Because the City failed to give proper notice of the RS-DEIR’s completion and 
availability for review, BWLT requests the City re-issue the Notice in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 and further extend the public comment period on the
RS-DEIR an additional 45 days from the date of Notice re-issuance in order to provide the 
public adequate time to review the RS-DEIR and comment thereupon.

The failure to extend the comment period will severely prejudice these parties from 
adequately reviewing and responding to the revised sections of the DEIR, thus preventing the 
public and decision makers from receiving vital input on the RS-DEIR.  (See Save our Peninsula 
Committee v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99.)  The revised 
EIR “must be subjected to the same ‘critical evaluation that occurs in the draft stage,’ so that the 
public is not denied an ‘opportunity to test, assess, and evaluate the data and make an informed 
judgment as to the validity of the conclusions to be drawn therefrom.’” (Id. at p. 131, quoting 
Sutter Sensible Planning, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors (1981) 122 Cal.App.3d 813, 822.)

Meaningful public review of the RS-DEIR can only occur with sufficient notice to the 
public and agencies of the RS-DEIR’s completion and availability, and sufficient time to draft 
comments after receipt of such notice.  Please confirm in writing that the RS-DEIR Notice will 
be re-issued and the comment deadline extended 45 days. 

Please contact me if I can be of assistance in supplying the Department of Planning a list 
names and contact information of interested parties. 

     Sincerely, 

     /S/ Sabrina Venskus 

     Sabrina D. Venskus, Esq. 
     LAW OFFICES OF SABRINA VENSKUS 
     Attorney for Ballona Wetlands Land Trust 

cc:   Honorable City Councilman Bill Rosendahl (via facsimile) 
Mr. Michael LaGrande, Chief Zoning Administrator, City Planning Department (via mail 
and facsimile) 
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From: "Emilee Moeller" <EMoeller@lawsv.com>
To: "David Somers" <David.Somers@lacity.org>
CC: "Sabrina Venskus" <venskus@lawsv.com>
Date: 4/30/2009 4:59 PM
Subject: Ballona Wetlands Land Trust Comment Letter on the Village at Playa Vista RS-DEIR 
(Case No. ENV-2002-6129-EIR).
Attachments: Revised EIR 4-30-2009.pdf

Dear Mr. Somers:

Attached please find Ballona Wetlands Land Trust Comment Letter on the
Village at Playa Vista RS-DEIR (Case No. ENV-2002-6129-EIR).

The comment letter includes numerous exhibits, amounting to hundreds of
pages.  As such, we are not able to email them as attachments along with
the comment letter itself (the pdf files would be too large).

These exhibits, along with the original comment letter are being sent to
you via U.S. Mail today.

Thank you,

Emilee Moeller

Emilee Moeller

Associate Attorney

Law Offices of Sabrina Venskus

phone:      (213) 482-4200

facsimile:  (213) 482-4246

web:         www.lawsv.com

Office Address:

1055 Wilshire Boulevard

Suite 1660

Los Angeles, CA 90017
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Mailing Address:

171 Pier Avenue, #204

Santa Monica, CA 90405

Confidentiality Notice:  This e-mail message may contain confidential or
privileged information.  If you have received this message by mistake,
please do not review, disclose, copy, or distribute the e-mail.
Instead, please notify me immediately by replying to this message.
Thank you.
Tax Advice Notice:  IRS Circular 230 requires me to advise you that, if
this communication or any attachment contains any tax advice, the advice
is not intended to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of
avoiding federal tax penalties.  A taxpayer may rely on professional
advice to avoid federal tax penalties only if the advice is reflected in
a comprehensive tax opinion that conforms to stringent requirements.
Please contact me if you have any questions about Circular 230 or would
like to discuss preparation of an opinion that conforms to these IRS
rules.



















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 
















































































































































































































































































































































































































	C.iii.pdf
	Quantitative AB 32 Consistency Assessment for the Village atPlaya Vista Development
	Executive Summary
	Project Understanding
	Regulatory Setting
	California Legislation
	Assembly Bill 32 (Statewide GHG Reductions)
	Senate Bill 97 (CEQA Guidelines)
	Assembly Bill 1493 (Mobile Source Reductions)
	Senate Bills 1078 and 107 (Renewables Portfolio Standard)
	Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory for the PROPOSED PROJECT
	GHG Emissions Associated with Residential Buildings
	GHG Emissions Associated with Non-Residential Buildings
	GHG Emissions Associated with Mobile Sources
	Estimating Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Mobile Sources
	Assessment of the PROPOSED PROJECT’S GHG Emissions Inventory
	Equivalency
	Concluding Comments
	TABLES
	ATTACHMENT A: GHG Emissions from the Renewables Portfolio Standard
	ATTACHMENT B: EMFAC2007 Model Results
	ATTACHMENT C: Raju Associates Traffic and Trip Generation Estimates




