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PROJECT SITE

Figure 1
Project Site Location and Scoping Meeting Location Map

Source: Google Maps, 2016.
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Figure 2
Proposed Plot Plan

Source: Rios Clementi Hale Studios, September 29, 2016.
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Department of City Planning  Major Projects & Environmental Analysis Section 
      City Hall  200 N. Spring Street, Room 750  Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

 

February 2017 
 

INITIAL STUDY  

Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area  

 
Bow Tie Yard Lofts Project 

Case Number: ENV-2016-2862-EIR 

Project Location: 2750-2800 W. Casitas Avenue, Los Angeles, California 90039 

Council District: 1, Gilbert A. Cedillo 

Project Description: The Applicant proposes the development of a mixed-use project in the Northeast Los Angeles 

Community Plan area that would consist of five buildings with a total of 419 multi-family residential units (approximately 

423,872 square feet) and approximately 64,000 square feet of commercial space. The 5.7-acre Project Site is located at the 

terminus of Casitas Avenue in Glassell Park in Northeast Los Angeles.  The Los Angeles River is adjacent to the Project 

Site’s southern boundary line, and the Glendale Freeway (SR-2) is located to the north and west of the Project Site. The 

existing zoning designation of the Project Site is [Q]PF-1-CDO-RIO. Existing on-site uses, including a light 

manufacturing/warehouse/film production building (approximately 117,000 square feet) and its associated surface parking, 

would be demolished as part of the Proposed Project. 
 

The proposed residential units would include a combination of 119 studios, 220 one-bedroom, and 80 two-bedroom units 

in four buildings ranging from five to six stories (60 to 81 feet above grade). Eleven percent of the base-density residential 

units (approximately 35 units) would be reserved as Very Low Income Units. Commercial uses on-site may include a mix 

of restaurant uses, office space, and an approximate 42,000 square foot urban farm. A seven-story (85 feet above grade) 

parking garage on the northwest end of the Project Site would provide 720 on-site parking spaces on levels one through six. 

The seventh level of the parking structure would include an urban farm/greenhouse. The Proposed Project would provide 

required on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces pursuant to the LAMC. Open space areas and recreational amenities 

would include approximately 58,176 square feet.  
 

The Applicant is requesting the following discretionary approvals: (1) Pursuant to LAMC Section 11.5.6, a General Plan 

Amendment to the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan to change the land use designation from Heavy Manufacturing 

to Limited Industrial; (2) Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.Q, a Vesting Zone Change from [Q]PF-1-CDO-RIO to CM-1-

CDO-RIO; (3) Pursuant to LAMC Section16.05.C.1(b), Site Plan Review for the development of 419 residential units and 

64,000 square feet of commercial uses; (4) Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24-U.26 and with the Project providing 11 percent 

of the total units (excluding density bonus units) as Very Low Income Units, a Conditional Use Permit to allow a density 

bonus (a total of 108 density bonus units) greater than the maximum permitted by LAMC Section 12.22-A.25; (5) Pursuant 

to LAMC Section 12.22.A-25 and with the Proposed Project providing 11 percent (excluding density bonus units) as Very 

Low Income Units, Density Bonus Compliance Review for an On Menu Density Bonus Incentive for a 35 percent increase 

in Floor Area Ratio (FAR) – an increase from 1.5:1 to 2.02:1 FAR – and a Waiver or Modification of Development Standard 

Not on the Menu to use lot area as buildable area; (6) Pursuant to LAMC Section 13.08, Design Overlay Plan Approval; 

and (7) Pursuant to LAMC Section 17.15, a Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the subdivision of one lot into one ground lot 

and 17 airspace lots. Other approvals (as needed), ministerial or otherwise, may be necessary, including demolition permits, 

haul route approval, grading and associated building permits. 
 

APPLICANT: 
2800 Casitas, LLC 

 

 

PREPARED BY: 
Parker Environmental Consultants 
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The City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

Major Projects & Environmental 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

ROOM 360, CITY HALL 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 

 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

INITIAL STUDY  

AND CHECKLIST 
 

 
LEAD CITY AGENCY 

City of Los Angeles  

Department of City Planning 

 
ADDRESS 

200 N. Spring St., Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 
DATE 

 February 16, 2017  

 
CONTACT PERSON 

Jon Chang 

 
  TELEPHONE NUMBER 

  (213) 978-1914  
RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES 

 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Regional Water Quality Control Board  
PROJECT LOCATION: The Proposed Project is located at 2750-2800 West Casitas Avenue within the Northeast Los Angeles 

Community Plan Area in the City of Los Angeles. The Project Site encompasses approximately 248,190 square feet of lot area 

(5.7 acres). The Project Site includes one parcel with Assessor Parcel No. (APN) 5442-002-012.   
PROJECT TITLE/NO. 

Bow Tie Yard Lofts Project 

 

 
CASE NO. 

ENV-2016-2862-EIR; 

CPC-2016-3054-GPA-VZC-DB-CDO-SPR; 

VTT-74366 

PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. 

N/A 

 
 DOES have significant changes from previous actions. 

 DOES NOT have significant changes from previous actions. 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Applicant proposes the development of a mixed-use project in the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan area 

that would consist of five buildings with a total of 419 multi-family residential units (approximately 423,872 square 

feet) and approximately 64,000 square feet of commercial space. The 5.7-acre Project Site is located at the terminus 

of Casitas Avenue in Glassell Park in Northeast Los Angeles.  The Los Angeles River is adjacent to the Project Site’s 

southern boundary line, and the Glendale Freeway (SR-2) is located to the north and west of the Project Site. The 

existing zoning designation of the Project Site is [Q]PF-1-CDO-RIO. Existing on-site uses, including a light 

manufacturing/warehouse/film production building (approximately 117,000 square feet) and its associated surface 

parking, would be demolished as part of the Proposed Project. 

The proposed residential units would include a combination of 119 studios, 220 one-bedroom, and 80 two-bedroom 

units in four buildings ranging from five to six stories (60 to 81 feet above grade). Eleven percent of the base-density 

residential units (approximately 35 units) would be reserved as Very Low Income Units. Commercial uses on-site 

may include a mix of restaurant uses, office space, and an approximate 42,000 square foot urban farm. A seven-story 

(85 feet above grade) parking garage on the northwest end of the Project Site would provide 720 on-site parking 

spaces on levels one through six. The seventh level of the parking structure would include an urban farm/greenhouse. 

The Proposed Project would provide required on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces pursuant to the LAMC. 

Open space areas and recreational amenities would include approximately 58,176 square feet.  

The Applicant is requesting the following discretionary approvals: (1) Pursuant to LAMC Section 11.5.6, a General 

Plan Amendment to the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan to change the land use designation from Heavy 

Manufacturing to Limited Industrial; (2) Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.Q, a Vesting Zone and Height District 

Change from [Q]PF-1-CDO-RIO to CM-1-CDO-RIO; (3) Pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05.C.1(b), Site Plan Review 

for the development of 419 residential units and 64,000 square feet of commercial uses; (4) Pursuant to LAMC 

Section 12.24-U.26 and with the Project providing 11 percent of the total units (excluding density bonus units) as 

Very Low Income Units, a Conditional Use Permit to allow a density bonus (a total of 108 density bonus units) 

greater than the maximum permitted by LAMC Section 12.22-A.25; (5) Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22.A-25 and 

with the Proposed Project providing 11 percent (excluding density bonus units) as Very Low Income Units, Density 

Bonus Compliance Review for an On Menu Density Bonus Incentive for a 35 percent increase in Floor Area Ratio 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported 

by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question.  A “No Impact” 

answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not 

apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone).  A “No Impact” 

answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., 

the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

 

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative 

as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 

 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist 

answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less that significant with mitigation, 

or less than significant.  “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that 

an effect may be significant.  If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the 

determination is made, an EIR is required. 

 

4) “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the 

incorporation of a mitigation measure has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to 

“Less Than Significant Impact.”  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly 

explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section 

XVII, “Earlier Analysis,” cross referenced). 

 

5) Earlier analysis must be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 

effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR, or negative declaration.  Section 15063 (c)(3)(D).  

In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

 

1) Earlier Analyses Used.  Identify and state where they are available for review.   

2) Impacts Adequately Addressed.  Identify which effects from the checklist below were within the 

scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, 

and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

3) Mitigation Measures.  For effects that are “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures 

Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier 

document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 
 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 

potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances).  Reference to a previously prepared or outside 

document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is 

substantiated   

 

7) Supporting Information Sources: A sources list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals 

contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

 

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies 

should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental 

effects in whichever format is selected. 
 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a 

“Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

 

    Aesthetics     Hazards & Hazardous Materials    Recreation 

    Agricultural and Forestry Resources     Hydrology/Water Quality    Transportation/Traffic 

    Air Quality     Land Use/Planning    Tribal Cultural Resources 

    Biological Resources 

    Cultural Resources 

    Mineral Resources 

    Noise 

   Utilities/Service Systems  

   Mandatory Findings of Significance 

    Geology/Soils     Population/Housing  

    Greenhouse Gas Emissions     Public Services  

 

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (To be completed by the Lead City Agency) 

 

     BACKGROUND 

PROPONENT NAME 

2800 Casitas, LLC  

PHONE NUMBER 

 (212) 837-4856 

PROPONENT ADDRESS 

18 E. 50th Street, Suite 10, New York, NY 10022 

AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST 

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 

DATE SUBMITTED 

 August 18, 2017 

PROPOSAL NAME (If Applicable) 
Bow Tie Yard Lofts 

 
 

      ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

 
(A brief explanation of all answers is required except “No Impact” 

answers that are adequately supported by the information sources cited.) 

 

 

 

 

I.  AESTHETICS.  Would the project: 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

No 

Impact 

 
 

a.  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?                 

 

b.  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 

limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings, or 

other locally recognized desirable aesthetic natural feature 

within a city-designated scenic highway? 
 

 
       
 

     
 
   

 
 

c.  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 

of the site and its surroundings? 
 
       
 

     
 
 

 
  

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 

adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?  
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II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES.  In determining 

whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 

environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California 

Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 

(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation 

as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture 

and farmland.  In determining whether impacts to forest 

resources, including timberland, are significant environmental 

effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding 

the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest Range 

and Assessment Project and Forest Legacy Assessment project; 

and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest 

Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 

Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

 

No 

Impact 
  
     

 
a.  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 

of Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared 

pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

 

  
 
          

 
       

 
       

 
b. Conflict the existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 

Williamson Act Contract? 

 

  
 
          

 
       

 
       

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 

forest land (as defined by Public Resources Code section 

12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 

section 4526, or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as 

defined by Government Code section 51104 (g)? 

 

      

 
          

 
        

 
       

d.  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land 

to non-forest use? 

 

      

 
          

 
       

 
       

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 

due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 

Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

 

     
 
      

 
          

 
   

 

III. AIR QUALITY.  Where applicable, the significance 

criteria established by the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District (SCAQMD) may be relied upon to make the following 

determinations.   Would the project result in: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

 

 

No 

Impact 

 
a.  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SCAQMD Air 

Quality Management Plan or Congestion Management Plan? 

 

  
 
          

 
     

 
  

 
b.  Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to 

an existing or projected air quality violation? 
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c.  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 

criteria pollutant for which the air basin is non-attainment under 

an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 

(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative 

thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

                

 
d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations? 

 

 
 
        

 
      

 
 

 
e.  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 

people? 

 

 
 
        

 
      

 
 

 

 

IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:  

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

 

No 

Impact 
 
a.   Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 

habitat modification, on any species identified as a candidate, 

sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 

policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish and 

Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
 

 
        

 
      

 
 

 
b.  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 

other sensitive natural community identified in the City or 

regional plans, policies, regulations by the California Department 

of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
 

 
        

 
      

 
 

 
c.  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 

wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 

(including, but not limited to, marsh vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 

Through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 

other means?   

 
 

 
        

 
      

 
 

 
d.  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established 

native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 

of native wildlife nursery sites? 

 
 

 
        

 
      

 
 

 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 

biological resources, such as tree preservation policy or 

ordinance? 

 
 

 

 
 

        

 
     

      

 
 

 

 
f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 

other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 
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V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project: 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

No 

Impact 
     
 
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a 

historical resource as defined in State CEQA §15064.5? 

 
      

 
          

 
        

 
 

 
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an 

archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA §15064.5? 
 

 
          

 
 

 
 

 
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource 

or site or unique geologic feature? 
 

 
          

 
 

 
 

 

d.  Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside 

of formal cemeteries? 

 
 
 

 
          

 
        

 
     

 

 

VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project:  

a.  Exposure of people or structures to potential substantial 

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death 

involving: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

No 

Impact 
 
 

i.  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most 

recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 

State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence 

of a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology 

Special Publication 42. 

    

 
ii.  Strong seismic ground shaking?     
 
iii.  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?     
 
 

iv.   Landslides? 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b.  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c.  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 

would become unstable as a result of the project, and potential 

result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 

liquefaction, or collapse? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
d.  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of 

the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to 

life or property? 
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e.  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic 

tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers 

are not available for the disposal of waste water?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

VII.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS   

Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

No 

Impact 
 
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 

indirectly, that may have a significant impact upon the 

environment? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
    

 
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 

greenhouse gasses?  

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
    

VIII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  
Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

 

No 

Impact 
 
a.  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 

materials? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
    

 
b.  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 

involving the release of hazardous materials into the 

environment?  
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
    

c.  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 

hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 

mile of an existing or proposed school?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
    

 
d.  Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 

65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to 

the public or the environment?  

 

 

 

 
 

          

 
   

  

 
   

  

 
e.  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a 

public airport or public use airport, would the project result in 

a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project 

area? 

 

 

 
  
          

 
 

   
     

f.   For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 

the project result in a safety hazard for the people residing or 

working in the area? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

   

     



City of Los Angeles February 2017 

 
 

 
Bow Tie Yard Lofts Project  A. Project Description 

ENV-2016-2862-EIR  Page A-9 

 

 

g.  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 

adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 

plan?  

    

 
h.  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 

injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 

wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences 

are intermixed with wildlands? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

IX.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.   
Would the proposal result in: 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
     
a.  Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements? 
                              

    
b.  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with 

groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 

aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 

level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells 

would drop to a level which would not support existing land 

uses or planned land uses for which permits have been 

granted)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c.  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 

area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream 

or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion 

or siltation on- or off-site?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
d.  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 

area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream 

or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 

runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off 

site? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

e.  Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 

capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 

provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?  

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
f.  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
g.  Place housing within a 100-year flood plain as mapped on 

federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map 

or other flood hazard delineation map? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

h.  Place within a 100-year flood plain structures which would 

impede or redirect flood flows?  
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i.  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 

inquiry or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 

result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

j.  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

X.  LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project: 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

No 

Impact 

a.  Physically divide an established community? 

 
    

b.  Conflict with applicable land use plan, policy or regulation 

of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including but 

not limited to the general plan, specific plan, coastal program, 

or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 

mitigating an environmental effect?  

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

c.  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 

natural community conservation plan?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

XI.  MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

No 

Impact 

a.  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 

that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 

state? 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general 

plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

     
XII.  NOISE.  Would the project result in: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

No 

Impact 
a.  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise in level in 

excess of standards established in the local general plan or 

noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

 
       

 
          

 
     

 
      

 
b. Exposure of people to or generation of excessive 

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c.  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 

the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
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d.  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 

noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without 

the project? 

 

    

e.  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a 

public airport or public use airport, would the project expose 

people residing or working in the project area to excessive 

noise levels?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 

the project expose people residing or working in the project 

area to excessive noise levels? 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

XIII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project: 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 
 

No Impact 
 
a.    Induce substantial population growth in an area either 

directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 

businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 

roads or other infrastructure)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing 

necessitating the construction of replacement housing 

elsewhere? 

 
 

 
         

 
   

 
  

 
c.  Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the 

construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

 

 
 

 
         

 
   

 
  

 

XIV.  PUBLIC SERVICES. 

a.  Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 

impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 

altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could 

cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 

acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 

objectives for any of the public services: 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 
 

No Impact 
     Fire protection? 

 
       

 
        

 
        

  
         

     Police protection? 
 
 

 
  

 
        

 
   

     Schools? 
 
 

 
  

 
        

 
   

     Parks?  
 
 

 
  

 
 

 
   

     Other Public facilities? 
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XV.  RECREATION.  
 Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

No 

Impact 
a.  Would the project increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 

facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 

facility would occur or be accelerated? 

 
       

 
        

 
              

 
         

 
b.  Does the project include recreational facilities or require the 

construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might 

have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

 
 

 
  

 
       

 
 

 

 

    

XVI. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC.  

Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

No 

Impact 
 
a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 

establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of 

the circulation system, taking into account all modes of 

transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel 

and relevant components of the circulation system, including 

but not limited to intersections, streets, highways, and 

freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

 
       

 
              

 
                

 
     

 
b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management 

program, including but not limited to level of service standards 

and travel demand measures, or other standards established by 

the county congestion management agency for designated 

roads or highways? 

 
 

 
 

 
        

 
 

 

c.  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 

increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 

substantial safety risks? 

 

 

 

 

 

        

 

 

 
d.  Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp 

curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., 

farm equipment)?  

           

 
e.  Result in inadequate emergency access?            
 
f.  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 

public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 

decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?  

 

           

XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

No 

Impact 
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Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 

cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the 

size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 

cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that 

is: 

 

a)  Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of    

Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 

resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 

5020.1(k), or 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion 

and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant 

pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 

Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set 

forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 

5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the 

resource to a California Native American tribe. 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

     

 XVIII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.   

Would the project: 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

No 

Impact 

a.  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 

Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

b.  Require or result in the construction of new water or 

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 

facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 

environmental effects? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c.  Require or result in the construction of new stormwater 

drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 

construction of which could cause significant environmental 

effects? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
d.  Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 

from existing entitlements and resource, or are new or expanded 

entitlements needed? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
e.  Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 

which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate 

capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 

provider’s existing commitments?   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
f.  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 

accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 
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As noted above, the lead agency has determined that the proposed project may result a significant effect on the 

environment, and an environmental impact report is required.  
 
 
PREPARED BY 

 

Parker Environmental Consultants 

 
TITLE 

 

 

 
  TELEPHONE # 

 

(661) 257-2282 

 
DATE 

 

February 16, 2017 

 
 

g.  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 

related to solid waste? 
    

XIX.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 

 

No 

Impact 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b.  Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, 

but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” 

means that the incremental effects of an individual project are 

considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past 

projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 

probable future projects).  

    

 
c.  Does the project have environmental effects, which cause 

substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 

indirectly? 

 

    

 

 DISCUSSION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Attach additional sheets if necessary) 

 



 

ATTACHMENT A.   

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
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1.  INTRODUCTION    

The Applicant proposes the development of a mixed-use project in the Northeast Los Angeles Community 

Plan area that would consist of five buildings with a total of 419 multi-family residential units 

(approximately 423,872 square feet) and approximately 64,000 square feet of commercial space. 

Commercial uses on-site may include a mix of restaurant uses, office space, and an urban farm. The 

proposed residential units would include a combination of 119 studios, 220 1-bedroom units, and 80 2-

bedroom units in four buildings ranging from five to six stories (60 to 81 feet above grade). Eleven percent 

of the base-density residential units (approximately 35 units) would be reserved as Very Low Income Units. 

A seven-story (85 feet above grade) parking garage on the northwest end of the Project Site facing the 

Glendale Freeway would provide 720 on-site parking spaces for the Project Site on levels one through six 

and a 42,000 square foot urban farm/greenhouse on the top level. Open space areas would include 

approximately 58,176 square feet. Existing on-site uses, including a light manufacturing building 

(approximately 117,000 square feet) and its associated surface parking, would be demolished as part of the 

Proposed Project. 

2.    PROJECT LOCATION  

The Project Site is located within the boundaries of the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan area in the 

City of Los Angeles, approximately four miles north of downtown Los Angeles.  As shown in Figure 1, 

Project Location Map, the Project Site is located off of Casitas Avenue, which terminates at the Project 

Site. The Glendale Freeway (SR-2) is located to the north and west of the Project Site. The Los Angeles 

River is located to the south of the Project Site. A railway is located to the northeast of the Project Site. 

The Project Site includes one parcel that totals approximately 248,190 square feet of gross lot area (5.7 

acres)1. The Project Site includes one Assessor Parcel Number (APN): 5442-002-012. 

Primary regional access to the Project Site is provided by the Glendale Freeway. The Glendale Freeway 

runs in a north-south direction within 110 feet to the west and northwest of the Project Site. The Glendale 

Freeway terminates approximately 1.5 miles to the south of the Project Site, where it connects to Glendale 

Boulevard. To the north of the Project Site, the Glendale Freeway continues into the Angeles National 

Forest and provides access to Freeway I-210. The Glendale Freeway provides access to the greater highway 

network of the Los Angeles metropolitan region. 

Local street access is primarily provided by Casitas Avenue, which terminates at the Project Site. The City 

of Los Angeles Mobility Plan designates Casitas Avenue as a local street. Access to Casitas Avenue is 

                                                           
1  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Parcel Profile Reports, Zoning Information and Map Access 

System (ZIMAS), http://www.zimas.lacity.org, accessed August 2016. 

http://www.zimas.lacity.org/
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provided by the grid roadway system in the surrounding area to the north of the Project Site (and north of 

the Glendale Freeway).  

The closest bus stop to the Project Site is located at the intersection of Fletcher Drive and La Clede Avenue, 

approximately 0.3 miles northwest of the Project Site. The Los Angeles County Metropolitan 

Transportation Authority (Metro) provides Bus Route 603 at this location. Metro Bus Route 603 provides 

service between the Grand / Los Angeles Trade and Technical College (LATTC) Metro Station in the City 

of Los Angeles and the City of Glendale. 

 

  



PROJECT SITE

Figure 1
Project Location Map

Source: Google Maps, 2016.
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

A.  Zoning and Land Use Designation  

The Project Site is located within the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan area within the City of Los 

Angeles. The Project Site is further located within the Cypress Park and Glassell Park Community Design 

Overlay District and the River Improvement Overlay District. As such, the City of Los Angeles Municipal 

Code, the City of Los Angeles General Plan, the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan, the Cypress Park 

& Glassell Park Community Design Overlay requirements, and the River Improvement Overlay 

requirements guide development on the Project Site and in the Project Site area. A description of each 

document is provided below.  

The Project Site is also located in the East Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone (ZI No. 2129) that regulates 

parking standards and height, a Metro Rail Project area (ZI No. 1117), and is within the jurisdiction of the 

Freeway Adjacent Advisory Notice for Sensitive Uses (ZI No. 2427). 

(1) City of Los Angeles Municipal Code  

The Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) assists City offices, departments and other governmental 

agencies in their functions and serves as the official source of information regarding the regulations enacted 

by the City of Los Angeles for the preservation of public peace, health and safety. As it pertains to 

development, the LAMC sets specific requirements and standards for development projects within the City 

of Los Angeles, such as zoning laws, construction standards, open space, and parking requirements. The 

LAMC is amended by ordinances and is enforced by the City of Los Angeles. 

The Project Site has a land use designation of Heavy Manufacturing and is currently zoned as [Q]PF-1-

CDO-RIO2, refer to Figure II-2, below. The current zoning and land use designations on-site do not 

correspond with one another. The “PF” zoning is associated with a land use designation of Public Facilities 

and allows for the development of agricultural uses, parking under freeways, fire and police stations, 

government buildings, public libraries, post offices, public health facilities, and public elementary and 

secondary schools. As there have never been any Public Facilities on the Property, it appears that the site 

was inadvertently rezoned from M3 (Heavy Industrial) to PF.  

The Project Site is located within Height District No. 1. Development on-site would be limited to an FAR 

of 1.5:1. The “CDO” designation indicates that the Project Site is located within the Cypress Park & Glassell 

Park Community Design Overlay District, which also sets the [Q] condition. The “RIO” indicates that the 

Project Site is located within the River Improvement Overlay District. The CDO and RIO designations are 

further explained below. 

The Project Site is also located in the East Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone (ZI No. 2129) that regulates 

parking standards and height and is subject to the Freeway Adjacent Advisory Notice for Sensitive Uses 

                                                           
2  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Cypress Park & Glassell Park [Q] Conditions CPC-2008-

3991-ZC, 2009.  
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(ZI No. 2427). The Metro Rail Project area (ZI-1117) is in effect for development within 100 feet of a 

Metro Rail construction area. 

(2) City of Los Angeles General Plan 

Whereas the LAMC is an overarching document that provides specific requirements and standards for all 

aspects of living, working, and city function (including development) within the City of Los Angeles, the 

City of Los Angeles General Plan (General Plan) is a comprehensive, long-range declaration of purposes, 

policies, and programs to guide future development and growth within the City. The General Plan is a 

dynamic document consisting of 11 elements, which include a Framework Element, Air Quality Element, 

Conservation Element, Housing Element, Noise Element, Open Space Element, Service Systems Element 

/ Public Recreation Plan, Safety Element, Mobility Element, a Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles, and the 

Land Use Element. The Land Use Element comprises 35 Community Plans.3 

As shown in Figure 2, Zoning and General Plan Land Use Designations, the Project Site consists of one 

parcel with a General Plan Land Use designation of Heavy Manufacturing. The Heavy Manufacturing land 

use designations correspond to the M3 and P zones. (The P zone allows for automobile parking on a surface 

parking lot or underground). The current zoning on the Project Site of PF, does not correspond with the 

Heavy Manufacturing land use designation.  

(3)  Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan  

The Project Site is located in the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan area within the City of Los 

Angeles. The Community Plan area (“CPA”) was greatly influenced by the development of the freeway 

system, suburbanization, and the decentralization of commercial and industrial land uses that followed 

WWII.  This caused the arrangement of land uses within the CPA, and the relationship of the CPA with the 

rest of the expanding metropolis to change. The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan aims to preserve 

and enhance the character of Northeast Los Angeles by strengthening the viability and identity of its 

neighborhoods and communities and to improve the quality of life for all its residents.4   

Nine neighborhoods comprise the Northeast Los Angeles CPA, including Atwater Village, Cypress Park, 

Eagle Rock, El Sereno, Glassell Park, Highland Park, Lincoln Heights and Montecito Heights, Monterey 

Hills, and Mount Washington. The Project Site is located within the Atwater Village Neighborhood District. 

Atwater Village is in many respects the most isolated portion of the Northeast Los Angeles with respect to 

the rest of the CPA. Atwater Village occupies a narrow strip of level land between two major barriers, the 

Los Angeles River on the west and the railroad tracks on the east. The neighborhood is served by a single 

north-south artery, San Fernando Road, which lies immediately to the east of the railroad tracks. Major 

east-west arteries include Colorado Boulevard, Fletcher Drive, Los Feliz Boulevard and Glendale 

Boulevard. Atwater Village is generally comprised of residential, commercial, and industrial land uses.  

                                                           
3  City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, General Plan Elements, website: 

www.cityplanning.lacity.org, accessed August 2016. 
4  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan, June 15, 1999. 

http://www.cityplanning.lacity.org/
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Zoning and General Plan Land Use Designations

Source: ZIMAS, City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, 2016.
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(4) Cypress Park and Glassell Park Community Design Overlay  

The Cypress Park & Glassell Park Community Design Overlay (CDO), effective by Ordinance No. 

180,561, provides guidelines and standards for public and private development projects within the District. 

The intent of the CDO is to provide guidance and direction in the design of new buildings and the exterior 

remodeling and restoration of existing homes, buildings and storefronts that contribute to walkable and 

desirable residential neighborhoods and to the area’s revival as an attractive and vital business district . In 

addition, the CDO aims to protect the culturally and historically significant resources in the area. The design 

guidelines exists as a framework for development in the CDO, and the development standards set forth 

requirements that bring about compliance with portions of the design guidelines.5 The Cypress Park & 

Glassell Park CDO imposes the [Q] condition on the Project Site. The [Q] condition prohibits and/or limits 

various auto-related land uses within the Cypress Park & Glassell Park CDO.6 

 (5) River Improvement Overlay District 

Effectuated by Ordinance No. 183,145 on August 2014, the River Improvement Overlay (“RIO”) District 

enables the City of Los Angeles to better coordinate land use development along the 32-mile corridor of 

the Los Angeles River that flows within the City’s boundaries. The RIO District is a proposed special use 

district that requires new development projects to follow and implement applicable design guidelines. The 

purpose of the RIO District is to support the goals of the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan 

(LARRMP); contribute to the environmental and ecological health of the City’s watersheds; provide native 

habitat and support local species; establish a positive interface between the Los Angeles River and adjacent 

properties; promote pedestrian, bicycle and other multi-modal connections between the river and 

surrounding neighborhoods; provide an aesthetically pleasing environment; provide safe, convenient access 

to and along the river; promote river identity; and support the City’s stormwater ordinances and programs. 

The RIO Ordinance establishes development regulations and a process for the City Planning Commission 

to adopt River Design Guidelines. The River Design Guidelines are currently in draft form.7  

B.  Existing Conditions 

(1)  Project Site  

As shown in Figure 3, Aerial Photograph and Photograph Location Map, and Figure 4, Photographs of the 

Project Site, the Project Site is largely developed with a light manufacturing/warehouse/film production 

facility (approximately 117,000 square feet) and a surface parking lot. There is landscaping throughout the 

Project Site. One ingress/egress driveway is provided off of Casitas Avenue. The Project Site is currently 

secured with walls and fencing along the perimeter and a gated driveway. The Project Site is zoned [Q]PF-

1-CDO-RIO and has a land use designation of Heavy Manufacturing.

                                                           
5  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Cypress Park & Glassell Park Community Design Guidelines: 

Design Guidelines and Development Standards, April 6, 2009. 
6  Ibid. 
7  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Los Angeles River Design Guidelines: Best Practices for 

“Riverly” Development (DRAFT), July 2014. 
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(2) Surrounding Properties 

 

The properties surrounding the Project Site are designated as Commercial Manufacturing, Open Space, and 

Public Facilities. The Glendale Freeway is located to the north and west of the Project Site. The Los Angeles 

River is located to the south of the Project Site. A railway is located to the northeast of the Project Site. 

These three features limit access to the Project Site area from the surrounding neighborhood. Access to the 

Project Site area is limited to Casitas Avenue. Photographs of the land uses immediately surrounding the 

Project Site are provided in Figure 5, Photographs of Surrounding Uses. A detailed description of 

surrounding land uses is provided below. 

North: A self-storage facility abuts the Project Site to the north (refer to Figure 5, View 8 and View 9). This 

property is zoned [Q]MR1-1-CDO-RIO and has a land use designation of Commercial Manufacturing 

(CM). Access to the self-storage facility and the Project Site is limited to Casitas Avenue. The Glendale 

Freeway (SR-2) is located to the north and west of the Project Site and the self-storage facility. A residential 

community is located northwest of the Glendale Freeway. Refer to Figure 5, View 7. 

West: An on-ramp to the Glendale Freeway immediately borders the Project Site to the west.  Commercial 

and residential land uses are located beyond the Glendale Freeway. Refer to Figure 5, Views 7 through 9. 

South: The Los Angeles River is located to the south of the Project Site and runs adjacent to the Project 

Site’s southern property line. Industrial and residential uses exist south of the Los Angeles River. A 

maintenance road and electricity transmission towers run between the Project Site and the Los Angeles 

River south of the property fence. This road is also utilized as a pedestrian walkway and connected to the 

residential neighborhood located west of the Project Site.  Additionally, the Los Angeles River Greenway 

Trail runs along the south side of the Los Angeles River in the vicinity of the Project Site. Refer to Figure 

5, View 12. 

East: Previously developed, vacant land zoned for public facilities is located to the east of the Project Site. 

California State Parks owns this vacant space that was previously a part of the Taylor Yard. This vacant 

area is slated for development of a public park. California State Parks and the Clockshop, an arts 

organization, work together on the Bowtie Project, which is a collaboration of artwork and performances 

and currently operates on this vacant space area. A public facilities road branches off of Casitas Avenue 

and continues eastward from the Project Site area. The railroad is also located east of the Project Site and 

runs in a northwest-southeast direction. Commercial and institutional land uses are located east of the 

railroad. Refer to Figure 5, View 10 and 11.  



Figure 3
Aerial Photograph and Photograph Location Map

Sources: Parker Environmental Consultants, August 2016; and Google Earth, Aerial View, February 2016.
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Source: Parker Environmental Consultants, August 2016.

View 2: From the entrance gate to the Project Site, looking 
southwest at the Project Site.

View 6: From the west side of the Project Site, looking northeast 
through the Project Site and along the northern property line.  

Figure 4
Photographs of the Project Site

Views 1-6

View 5: From the west side of the Project Site, looking northeast 
through the Project Site.  

View 1: From the terminus of Casitas Avenue, looking south at 
the Project Site. 

View 3: From east of the Project Site, looking northwest at the 
Project Site.  

View 4: From east of the Project Site, looking west along the 
southern end of the Project Site.   



View 8: From the terminus of Casitas Avenue, looking north 
along Casitas Avenue towards the adjacent self-storage facility 
and Glendale Freeway (SR-2).  

View 12: From east of the Project Site, looking west along the 
Los Angeles River.  

Figure 5
Photographs of the Surrounding Land Uses

Views 7-12

View 9: From the east side of Casitas Avenue, looking southwest 
at the self-storage facility to the north of the Project Site.  

View 7: From Carillon Street, looking southwest along Carillon 
Street with residential uses and street parking along the west side 
of the street.  

View 10: From southeast of the Project Site, looking east through 
the Bowtie Project area and towards the railway and land uses 
east of the railway.   

View 11: From east of the Project Site, looking north through the 
Bowtie Project area and towards the railway and land uses east of 
the railway.     
Source: Parker Environmental Consultants, August 2016.
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4. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The Proposed Project includes the demolition of the existing building and structures on the Project Site and 

the construction of a mixed-use development that would consist of five buildings. The Proposed Project 

would provide a total of 419 multi-family residential units (approximately 423,872 square feet) and 

approximately 64,000 square feet of commercial space. Commercial uses on site would include a mix of 

restaurant uses, office space, and urban farm/greenhouse. The proposed residential units would include a 

combination of studio, 1-bedroom, and 2-bedroom units. Eleven percent of the base-density residential 

units (35 dwelling units) would be reserved as very low-income units. A seven-story parking garage on the 

northwest end of the Project Site, would provide 720 parking spaces for the Project (refer to Figure 6, Plot 

Plan, below). The parking spaces would be provided on levels one through six, and an urban farm is 

proposed on level seven. A summary of the Proposed Project with the proposed unit mix and floor area is 

provided in Table 1, Proposed Development Program. Figure 6, Plot Plan, shows the general layout of the 

Proposed Project. Figure 7 shows the floor plan and landscape plan for the ground floor. Figure 8 shows 

the typical floor plan and typical landscape plan for the upper levels. 

Table 1 

Proposed Development Program 

Land Uses Dwelling Units 
Floor Area  

(Square Feet) 

Residential 

Studio Units 119 du -- 

One-Bedroom Units 220 du -- 

Two-Bedroom Units 80 du -- 

Residential Subtotal 419 du 423,872 sf a 

Commercial  

Commercial Subtotal -- 64,000 sf 

TOTAL  419 du 487,872 sf 

Notes: du = dwelling unit; sf = square feet 
a Includes residential amenity space 

Source:  Rios Clementi Hale Studios, September 29, 2016. 

 

 Floor Area Ratio 

The Project Site includes a total of 248,190 gross square feet. Pursuant to the LAMC Section 12.2.1, the 

Project Site has an allowable floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.5 to 1. Since the Proposed Project would reserve 

eleven percent of its residential units as Very Low Income Units, the Proposed Project would be allowed a 

FAR increase of 35 percent. As such, the Proposed Project would be allowed a maximum floor area of 

502,584 square feet. The Proposed Project would contain approximately 487,872 square feet of floor area. 

Refer to Figures 7 and 8, below, for the proposed floor plans. 

 Height 

The Project Site is located in Height District No. 1. The development on the Project Site is limited by FAR 

and not by building height. The Proposed Project includes five buildings. Buildings B, C, and D would 
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include a maximum of five stories and be approximately 60 feet above grade at the parapet. Building A 

would include a maximum of six stories and be approximately 81 feet above grade at the parapet. The 

Parking Garage (Building G) would include seven stories and be approximately 85 feet above grade.  

 Architectural Features 

Architectural materials for the proposed buildings include medium grain finish plaster (stucco), concrete 

fiber board panel siding, aluminum frame casement windows, aluminum frame sliding doors, aluminum 

storefront glazing, roll up sectional garage door, glass, painted steel guardrail and design features, and cast-

in-place concrete.  

 Open Space and Landscaping 

The Proposed Project seeks a zone change from [Q]PF-1-CDO-RIO that currently exists on the Project Site 

to a CM-1-CDO-RIO zoning designation for the construction of the proposed mixed-use development 

pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (“LAMC”) Section 12.32.F. The Proposed Project would include 

58,176 square feet of open space on the ground level, porch level, and level two. The open space 

requirements and amount of open space proposed are summarized in Table 2 below. As illustrated in the 

landscape plans, depicted in Figures 7 and 8 below, the Proposed Project would feature a variety of trees, 

shrubs, vines, and perennials. Proposed landscaping would also feature a variety of ornamental streetscape 

and common area landscaping. The Proposed Project would include a communal patio, pool deck, lounge 

seating, outdoor barbeque, and amenity deck. The Proposed Project would also include a community room 

inside Building B. 

Table 2 

Required and Proposed Open Space Calculations 

Open Space Code Requirements 

Type Number  

of Units 

Square Feet 

Required a 

Total Square Feet 

Required 

Less than three habitable rooms  

(studio units and 1-bedroom units) b 

339 100 sf / du 33,900 

Three habitable rooms (2-bedroom units) b 80 125 sf / du 10,000 

TOTAL 43,900 

Open Space / Landscaping Features Area Proposed (Square Feet) 

Ground Level  35,478 

Porch Level 18,888 

Second Level  3,810 

TOTAL OPEN SPACE PROPOSED  58,176 

Notes: 
a LAMC Section 12.21.G.2 
b For the purpose of applying the open space requirements of Section 12.21 G., a kitchen is not considered a 

habitable room. (See LAMC 12.03, Definitions) 

Source: Rios Clementi Hale Studios, September 29, 2016.   
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Parking and Access 

The Proposed Project would provide a total of 720 parking spaces within the proposed parking structure, 

which includes residential and commercial parking spaces. With a total of 720 parking spaces provided on-

site, the Proposed Project would be in compliance with the parking requirements of the City of Los Angeles 

Municipal Code. Vehicular access to the Project Site would be provided by a full-access driveway off of 

Casitas Avenue, which would provide direct access to the parking structure on-site. A separate loading 

driveway would be located on the west side of Building A to allow delivery trucks to temporarily park on 

the Project Site. A designated fire lane would transverse the middle of the Project Site and would run along 

the southern and eastern property lines where it connects back to Casitas Avenue. The fire lane along the 

southern and eastern property lines would also serve as a bike path and landscaped area for pedestrian use. 

A summary of the Proposed Project’s required and proposed parking spaces is provided in Table 3, below.  

Table 3 

Summary of Required and Proposed Vehicle Parking Spaces  

Description 
Quantity 

 

Parking Required by Code a Parking 

Provided Rate  Spaces 

Residential 

Less than three habitable rooms  

(studio units and 1-bedroom units)c 

339 du 
1 space / du 339 -- 

More than three habitable rooms  

(2-bedroom units) c 

80 du 
2 spaces / du 160 -- 

Residential Subtotal 499 -- 

Commercial b 

Commercial  64,000 sf 1 space / 500 sf 128 -- 

Commercial Subtotal 128 -- 

TOTAL  627 720 

Notes: du = dwelling unit, sf  = square feet 
a Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22.A.25(d)(1), Affordable Housing Incentives - Density Bonus Option 1. 
b The Project Site is located within an Enterprise Zone, which requires a minimum of 1 space / 500 sf for all commercial uses. 
c For the purpose of applying the automobile parking space requirements of the LAMC, any kitchen shall be considered a 

habitable room and, if it is a part of a room designed for other than food preparation or eating purposes, such remaining 

portion shall also be considered a habitable room. 

Source: Rios Clemente Hales Studios, September 29, 2016. 

 

 

The Proposed Project would provide bicycle parking in accordance with the City’s Bicycle Ordinance. As 

summarized in Table 4, Summary of Required and Proposed Bicycle Parking Spaces, below, the Proposed 

Project would be required to provide 470 bicycle spaces. The Proposed Project would provide a total of 

470 bicycle parking spaces, which includes 424 long-term bicycle spaces and 45 short-term bicycle spaces, 

on the first level of the parking garage and in outdoor bike 

parking areas. 
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Table 4 

Summary of Required and Proposed Bicycle Parking Spaces  

Description 
Quantity 

 

Bicycle Parking Requirements a Total Spaces 

Required 

Parking 

Provided Short Term  Long Term 

Residential 1 space / 10 units 1 space / unit  

Multi-family Residential 419 du 42 419 461 461 

Commercial    

Office (1 space / 10,000 sf for 

short term and 1 space/5000 sf 

for long term) 

19,000 sf 1 4 5 5 

Restaurant (1 space / 2,000 sf) 3,000 sf 2 2 4 4 

TOTAL  45 425 470 470 

Notes: du = dwelling unit, sf  = square feet 
a Parking requirements pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21 A.16. Fractional spaces up to and including one-half may be disregarded. 

Source: Rios Clementi Hale Studios, September 29, 2016. 

 

 

  



Figure 6
Proposed Plot Plan

Source: Rios Clementi Hale Studios, September 29, 2016.



Figure 7
Ground Floor Plan and Landscape Plan

Source: Rios Clementi Hale Studios, September 29, 2016.



Figure 8
Typical Upper Levels Floor Plan and Typical Upper Levels Landscape Plan

Source: Rios Clementi Hale Studios, September 29, 2016.
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5. DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 

A. Lead Agency 

Under CEQA, the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project 

is referred to as the “Lead Agency” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15367). For purposes of the Bow Tie 

Yard Lofts Project, the City of Los Angeles is the primary governmental agency responsible for approving 

the Proposed Project. As such, the EIR must be certified and the Proposed Project must be approved by the 

City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning before the Proposed Project can commence. Other 

approvals (as needed), ministerial or otherwise, may be necessary, as the City finds appropriate in order to 

execute and implement the Proposed Project. 

B.  Responsible Agencies 

Public agencies other than the Lead Agency that have discretionary approval power or regulatory oversight 

over the Proposed Project or Project activities are considered “Responsible Agencies” (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15381). If the City approves the Proposed Project, subsequent implementation of 

various project components may require discretionary approval authority from, but not limited to, the 

following responsible agencies: (1) California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and (2) 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  

C. Entitlement Requests 

Necessary project entitlements would be granted by the City of Los Angeles. The Applicant is seeking 

approval of the following entitlement requests:  

1) Pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 11.5.6, a General Plan Amendment to the 

Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan to change the land use designation from Heavy Manufacturing 

to Limited Industrial; 

2) Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.Q, a Vesting Zone Change from [Q]PF-1-CDO-RIO to CM-1-CDO-

RIO; 

3) Pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05.C.1(b) of the Municipal Code, Site Plan Review for the development 

of 419 residential units and 64,000 square feet of commercial uses; 

4) Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24-U.26 and with the Project providing 11 percent of the total units 

(excluding density bonus units) as Very Low Income Units, a Conditional Use Permit to allow a density 

bonus (a total of 108 density bonus units) greater than the maximum permitted by LAMC Section 

12.22-A-25; 

5) Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22.A-25 and with the Proposed Project providing 11 percent (excluding 

density bonus units) as Very Low Income Units, Density Bonus Compliance Review for an On Menu 

Density Bonus Incentive for a 35 percent increase in FAR – an increase from 1.5:1 to 2.02:1 FAR – 

and a Waiver or Modification of Development Standard Not on the Menu to use lot area as buildable 

area;  

6) Pursuant to LAMC Section 13.08 Design  Overlay Plan Approval; 

7) Pursuant to LAMC Section 17.15, a Vesting Tentative Tract Map for the subdivision of one lot into 

one ground lot and 17 airspace lots.  

On-Site Parking would be provided pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22.A.25(d)1. Other approvals (as 

needed), ministerial or otherwise, may be necessary, as the City finds appropriate in order to execute and 

implement the Proposed Project, including demolition permits, haul route approval, grading and associated 

building permits.  
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INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Initial Study contains an assessment and discussion of impacts associated with the environmental 

issues and subject areas identified in the Initial Study Checklist (Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines, (C.C.R. 

Title 14, Chapter 3, 15000-15387).  The analytical methodology and thresholds of significance are based in part on 

the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide.  The responses below indicate those issues that are expected to be addressed in 

an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and demonstrate why other issues would not result in potentially significant 

environmental impacts and thus do not need to be addressed further in an EIR.  The questions with responses that 

indicate a “Potentially Significant Impact” do not presume that a significant environmental impact would result 

from the Project.  Rather, such responses indicate those issues that will be addressed in an EIR with conclusions of 

impact reached as part of the analysis within that future document. 

 

 
I.  AESTHETICS.  Would the project: 

 
 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 
 

 

No Impact 

a.  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b.  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 

limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings, 

or other locally recognized desirable aesthetic natural feature 

within a city-designated scenic highway? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c.  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 

quality of the site and its surroundings? 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
d.  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?  

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

Response a-b. No Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project introduces incompatible visual elements 

within a field of view containing a scenic vista or substantially blocks views of a scenic vista, and if scenic resources 

(such as but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings and historic buildings) would be damaged and/or removed by 

development of the project. The Project Site is currently developed with an approximately 117,000 square foot light 

manufacturing/warehouse/film production building and paved surface parking. The Project Site sits adjacent to the 

concrete-lined Los Angeles River flood control channel and is situated on a relatively level development pad. There 

are no available views of the Los Angeles River through the Project Site, as such views are blocked by an existing 

raised earthen berm.  Views through the Project Site to the mountains to the west are blocked by the existing 117,000 

square foot light manufacturing/warehouse/film production building. Views through the Project Site to the 

mountains to the northeast are blocked by the elevated Glendale Freeway. There are no scenic resources located on 
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8  City of Los Angeles General Plan, Mobility Plan 2035, Appendix B, Inventory of Designated Scenic Highways and 

Guidelines.  

the Project Site.  As noted in response to Checklist Question V, Cultural Resources, below, there are no historic 

resources on the Project Site. Furthermore, the Project Site is not located adjacent to or within the viewshed of a 

designated scenic highway.8  As discussed in response to Checklist Question IV, Biological Resources, there are no 

protected tree species on the Project Site. Thus, no impact would occur with respect to the potential to cause an 

adverse effect upon a scenic resource or the potential to substantially damage scenic resources.   

 

Response c: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project substantially degrades the 

existing visual character or quality of a project site and its surroundings. The Project Site is located just north of the 

Los Angeles River. The Proposed Project would include the construction of a five-building mixed-use development 

and would thus have the potential to alter views within the Project vicinity. Impacts associated with aesthetics and 

the visual character of the Project Site and impacts upon scenic resources will be further analyzed in the EIR.  

 

Response d: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project introduces new sources 

of light or glare that would be incompatible with the areas surrounding the project site, or that would pose a safety 

hazard to motorists utilizing adjacent streets or freeways. Additionally, shade and shadow impacts would be 

considered significant if shadow-sensitive uses would be shaded by project-related structures for more than three 

hours between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. between late October and early April, or for more than four hours between 

9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. between early April and late October. The Proposed Project would include the construction 

of a mixed-use development with building heights ranging between 60 to 85 feet above grade and would thus have 

the potential to alter shadow patterns in the immediate Project vicinity. Site improvements would also include low-

level security lighting fixtures for pedestrian safety and security. The potential for light, glare, and shadows to impact 

adjacent properties will be analyzed within the scope of the EIR. 

 

II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES.  In determining 

whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 

environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 

California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 

Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 

Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts 

on agriculture and farmland.  In determining whether impacts 

to forest resources, including timberland, are significant 

environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information 

compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire 

Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, 

including the Forest Range and Assessment Project and 

Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon 

measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols 

adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the 

project: 

 
 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 
 

 

No Impact 
 
a.  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 

of Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared 

pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 
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b.  Conflict the existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 

Williamson Act Contract? 
    

 

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 

forest land (as defined by Public Resources Code section 

12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 

section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland  Production 

(as defined by Government Code section 51104 (g))?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 

land to non-forest use? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 

due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 

Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Response a-e: No Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project results in the conversion of state-designated 

agricultural land from agricultural use to another non-agricultural use; result in the conversion of land zoned for 

agricultural use or under a Williamson Act contract from agricultural use to another non-agricultural use; result in 

the rezoning of forest land or timberland; or involve other changes in the existing environment which, could result 

in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use.  The Project Site is completely developed with a light industrial 

building and a surface parking lot. The Project Site is additionally located in an area zoned for public facilities and 

industrial land uses. The Project Site and the surrounding area are not currently used for any agricultural-related 

uses. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no impact associated with the conversion of agricultural uses or 

forested lands to a non-agricultural use. As such, no further analysis of this issue is required. 

 

III.  AIR QUALITY.  Where applicable, the significance 

criteria established by the South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD) may be relied upon to 

make the following determinations.   Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

 
 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 
 

 

No Impact 
 
a.  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan or Congestion 

Management Plan? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b.  Violate any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c.  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 

criteria pollutant for which the air basin is non-attainment 

under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 

standard (including releasing emissions which exceed 

quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
d.  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations? 
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e.  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number 

of people? 
    

 

Response a:  Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project is not consistent with the 

applicable Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) or would represent in some way a substantial hindrance to 

employing the policies or obtaining the goals of that plan. The Project Site is located within the South Coast Air 

Basin (Basin) and is within the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The 

SCAQMD has adopted criteria for determining the consistency with regional plans such as the 2012 AQMP. These 

criteria include: 1) identifying whether the project would increase the frequency or severity of existing air quality 

violations or cause or contribute to new air quality violations and 2) identifying whether the project would exceed 

the assumptions utilized in preparing the AQMP. A significant impact may also occur if a project is inconsistent 

with the growth assumptions upon which the regional AQMP was based. The Proposed Project has the potential to 

generate short-term regional and localized emissions during the construction phase and long-term regional emissions 

associated with the on-going operational activities of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project’s air quality 

impacts and consistency with the applicable AQMP will therefore be evaluated within the scope of the EIR. 

 

Response b: Potentially Significant Impact. A project may have a significant impact where project-related 

emissions would exceed federal, state, or regional standards or thresholds, or where project-related emissions would 

substantially contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation. Construction of the Proposed Project has 

the potential to generate air quality emissions on-site during earthwork and construction related activities. The long-

term operation of the Proposed Project also has the potential to generate air quality emissions. The Proposed 

Project’s air quality emissions will be quantified and analyzed in further detail in the EIR. 

 

Response c: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project adds a considerable 

cumulative contribution to any Federal or State non-attainment pollutant. Development of the Proposed Project has 

the potential to add a cumulatively considerable contribution to air quality emissions. Therefore, further analysis of 

this issue will be analyzed in the EIR. 

 

Responses d-e: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project generates pollutant 

concentrations or creates objectionable odors that would significantly affect sensitive receptors. The potential of the 

Proposed Project to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or odorous emissions will be 

analyzed in the EIR. 

 

 

 

 

 

IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 
 

 

No Impact 
 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 

through habitat modification, on any species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 

species in local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations by the California Department of Fish and 

Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 
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b.  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 

other sensitive natural community identified in the City or 

regional plans, policies, regulations by the California 

Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
c.  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 

wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 

(including, but not limited to, marsh vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 

Through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 

other means?   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
d.  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 

established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 

impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
e.  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 

biological resources, such as tree preservation policy or 

ordinance? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, 

or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 

plan? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Response a: Less Than Significant Impact.  Based upon the criteria established in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 

Guide, a project would normally have a significant impact on biological resources if it could result in: (a) the loss 

of individuals, or the reduction of existing habitat, of a state or federally listed endangered, threatened, rare, 

protected, candidate, or sensitive species or a Species of Special Concern; (b) the loss of individuals or the reduction 

of existing habitat of a locally designated species or a reduction in a locally designated natural habitat or plant 

community; or (c) interference with habitat such that normal species behaviors are disturbed (e.g., from the 

introduction of noise or light) to a degree that may diminish the chances for long-term survival of a sensitive species.  

The Project Site is improved with a light manufacturing/warehouse/film production building and associated surface 

parking.   

 

Based on the information presented in the Non-Protected Tree Report (Appendix A to this Initial Study), there are 

fifty-five (55) trees on site that are four-inch caliper or larger. All trees are non-protected species and include: 

Schinus terebinthifolius (4 trees), Brachychiton populneus (17 trees), Laurus x Saratoga (14 trees), Lophostemon 

confertus (14 trees), and Syagrus romanzoffianum (6 trees). All of the trees on-site are non-native and are not 

protected tree species under the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. Development of the Proposed Project 

would require the removal of all existing trees on site. The Applicant would be required to plant replacement trees 

at a ratio of 1 to 1 (this replacement ratio may be increased at the discretion of the City’s Urban Forestry Division). 

 

The Project Site does not contain any critical habitat or support any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 

special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 

Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Further, no protected tree species exist on site. The Proposed Project would 

comply with applicable regulatory compliance measures regarding non-protected tree removal and the Federal 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (50 C.F.R Section 10.13) to ensure that the removal of the 55 non-
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protected trees on site would result in a less than significant impact. Sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513 of the California 

Fish and Game Code prohibit take of all birds and their active nests including raptors and other migratory non-game 

birds (as listed under the Federal MBTA). With compliance with applicable regulatory compliance measures 

regarding non-protected tree removal and habitat modification, the Proposed Project would result in a less than 

significant impact. 

 

Response b: Less Than Significant Impact.  Based upon the criteria established in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 

Guide, a project would normally have a significant impact on biological resources if it could result in: (a) the loss 

of individuals, or the reduction of existing habitat, of a state or federally listed endangered, threatened, rare, 

protected, candidate, or sensitive species or a Species of Special Concern; (b) the loss of individuals or the reduction 

of existing habitat of a locally designated species or a reduction in a locally designated natural habitat or plant 

community; (c) the alteration of an existing wetland habitat; or (d) interference with habitat such that normal species 

behaviors are disturbed (e.g., from the introduction of noise, light) to a degree that may diminish the chances for 

long-term survival of a sensitive species. The Project Site is occupied by a light manufacturing/warehouse/film 

production building and its associated paved surface parking. Aside from landscaped areas, the Project Site is nearly 

100 percent impervious. The Non-Protected Tree Report (Appendix A) determined that all trees located on site are 

non-protected, non-native tree species. The Project Site is located north of the Los Angeles River, which is identified 

as a wetland habitat by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  However, no riparian or other sensitive natural vegetation 

communities are located on the Project Site. Further, the Proposed Project is located within the River Improvement 

Overlay District (RIO District) and would comply with the development and design standards of the RIO District. 

Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in any adverse impacts to riparian habitat or 

other sensitive natural communities, and a less than significant impact would occur. 

 

Response c: Less Than Significant Impact. Based upon the criteria established in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 

Guide, a project would normally have a significant impact on biological resources if it could result in the alteration 

of an existing wetland habitat. As discussed above, the Project Site is located north of the Los Angeles River, which 

is identified as a wetland habitat by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  However, no wetlands or other sensitive 

natural vegetation communities are located on the Project Site. The Project Site is entirely developed with 

impermeable surfaces and does not contain any wetlands or natural drainage channels. Further, the Proposed Project 

is located within the River Improvement Overlay District (RIO District) and would comply with the development 

and design standards of the RIO District. Therefore, a less than significant impact to riparian or wetland habitats 

would occur with the implementation of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response d: No Impact. Based upon the criteria established in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, a project would 

normally result in a significant impact on biological resources if it could result in the interference with wildlife 

movement/migration corridors that may diminish the chances for long-term survival of a sensitive species. The 

Project Site is located in an urbanized area of the City of Los Angeles and just north of the Los Angeles River. There 

are no wildlife movement/migration corridors on the Project Site.  Development of the Proposed Project would be 

limited to the Project Site, and the Proposed Project would not interfere with the movement or flow of the Los 

Angeles River. Thus, the Proposed Project would not interfere with the movement of any residents or migratory fish 

or wildlife. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

 

Response e: Less Than Significant Impact.  Based upon the criteria established in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 

Guide, a project-related significant adverse effect could occur if a project causes an impact that is inconsistent with 
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local regulations pertaining to biological resources, such as the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance, 

177,404. The Project Site is improved with a light manufacturing/warehouse/film production building and paved 

surface parking. There are no protected tree species located on the Project Site. Therefore, the Proposed Project 

would not have the potential to conflict with the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance. However, it is 

anticipated that all trees on-site would be removed during the construction of the Proposed Project. The Proposed 

Project would be required to comply with the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 

3513 of the California Fish and Game Code, which prohibits take of all birds and their active nests including raptors 

and other migratory non-game birds. Further, the Proposed Project would be required to replace all significant (8-

inch or greater trunk diameter, or cumulative trunk diameter if multi-trunked, as measured 54 inches above the 

ground) non-protected trees on the site proposed for removal with a one to one ratio. Compliance with regulatory 

compliance measures would ensure that impacts upon the loss of on-site trees would be less than significant. 

 

Response f:  Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact would occur if the Proposed Project is 

inconsistent with maps or policies of the approved local, regional or state habitat conservation plans. The Project 

Site is located within the River Improvement Overlay (RIO) District and is located north of the Los Angeles River. 

The River Improvement Overlay District was established with Ordinance No. 183145 and became effective August 

20, 2014. The development of the Proposed Project would comply with the development standards and guidelines 

for development within the RIO district. As such, the Proposed Project would not conflict with any adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional or state habitat 

conservation plan. Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur with the development of the Proposed 

Project.  

 

 
V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 
 

 

No Impact 
 
a.  Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of a 

historical resource as defined in State CEQA §15064.5? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b.  Cause a substantial adverse change in significance of an 

archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA §15064.5? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 

resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred 

outside of formal cemeteries? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

     
 

   

Response a: No Impact. A project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 

resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.  Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA 

Guidelines defines an historical resource as: 1) a resource listed in or determined to be eligible by the State Historical 

Resources Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources; 2) a resource listed in a local 

register of historical resources or identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting certain state 

guidelines; or 3) an object, building, structure, site, area, place, record or manuscript which a lead agency determines 

to be significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, 
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9  South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), California State University, California Historical Resources 

Information System (CHRIS), Records Search Results for the Bow Tie Yard Lofts Project October 6, 2016. (See Appendix 

B to this Initial Study) 
10 City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, “Prehistoric and Historic Archeological Sites and Service Areas in the   

    City of Los Angeles,” 1996. 
11  Ibid. 
12 LGC Geotechnical Inc., Geotechnical Due-Diligence Report for Proposed Five-Story Apartment Structure and 

    adjacent Six-Story Parking Structure, June 1, 2016. This report is included in Appendix C of this Initial Study. 

military, or cultural annals of California, provided that the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial 

evidence in light of the whole record.  

 

Generally, properties eligible for listing in the National Register are at least 50 years old. The California Office of 

Historic Preservation generally recommends an evaluation of buildings and structures older than 45 years of age by 

professionals meeting the Secretary of the Interior Standards Professional Qualifications for Architectural History 

and Archeology. The existing building on-site was constructed in 1999, approximately 17 years ago. According to 

the City of Los Angeles Zoning Information and Map Access System (ZIMAS) and the Los Angeles Historic 

Resources Inventory, neither the Project Site nor the building on-site is identified on any historic resource lists or 

databases.  Further, a database search of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), 

conducted by the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) indicates that there are no known historical 

resources within the Project Site.9 Since the existing building on-site was constructed in 1999, and results from 

ZIMAS and Los Angeles Historic Resources Inventory and the CHRIS database searches indicate that the existing 

site or building are not identified as an historic resources or cultural landmark, no impact to historic resources would 

occur. 

 

Response b: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. A significant adverse effect could 

occur if grading or excavation activities associated with a project could disturb archaeological resources, which is 

defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(3)(D) as an resource that “has yielded, or may be likely to yield, 

information important in prehistory or history.” The Project Site is currently developed with an existing 

warehouse/manufacturing building and surface parking lot. The Project Site does not contain any known 

archaeological sites or archaeological survey areas.10 A database search of the California Historical Resources 

Information System (CHRIS), conducted by the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) indicates that 

there are no known archaeological resources or historical resources on the Project Site.11  The SCCIC records search 

response letter recommends that, due to its proximity to the Los Angeles River, and the project location’s historical 

association with railroad activity, the Project Site is potentially sensitive for cultural resources. Therefore, a qualified 

cultural resources consultant should be retained to do a study.  However, further study requiring evaluation of buried 

deposits is precluded by the existing development and asphalt surfaces that cover the entire site. Further, based on 

a review of the preliminary geotechnical site investigation,12 the Project Site is substantially underlain by 

undocumented fill material to a depth of 1 to 14 feet, which will likely need to be removed and recompacted to 

support shallow building foundation systems. Excavation into the native soil below documented fill material is not 

anticipated, except in limited areas beneath the proposed seven-story parking structure and within the footprint of 

the existing warehouse/production building. Thus, based on the lack of archaeological resources being discovered 

during prior development and the lack of any known recorded cultural resources being recorded on the Project Site 

or within ¼-mile of the Project Site, there would be a low probability of encountering archaeological resources 

during construction.  
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13  City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element, Vertebrate Paleontological Resources in the City of Los Angeles, 

Figure CR-2, 1996.  

Mitigation Measures 

 

MM A-1: In the unlikely event that archaeological resources are encountered during the construction phase,  all 

further ground-disturbing activities in the area of the find shall be halted and: 

 
 The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South Central Coastal Information 

Center (657-278-5395) located at California State University Fullerton, or a member of the Society of 

Professional Archaeologist (SOPA) or a SOPA-qualified archaeologist, who shall assess the discovered 

material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report evaluating the impact; 

 The archaeologist’s survey, study or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if necessary, for the 

preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource; and 

 The Applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating archaeologist, as contained in the 

survey, study or report. 

 

MM A-2: Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological survey, study or report are 

submitted to: 

 

  SCCIC Department of Anthropology 

  McCarthy Hall 477 

  CSU Fullerton 

  800 North State College Boulevard 

             Fullerton, CA 92834 

 

MM A-3: Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the Applicant shall: 

 

 Submit a letter to the case file indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been submitted, or a 

statement indicating that no material was discovered. A covenant and agreement binding the Applicant to 

this condition shall be recorded prior to the issuance of a grading permit. 

 

Incorporation of these mitigation measures would ensure that the Project would have a less than significant impact 

with respect to archaeological resources and no further evaluation of this issue in an EIR is required. 

 

 

Response c: Potentially Significant Impact.  A significant adverse effect could occur if grading or excavation 

activities associated with a project could disturb paleontological resources or geologic features. The Proposed 

Project would involve excavation, grading, and earthwork for the proper base and slope for the proposed buildings.  

The Project Site is not located in an area identified as potentially containing significant paleontological resources or 

geologic features.13 The Project Site has already been developed and is surrounded by urban development and areas 

that have experienced grading and earthwork activities. While there is no evidence to suggest that such resources 

are located on-site, there is still a possibility that the construction phase of the Proposed Project could encounter 

paleontological or geologic resources during construction.  A records search conducted by the Natural History 

Museum of Los Angeles County will provide information on the presence or absence of such materials.   This issue 

will be analyzed within the scope of the EIR. 
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Response d: Less Than Significant Impact. A significant adverse effect could occur if grading or excavation 

activities associated with a project could disturb human remains. Based on a database search of the California 

Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), by the SCCIC, no known cultural or archaeological sites have 

been recorded within the Project Site. As discussed under Checklist Question V.e, AB 52 Tribal Consultation Letters 

were submitted to local tribal representatives registered on the National American Heritage Commission’s contact 

list. As no known Native American Tribal Resources or internment sites are known to occur within the Project Site, 

and the site is known to be underlain with 1 to 14 feet of fill materials associated with prior development, potential 

impacts upon the discovery of human remains is low and would be considered less than significant. In the unlikely 

event that any human remains are encountered unexpectedly during construction, demolition, and/or grading 

activities, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further disturbance shall occur until the 

County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to California Public Resources 

Code (PRC) Section 5097.98. No further actions or mitigation measures beyond complying with applicable 

California Public Resources Code and California Health and Safety Code requirements are required. As such no 

further analysis on this issue is required. 

 

 

VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project:  

 

 
 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 
 

 

No Impact 

a.  Exposure of people or structures to potential substantial 

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death 

involving: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
i.  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the 

most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 

issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 

substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to Division of 

Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
ii.  Strong seismic ground shaking?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
iii.  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
iv.  Landslides? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b.  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c.  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 

would become unstable as a result of the project, and potential 

result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 

subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
d.  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B 

of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial 

risks to life or property? 
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VII.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 
 

 

No Impact 
 
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 

indirectly, that may have a significant impact upon the 

environment? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 

greenhouse gasses?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Responses a-b: Potentially Significant Impact. Global climate change describes alterations in weather features 

(e.g., temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and storms) that occur across the Earth as a whole. Global 

temperatures are modulated by naturally occurring components in the atmosphere (e.g., water vapor, carbon dioxide 

[CO2], methane [CH4], and nitrous dioxide [N2O]) that capture heat radiated from the Earth’s surface, which in turn 

warms the atmosphere. This natural phenomenon is known as the “greenhouse effect.” Excessive human-generated 

greenhouse gas emissions can affect the global climate. Construction and operation of the Proposed Project has the 

potential to generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, which may have a significant impact on 

the environment. Thus, the Proposed Project’s generation of greenhouse gas emissions and consistency with 

applicable plans, policies and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission of greenhouse gases will 

be analyzed in the EIR.  

 
 
 
 

e.  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 

septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where 

sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?  

    

Response a-d: Potentially Significant Impact. The Project Site is located within a seismically active region, as is 

all of southern California. The Proposed Project’s impacts upon ground rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction, 

landslides, soil erosion, soil instability, and expansive soils will be evaluated by a qualified geotechnical engineer,. 

The Proposed Project’s geological impacts will be analyzed in the EIR based on additional site-specific data 

collected at the Project Site. 

Response e:  No Impact. This question would apply to a project only if it is located in an area not served by an 

existing sewer system.  The Project Site is located in an urban area served by a wastewater collection, conveyance, 

and treatment system operated by the City of Los Angeles.  No septic tanks or alternative disposal systems are 

necessary, nor are they proposed.  Therefore, no impact would occur, and no further analysis is required.   
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VIII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 
 

 

No Impact 
 
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 

materials? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 

involving the release of hazardous materials into the 

environment?  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

c.  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 

hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 

mile of an existing or proposed school?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
d.  Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 

Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant 

hazard to the public or the environment?   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
e.  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of 

a public airport or public use airport, would the project result 

in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project 

area? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 

the project result in a safety hazard for the people residing or 

working in the area? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
g.  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 

adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 

plan?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
h.  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 

injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 

wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences 

are intermixed with wildlands? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Responses a-d:  Potentially Significant Impact. Preliminary investigation shows that the Project Site was formerly 

a part of the Taylor Yard, which was used for the maintenance and repair needs of the Union Pacific Railroad 

Company until the construction of the existing building on-site in 1999. Previous operations conducted on the Project 

Site likely included equipment fabrication and railroad maintenance. The EIR will provide analysis and discussion 

addressing the potential hazards associated with the construction and operation and will take into consideration 

compliance with regulatory requirements.  

 

Responses e and f:  No Impact. The Burbank Bob Hope Airport is the closest airport to the Project Site and is 

located approximately 9 miles northwest from the Project Site.  The Project Site is not located near any private 
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airstrips.  No impacts involving airport-related safety hazards would occur, and no further analysis in the EIR is 

required.   

 

Response g:  Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project interferes with roadway 

operations used in conjunction with an emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan or would generate 

traffic congestion that would interfere with the execution of such a plan. The Proposed Project would involve new 

driveways and curb cuts to access the on-site parking structure. Construction of the Proposed Project may require 

temporary and/or partial road closures due to construction activities. As such, any impacts to emergency response or 

evacuation plans caused by the Proposed Project will be further analyzed in the EIR. 

 

Response h:  No Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project is located in close proximity to wildland areas 

and poses a potential fire hazard, which could affect persons or structures in the area in the event of a fire. The Project 

Site is located in an urbanized area within the City of Los Angeles and is not located in a very high fire hazard 

severity zone14.  As such, the Proposed Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 

injury, or death involving wildland fires, and therefore this issue does not require further analysis in the EIR. 

 

 

IX.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would 

the proposal result in: 

 

 
 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 
 

 

No Impact 

a.  Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b.  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 

with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net 

deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 

groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-

existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 

support existing land uses or planned land uses for which 

permits have been granted)? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c.   Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 

or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 

stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 

erosion or siltation on- or off-site?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
d.   Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 

or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 

stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 

surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- 

or off site? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

e.  Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 

capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems 

or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

                                                           
14 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, ZIMAS, http://zimas.lacity.org/, accessed November 9, 2016. 
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f.  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
g.  Place housing within a 100-year flood plain as mapped on 

federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map 

or other flood hazard delineation map? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

h.  Place within a 100-year flood plain structures which would 

impede or redirect flood flows?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
i.  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 

inquiry or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 

result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

j.  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

Responses a and f: Less Than Significant. Based upon the criteria established in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 

a project would normally have a significant impact on surface water quality if discharges associated with the project 

create pollution, contamination, or nuisance as defined in Section 13050 of the California Water Code (CWC) or that 

cause regulatory standards to be violated, as defined in the applicable National Pollution Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) stormwater permit or Water Quality Control Plan for the receiving water body. A significant impact 

may occur if a project discharges water which does not meet the quality standards of agencies that regulate surface 

water quality and water discharge into stormwater drainage systems. Significant impacts would also occur if the 

project does not comply with all applicable regulations with regard to surface water quality as governed by the State 

Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) through its nine Regional Boards. The Project Site falls within the 

jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). These regulations include 

compliance with the Low Impact Development Ordinance (LID Ordinance) and Standard Urban Storm Water 

Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements to reduce potential water quality impacts.  

 

As required under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), the Proposed Project would be 

responsible to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and implement best management practices 

(BMPs) to mitigate the effects of erosion and the inherent potential for sedimentation and other pollutants entering 

the stormwater system. The Project Site is located adjacent to the Los Angeles River Flood Control Channel and, as 

such, has the potential to impact the quality of surface water runoff during construction and operation. Although the 

Project Site is currently developed with an approximate 117,000 square foot light manufacturing/warehouse building 

and paved surface parking areas, construction of the project has the potential to alter the quantity and quality of 

surface water flows. With Implementation of SWPPP and compliance with the NPDES and City discharge 

requirements, and the City of Los Angeles’s Low Impact Development (LID) Ordinance (No. 181899), impacts to 

water quality standards and requirements would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures would be 

required.   

 

Response b: Less Than Significant Impact. Based upon the criteria established in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 

Guide, a project would normally have a significant impact on groundwater level if it could change potable water 

levels sufficiently to: (a) reduce the ability of a water utility to use the groundwater basin for public water supplies, 

conjunctive use purposes, storage of imported water, summer/winter peaking, or respond to emergencies and 
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drought; (b) reduce yields of adjacent wells or well fields (public or private); (c) adversely change the rate or direction 

of flow of groundwater; or (d) result in demonstrable and sustained reduction in groundwater recharge capacity.   

 

Preliminary geological research shows that historic high groundwater on-site is approximately 25 feet below grade. 

The Proposed Project includes surface earthwork activity to ensure the proper base and slope for the proposed 

buildings. The Proposed Project would only include above grade levels. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not 

interfere with groundwater on-site. Additionally, the Project Site is largely impervious and existing water runoff is 

directed toward surrounding stormwater infrastructure. Therefore, the development of the Proposed Project would 

not interfere with groundwater recharge. The Proposed Project would not have the potential to deplete groundwater 

supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge. A less than significant impact would occur, and no further analysis 

is required on this issue. 

 

Response c: Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project results in a substantial 

alteration of drainage patterns that could result in a substantial increase in erosion or siltation during construction or 

operation of the project.  The Project Site is located in an urbanized area within the City of Los Angeles. There are 

no natural watercourses on the Project Site, and the Project Site is approximately 100 percent impervious. The 

Proposed Project would reduce the amount of impervious surfaces on the Project Site.  Therefore, development of 

the Proposed Project would not increase site runoff or result in any changes to the local drainage patterns. The 

Proposed Project would be required to prepare a SWPPP and implement BMPs to reduce runoff and preserve water 

quality during construction of the Proposed Project. Further, the Proposed Project would be required to implement 

an LID Plan (during the Project’s operation), which would reduce the amount of surface water runoff leaving the 

Project Site after a storm event. The LID Plan would require the implementation of stormwater best management 

practices to retain or treat the runoff from a storm event producing ¾-inch of rainfall in a 24-hour period. 

Additionally, because the current onsite building and parking lots were developed prior to current LID requirements 

and do not currently operate under a SUSMP, the implementation of operational BMPs would improve the quality 

of stormwater runoff from the Project Site when compared to existing conditions.  Therefore, the Proposed Project 

would result in a less than significant impact in relation to surface water hydrology and would not result in substantial 

erosion or siltation on- or off-site. No further analysis on this issue is required.  

 

Response d: Less Than Significant Impact. Based upon the criteria established in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 

Guide, a project would normally have a significant impact on surface water hydrology if it could result in a 

permanent, adverse change to the movement of surface water sufficient to produce a substantial change in the current 

or direction of water flow. The Project Site is relatively level and is nearly 100 percent impervious. Stormwater 

runoff is directed to the stormwater lines in the vicinity of the Project Site. An existing, 66-inch diameter storm drain 

line extends along Casitas Avenue, runs along the east side of the Project Site, and continues southward. 15  The City 

of Los Angeles owns and maintains the storm drain line. As discussed above, the Proposed Project would reduce the 

amount of impervious surfaces on the Project Site.    Stormwater   would continue to flow into   the City’s storm 

drain system via catch basins on the adjacent streets.  There is currently no known deficiency in the stormwater 

system serving the Project vicinity.  Final plan check by the Bureau of Engineering would ensure that adequate 

capacity is available in the storm drain system in this system prior to Project approval.    The  Applicant  would  be  

responsible  for  providing  the necessary storm drain infrastructure  improvements to connect with the existing 

drainage system  serving the Project Site.  Further, the Proposed Project would implement a SWPPP and a LID Plan 

                                                           
15  City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering, NavigateLA, website: 

http://navigatela.lacity.org/navigatela/, accessed September 2016. 

http://navigatela.lacity.org/navigatela/
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and would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner, which would result in flooding 

on- or –off-site. Further, construction of the Proposed Project would be contained within the Project Site and would 

not impact the flow of the Los Angeles River. As such, a less than significant impact would occur, and no further 

analysis is required on this issue.  

 

Response e: Less Than Significant Impact. Based upon the criteria established in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 

a project would normally have a significant impact on surface water quality if discharges associated with the project 

could create pollution, contamination, or nuisance as defined in Section 13050 of the California Water Code (CWC) 

or that cause regulatory standards to be violated, as defined in the applicable National Pollution Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permit or Water Quality Control Plan for the receiving water body.  For 

the purpose of this specific issue, a significant impact may occur if the volume of storm water runoff from the Project 

Site were to increase to a level that exceeds the capacity of the storm drain system serving the Project Site.  A Project-

related significant adverse effect would also occur if the Proposed Project would substantially increase the probability 

that polluted runoff would reach the storm drain system.   

 

A 66-inch diameter storm drain line, which is owned and maintained by the City of Los Angeles, is located adjacent 

to the Project Site along Casitas Avenue and along the eastern side of the Project Site. The Project Site is currently 

approximately 100 percent impervious and all surface water is directed off-site to the adjacent storm drain system. 

The Proposed Project would not result in a significant increase in site runoff, or any changes in the local drainage 

pattern. Runoff from the Project Site is currently and would continue to be collected on the Project Site and directed 

towards existing storm drain inlets in the Project vicinity. There are no known deficiencies in the local stormwater 

system. Pursuant to local practice and City policy stormwater retention will be required as part of the Low Impact 

Development (LID) Ordinance/SUSMP implementation features (despite no increased imperviousness of the site). 

Any contaminants gathered during routine cleaning of construction equipment would be disposed of in compliance 

with applicable stormwater pollution prevention permits. 

 

Further, any pollutants from the parking areas would be subject to the requirements and regulations of the NPDES 

and applicable LID Ordinance. Accordingly, the Proposed Project would be required to demonstrate compliance 

with LID Ordinance standards and retain and treat the first ¾ inch of rainfall in a 24-hour period, which would reduce 

the Proposed Project’s impact to the stormwater infrastructure. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not create or 

contribute runoff water, which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 

provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff and potential impacts to surface water quality would be less 

than significant. No further analysis of this issue is be required. 

 

Response f: (see above – Responses a and f) 

 

Response g-j: Less than Significant Impact. The City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element indicates that 

the Project Site is located within a potential inundation area. However, according to FEMA’s Flood Insurance Rate 

Map, the Project Site is Zone X, which signifies that the Project Site is determined to be outside the 100 and 500 

year flood zone.16 Additionally, the City of Los Angeles Zoning Information and Map Access System (ZIMAS) 

indicates that floodwater would be contained in storm drains and there is no need to refer to the Bureau of 

                                                           
16  Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Flood Insurance Rate Map, Panel Number 06037C1610F, September 

26, 2008, website: http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wmd/floodzone/, accessed September 2016. 
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Engineering.17 Thus, the Project would not place housing within a 100-year flood plain, and the Proposed Project 

would result in a less than significant impact with respect to flooding and inundation. The Project Site is located 

more than 15 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean and has a mean sea level of approximately 265 to 370 feet above 

mean sea level.  Furthermore, the Project Site is not within the vicinity of a foothill or hillside area and thus would 

not be exposed to mudflows. Therefore, no further analysis in the EIR is required. 

 

 

X.  LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project: 
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b.  Conflict with applicable land use plan, policy or regulation 

of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including but 

not limited to the general plan, specific plan, coastal program, 
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mitigating an environmental effect?  

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

c.  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 

natural community conservation plan?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Response a: No Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project is sufficiently large enough or otherwise 

configured in such a way as to create a physical barrier within an established community (a typical example would 

be a project that involved a continuous right-of-way such as a roadway that would divide a community and impede 

access between parts of the community). The Project Site is uniquely located on a property that is encumbered by a 

number of man-made barriers that separate the site from surrounding neighborhoods. The properties surrounding the 

Project Site are designated as Commercial Manufacturing, Open Space, and Public Facilities. The Project Site is 

immediately bordered by a self-storage facility and the Glendale Freeway to the north. The Glendale Freeway also 

borders the Project Site to the west. The Los Angeles River is located to the south of the Project Site. The Southern 

Pacific railway easement borders the Project Site to the east. These three features limit access to the Project Site area 

from the surrounding neighborhood. In addition, vehicular access to Project Site area is limited to Casitas Avenue. 

All development associated with the Proposed Project would be confined to the existing Project Site and would not 

disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of the established community. Therefore, no further analysis in the EIR 

is required.   

Response b:  Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Proposed Project is inconsistent 

with the General Plan, zoning designation, the RIO Ordinance, the Cypress Park and Glassell Park Community 

Design Overlay (CDO) design guidelines and development standards, or other planning policies, plans, or regulations 

that are applicable to the Project Site. Applicable policies or regulations are designed to avoid or mitigate potential 

                                                           
17  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, ZIMAS, http://zimas.lacity.org/, accessed November 9, 2016. 
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adverse environmental effects. As discussed above, the Project requests several discretionary approvals, including a 

General Plan Amendment to the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan to change the land use designation from 

Heavy Manufacturing to Limited Industrial and a Vesting Zone Change from [Q]PF-1-CDO-RIO to CM-1-CDO-

RIO. As such, the EIR will provide an analysis of the Proposed Project’s consistency with the applicable plans, 

planning policies, and regulations. The EIR will also provide a discussion of the Proposed Project’s discretionary 

entitlement requests and how they relate to the aforementioned plans. 

 

Response c: Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Question IV(f) above, the Proposed Project is located 

within a RIO District, and thus, the Proposed Project would have to comply with the applicable provisions of the 

RIO Ordinance (No. 183,145). The RIO Ordinance supports the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan, which 

serves to improve the environment, enhance water quality, improve water resources, and improve the ecological 

function of the Los Angeles River and surrounding habitat. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less than 

significant impact on applicable habitat conservation plans and natural community conservation plans, and no further 

analysis of this issue in the EIR is required.   

 

XI.  MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
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Response a-b: Less Than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project is located in an area used 

or available for extraction of a regionally-important mineral resource, or if the project converts an existing or future 

regionally-important mineral extraction use to another use, or if the project would affect access to a site used or 

potentially available for regionally-important mineral resource extraction.  The Project Site is not located within the 

mapped boundaries of an oil field or oil drilling area.18 Although the Project Site is located within a designated 

mineral resource zone (MRZ-2), mineral extraction activities do not currently exist on the Project Site or in the 

immediate Project Site area. Thus, the development of the Proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability 

of a known mineral resource or locally-important mineral resource. As such, the Proposed Project would result in a 

less than significant impact to mineral resources, and no further analysis of these issues is required. 

 

                                                           
18  City of Los Angeles General Plan, Oil Field and Oil Drilling Areas in the City of Los Angeles. Safety 

Element, Exhibit E. 
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XII.  NOISE.  Would the project result in: 
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Response a: Potentially Significant Impact. Construction of the Proposed Project would require the use of 

construction equipment during grading, hauling, establishing of building foundations, installation of utility lines and 

services, and other construction activities.  The potential exists for construction noise to be generated in excess of 

the noise standards established by the City of Los Angeles.  Therefore, further analysis of this issue will be included 

within the scope of the EIR.   

 

Response b: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact would occur if the Proposed Project exposes 

people to or generated excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.  Vibration is sound radiated 

through the ground.  The rumbling sound caused by the vibration of surfaces is called groundborne noise.  The 

ground motion caused by vibration is measured as particle velocity in inches per second and in the United States is 

referenced as vibration decibels (VdB).  Construction of the Project has the potential to generate groundborne 

vibration that could impact surrounding land uses.  The EIR will further analyze the Proposed Project’s potential to 

generate excessive vibration and groundborne noise and the potential impact on surrounding land uses during 

construction.   

 

Responses c-d: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Proposed Project results in a 
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substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity.  The Project’s 

construction and operational activities, such as traffic and increased human activity on-site associated with the 

Proposed Project’s residential and commercial activities have the potential to increase ambient noise levels above 

existing levels.  Therefore, further analysis of this issue will be included within the scope of the EIR. 

 

Response e: No Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project is located within an airport land use plan and 

would introduce substantial new sources of noise or substantially add to existing sources of noise within or near the 

Project Site.  The Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan.  The Burbank Bob Hope Airport is the 

closest airport to the Project Site and is located approximately nine miles from the Project Site.   Therefore, no impact 

would occur, and no further analysis of this issue in the EIR is required. 

 

Response f: No Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Project Site is within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  

The Project Site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip.  Therefore, no impact would occur and no further 

analysis is required. 

 

 

 

XIII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the 
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Response a:  Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project provides new development 

such as homes, businesses, or infrastructure and substantially induces population growth that would otherwise not 

have occurred as rapidly or in as great a magnitude. The Proposed Project includes the construction of a mixed-use 

development. The Proposed Project would include a total of 419 multi-family residential units and approximately 

64,000 square feet of commercial space. As such, the Proposed Project would directly and indirectly contribute to 

population growth in the Northeast Los Angeles CPA. Based on the Northeast Los Angeles’ current household 

demographics (3.38 persons per dwelling unit for the Northeast Los Angeles CPA), the construction of 419 dwelling 

units would result in an increase of approximately 1,416 residents.19 The population and housing impacts generated 

by the Proposed Project will be evaluated in the EIR. 

 

                                                           
19  Based on a generation rate of 3.38 residents per dwelling unit. Los Angeles Department of City Planning Demographic 

Research Unit, Local Estimates (Effective October 1, 2009)/Household Population/Northeast Los Angeles Community 

Plan Area, accessed August 2016. 
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Response b and c: No Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project could result in the displacement of 

existing housing or a substantial number of people, necessitating construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  

The Project Site is currently developed with an existing approximately 117,000 square foot light manufacturing 

building. The Proposed Project would include the demolition of the existing light manufacturing building and the 

construction of a mixed-use development. Since neither dwelling units nor residents are currently on-site, the 

Proposed Project would not displace any housing or residents and would not necessitate the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere. No impact would occur, and no further analysis on this issue in the EIR is required. 

 

 
 
XIV.  PUBLIC SERVICES.   

 

a.  Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 
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altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 

could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
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Response  a:  
 

Fire Protection: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the City of Los Angeles Fire 

Department (LAFD) could not adequately serve a project based upon response time, access, or fire hydrant/water 

availability during project operations. The Project Site is located within the LAFD Central Bureau service area. 

LAFD Station No. 50, located at 3036 Fletcher Drive, currently serves the Project Site. The Proposed Project would 

result in an increase of approximately 1,416 residents. The potential impact of the Proposed Project on fire protection 

services will therefore be analyzed in the EIR.   

 

Police Protection: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the City of Los Angeles Police 

Department (LAPD) could not adequately serve the Proposed Project, necessitating a new police station or physically 

alter an existing police station.  If existing service capacities are exceeded, new facilities, equipment and/or personnel 

may be required to maintain acceptable response times and service levels. LAPD Northeast Community Police 

Station, located at 3353 San Fernando Road, currently serves the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would 

result in an increase of approximately 1,416 residents. The potential impact of the Proposed Project on police 

protection services will therefore be analyzed in the EIR.     
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Schools: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project includes substantial 

employment or population growth, which could generate a demand for school facilities that would exceed the 

capacity of the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD). The Proposed Project includes the construction of a 

mixed-use development with 419 multi-family residences and an increase of approximately 1,416 residents. The 

Project would result in a net increase of at least 75 residential units and may increase the demand for public school 

facilities20. Thus, pursuant to the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, the potential impact of the Project on school facilities 

will be analyzed in the EIR.  

 

Parks: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact would occur if the available City of Los Angeles 

Department of Recreation and Parks (RAP) services could not accommodate the projected population increase 

resulting from the implementation of a project, or if the Proposed Project results in the construction of new recreation 

and park facilities that could create significant direct or indirect impacts to the environment. Preliminary research 

shows that there are approximately 727.92 acres of parkland and recreational facilities within an approximate 2-mile 

radius from the Project Site. As discussed above, the Proposed Project would generate approximately 1,416 residents 

on-site. Therefore, the Proposed Project would increase the utilization of the Project Site. The Proposed Project 

would include the development of approximately 58,176 square feet of amenities and passive open space on-site. 

Additionally, the Proposed Project would provide access to the pedestrian trail that is adjacent to the Project Site’s 

southern property line. The payment of Quimby Fees and the development of open space on-site would offset the 

Proposed Project’s demand on public recreation facilities and parks. However, since the Proposed Project would 

increase the utilization of the Project Site compared to existing conditions, the potential impact of the Proposed 

Project on park and recreation facilities will be analyzed within the scope of the EIR. 

 

Other Public facilities: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact would occur if a project  could result 

in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental 

facilities, the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, and the construction of which that would 

cause significant environmental impacts. Since the Proposed Project would increase the utilization of the Project Site 

compared to existing conditions, the potential impact of the Proposed Project on library services would be analyzed 

in the EIR.  

 

XV.  RECREATION.  
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20 City of Los Angeles L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. K.3. Public Schools, 1. Initial Study Screening 

Process. 2006. Pg. K.3-1. 
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Response a: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project could result in substantial 

employment or population growth that could generate an increased demand for public park and recreational facilities 

that would exceed the capacities of existing facilities and/or cause premature deterioration of the park and 

recreational facilities or the need for new facilities. The Proposed Project would develop approximately 419 dwelling 

units and would generate approximately 1,416 new residents on a Project Site that is currently developed with a light 

manufacturing building and surface parking lot. Therefore, the Proposed Project would increase the utilization of the 

Project Site. The Proposed Project would be required to pay all applicable Quimby Fees and would include the 

development of approximately 58,176 square feet of amenities and passive open space on-site, which would offset 

the demand on public recreational facilities and parks.  However, since the Proposed Project would increase the 

utilization of the Project Site compared to existing conditions, the potential impact of the Proposed Project on 

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities will be analyzed in the EIR. 

 

Response b: Potentially Significant Impact.  The Project would include private recreational facilities for the use 

of Project residents and guests.  The potential environmental impacts of constructing these facilities are analyzed 

throughout this Initial Study, and will be further analyzed in the EIR for those topics where impacts could be   

potentially significant, as part of the overall Project. 
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f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or 

otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 

facilities?  

    

 
Response a:  Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the project conflicts with an 

applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 

circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized 

travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, 

highways, freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit. The Proposed Project would include the 

development of a mixed-use project that would add 419 residential units and 64,000 square feet of commercial 

space on-site. Development of the Proposed Project would increase the utilization of the Project Site. As such, 

the Proposed Project would have the potential to increase vehicle trips to and from the Project Site, increase 

pedestrian activity on the Site and in the Project Site area, and increase demand for mass transit within the 

Project area. The Proposed Project would have the potential to impact the circulation system and area roadways. 

The Proposed Project’s consistency with applicable plans and policies related to traffic and circulation, 

pedestrian flows, mass transit utilization and bicycle routes will be evaluated in the EIR. 

 

Response b: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the adopted Metropolitan 

Transportation Authority (MTA) thresholds for a significant project impact are exceeded.  To address the 

increasing public concern that traffic congestion is affecting the quality of life and economic vitality of the State 

of California, Proposition 111 enacted the Congestion Management Program (CMP). The Proposed Project 

would cause traffic and vehicular trips to be directed to the roadway segments and intersections adjacent to the 

Project Site and in the Project Site vicinity.  The impact of the Proposed Project’s additional traffic on CMP 

intersections and freeway segments will be evaluated within the scope of the EIR. 

 

Response c: No Impact. .  The Project Site is not located within the vicinity of any private or public airport or 

planning boundary of any airport land use plan. In addition, the Project Site does not currently contain any 

aviation-related uses, and the Proposed Project would not include the development of any aviation-related uses.  

Thus, the Proposed Project would have no impact on air traffic patterns, and no further analysis of this issue is 

required. 

 

Response d: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Proposed Project includes 

new roadway design or introduces a new land use or features into an area with specific transportation 

requirements and characteristics that have not been previously experienced in that area, or if Project Site access 

or other features are designed in such a way as to create hazardous conditions. Vehicular access to the Project 

Site is currently provided from Casitas Avenue. The Proposed Project would include one full-access driveway 

off of Casitas Avenue, which would provide direct access to the parking structure on-site. A separate loading 

driveway would allow delivery trucks to temporarily park in the Project Site. A designated fire lane would 

transverse the Project Site connecting from the northeast corner (at Casitas Avenue) to the southwest corner of 

the Project Site and loop back to Casitas Avenue along the southern and eastern property lines. Therefore, the 

EIR will analyze the Proposed Project’s potential to result in traffic hazards. 

 

Response e: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the Project design would not 

provide emergency access meeting the requirements of the Los Angeles Fire Department, or in any other way 
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Response a: Less Than Significant Impact. A project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of a tribal cultural resource with cultural value to a California Native American tribe if such resource is listed or 

eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as 

defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or if such resource is determined by the lead agency, in its 

discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 

Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. PRC 5024.1(c) states that “[a] resource may be listed as an historical 

resource in the California Register if it meets any of the following National Register of Historic Places criteria:  

threaten the ability of emergency vehicles to access and serve the Project Site or adjacent uses. The Proposed 

Project may affect vehicular and pedestrian flow in the Project Site area during the construction phase, which 

would be temporary and only last the length of the construction period. The Proposed Project would include an 

emergency lane through the Project Site to meet the requirements of the LAFD. Nonetheless, the EIR will 

analyze the Proposed Project’s potential impacts on emergency access during the Project’s construction and 

operation phases. 

 

Response f: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project could conflict with 

adopted policies or involve modifications to existing alternative transportation facilities located on-site or off-

site.  The Proposed Project would increase the utilization of the Project Site when compared to existing uses.  

The potential of the Proposed Project to conflict with adopted policies, plans, and programs supporting 

alternative transportation will be analyzed in the EIR. 

 

 

XVII.  TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES.                             

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 

Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 

cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of 

the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 

with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and 

that is: 

 
 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

 
Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 
 

 

No Impact 
 
a.  Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 

Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 

resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 

5020.1(k), or 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion 

and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant 

pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 

Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set 

forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 

5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the 

resource to a California Native American tribe. 
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1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s 

history and cultural heritage. 

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past. 

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents 

the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values. 

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

 

As discussed in response to Checklist Question V.b (Cultural Resources, Archeological Resources) the Project Site 

is substantially underlain by undocumented fill material to a depth of 1 to 14 feet, which will likely need to be 

removed and recompacted to support shallow building foundation systems. Excavation into the native soil below 

documented fill material is not anticipated, except in limited areas beneath the proposed seven-story parking 

structure and within the footprint of the existing warehouse/production building. The Project Site does not contain 

any known archaeological sites or archaeological survey areas, and the results of the Cultural Resources Records 

Search indicate there is a low probability of encountering archaeological and/or California Native American Tribal 

resources during construction. In the unlikely event that archaeological resources are encountered during the 

construction phase, work in the area of the find shall be halted and a qualified archaeologist shall incorporate 

mitigation measures MM A-1 through MM A-3 that would avoid or reduce potential project-related impacts. 

Similarly, if any human remains are encountered unexpectedly during construction demolition and/or grading 

activities, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further disturbance shall occur until the 

County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to California Public 

Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98. In the event of a potential find, a certified Native American Monitor, 

specialized in tribal resources, will evaluate the cultural resource. Thus, incorporation of the mitigation measures 

MM A-1 through MM A-3, compliance with applicable California Public Resources Code and California Health 

and Safety Code requirements with regards to human remains, and the potential evaluation by a certified Native 

American Monitor in the event of a find, would ensure that the Project would have a less than significant impact 

with respect to archaeological, California Native American Tribal, and/or historical resources. As such, no further 

analysis on this issue is required. 

 

Response b: Potentially Significant. Public Resources Code Section 21084.2 establishes that “[a] project with an 

effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that 

may have a significant effect on the environment.” To help determine whether a project may have such an effect, 

the Public Resources Code requires a lead agency to consult with any California Native American tribe that requests 

consultation and is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a proposed project.  Pursuant 

to the procedures imposed by AB 52, a request for consultation was sent via certified mail on November 15, 2016 

to the following local Native American Tribal representatives who are on file with the Department of City Planning 

as having requested to be notified of future development projects: (1) Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission 

Indians, (2) Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians, and (3) Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation. Copies 

of these letters are provided in Appendix B to this Initial Study. 

In response to the AB 52 Consultation request, the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning received one 

response letter from the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians. Citing the fact that the Project Site lies in a broad area 

where the Ancestral territories of the Kizh (Kitc) Gabrieleño’s villages adjoined and overlapped with each other, at 

least during the Late Prehistoric and Protohistoric Periods, the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians is requesting 
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that one of their certified Native American Monitors be on site during any and all ground disturbances (including 

but not limited to pavement removal, post holing, auguring, boring, grading, excavation and trenching) to protect 

any cultural resources which may be affected during construction or development. No further evidence was 

provided to indicate the presence of any known cultural sites or resources within the Project Site or immediate 

Project area (as discussed under Response XVII.a, above). Formal consultation with the Gabrieleño Band of 

Mission Indians took place on January 24, 2017. As consultation regarding Tribal Cultural Resources is ongoing, 

this topic will be further analyzed in the EIR. 

XVIII.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.   

Would the project: 

 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant 

Impact No Impact 
 
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b.  Require or result in the construction of new water or 

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 

facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 

environmental effects? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c.  Require or result in the construction of new stormwater 

drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 

construction of which could cause significant environmental 

effects? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
d.  Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 

project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new 

or expanded entitlements needed? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
e.  Result in a determination by the wastewater   treatment 

provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 

adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 

addition to the provider’s existing commitments?   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
f.  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity 

to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Response a:  Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact would occur if a project exceeds wastewater 

treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board.  The Los Angeles Regional 

Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) enforces wastewater treatment and discharge requirements for 

properties in the Project Site area. The Project is located within the Hyperion Water Reclamation Plant (HWRP) 

service area. Development of the Project would increase the utilization of the Project Site by increasing on-site 

floor area and the number of persons on-site compared to existing conditions, which could have the potential to 

change the wastewater flows as compared to existing conditions. The potential for the Proposed Project to exceed 

the wastewater treatment requirements of the LARWQCB will be analyzed in the EIR. 
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Response b:  Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project would increase water 

consumption or wastewater generation to such a degree that the capacities of facilities currently serving the 

Project Site would be exceeded.  Water is currently supplied to the Project Site by the City of Los Angeles 

Department of Water and Power and, as previously mentioned, the Project Site is located within the HWRP 

service area.  The Proposed Project’s water demand and wastewater generation will be analyzed within the scope 

of the EIR. 

 

Response c:  Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the volume of stormwater runoff 

increases to a level exceeding the capacity of the storm drain system serving the Project Site to the extent that 

existing facilities would need to be expanded. Currently, the Project Site is nearly 100 percent impervious and 

nearly 100 percent of on-site stormwater is directed to existing stormwater inlets around the Project Site. 

Stormwater   would continue to flow into   the City’s storm drain system via catch basins on the adjacent streets.  

There is currently no known deficiency in the stormwater system serving the Project vicinity.  Final plan check 

by the Bureau of Engineering would ensure that adequate capacity is available in the storm drain system in this 

system prior to Project approval.    The  Applicant  would  be  responsible  for  providing  the necessary storm 

drain infrastructure  improvements to connect with the existing drainage system  serving the Project Site.  

Moreover, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with the LID Ordinance, which requires projects 

to capture and treat the first ¾-inch of rainfall in accordance with established stormwater treatment priorities. As 

such, the Proposed Project would be expected to produce similar or reduced runoff flows as compared to existing 

conditions. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not exceed the existing capacity of stormwater infrastructure 

currently serving the Project Site area, and a less than significant impact would occur. No further analysis on this 

issue is required. 

 

Response d: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project increases water 

consumption to such a degree that new water sources would need to be identified, or that existing resources 

would be consumed at a pace greater than planned for by purveyors, distributors, and service providers. The 

potential impacts associated with the availability of water supplies to serve the Proposed Project will be analyzed 

in the EIR.   

 

Response e: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project would increase 

wastewater generation to such a degree that the capacity of facilities currently serving the Project Site would be 

exceeded. The potential impacts associated with the provision of wastewater treatment services to the Proposed 

Project will be analyzed in the EIR.   

 

Response f: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project were to increase solid 

waste generation to a degree such that the existing and projected landfill capacity would be insufficient to 

accommodate the additional solid waste. The potential impacts associated with the ability of the local landfills 

to serve the Proposed Project will be analyzed in the EIR.   

 

Response g: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project generates solid waste 

that is not disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. The Proposed Project’s potential impacts 

associated with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste will be evaluated and 

analyzed in the EIR. 
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XIX.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 
 
a.  Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality 

of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of fish or 

wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 

below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 

animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of 

a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important 

examples of the major periods of California history or 

prehistory? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b.  Does the project have impacts which are individually 

limited, but cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively 

considerable” means that the incremental effects of an 

individual project are considerable when viewed in 

connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of 

other current projects, and the effects of probable future 

projects).  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c.  Does the project have environmental effects, which cause 

substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 

indirectly? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Response a: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project would degrade the 

quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 

population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 

number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major 

periods of California history or prehistory Based on the analysis contained in this Initial Study, the Proposed 

Project has the potential to result in significant impacts with regard to the following subject areas: aesthetics; air 

quality; geology and soils; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality; land use and planning; 

noise; public services; transportation/circulation; and utilities.  Therefore, the Project has the potential to degrade 

the quality of the environment.  The EIR will analyze these potentially significant impacts. 

 

Response b: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project, in conjunction with 

other related projects in the area of the Proposed Project, would result in impacts that are less than significant 

when viewed separately, but would be significant when viewed together. The EIR will address cumulative 

impacts for each environmental issue topic included within the scope of the EIR.   

 

Response c: Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project has the potential to 

result in significant impacts, as discussed in the preceding sections.  As identified in this Initial Study, the 

Proposed Project has the potential to result in significant impacts.  Impacts for each potentially significant impact 

category identified in items I through XVIII, above, will be individually addressed in the EIR to analyze the 

potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project. 
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Introduction 

Background 
Casitas Investment Co. II, LLC is planning to repurpose the existing building and site into a commercial condominium 
at 2800 Casitas, in the City of Los Angeles, California.  This site is near the intersection of the Glendale Freeway and 
the Santa Ana Freeway.  At the time of my site inspection the existing businesses were in operation and the parking lot 
was well used.   
There are no trees protected by City ordinance and no City street trees within or in front of the project.  There are no 
walnuts, sycamores, bay, oak or other protected trees on site.  All 55 of the landscape trees 4-inch caliper and larger on 
site are included in this report.  All are exotic trees and six are palms. 
The enclosed tree location map shows the approximate location of the 55 trees on the site.  The overall site has a minor 
slope from north to south.  The enclosed tree location map is used as a base map to give approximate tree locations (not 
surveyed by this consultant).   
The purpose of this report is to help analyze the impact of the project on the existing trees and satisfy City of Los 
Angeles requirements and questions.  The current plans are to fully clear and all or none may be retained.  The Urban 
Forestry Division would like to know that there are no street trees or protected trees before issuing permits. 
Reporting requirements of the new 177404 ordinance will be addressed.  Section 13 reads: 
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There are no protected, rare, historically significant, or endangered tree species are on this property.  It is unlikely that 
any of the trees will be considered as “large”.  This report is intended to provide the “approximate location and general 
description” of all trees over four inches in trunk diameter, all street trees, and provide “an indication as to the proposed 
retention or destruction of the trees” as required. 
 

Assignment 
Mr Scott Solomon of 2800 Casitas, LLC contacted this consultant and asked that I provide arboricultural evaluation of 
approximately 60 trees' health and condition, professional opinions regarding their suitability for preservation and 
possible status as protected species, and report as appropriate for the City of Los Angeles Urban Forestry Department.  
Each tree will be numbered, tagged and mapped, and referenced to the report.  Representative photographs are included   
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Executive Summary 

Overview of Conditions and Recommendations 
This site contains a mix of exotic trees and palms, but no protected, rare, endangered, native or street trees were found.  
Representative photographs can be found later in this report, starting on page 13.  Small weed trees and palms on the 
adjoining properties are not included here. 

All the trees on site have been poorly pruned and their structure is weak due making them look pruned by ignoring the 
structural defects.  Nearly all trees on site have been over-pruned which has also caused their health to deteriorate. 

The queen palms in front of the building are not adequately healthy or worth transplanting.  New ones could be bought, 
if there is a need or desire, and they would enhance the project far more than these. 

There are no protected trees on site, no rare trees, no endangered trees, and no trees of particular value or merit, except 
possibly the two Brazil peppers at the front entry.  Even those have structural defects that have not been dealt with, but 
they are reasonably attractive. 
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Protected Tree Summary  
Total number of protected trees over 4 inches in trunk diameter listed on enclosed map   0 

Total number of protected trees over 4 inches in trunk diameter to be removed    0 

Total number of protected trees over 4 inches in trunk diameter to be retained    0 

Total number of dead protected trees over 4 inches on site       0 

Total number of protected trees impacted or to be removed due to planned construction   0* 

Reasons for Removal 
• The removal of the trees will not result in an undesirable, irreversible soil erosion through diversion or 

increased flow of surface waters which cannot be mitigated to the satisfaction of the City, and… 
The above information, together with the plot plan showing the locations of the trees, is true and correct. 

 
 
 
___________________________________ 
Gregory W. Applegate, ASCA, ASLA 
Registered Consulting Arborist #365 
Certified Arborist WC-0180 
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Findings 

General 
The site contains 49 exotic trees and 6 palms, over 4 inches in trunk diameter.  There are six queen palms, Syagrus 
romanzoffianum, along the front of the building.  The site trees are of low value, mostly due to poor maintenance, poor 
pruning, and small planting spaces.  Most are the Saratoga variety of Grecian laurel, Brisbane box, bottle trees and a few Brazil 
peppers.  There are no rare, endangered or protected species on this site or immediately adjoining.  To my knowledge the 
preservation of the trees is an economic decision up to the developer.   

This site is at the end of a small street in an industrial area.  A self-storage yard is the only neighbor.  There are no street trees 
under the control of the Urban Forestry Department.  It is unclear at this time if the developer wants to re-landscape or protect 
the existing trees in place. 

Any efforts to save by transplanting either the queen palms or the other trees would cost more than new trees and leave weak 
and declining palms and trees. 

No pest or disease issues are factors in the above considerations, other than a minor scale infestation on the laurels.  . 
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Tree Location Map 
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Matrix of Findings 
Tree# Species DBH Ht. Wd. Health Trunk cond Limb 

cond 
Branch 
cond 

Foliage 
cond 

Root 
cond Comments 

1 Schinus 
terebinthifolius 8+4+5 12 15 B Cod Hd Epi Okay Deep ivy on trunk 

2 Schinus 
terebinthifolius 6+8+5+9 18 20 B Cod inc Hd Epi Okay mGird   

3 Brachychiton populneus 10.5 18 12 C Cod Cr Hd Lt Sp Okay OP 

4 Brachychiton populneus 6 21 8 B Topped Hd DL Epi Okay Okay OP 

5 Laurus x 'Saratoga' 7 22 12 B Lean cod Hd DL Epi Okay Cr mGird OP 

6 Laurus x 'Saratoga' 5.5 23 12 B Topped Hd DL Epi Pale Cr OP 

7 Laurus x 'Saratoga' 4.3 12 7 C Topped cod Hd Lt Epi Sp Cr <1' from curb 

8 Laurus x 'Saratoga' 4 11 6 C Topped cod SS Hd Epi Sp Cr <1' from curb 

9 Laurus x 'Saratoga' 6 12 7 B Topped cod Hd Epi Okay Cr <1' from curb 

10 Laurus x 'Saratoga' 5 12 6 C Topped cod SS Hd Lt DL Epi Sp Cr <1' from curb 

11 Laurus x 'Saratoga' 4 11 5 C Topped cod SS Hd Lt DL Epi Okay Cr <1' from curb 

12 Laurus x 'Saratoga' 4 11 6 C Topped cod SS Hd Lt DL Epi Okay Cr <1' from curb 

13 Brachychiton populneus 5.4 22 6 D Topped cod Hd DL Sp Sp Cr   

14 Laurus x 'Saratoga' 4.4 12 7 B Topped cod SS Hd DL Epi Okay Cr <1' from curb 

15 Laurus x 'Saratoga' 3.5 12 7 C Topped cod SS Hd DL Sp epi Sp Cr <1' from curb 

16 Laurus x 'Saratoga' 4 11 8 C Topped cod Hd DL Sp epi Sp Cr <1' from curb 

17 Laurus x 'Saratoga' 4 11 6 B Topped cod Hd DL Epi Okay Cr <1' from curb 

18 Laurus x 'Saratoga' 4 11 6 B Topped cod SS Hd DL Epi Okay Cr <1' from curb 

19 Laurus x 'Saratoga' 4 12 7 B Top'd cod SS Hd DL Epi Okay Cr <1' from curb, Binj 

20 Lophostemon confertus 5 25 10 C- Top'd cod Hd DL Sp Sp pale Cr Gird OP 
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Tree# Species DBH Ht. Wd. Health Trunk cond Limb 
cond 

Branch 
cond 

Foliage 
cond 

Root 
cond Comments 

21 Lophostemon confertus 5 20 10 C- Topped cod Hd DL Sp Sp pale Cr mGird OP 

22 Lophostemon confertus 4 18 10 C- Topped cod lean Hd DL Sp Sp Cr Gird OP 

23 Brachychiton populneus 13 30 13 C Topped cod Hd DL Hd Dl Sp Okay   

24 Schinus 
terebinthifolius 2+4+2+3 8 9 C Cod inc Hd DL Lt Epi Pale Cr Lt 

25 Lophostemon confertus 4.2 18 9 C Topped cod Hd DL Okay Okay Cr OP 

26 Lophostemon confertus 6 22 12 B Cod Hd DL Okay Okay Cr Sh   

27 Lophostemon confertus 9 22 14 C Topped cod DL Lt Sp epi Sp Cr <1' from curb OP 

28 Lophostemon confertus 8 23 13 C Topped cod Hd Lt DL Sp epi Sp pale Cr <1' from curb OP 

29 Lophostemon confertus 5.8 18 13 C Topped cod inc Hd Lt DL Sp epi Sp pale Cr <1' from curb OP 

30 Lophostemon confertus 5.7 18 13 D Topped cod Hd Lt DL Sp epi Sp pale Cr gird <1' from curb OP 

31 Brachychiton populneus 8 15 9 D Topped cod Hd Lt DL Sp epi Sp pale Okay OP 

32 Brachychiton populneus 8 20 14 D Topped Hd Lt DL Sp epi Sp Sh OP 

33 Schinus 
terebinthifolius 11+13 20 21 C Cod inc OL Xing Epi Okay Sh mGird OP 

34 Brachychiton populneus 11 18 18 C Topped Hd Lt DL Sp epi Sp Okay OP 

35 Brachychiton populneus 9 18 18 D Topped cod Hd Lt DL Sp epi Sp 1sRC OP 

36 Lophostemon confertus 4.6 18 10 C- Topped cod Hd Lt DL Sp Sp deep Cr OP 

37 Lophostemon confertus 7 20 10 C Topped cod Hd Lt DL Sp Sp Cr Gird OP 

38 Lophostemon confertus 7.3 17 12 C Top'd 60⁰ lean Hd Lt DL Sp epi Sp deep Cr OP 

39 Lophostemon confertus 5.3 22 11 C Topped cod Hd Lt DL Sp Sp Cr OP 

40 Brachychiton populneus 8 18 12 C Topped cod Hd Lt DL Sp epi Sp ivy cover OP 

41 Brachychiton populneus 8 18 12 C Topped cod Hd Lt DL Sp epi Sp ivy cover OP 

42 Brachychiton populneus 5 16 9 C Topped cod Hd Lt DL Sp epi Sp Okay OP 
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Tree# Species DBH Ht. Wd. Health Trunk cond Limb 
cond 

Branch 
cond 

Foliage 
cond 

Root 
cond Comments 

43 Brachychiton populneus 10 24 14 C Okay Hd Lt DL Sp epi Sp Okay OP 

44 Lophostemon confertus 7 18 12 C Cod inc Hd Lt DL Sp epi Okay Gird   

45 Brachychiton populneus 6.5 16 14 C- Topped Hd Lt DL Sp epi Sp Gird OP 

46 Brachychiton populneus 4 14 6 C OL Hd Lt DL Epi Okay Okay   

47 Syagrus 
romanzoffianum 30'th 30'th 10' D gaffed, penciled N/A N/A Sp 1s Deep OP 

48 Syagrus 
romanzoffianum 33'th 33'th 10' D gaffed, penciled N/A N/A Sp Deep OP 

49 Syagrus 
romanzoffianum 30'th 30'th 10' D gaffed, penciled N/A N/A Sp Deep OP 

50 Syagrus 
romanzoffianum 27'th 27'th 10' D gaffed, penciled N/A N/A Sp Deep OP 

51 Syagrus 
romanzoffianum 27'th 27'th 10' D gaffed, penciled N/A N/A Sp Deep OP 

52 Syagrus 
romanzoffianum 28'th 28'th 10' D gaffed, penciled N/A N/A Sp Deep OP 

53 Brachychiton populneus 4.3 13 7 C- Topped Hd Lt DL Sp Sp small Okay OP 

54 Brachychiton populneus 6.3 14 7 C- Topped Hd Lt DL Sp epi Sp Deep OP 

55 Brachychiton populneus 7 18 14 D Topped cod Hd Lt DL Sp epi Sp Okay OP 

DBH = diameter at breast height (54”above grade) 
Trunk height is for palm measurement per ANSI Z60 
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Analysis 

Reasons for Removal 
One reason for removing site trees would be lack of a use in a new design.  Because of the poor pruning and small 
growing spaces, they are no longer attractive and do not enhance the site.  Taken as a group or individually nearly all 
are worthless.  Due to the small planting spaces, few trees, except rather small species, will have long lives. 

Their health is poor due to lack of root space and over-pruning.  The edge trees on the north and east edges are large 
species and their trunks are no more than a foot from the curbs.  If the trees were healthy enough, they would damage 
the adjoining curbs and paving in a few years.  The trees in the parking islands are also large species with inadequate 
root space.  The soil in most of the islands is not mulched or adequately managed and as a result the root space is less 
than it could be. 

The trees are stunted and unlikely to be worth the time and effort to restore them.  It would take years of corrective 
pruning and being over-pruned already little additional pruning can be done in the next couple years.  Over half the 
trees have been topped.  Topping ruins the structure and beauty of a tree and can never be totally undone.  Even 
California State Government Code 53067 decries topping.  In some cities you can lose your license for topping trees.  
Many trees are also headed which creates epicormic shoots at the end of the branch, which end up forming doglegs in 
the branching.  These shoots later become branches that are poorly attached and because they have a dogleg form they 
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get torsional forces that trees are not adequately designed to handle.  All this means that these trees would require much 
more professional care, years of corrective pruning and more frequent pruning. 

Another reason for removal and replacement would be to provide more root space for a longer likely life span of new 
small trees or large shrubs.  The small parking islands, especially the diamond shaped ones are too small to allow a tree 
to live more than ten years without dying or causing excessive hardscape damage.  This would be a good time to make 
provisions for more root space.  More root space could be had by either trenching tree well to tree well or from parking 
island to a larger landscape area, backfilling with lightly compacted and amended soil (<80% Proctor density) and 
paving over with thicker or reinforced concrete to span the trenches.  Down the center of a herring bone parking row 
the trench could be left uncovered and use wheel stops to prevent driving over this area.  If the trench will be paved 
over, covering and lining the trenches with BioBarrier will help keep the roots away from the paving. 

Construction Impacts 
Based my observations on site, all the trees should be removed, except perhaps the two Brazil peppers outside the 
entry.  The parking islands will need to be totally dug out, roots removed and the soil amended.  

General Tree Preservation 
If they are not planted until after construction, the main stresses and risks of building and site remodeling to future new 
trees are: 

• Soil pollution 
• Inadequate soil preparation 
• Dumping of potentially toxic construction wastes 
• Poor species selection 
• Incompatible landscaping beneath tree canopies 
Scheduling landscaping after the other building and site improvements will help avoid some of these risks. 
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The main stresses and risks of building and site remodeling to existing trees are: 
* Soil compaction 
* Lack of water or changes in the site hydrology 
* Change of grade in the root zone 
* Cutting roots or unauthorized pruning of the canopy 
* Physical damage to tree roots or canopy 
* Dumping of potentially toxic construction wastes 
* Lack of adequate pest control and other care 
* Construction dust 
* Incompatible landscaping beneath the canopy 
* Human error 
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Photographic Documentation 

 
Tree #1 – Brazil pepper inside the front gate on the right 
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The Saratoga laurels along the east edge are about a foot from the curb and badly pruned. 
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The Brazil peppers have crowded trunks likely to split out. These 2 trees are small and young, but not bad looking. 
The turf should be carefully removed or kept several feet from the trunks. 



Non-Protected Tree Report © Arborgate Consulting           6/20/16 Analysis  •  16 

 
Nearly all the bottle trees have been topped.  This island is too small for two trees.  One could eventually outgrow it. 
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Besides the other issues, bare soils like this may indicate soil chemistry issues.  Agronomic testing is recommended. 
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Note the large pruning cuts. Those limbs did not protrude into traffic. Even this tree was topped. 
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The Brisbane box trees are over pruned.   This is the largest planting space for Brisbane box. 
Note how close the trunk is to the curb. 
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The diamond planters will damage the base of the trunk in time. Replace the gravel with mulch and break out the diamond islands. 
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These are nicer Brisbane box, but their trunks are about a foot from the curb. 
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The thin trunks and small heads are evidence of chronic over-pruning. 
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Note gaff scars on the trunk.  They never “heal” or close. The trunk constriction below the head is a weak point. 



Non-Protected Tree Report © Arborgate Consulting           6/20/16 Analysis  •  24 

 

   
Bare soil will crust over and reduce root health and depth.  After planting new trees, apply a 2-3 inch deep layer of coarse mulch. 
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Recommendations 

General Recommendations 
• Remove existing trees and roots from the planters. 

• Amend the soil based on agronomic testing of three zones on site. 

• Plant smaller species that will last longer and need less pruning. 

• Do not plant aggressive ground cover, such as ivy. 

• Plant few drought tolerant low spreading shrubs where needed. 

• Apply a 2-3 inch deep layer of well-composted, coarse-textured, green-waste type mulch and replenish several times a 
year to maintain that depth. 

• Trench between parking islands to create more root space.  Do not compact the soil in the trenches more than 80% 
Proctor density. 

• If there are new palms, do not climb them using gaffs or spikes.  Do not prune fronds above a horizontal line running 
across the base of the head.  There is no benefit to removing healthy green fronds. 
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Tree Preservation 
• If any trees will be preserved, fence and protect the Brazil peppers at the entry.  The fencing should protect their 

canopies.  Chain link fencing is necessary for this purpose.  Fence off any other trees that will be preserved. 

• Carefully remove the turf around the Brazil peppers, if they remain. 

• All storage of construction equipment and supplies must be kept as far from trees to remain as possible.  

• Rinse off dust at the end of each work week during construction and irrigate deeply every other week. 

• Protect all planting spaces from dumping of paint, concrete washout and other construction wastes. 

Protected Tree Removals 
There are no protected trees of any species or size.  None fall under the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance.   
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RESUME:   GREGORY W. APPLEGATE,  ASCA,  ASLA 
 

PROFESSIONAL 
REGISTRATIONS: American Society of Consulting Arborists #365 

  International Society of Arboriculture, Certified Arborist Number WC-180 
  International Society of Arboriculture, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified PNC-444 

EXPERIENCE: Mr. Applegate is an independent consulting arborist.  He has been in the horticulture field since 1963, providing 
professional arboricultural consulting since 1984 within both private and public sectors.  His expertise includes appraisal, 
tree preservation, diagnosis of tree growth problems, construction impact mitigation, environmental assessment, expert 
witness testimony, hazard evaluation, pruning programs, species selection and tree health monitoring. 

Mr. Applegate has consulted for insurance companies, major developers, , theme parks, homeowners, homeowners' 
associations, landscape architects, landscape contractors, property managers, attorneys and governmental bodies. 

Notable projects on which he has consulted are: Disneyland, Disneyland Hotel, DisneySeas-Tokyo, Disney’s Wild Animal 
Kingdom, the New Tomorrowland, Disney’s California Adventure, Disney Hong Kong project, Knott’s Berry Farm, J. Paul 
Getty Museum, Tustin Ranch, Newport Coast, Crystal Court, Newport Fashion Island Palms, Bixby Ranch Country Club, 
Playa Vista, Laguna Canyon Road and Myford Road for The Irvine Company, Beverly Hilton Hotel, MWD-California 
Lakes, Paseo Westpark Palms, Loyola-Marymount campus, Cal Tech, Cal State Long Beach, Pierce College, The Irvine 
Concourse, UCI, USC, UCLA, LA City College, LA Trade Tech, Riverside City College, Crafton Hills College, MTA 
projects, and the State of California review of the Landscape Architecture License exam (re: plant materials) 

EDUCATION:   Bachelor of Science in Landscape Architecture, 
   California State Polytechnic University, Pomona 1973 
  Arboricultural Consulting Academy  (by ASCA) 
   Arbor-Day Farm, Kansas City  1995 
  Continuing Education Courses in Arboriculture  
   required to maintain Certified Arborist status and for registration 

PROFESSIONAL 

AFFILIATIONS:  American Society of Consulting Arborists (ASCA), Registered Member 
American Society of Landscape Architects (ASLA), Full Member 
International Society of Arboriculture (ISA), Regular Member 
ASCA 2011 Nominations Committee 
California Tree Failure Report Program, UC Davis, Participant 

Street Tree Seminar (STS), Member 
COMMUNITY 
AFFILIATIONS:  Guest lecturer at UCLA, UCI, Cal Poly, Saddleback College, & Palomar Junior College 

Landscape Architecture License Exam, Reviewer, Cal Poly Pomona    (1986-90)  
American Institute of Landscape Architects (L.A.) Board of Directors    (1980-82)  
California Landscape Architect Student Scholarship Fund - Chairman       (1985) 
International Society of Arboriculture - Examiner-tree worker certification   (1990) 
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Assumptions and Limiting Conditions 
1. Any legal description provided to this consultant is assumed to be correct.  Any titles and ownerships to any property are assumed to be good and 

marketable.  No responsibility is assumed for matters legal in nature.  Any and all property is evaluated as though free and clear, under responsible 
ownership and competent management. 

2. It is assumed that this property is not in violation of any applicable codes, ordinances, statutes, or other governmental regulations. 

3. Care has been taken to obtain as much information as possible from reliable sources.  Data has been verified insofar as possible.  However, the 
consultant can neither guarantee nor be responsible for the accuracy of information provided by others. 

4. This consultant shall not be required to give testimony or attend court by reason of this report unless subsequent contractual arrangements are made, 
including payment of an additional fee for such services as described in the fee schedule or contract of engagement. 

5. Unless required by law otherwise, possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply right of publication or use for any purpose by any other 
than this specific project and the person to whom it is addressed, without the prior expressed written or verbal consent of this consultant. 

6. Unless required by law otherwise, neither all nor any part of this report or a copy thereof, shall be conveyed by anyone, including the client, to the 
public through advertising, public relations, new, sales or other media without the prior expressed written consent of this consultant - particularly as 
to value conclusions, identity of the consultant, or any reference to any professional society or institute or to any initialed designation conferred 
upon this consultant as stated in his qualifications.  

7. Sketches, drawings, and photographs in this report, being intended as visual aids, are not necessarily to scale and should not be construed as 
engineering or architectural reports or surveys unless expressed otherwise.  The reproduction of any information generated by architects, engineers, 
or other consultants on any sketches, drawings, or photographs is for the express purposes of coordination and ease of reference only.  Inclusion of 
said information on any drawings or other documents does not constitute a representation by Greg Applegate as to the sufficiency or accuracy of 
said information. 

8. Unless expressed otherwise: 1) information contained in this report covers only those items that were examined and reflects the condition of those 
items at the time of inspection; and 2) the inspection is limited to visual examination of accessible items without dissection, excavation, probing, or 
coring.  There is no warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied, that problems or deficiencies of the plants or property in question may not arise in 
the future. 

9. Loss or alteration of any part of this report invalidates the entire report. 

10. This consultant did not survey the tree locations.   

11. Measurements are subject to typical margins of error, considering the oval or asymmetrical cross-section of most trunks.   



Non-Protected Tree Report © Arborgate Consulting           6/20/16 Certification  •  30 

Certification 
I, Gregory W. Applegate, certify to the best of my knowledge and belief: 
That the statements of fact contained in this report, are true and correct.  That the report analysis, opinions, and 
conclusions are limited only the reported assumptions and limiting conditions, and are my personal unbiased 
professional analysis, opinions and conclusions. 
That I have no present or prospective interest in the vegetation that is the subject of this report, and I have no personal 
interest or bias with respect to the parties involved. 
That my compensation is not contingent upon a reporting that favors the cause of the client or the attainment of 
stipulated result. 
That my analysis, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in conformity with the 
standards of arboricultural practice. 
That I have made a personal inspection of the plants that are the subject of this report.  No one provided significant 
professional assistance to the person signing this report. 

 
 
 
 
Gregory W. Applegate_____________________________________ Date:  _6-20-20146_ 
Registered Consulting Arborist #365 
Certified Arborist WC-0180 
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Glossary 

Arboricultural Pertaining to the awareness, care, evaluation, identification, growing, maintenance, management, planting, 
selection, treatment, understanding, valuation and so forth of trees and other woody plants and their growing 
environments, particularly in shade and ornamental (non-crop/commodity) settings. 

Arborist A person possessing the technical competence through experience and related training to provide for or 
supervise the management of trees or other woody plants in a landscape setting. 

ASCA The American Society of Consulting Arborists, Inc. a professional society, as described in its by-laws. 

Bark Tissue on the outside of the vascular cambium.  Bark is usually divided into inner bark - active phloem and 
aging and dead crushed phloem - and outer bark. 

Caliper Diameter of a nursery-grown or small size tree trunk.  Larger trees are usually measured at 4.5 feet (see DBH)  
Trees with calipers 4 inches and below are measured at 6 inches above grade(ANSI Z60-1-1990)  Trees above 
4 inches, but still transplantable are measured at 12 inches above grade. 

Canopy The part of the crown composed of foliage and twigs, for an individual tree or collective group of trees. 

Codominant Leaders equal in size and relative importance, developed from 2 apical buds at the top of a stem.  Each 
codominant stem is an extension of the stem below it.  There are no branch collars or trunk collars at the bases 
of codominant stems. 

Compaction (Soil Compaction)  The compression of soil, causing a reduction of pore space and an increase in the bulk 
density of the soil.  Tree roots cannot grow in compacted soil. 

Crown The upper portions of a tree or shrub, including the main limbs, branches, and twigs. 

DBH  Diameter of the trunk, measured at breast height or 54 inches above the average grade.  Syn. = caliper. 
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Decay Progressive deterioration of organic tissues, usually caused by fungal or bacterial organisms, resulting in loss 
of cell structure, strength, and function.  In wood, the loss of structural strength. 

Decline Progressive reduction of health or vigor of a plant. 

Dripline A projected line on the ground that corresponds to the spread of branches in the canopy; the farthest spread of 
branches. 

Foliage The live leaves or needles of the tree; the plant part primarily responsible for photosynthesis. 

Fruit A ripened ovary, together with any other parts which may develop with it, containing one, two or more seeds. 

Grading Intentional altering of topography and soil levels, using machinery. 

Hardscape The sidewalk, curb, gutter, paving or other concrete permanent features. 

Heading Pruning techniques where the cut is made to a bud, weak lateral branch or stub. 

Included bark The pattern of development at branch junctions where bark is turned inward rather than pushed out forming a 
branch bark ridge. 

Limb A large lateral branch growing from the main trunk.   

Mulch/mulching Substances spread on top of the ground to conserve water, protect against erosion, retain moisture, and protect 
the roots of trees from heat, cold or drought.  The substances are typically organic, such as compost or bark 
chips. 

Root crown Area at the base of a tree where the roots and stem merge (synonym - root collar) 

Root system The portion of the tree containing the root organs, including buttress roots, transport roots, and fine absorbing 
roots; all underground parts of the tree. 

Root zone The area and volume of soil around the tree in which roots are normally found.  May extend to three or more 
times the branch spread of the tree, or several times the height of the tree. 

Scaffold limb Primary structural branch of the crown. 

Shrub A relatively low woody plant with several stems arising near the ground. 

Stress "Stress is a potentially injurious, reversible condition, caused by energy drain, disruption, or blockage, or by 
life processes operating near the limits for which they were genetically programmed."  Alex Shigo   

Topping The practice of cutting large limbs back severely, without regard to form or habit of the tree.  Cuts are usually 
made between lateral branch nodes.  This practice is extremely injurious to trees, and promotes decay. 

Vigor Active, healthy growth of plants: ability to respond to stress factors. 
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