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INITIAL STUDY

1 INTRODUCTION

An application for the proposed Morrison Project (“Project”) has been submitted to the City of Los
Angeles Department of City Planning for discretionary review. The Department of City Planning,
as Lead Agency, has determined that the Project is subject to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), and the preparation of an Initial Study is required.

This Initial Study (IS) evaluates potential environmental effects resulting from construction,
implementation, and operation of the proposed Project. This Initial Study has been prepared in
accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code §21000 et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines
(Title 14, California Code of Regulations, §15000 et seq.), and the City of Los Angeles CEQA
Guidelines (1981, amended 2006). Based on the analysis provided within this Initial Study, the
City has concluded that the Project may result in significant impacts on the environment and the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required. This Initial Study and EIR is
intended as an informational document and is ultimately required to be adopted by the decision-
making body prior to Project approval by the City.

1.1 PURPOSE OF AN INITIAL STUDY

The California Environmental Quality Act was enacted in 1970 with several basic purposes: (1) to
inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential significant environmental
effects of proposed projects; (2) to identify ways that environmental damage can be avoided or
significantly reduced; (3) to prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring
changes in projects through the use of feasible alternatives or mitigation measures; and (4) to
disclose to the public the reasons behind a project’'s approval even if significant environmental
effects are anticipated.

An Initial Study is a preliminary analysis conducted by the Lead Agency, in consultation with other
agencies (responsible or trustee agencies, as applicable), to determine whether there is
substantial evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. If the Initial
Study shows that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency,
that the project may have a significant effect on the environment, the Lead Agency shall prepare
a Negative Declaration. If the Initial Study identifies potentially significant effects but revisions
have been made by or agreed to by the applicant that would avoid the effects or mitigate the
effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur, a Mitigated Negative Declaration
is appropriate. If the Initial Study concludes that neither a Negative Declaration or Mitigated
Negative Declaration is appropriate, an EIR is normally required.’

1 State CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(b)(1) identifies the following three options for the Lead Agency when there is
substantial evidence that the project may cause a significant effect on the environment: “(A) Prepare an EIR, or (B) Use
a previously prepared EIR which the Lead Agency determines would adequately analyze the project at hand, or (C)
Determine, pursuant to a program EIR, tiering, or another appropriate process, which of a project’s effects were
adequately examined by an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
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1.2 ORGANIZATION OF THE INITIAL STUDY

This Initial Study is organized into sections as follows:
1 INTRODUCTION

Describes the purpose and content of the Initial Study and provides an overview of the
CEQA process.

2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Provides Project information, identifies key areas of environmental concern, and includes
a determination whether the project may have a significant effect on the environment.

3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Provides a description of the environmental setting and the Project, including project
characteristics and a list of discretionary actions.

4 EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Contains the completed Initial Study Checklist and discussion of the environmental factors
that would be potentially affected by the Project.

1.3 CEQA PROCESS

In compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines, the City, as the Lead Agency for the Project, will
provide opportunities for the public to participate in the environmental review process. As
described below, throughout the CEQA process, an effort will be made to inform, contact, and
solicit input on the Project from various government agencies and the general public, including
stakeholders and other interested parties.

1.3.1 Initial Study

At the onset of the environmental review process, the City has prepared this Initial Study to
determine if the proposed Project may have a significant effect on the environment. This Initial
Study determined that the proposed Project may have a significant effect(s) on the environment
and an EIR will be prepared.

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) is prepared to notify public agencies and the general public that
the lead agency is starting the preparation of an EIR for the proposed project. The NOP and Initial
Study are circulated for a 30-day review and comment period. During this review period, the lead
agency requests comments from agencies and the public on the scope and content of the
environmental information to be included in the EIR. After the close of the 30-day review and
comment period, the lead agency continues the preparation of the Draft EIR and any associated
technical studies, which may be expanded in consideration of the comments received on the
NOP.

1.3.2 Draft EIR

Once the Draft EIR is complete, a Notice of Completion and Availability is prepared to inform
public agencies and the general public of the availability of the document and the locations where
the document can be reviewed. The Draft EIR and Notice of Availability are circulated for a 45-
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day review and comment period. The purpose of this review and comment period is to provide
public agencies and the general public an opportunity to review the Draft EIR and comment on
the adequacy of the document, including the analysis of environmental effects, the mitigation
measures presented to reduce potentially significant impacts, and the alternatives analysis. After
the close of the 45-day review and comment period, responses to all comments on environmental
issues are prepared.

1.3.3 Final EIR

The lead agency prepares a Final EIR, which incorporates the Draft EIR or a revision to the Draft
EIR, comments received on the Draft EIR and list of commenters, and responses to significant
environmental points raised in the review and consultation process.

The decision-making body then considers the Final EIR, together with any comments received
during the public review process, and may certify the Final EIR and approve the project. In
addition, when approving a project for which an EIR has been prepared, the lead agency must
prepare findings for each significant effect identified, a statement of overriding considerations if
there are significant impacts that cannot be mitigated, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting
program to ensure that all proposed mitigation measures are implemented.

If the Project is approved, then within five days of the action, the City files a Notice of
Determination with the County Clerk. The Notice of Determination is posted by the County Clerk
within 24 hours of receipt. This begins a 30-day statute of limitations on legal challenges to the
approval under CEQA. The ability to challenge the approval in court may be limited to those
persons who objected to the approval of the project, and to issues that were presented to the
Lead Agency by any person, either orally or in writing, during the public comment period.
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INITIAL STUDY

2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PROJECT TITLE
ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.
RELATED CASES

PROJECT LOCATION

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION
ZONING

COUNCIL DISTRICT

LEAD CITY AGENCY

STAFF CONTACT
ADDRESS

PHONE NUMBER
EMAIL

APPLICANT

ADDRESS

PHONE NUMBER

THE MORRISON PROJECT
ENV-2018-2294-EIR
ZA-2018-2293-MCUP-CUX-DD-SPR

1220-1240 SOUTH HOPE STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA
90015

CENTRAL CITY

HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL
[Q]R5-4D-O

14—HUIZAR

CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY
PLANNING

MINDY NGUYEN

221 NORTH FIGUEROA STREET, SUITE 1350
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

(213) 847-3674
MINDY.NGUYEN@LACITY.ORG

MORRISON  HOTEL, LLC AND MORRISON
RESIDENCES, LLC C/O RICHARD HEYMAN

1605 CAHUENGA BOULEVARD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90028

(323) 466-1400
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project consists of the demolition of approximately 32,550 square feet of existing commercial
industrial buildings, the adaptive reuse of an existing 46,626 square-foot, single-resident
occupancy (SRO) hotel (“Phase | Existing”), the expansion of the existing hotel with the new
construction of an approximately 102,706 square-foot hotel (“Phase | Expansion”), and the new
construction of an approximately 273,106 square-foot, mixed-use hotel and residential building
(“Phase Il Hotel and Residential Tower”). The total floor area of the Project would be
approximately 422,438 square feet, with 135 dwelling units and 450 guest rooms. The Project
would also include a 3,060 square-foot basement bar and lounge, 15,891 square feet of ground
floor restaurant and retail space, 10,415 square feet of ground floor hotel and residential lobby
space, 14,052 square feet of event and meeting room space, and 39,199 square feet of amenity
spaces. The Project includes 215 parking spaces to be located within three levels of subterranean
parking.

(For additional detail, see “Section 3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION?).

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project Site is located in a highly developed urban neighborhood at the intersection of South
Hope Street and Pico Boulevard in the South Park neighborhood of the Central City Community
Plan area, approximately 500-feet east of the Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s
light-rail train (LRT) station at Pico Boulevard and Flower Street. The Site is zoned [Q]R5-4D-O,
for High Density Residential in Height District 4 with a “D” Development Limitation and in an Qil
Drilling Overlay, and is currently developed with four commercial buildings, ranging in height from
two- to four-stories, including the existing four-story Morrison Hotel, a single-room occupancy
(SRO) hotel with 111 rooms. The Site is located in a Transit Priority Area (TPA), the Greater
Downtown Housing Incentive Area, the Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone, and the City Center
Redevelopment Plan Project Area.

The land uses within the general vicinity are characterized by a mix of low- to medium-intensity
industrial, commercial, and residential uses, which vary widely in building style and period of
construction. The surrounding properties include industrial, commercial retail, residential, and
surface parking lots. Specifically, the Project Site is bounded by a commercial industrial building
to the north, an alley, mixed-use residential, commercial, and surface parking to the east, Pico
Boulevard and mixed-use residential to the south, and Hope Street and commercial industrial and
surface parking to the west. Properties in the surrounding area are designated and zoned R5 for
Multiple Dwelling Zone and C2 for Commercial Zone.

(For additional detail, see “Section 3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION”).

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED
(e.g. permits, financing approval, or participation agreement)

None.
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CALIFORNIA NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the
project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section
21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, for example, the
determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures
regarding confidentiality, etc.?

Outreach to California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the Project
area began on December 12, 2018. During the notification period, the Gabrielefio Band of Mission
Indians — Kizh Nation responded and requested consultation with the City. Consultation with this
tribe occurred on December 12, 2018. The tribe identified potential tribal cultural resources and
provided recommended mitigation measures that are included in the environmental analysis for
this resource category and will be further analyzed in an EIR to determine the impact level of
significance in compliance with CEQA.

Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead
agencies, and project proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and
address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, and reduce the potential for delay
and conflict in the environmental review process. (See Public Resources Code section
21080.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American Heritage
Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the California
Historical Resources Information System administered by the California Office of Historic
Preservation. Please also note that Public Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains
provisions specific to confidentiality.
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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 X] Greenhouse Gas Emissions X Public Services

[] Agriculture & Forestry Resources [ ]| Hazards & Hazardous Materials [] Recreation

X Air Quality X] Hydrology / Water Quality X] Transportation

[] Biological Resources Xl Land Use / Planning IX] Tribal Cultural Resources

X] Cultural Resources [] Mineral Resources X Utilities / Service Systems

X Energy X Noise L1 Wildfire

IX] Geology / Soils IX] Population / Housing DX Mandatory Findings of
Significance

DETERMINATION
(To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[ 1 find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

[ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

11 find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required.

X I find the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated”
impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on earlier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

11 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon
the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Mindy Nguyen City Planner
PRINTED NAME TITLE
SIGNATURE DATE
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question.
A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the
impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault
rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors
as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based
on a project-specific screening analysis).

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational
impacts.

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less 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 "Earlier
Analysis," as described in (5) below, may be 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:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within
the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based
on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from
the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the
project.

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or
outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the
statement is substantiated

7) Supporting Information Sources: A 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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INITIAL STUDY

3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 PROJECT SUMMARY

The Project consists of the demolition of approximately 32,550 square feet of existing commercial
industrial buildings, the adaptive reuse of an existing 46,626 square-foot, single-resident
occupancy (SRO) hotel (“Phase | Existing”), the expansion of the existing hotel with the new
construction of an approximately 102,706 square-foot hotel (“Phase | Expansion”), and the new
construction of an approximately 273,106 square-foot, mixed-use hotel and residential building
(“Phase Il Hotel and Residential Tower”). The total floor area of the Project would be
approximately 422,438 square feet, with 135 dwelling units and 450 guest rooms. The Project
would also include a 3,060 square-foot basement bar and lounge, 15,891 square feet of ground
floor restaurant and retail space, 10,415 square feet of ground floor hotel and residential lobby
space, 14,052 square feet of event and meeting room space, and 39,199 square feet of amenity
spaces. The Project includes 215 parking spaces to be located within three levels of subterranean
parking.

3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

3.21 Project Location

The Project Site is located in a highly developed urban neighborhood at the intersection
of South Hope Street and Pico Boulevard in the South Park neighborhood of the Central
City Community Plan (“Community Plan”) area (See Figure 2-1, Vicinity and Regional
Map). The Project Site consists of five contiguous lots associated with Assessor Parcel
Numbers 5139-022-003, 5139-022-004, 5139-022-020, 5139-022-006, and 5139-022-021
(the “Project Site”). The relatively flat Project Site is approximately 56,325 square feet
(1.29 acres) in size and bound by a commercial industrial building to the north, an alleyway
to the east, Pico Boulevard to the south, and Hope Street to the west (see Figure 2-1,
Regional Vicinity and Project Location).

Regional access to the area of the Project Site is provided by the Santa Monica Freeway
(I-10) via Olive Street approximately 0.23 miles to the south and the Harbor Freeway (SR-
110) via 9" Street, approximately 0.6 miles to the northwest. Local access to the Project
Site is provided via Hope Street and Pico Boulevard. The Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (“Metro”) and City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT”) provide regional light rail and local bus service in the Project Site
area, respectively. The Pico Station serving the Metro light rail Blue and Expo lines is less
than 500 feet west of the Project Site on Flower Street north of Pico Boulevard. In addition,
Metro runs multiple bus lines, including local and rapid lines, along Pico Boulevard with
stops at Grand Avenue, Flower Street, and Figueroa Street.
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3.2.2 Existing Conditions

The Project Site comprises five (5) parcels along the southwest side of the block bounded
by 12" Street to the north, Grand Avenue to the east, Pico Boulevard to the south, and
Hope Street to the west. The Project Site is currently developed with two one-story and
one two-story commercial industrial buildings fronting Hope Street built around 1918; the
four-story Morrison Hotel, built in 1914 at the corner of Hope Street and Pico Boulevard;
and an associated surface parking lot adjacent to the Morrison Hotel containing 32 parking
spaces and comprised of approximately 56,325 square feet. The three commercial
industrial buildings on the Project Site are currently used as office/warehouse buildings.
The Morrison Hotel has 111 SRO units and has been unoccupied since 2008.° SurveyLA
identified the Morrison Hotel as eligible for listing in the California Register and for
designation as a Historic Cultural Monument (HCM). The survey found the Morrison Hotel
to be significant as an “excellent example of a 1910s hotel in Downtown Los Angeles,
exhibiting essential characteristics of the property type; reflects early patterns of
commercial development in Los Angeles’ central business district. The building was
immortalized on the album cover of The Doors’ 1970 album Morrison Hotel,”® but that the
building does not retain sufficient integrity for listing in the National Register due to
alterations, including storefront modifications and window infill.*

The Project Site has a General Plan land use designation of High Density Residential
under the Central City Community Plan. The Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC)
establishes the zoning for the Project Site as [Q]JR5-4D-O, for High Density Residential in
Height District 4 with “Q” Qualified Conditions and a “D” Development Limitation, pursuant
to Ordinance No. 164307-SA3030, within an Oil Drilling Overlay.

Pursuant to LAMC § 12.21 A.18, uses permitted in the C2 zone are permitted on lots
zoned R5 within the Central City Community Plan area. Thus, hotel, restaurant, retail, and
multi-family dwelling unit developments are permitted uses within the R5 Zone.

The Q Condition on the Project Site limits the permitted uses to: (i) residential uses
permitted in the R5 Zone; (ii) hotels, motels, and apartment hotels; (iii) parking buildings,
provided such parking is accessory to the main use of the lot; (iv) any other uses permitted
in the C4 Zone within buildings which were in existence on the lot upon the effective date
of this ordinance; (v) any other use permitted in the C4 Zone provided the floor area ratio
of such use does not exceed 2:1; and (vi) any other uses permitted in the C4 Zone

2 The Applicant intends to coordinate with the Community Redevelopment Agency of Los Angeles to provide
replacement units on a one-to-one basis consistent with the Wiggins Settlement Agreement and Development
Guidelines and Controls for Residential Hotels in the City Center and Central Industrial Redevelopment Project
Areas.

3

Architectural Resources Group, "Historic Resources Survey Report: Central City Community Plan Area," SurveyLA
Los Angeles Historic Resources Survey (City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources, May 2016), Appendix
A: Individual Resources, page 69.

4 Architectural Resources Group, "Historic Resources Survey Report: Central City Community Plan Area," SurveyLA
Los Angeles Historic Resources Survey (City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources, May 2016), Appendix
A: Individual Resources, page 69.
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3.2.3

provided the development plan is approved by the City Planning Commission and
California Redevelopment Agency.

The D Limitation on the site restricts the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) to 6:1 unless: (i) the
project is approved under Section 512.4 for the transfer of floor area (TFAR) under the
City Center Redevelopment Plan (“Redevelopment Plan”); (ii) the project is approved
under Section 512.2 of the Redevelopment Plan for the rehabilitation and/or remodeling
of existing buildings; or (iii) the project is approved pursuant to any TFAR procedure
adopted by the City. Section 512.2 states that “[n]ot withstanding the maximum Floor Area
Ratios [...] structures which existed in the Project Area prior to the adoption of this Plan
may be expanded in size in connection with the rehabilitation or remodeling of such
structures.” This Section further provides that if the existing structure has an FAR of less
than 6:1, then the expansion is limited to no more than 25 percent above the maximum
FAR, or 7.5:1.

The Project Site is also located in the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Area (Zoning
Information Bulletin (ZI) 2385), the Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone (ZI-2374), and the
City Center Redevelopment Plan Project Area, the Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area (ARIA),
Central City Parking District (CCPD), and the Downtown Business District (DBD).°
Pursuant to ZI 2385, as part of the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Area (GDHIA),
the permissible density of the Project is unlimited.

The Project is located within a Transit Priority Area (TPA) pursuant to Senate Bill 743, due
to its proximity to a “major transit stop” as defined in Public Resources Code Section
21064.3. SB 743 defines a TPA as an area within one-half mile of a major transit stop that
is existing or planned. A major transit stop is a site containing a rail transit station, a ferry
terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more
major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the AM
and PM peak commute periods. An infill site refers to a lot located within an urban area
that has been previously developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the
perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an improved public right-of-way from,
parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses. As shown on Figure 2-2, Project Site
and Transit Priority Area, the Project Site is within a TPA.°

Surrounding Land Uses

The Project Site is located in downtown Los Angeles, in an area that has been developed
since the late 1800s. The Project Site has frontage along Hope Street and Pico Boulevard.
The land uses within the general vicinity are characterized by a mix of low- to medium-
intensity industrial, commercial, and residential uses, which vary widely in building style
and period of construction. The surrounding properties include industrial, commercial

City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Information & Map Access System, website:

http://zimas.lacity.org, accessed: May 2018.

6 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zoning Information File ZA No. 2452, Transit Priority Areas
(TPAs)/Exemptions to Aesthetics and Parking Within TPAs Pursuant to CEQA. Available at:
http://zimas.lacity.org/documents/zoneinfo/Z12452.pdf. Accessed April 4, 2019.
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retail, residential, and surface parking lots. The properties in the surrounding area are
zoned R5 and C2.

The Project Site is bound by a commercial industrial building to the north; an alleyway,
mixed-use residential, commercial, and a surface parking to the east; Pico Boulevard and
mixed-use residential to the south; and Hope Street, commercial industrial uses, and a
surface parking to the west (see Figure 2-1, Regional Vicinity and Project Location).

For the street segments that abut the Project Site, Hope Street is classified as an Avenue
Il and Pico Boulevard is classified as an Avenue | in the City’s Mobility Plan 2035.

3.3 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

3.3.1 Project Overview

The Project consists of the demolition of approximately 32,550 square feet of existing
commercial industrial buildings, the adaptive reuse of an existing 46,626 square-foot SRO
hotel (“Phase | Existing”), the expansion of the existing hotel with the new construction of
an approximately 102,706 square-foot hotel (“Phase | Expansion”), and the new
construction of approximately 273,106 square-foot, mixed-use hotel and residential
building (“Phase Il Hotel and Residential Tower”). The total floor area of the Project would
be approximately 422,438 square feet, with 135 dwelling units and 450 guest rooms. The
Project would also include a 3,060 square-foot basement bar and lounge, 15,891 square
feet of ground floor restaurant and retail space, 10,415 square feet of ground floor hotel
and residential lobby space, 14,052 square feet of event and meeting room space, and
39,189 square feet of amenity spaces. The Project includes 215 parking spaces to be
located within three subterranean levels. A Conceptual Site Plan is shown on Figure 2-3,
Plot Plan, and floor plans are shown on Figures 2-4 through 2-21 and elevations are shown
on Figures 2-22 through 2-25. Table 2-1, Project Demolition Summary, summarizes the
land uses that would be demolished by the Project, and Table 2-2, Project Development
Summary, summarizes the proposed land uses.

Table 2-1
Project Demolition Summary
Address Saeng APN Amount
Land Use
Commercial
1220 South Hope Street Industriall 5139022003 9,300 sf
1224 South Hope Street Commercial | 5149050004 | 7,750 sf
Industrial
1240 South Hope Street Commercial | 5149050020 | 15,500 sf
Industrial
427 West Pico Boulevard Surface | 5439020021 | 9,461sf
Parking Lot
sf = square feet
Source: EcoTierra Consulting, May 2018.
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Table 2-2
Project Development Summary

Land Use | Size
Hotel Rooms
Existing Hotel — Phase | (Adaptive Reuse) 69 rm
New Construction — Phase | Expansion 231 rm
New Construction — part of Phase Il Hotel and 150
. . rm
Residential Tower
Total Hotel Rooms 450 rm
Residential Units - part of Phase Il Hotel and
Residential Tower
1 bedroom 60 du
2 bedrooms 72 du
3 bedrooms (Penthouse units) 3du
Total Residential Units 135 du
Provided Open Space
Common Open Space 11,450 sf
Recreation Room 2,167 sf
Private Open Space (Balconies) 3,750 sf
Total Open Space 17,367 sf
Commercial and Amenity Space
Hotel Lobby 9,105 sf
Hotel Bar / Lounge 3,060 sf
Hotel Retail / Restaurant #1 7,466 sf
Hotel Restaurant #2 6,600 sf
Retail 1,825 sf
Residential Lobby 1,310 sf
Event/Ballroom 6,855 sf
Amenity Terrace (2™ Floor, uncovered) 2,203 sf
Meeting Space (2" floor) 1,232 sf
Amenity (2" floor, covered) 7,806 sf
Amenity (3 floor, covered) 3,225 sf
Amenity Terrace (3™ floor, uncovered) 6,267 sf
Meeting Space (13" floor) 5,965 sf
Amenity Terrace (13t floor, uncovered) 3,121 sf
Amenity Terrace (13t floor, covered) 2,907 sf
Club Room 559 sf
Amenity Terrace (14t floor, uncovered) 5,383 sf
Amenity Terrace (14t floor, covered) 1,443 sf
Amenity Terrace (27t floor, uncovered) 2,938 sf
Amenity Terrace (27t floor, covered) 940 sf
Resident Lounge (27" floor) 2,407 sf
Total Commerma.l and Amenity Sp:f\ce 82,617 sf
(excluding rooms and units)
du = dwelling units; rm = rooms; sf = square feet
Source: Steinberg Architects, March 2019.

The Project’s development of Phase | Existing, located at the southwestern portion of the
Project Site, would adaptively reuse the existing four-story Morrison Hotel, with the hotel
lobby fronting Hope Street, and approximately 6,600 square feet of ground floor restaurant
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3.3.2

use at the corner of Hope Street and Pico Boulevard. Phase | Existing would also include
a bar/lounge in the basement level along Hope Street and 69 hotel guest rooms on Levels
2 through 4. Phase | Existing would remain four stories overall with a maximum height of
52 feet above grade.

Phase | Expansion, located at the southeastern portion of the Project Site, would include
1,825 square feet of retail space along Pico Boulevard and provide 231 hotel guest rooms
on Levels 2 through 12, meeting space on Level 13, and covered and uncovered amenity
space with a pool on Level 14. Phase | Expansion would be 14 stories with a maximum
height of 172 feet above grade.

Phase Il Hotel and Residential Tower, located on the northern portion of the Project Site,
would include 7,466 square feet of ground floor commercial restaurant and retail space
along Hope Street. Phase Il Hotel lobby entrance would front Hope Street and the
residential lobby would be accessible along the internal vehicular driveway at the northern
portion of the Project Site. Level 2 of the Phase Il Hotel and Residential Tower would
include an outdoor amenity terrace along Hope Street, event/meeting space, and hotel
amenities. Levels 3 through 8 would include 150 hotel guest rooms, with an additional
3,225 square feet of amenity space located on Level 3. Levels 9 through 27 would include
135 residential units, with a terrace, pool, and club room located on Level 13 and a terrace,
pool, and resident lounge provided on Level 27. The Phase Il Hotel and Residential Tower
would be 27 stories with a maximum height of 315 feet above grade.

A public paseo would provide mid-block pedestrian access from Hope Street to the
existing alleyway and include outdoor seating and landscaping. The paseo would be open
to the sky and connect the proposed outdoor dining areas with the indoor dining, retail,
and lobby spaces. Vehicular access would be provided off of Hope Street and from the
existing alley. Overall, the Project proposes a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 7.5:1.

The Project Applicant is requesting a Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTT), Site Plan Review
(SPR), Master Conditional Use Permit for Alcohol (MCUP), Conditional Use Permit for
Live Entertainment (CUX), and a 20-percent reduction in required parking in conjunction
with the Applicant’'s Conditional Use Permit requests. See Requested Permits and
Approvals discussion below for more information regarding the discretionary requests that
are part of the Project.

Design and Architecture

The buildings in the area of the Project Site vary in age and architectural style. The Project
would reuse and rehabilitate the existing Morrison Hotel, built in 1914, while expanding
and constructing a new building on the block in a contemporary architectural style. As the
Project is located within the South Park community of downtown Los Angeles, the
Proposed Project buildings have been designed to be compatible with the urban nature of
the existing community, which includes new and old industrial, residential, and general
commercial uses in buildings varying from one level to skyscrapers. Conceptual
renderings of the Project can be seen on Figures 2-26 and 2-27, Project Renderings,
which include views of the Project in context with its surroundings.

Although the Project is comprised of two buildings, the articulation of each of the buildings
serves to resemble multiple buildings with heights which step down toward Hope Street.
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The Project includes an outdoor second floor deck along Hope Street and several green
walls at varying levels. The design of the Project building facades alternates between
different textures, colors, materials, and distinctive architectural treatments. See Figure 2-
36, Exterior Materials, for various materials proposed for the Project exterior.

3.3.3 Open Space and Landscaping

Based on the total number of residential units proposed, the Project is required to provide
15,525 square feet of open space pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21 G.2. The Project would
meet this requirement by providing 11,450 square feet of outdoor common open space
located on Level 1 (approximately 4,451 square feet of outdoor seating and landscaping),
on Level 13 (approximately 3,121 square feet of outdoor terrace space with swimming
pool and spa), and Level 27 (approximately 3,878 square feet of terrace space); 2,167
square feet of interior common open space via a recreation room located on Level 27; and
3,750 square feet of private residential balconies located on Levels 9 through 26, for a
total of 17,367 square feet of usable open space as shown in Table 2-2, above, thereby
exceeding LAMC requirements by approximately 1,841 square feet. Also refer to Figures
2-28 through 2-35 for Open Space lllustrations. The Project would provide up to
approximately 25,202 square feet of amenity space (covered and uncovered) throughout
levels 2, 3, 13, 14, and 27, inclusive of the aforementioned common open space. A public
paseo would provide pedestrian mid-block access from Hope Street to the existing
alleyway and include outdoor seating and landscaping. The paseo would be open to the
sky and would connect the proposed outdoor dining areas with the indoor dining, retail,
and lobby spaces.

The Project would be required to provide at least 34 trees and 2,863 square feet of
landscaping. Currently, there are 10 street trees within the public right-of-way adjacent to
the Project Site. These trees would be removed and replaced pursuant to the LAMC as
part of the Project. In addition, the Project would comply with LAMC requirements for trees
and landscaping.

3.3.4 Access, Circulation, and Parking

Pedestrian access to the Project’s various components would be provided by entry points
on Pico Boulevard and Hope Street. Vehicular access into the shared three-level
subterranean parking garage for the hotel, commercial, and residential uses would be
available from the northern portion of the Project Site, with ingress at Hope Street, and
ingress and egress at the northern portion of the alleyway.

The Project is located within the ARIA, CCPD, and the DBD. Pursuant to LAMC § 12.21
A.4(i), (p), and (x), parking for the Project shall be provided as shown in Table 2-3,
Required Vehicle Parking for the Project.
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Table 2-3

Required Vehicle Parking for the Project

Land Use Size Parking Ratio Parking
Required
Phase | Existing
Guest Rooms (SRO) 69 No Parking Required per LAMC § None
Basement Restaurant 12.21 A4(x)
Ground Floor Restaurant
Phase | Expansion
Guest Rooms 231 rooms 1 space per 2 guest rooms, first 20 | 47 spaces
guest rooms
1 space per 4 guest rooms, second
20 guest rooms
1 space per 6 guest rooms, all
remaining guest rooms
Retail 1,825 sf 1 space per 1,000 sf 2 spaces
Roof Deck (covered) 1,433 sf 1 space per 1,000 sf 1 space
Meeting Space 5,965 sf 1 space per 1,000 sf 6 spaces
Phase Il Hotel and Residential
Guest Rooms 150 rooms 1 space per 2 guest rooms, first 20 | 33 spaces
guest rooms
1 space per 4 guest rooms, second
20 guest rooms
1 space per 6 guest rooms, all
remaining guest rooms
Dwelling Units 1 Bedroom: 1 space per dwelling unit less than | 60 spaces
60 units three habitable rooms
2 Bedroom: 1.25 space per dwelling unit equal | 94 spaces
72 units to or greater than three habitable
3 Bedroom: rooms
3 units
Amenity Space/Club Room 14,497 sf 1 space per 1,000 sf 14 spaces
Restaurant / Retail 7,466 sf 1 space per 1,000 sf 7 spaces
Ballroom / Event Space 6,855 sf 1 space per 100 sf 69 spaces
Meeting Space 1,232 sf 1 space per 1,000 sf 1 space
Total Required Parking 334
sf = square feet

The Applicant is requesting a 20-percent reduction in required vehicle parking in
conjunction with the request for other conditional use approvals, subject to LAMC § 12.24
S. Thus, upon approval of the Conditional Use, the total parking required may be reduced
by 67 spaces, or a new total of 267 spaces for all uses.

Pursuant to LAMC § 12.21 A.16(c), buildings undergoing a change of use shall not be
required to provide bicycle parking spaces. Therefore, the Existing Hotel portion of the
Project is not required to provide bicycle parking spaces. Bicycle parking for the Phase |
Expansion and Phase Il Hotel and Residential Tower, however, shall be provided pursuant
to LAMC § 12.21 A.16, as shown below in Table 2-4, Bicycle Parking Required by the
Project.
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Table 2-4
Bicycle Parking Required by the Project

. . . Parking
Use Size Parking Ratio Required?
Commercial
Amenity Space/Club 14.497 sf 1 ST per 10,000 SF 28T
Room ’ 1 LT per 10,000 SF 2LT
. 1 ST per 2,000 SF 58T
Restaurant/Retail 10,724 sf 1LT per 2,000 SF 51T
. 1 ST per 10,000 SF 28T
Meeting Space 7,197 sf 1LT per 10,000 SF o LT
1 ST per 350 SF 20 ST
Ballroom 6,855 sf 1 LT per 700 SF 10LT
Residential
1 ST per 10 guest rooms 38 ST
Guest Rooms 381 guest rooms 1LT per 10 guest rooms 38 LT
1-25 du 1 ST per 10 dwelling units 28T
1 LT per 1 dwelling unit 25LT
Dwelling Units (135 26-100 du 1 S1TLF;er;r5 1d€\:v ﬂgﬁi: e S ST
units total) per 1 9 50 LT
units
1 ST per 20 dwelling units 28T
101-135 du 1 LT per 2 dwelling units 17 LT
Subtotal ST Required 76 ST
. 149 LT
Subtotal LT Required 225 spaces
Subtotal Bicycle Parking Required (combined) tofal
a Some values have been rounded as appropriate to reflect LAMC minimums (e.g., minimum
of 2 short- and 2 long-term bicycle parking spaces for commercial uses) as well as fractions
up to and including 0.5 have been rounded down per LAMC Section 12.21 A.16(b).
ST= short term bicycle parking
LT = long term bicycle parking

Further, the Applicant is also requesting to replace vehicle parking spaces with bicycle
parking spaces, pursuant to LAMC § 12.21 A.4, up to a maximum of 30 percent for non-
residential uses, and 15 percent for residential uses. The Project is required to provide
100 parking spaces for non-residential uses, and 234 parking spaces for residential uses.
Thus, 24 parking spaces for non-residential uses, and 28 parking spaces for residential
uses (total of 52 parking spaces) may be replaced with bicycle parking.

In conjunction with the maximum permitted bicycle replacement per the LAMC, the
resulting number of required vehicle parking spaces would be 215 parking spaces. As
shown in Table 2-5, Vehicle Parking Provided by the Project, the Project would provide
215 vehicular parking spaces.
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Table 2-5
Vehicle Parking Provided by the Project

Code-Required o . Revised Parking Bicycle Revised Parking
Land Use Parking U0 R ML Subtotal Replacement Total
Non-Residential 100 spaces -2328(5);():68 80 spaces -24 spaces (30%) 56
(0]
Residential 234 spaces -47(230p;1§es 187 spaces -28 spaces (15%) 159
(o]
Total Required 334 spaces -67 spaces 267 spaces -52 spaces 215 spaces

Exclusive of the Phase | Existing, the Project consists of a total of 39,273 square feet of
commercial space, 381 guest rooms, and 135 dwelling units. As shown above, the Project
is required to provide 76 short-term bicycle parking spaces and 149 long-term bicycle
parking spaces, for a total of 225 bicycle parking spaces.

As described above in Table 2-4, the Project would replace 52 vehicle parking spaces with
bicycle parking spaces at a ratio of four bicycle parking spaces for every vehicle parking
space, pursuant to LAMC § 12.21 A.4. At 52 parking spaces, the Project is required to
provide a total of 208 bicycle parking spaces to satisfy the replacement of 52 parking
spaces. Thus, as the Project would provide 225 Code-required bicycle parking spaces, no
additional bicycle parking spaces are required.

3.3.5 Lighting and Signage
New Project signage would be used for building identification, wayfinding, and security
markings. Exterior lights would be wall- or ground-mounted and shielded away from
adjacent land uses. Building security lighting would be used at all entry/exits and would
remain on from dusk to dawn, and would be designed to prevent light trespass onto
adjacent properties. Signage for the commercial uses would be in conformance with the
LAMC.
3.3.6 Site Security
Given the residential and hotel uses on the Project Site, the Project would operate 24
hours per day. Business hours for commercial operations would likely be within the range
of 6:00 AM to 2:00 AM, depending on the requirements of the individual commercial use.
The Project would provide security features including, but not limited to, controlled access
to residential and hotel areas, and video surveillance.
3.3.7 Sustainability Features
The Project would be compliant with the Los Angeles Green Building code and California
Energy/Title 24 requirements, and would include, but not be limited to, the following
features:
e Energy efficient elevator;
¢ Low-flow faucets, shower heads, and toilets;
e Energy efficient mechanical systems;
o Energy efficient glazing and window frames; and
e Energy efficient lighting.
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3.3.8

Moreover, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Appendix F, the Project’s Environmental
Impact Report will provide further information as to energy conservation, energy
implications, and the energy-consuming equipment and processes that would be used
during Project construction and operation. Design features of the Project, energy supplies
that would serve the Project, and total estimated daily vehicle trips that would be
generated by the Project will also be analyzed. An analysis of the Project’s consistency
with Appendix F will be provided in the EIR.

The Project’'s open space would include street trees and outdoor amenity terraces,
available for both public and private use. The Project will comply with the City’s
requirements for tree planting to enhance the outdoor environment.

Anticipated Construction Schedule

The Project would be constructed over approximately 36 months. Construction activities
would include the demolition of the existing buildings at 1220, 1224, and 1240 Hope Street
and removal of the existing surface parking lot, and two phases of grading, excavation,
and building construction for the Phase | Expansion and the Phase Il Hotel and Residential
Tower. Demolition activities are anticipated to start in 2020, and construction completion
and building occupancy is anticipated in 2023.

The grading, construction, and finishing of the Project would take place in two, two-year
phases. Phase 1 involves the Phase | Existing and Phase | Expansion and would include
grading (one month), demolition and preparation (three months), construction (16
months), and finishing (four months). Phase 2 involves the Phase Il Hotel and Residential
Tower and would include grading (four months), construction (16 months), and finishing
(four months). The two phases would overlap for one year.

The Project is estimated to require a net export of approximately 45,900 cubic yards of
soil. Exported materials would likely be disposed at Sunshine Canyon Landfill in Sylmar.
The Project’s haul route would be considered by the City as part of its review of the
Project’s entitlement requests.

3.4 REQUESTED PERMITS AND APPROVALS

The list below includes the anticipated requests for approval of the Project. The Environmental
Impact Report will analyze impacts associated with the Project and will provide environmental
review sufficient for all necessary entitlements and public agency actions associated with the
Project. The discretionary entitlements, reviews, permits, and approvals required to implement
the Project include, but are not necessarily limited to, the following:

(1)

(2)

Pursuant to LAMC Section 17.15, a Vesting Tentative Tract (VTT) for the merger of lots
and the subdivision of airspace for condominium purposes; a waiver of the dedication
requirement for Pico Boulevard and Hope Street to permit the continued maintenance
of the 12-foot wide sidewalk and existing street wall on said streets in lieu of the required
dedications to the public right-of-way; and a haul route approval;

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24 W.1, a Master Conditional Use Permit (MCUP) to
permit the sale of alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption within: (1) the basement
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3)

bar and lounge; (2) the two ground-floor restaurants; and (3) throughout the hotel,
including in-room mini-bars and on rooftop amenity decks;

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24 W.18, a Conditional Use Permit for Live Entertainment
(CUX) to permit dancing and live-entertainment in the bar/lounge, restaurant and hotel
uses;

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24 S, a request for a 20-percent reduction in required
vehicle parking in conjunction with the request for other Conditional Use approvals;

Pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05 E, Site Plan Review (SPR) to permit the development
consisting of more than 50 residential units and guest rooms;

Any other permits or approvals by other City agencies regarding findings of consistency
with the City Center Redevelopment Plan; and

Other discretionary and ministerial permits and approvals that may be deemed
necessary, including, but not limited to, temporary street closure permits, grading
permits, excavation permits, foundation permits, building permits, and sign permits in
order to execute and implement the Project.
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CORNICE.

Retain stamped metal frieze. Repair and

replace in kind where necessary. Restore

missing features using original drawings.
EL:51-7"

ARCHITECTURAL TOP

Repair original windows as necessary.
Windows beyond repair may be replaced
inkind as necessary. Infilled openings to
be restored with new sashes and glazing
based on original drawings.

EXISTING MATERIALS TO REMAIN.
Glazed brick cladding, glazed ceramic tile
spandrels, and cast stone belt course
above the ground to be cleaned using the
gentlest means possible. Repair and/or
replace in kind to match historic
materials as necessary.

Restore Hope Street vestibule Maintain pattern of storefronts. Restore
using original drawings. New infilled openings using original drawings.
materials may be used. New storefronts to be installed based on the

original design. New materials may be used.
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CORNICE.
Retain stamped metal frieze, Repair and
replace in kind where necessary. Restore
missing features using original drawings.

5107

Repair original windows as necessary. Windows
eyond repair may be replaced in kind as

necessary. Inflled openings to be restored with
new sashes and glazing based on original drawings.

EXISTING MATERIALS TO REMAIN,

Glazed brick cladding, glazed ceramic tile
spandrels, and cast stone belt course above the
ground to be cleaned using the gentlest means
possible. Repair and/or replace in kind to match
historic materials as necessary.

GEL‘"3 )
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PHASE 1
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PHASE 2
HOTEL/RESI TOWER
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HOTEL EXPANSION

W HOPE STREET

Source: Steinberg Hart, December 2018.
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be installed based on the original
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TREE LEGEND

NAME wucoLs QUANTITY KEYNOTE LEGEND 11, SHORT-TERM BIKE RACKS, TYP.

1. PROPERTY LINE 12 OUTDOOR FURNITURE, TYP.
Existing Tree : 9 2. PLANTING AREATYP. 13 DECORATIVE BRICK PAVING

3. PLANTERWALL 4. INTEGRAL COLOR CONC. PAVER, TYP.
Olea europaca Fruitiess' L 16 4. PLANTING POT, TYP. 15, WOOD DECK PAVER
Fruitless Olive Tree 5. EXISTING TREE, TYP. 16.  BOLLARD, TYP.

6. PROPOSED TREE, TYP. 17, IPE WOOD BENCH, TYP.
Goospalne macropnius M ‘ 7. FOCAL POINT WATER FEATURE 18. SWIMMING POOL/SPA

8. HANGING LIGHTS 19, UMBRELLA, TYP.
Podocarpus henkeli M 7 9. VINE COVERED TRELLIS 20. FREPIT, TYP.
Long Leaf Yellow Wood 10. SIDEWALK DESIGNPER DOWNTOWN 21 BBQ

LA DESIGN GUIDELINE

Washingtonia filifera L 9
California Fan Palm

HOPE ST

i

332" = 10" )?‘

Source: Steinberg Hart, July 2018.




TREE LEGEND

Existing Tree - 9

Olea europaea 'Fruitless’ L 16
Fruitless Olive Tree

Podocarpus macrophllus M 4
Yew Podocarpus

Podocarpus henkelii M 7
Long Leaf Yellow Wood

Washingtonia filifera L 9
California Fan Palm

#e o B

Source: Steinberg Hart, July 2018.
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PROPERTY LINE

PLANTING AREATYP.

PLANTER WALL

PLANTING POT, TYP.

EXISTING TREE, TYP.
PROPOSED TREE, TYP.

FOCAL POINT WATER FEATURE
HANGING LIGHTS

VINE COVERED TRELLIS
SIDEWALK DESIGN PER DOWNTOWN
LA DESIGN GUIDELINE
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SHORT-TERM BIKE RACKS, TYP.
OUTDOOR FURNITURE, TYP.
DECORATIVE BRICK PAVING
INTEGRAL COLOR CONC. PAVER, TYP.
WOOD DECK PAVER

BOLLARD, TYP.

IPE WOOD BENCH, TYP.
SWIMMING POOL/SPA
UMBRELLA, TYP.

FIRE PIT, TYP.

BBQ




TREE LEGEND

Existing Tree

Fruitless Olive Tree

Podocarpus macrophllus
Yew Podocarpus

Podocarpus henkelii
Long Leaf Yellow Wood

Washingtonia filifera
California Fan Palm

Olea europaea 'Fruitless’

Source: Steinberg Hart, July 2018.
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PLANTING AREATYP.

PLANTER WALL

PLANTING POT, TYP.

EXISTING TREE, TYP.
PROPOSED TREE, TYP.

FOCAL POINT WATER FEATURE
HANGING LIGHTS

VINE COVERED TRELLIS
SIDEWALK DESIGN PER DOWNTOWN
LA DESIGN GUIDELINE

©oNOOA NS

—
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21.

SHORT-TERM BIKE RACKS, TYP.
OUTDOOR FURNITURE, TYP.
DECORATIVE BRICK PAVING
INTEGRAL COLOR CONC. PAVER, TYP.
WOOD DECK PAVER

BOLLARD, TYP.

IPE WOOD BENCH, TYP.
SWIMMING POOL/SPA
UMBRELLA, TYP.

FIRE PIT, TYP.

BBQ




TREE LEGEND

Existing Tree

Olea europaea 'Fruitless’
Fruitless Olive Tree

Podocarpus macrophllus
Yew Podocarpus

Podocarpus henkelii
Long Leaf Yellow Wood

Washingtonia filifera
California Fan Palm

Source: Steinberg Hart, July 2018.
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PLANTING AREA,TYP.

PLANTER WALL

PLANTING POT, TYP.

EXISTING TREE, TYP.
PROPOSED TREE, TYP.

FOCAL POINT WATER FEATURE
HANGING LIGHTS

VINE COVERED TRELLIS
SIDEWALK DESIGN PER DOWNTOWN
LA DESIGN GUIDELINE
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SHORT-TERM BIKE RACKS, TYP.
OUTDOOR FURNITURE, TYP.
DECORATIVE BRICK PAVING
INTEGRAL COLOR CONC. PAVER, TYP.
WOOD DECK PAVER

BOLLARD, TYP.

IPE WOOD BENCH, TYP.
SWIMMING POOL/SPA
UMBRELLA, TYP.

FIRE PIT, TYP.

BBQ




TREE LEGEND

Existing Tree

Olea europaea 'Fruitless’
Fruitless Olive Tree

Podocarpus macrophllus
Yew Podocarpus

Podocarpus henkelii
Long Leaf Yellow Wood

Washingtonia filifera
California Fan Palm

Source: Steinberg Hart, July 2018.

16

KEYNOTE LEGEND

PROPERTY LINE

PLANTING AREA,TYP.

PLANTER WALL

PLANTING POT, TYP.

EXISTING TREE, TYP.
PROPOSED TREE, TYP.

FOCAL POINT WATER FEATURE
HANGING LIGHTS

VINE COVERED TRELLIS
SIDEWALK DESIGN PER DOWNTOWN
LA DESIGN GUIDELINE

©ooNDO AN S

a4

SHORT-TERM BIKE RACKS, TYP.
OUTDOOR FURNITURE, TYP.
DECORATIVE BRICK PAVING
INTEGRAL COLOR CONC. PAVER, TYF
WOOD DECK PAVER

BOLLARD, TYP.

IPE WOOD BENCH, TYP.
SWIMMING POOL/SPA
UMBRELLA, TYP.

FIRE PIT, TYP.

BBQ




TREE LEGEND

Existing Tree -

Olea europaea ‘Fruitless’ L
Fruitless Olive Tree

Podocarpus macrophllus M
Yew Podocarpus

Podocarpus henkelii M
Long Leaf Yellow Wood

Washingtonia filifera L
California Fan Palm

Source: Steinberg Hart, July 2018.
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Tulbaghia violaces “Tricolor”
Tri-Color Society Garlic

Distes il
Adrican Iris

Grevillea noelfi

Nassedla tenuissima Myrtus communis compacta
Noell Grevillea

Mexican feathergrass Dwarf Myrtle

Carex divudsa Raphiolepis indica ‘Baflerng " Fuonymus japonicus Microphylus Agave altenuala
Berkeley Sedge Balkerina Indian Hawthom Varleganus' Froe Tail Agave
Variegated Boxleal Evonyrmus

Source: Steinberg Hart, July 2018.

Mutienbergia capilians ‘Lenca®
Pink Muhly Grass

Rosmanus officinaks ‘Tuscan Blue”
Tuscan Blue Rosemary

No Mow Fescue Lavanduiz angustifolia ‘Hidcole Bive"
Hidcote Blue English Lavender

Rosmannus officinalis “Tuscan Biue”
Tuscan Bive Rosemary

. 552
Rosmarinus officinalis ‘Upright'
Lipright Rosemary

Katanchoe thyrsitlors ‘Desert Rose’ Fescuta glauca Callisternon citnnus “Littke John'

Desert Rosa Paddie Pant Blue Fescue Dwarf Bottlebrush

VWoodoo Aeonium
Giant Red Asonium

Fodocarpus henkeli Senecio
Long Leafed Yeflowwood

Dwiarf Natal Plum
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Source: Steinberg Hart, July 2018.
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GLAZING #1: VISION GLASS, HIGH
PERFORMANCE IGU, LOW REFLECTIVE

GLAZING #2: VISION GLASS, CURVED
IGU, LOW REFLECTIVE

METAL PANEL #1
DARK GRAY

METAL PANEL #2
SILVER GRAY

Source: Steinberg Hart, July 2018.

ECRU, SAND FLOAT FINISH

GLAZING #3: TEMPERED GLASS
GUARDRAIL, LOW REFLECTIVE

PLASTER #2
DARK TAUPE, SAND FLOAT FINISH

PLASTER #3
WHITE, SMOOTH FINISH




INITIAL STUDY

4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion provides responses to each of the questions set forth in the City of Los
Angeles Initial Study Checklist. The responses below provide an initial analysis of potential
environmental impacts, indicate those issues that are expected to be further analyzed in an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), and demonstrate why other issues, which will not result in
potentially significant environmental impacts, do not need to be analyzed further in an EIR. The
questions with responses that indicate a “Potentially Significant Impact” do not presume that a
significant environmental impact would, in fact, result from the Project. Rather, such responses
indicate those issues will be further analyzed in an EIR to determine the impact level of
significance in compliance with CEQA.

I. AESTHETICS

Senate Bill (SB) 743 [Public Resources Code (PRC) §21099(d)] sets forth new guidelines for
evaluating project transportation impacts under CEQA, as follows: “Aesthetic and parking impacts
of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit
priority area (TPA) shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” PRC Section
21099 defines a “transit priority area” as an area within 0.5 mile of a major transit stop that is
“existing or planned, if the planned stop is scheduled to be completed within the planning horizon
included in a Transportation Improvement Program adopted pursuant to Section 450.216 or
450.322 of Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations.” PRC Section 21064.3 defines “major
transit stop” as “a site containing an existing rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a
bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of
service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods.”
PRC Section 21099 defines an “employment center project” as “a project located on property
zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and that is located within a
transit priority area. PRC Section 21099 defines an “infill site” as a lot located within an urban
area that has been previously developed, or on a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the
perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels
that are developed with qualified urban uses. This state law supersedes the aesthetic impact
thresholds in the 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, including those established for aesthetics,
obstruction of views, shading, and nighttime illumination.

The related City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning Zoning Information (ZI) File ZI No.
2452 provides further instruction concerning the definition of transit priority projects and that
“visual resources, aesthetic character, shade and shadow, light and glare, and scenic vistas or
any other aesthetic impact as defined in the City’s CEQA Threshold Guide shall not be considered
an impact for infill projects within TPAs pursuant to CEQA.”’

7 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zoning Information File ZA No. 2452, Transit Priority Areas
(TPAs)/Exemptions to Aesthetics and Parking Within TPAs Pursuant to CEQA. Available at:
http://zimas.lacity.org/documents/zoneinfo/Z12452.pdf. Accessed April 4, 2019.
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PRC Section 21099 applies to the Project. Therefore, the Project is exempt from aesthetic
impacts. The analysis in this initial study is for informational purposes only and not for determining
whether the Project will result in significant impacts to the environment. Any aesthetic impact
analysis in this initial study is included to discuss what aesthetic impacts would occur from the
Project if PRC Section 21099(d) was not in effect. As such, nothing in the aesthetic impact
discussion in this initial study shall trigger the need for any CEQA findings, CEQA analysis, or
CEQA mitigation measures.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Except as provided in Public Resources Code
Section 21099 would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic [] [] X []
vista?
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, [] [] X []

including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual [] [] X []

character or quality of public views of the site
and its surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly accessible
vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized
area, would the project conflict with applicable
zoning and other regulations governing scenic
quality?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare [] [] X []
which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The approximately 1.29-acre Project Site is relatively flat and
currently developed with an existing hotel, its associated surface parking lot, and three, two-story
commercial industrial buildings. The existing buildings are built out to the lot line at the street
frontages and vehicle access to the Project Site is provided via Pico Boulevard and the adjacent
alley. Nearly the entire site is paved except for existing street tree planters. There are no
prominent topographical features on the Project Site from which scenic vistas could be viewed,
nor does the Project Site contain a scenic vista. The existing viewshed at the Project Site is
defined by existing urban downtown development with commercial and mixed-use residential
structures nearby of varying mass, height, and design.
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The Project would include the rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of the existing four-story hotel,
with a maximum building height of 52 feet above grade, the development of a 14-story hotel
expansion with a maximum building height of 172 feet above grade, and a new 27-story
hotel/residential tower with a maximum building height of 315 feet above grade. The new
hotel/residential tower would provide three levels of subterranean parking that would serve the
entire development. Although the proposed Project would be taller than the existing buildings on
site, the Project would not directly obstruct an existing public view of a scenic vista, as views of a
scenic vista are not readily available from that location. Any existing, albeit limited, views to distant
scenic vistas would be from private view points in the surrounding land uses. A significant impact
occurs only when a proposed project adversely affects the public view of a scenic vista and,
therefore, impacts to private views are not considered to be significant and no further analysis is
required. Furthermore, pursuant to CEQA Section 21099(d) and ZI-2452, the Project would not
result in a significant impact on aesthetics. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and
no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

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 state scenic highway?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located in a highly urbanized area of the City
of Los Angeles. There are no State-designated scenic highways or highways eligible for scenic
designation in the Project Site vicinity. There are also no City-designated scenic highways in the
Project Site vicinity.” The nearest designated scenic highway to the Project Site is the Arroyo Seco
Historic Parkway, a portion of the Pasadena Freeway (SR-110) north of the interchange with the
Hollywood Freeway (US-101).° This scenic highway is approximately two miles north of the
Project Site and is not visible from the Project Site at the street level. The Project is not located
along or within the scenic vistas nor viewsheds of the designated Arroyo Seco Historic Parkway
scenic highway.

Thus, the Project would not substantially damage scenic resources such as rock outcroppings,
protected trees, or historic buildings within a State scenic highway. Pursuant to CEQA Section
21099(d) and ZI 2452, the Project would not result in a significant impact on aesthetics. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. No further
evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

c. In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced
from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the
project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located in a highly urbanized area of
downtown Los Angeles’ South Park neighborhood of the Central City Community Plan; therefore,

8  California Department of Transportation, California Scenic Highway Mapping System, Los Angeles County,
website: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/langeles.htm, accessed: May 2018.

9 california Department of Transportation, California Scenic Highway Mapping System, Los Angeles County,
website: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/langeles.htm, accessed: May 2018.
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the applicable threshold with respect to the Project is consistency with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality.

The Project would include the rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of the existing four-story hotel
with a maximum building height of 52 feet above grade, the development of a 14-story hotel
expansion with a maximum building height of 172 feet above grade, and a new 27-story
hotel/residential tower with a maximum building height of 315 feet above grade. The Project would
extend beyond the height of the existing four-story hotel and two-story commercial industrial
buildings on-site. Thus, the Project would result in a change in the visual character of the Project
Site and surrounding area. Visual simulations of the Project as viewed in context with the area
around the Project Site can be seen in Figures 2-26 and 2-27 in the Project Description.

Zoning Consistency

The Project’s maximum building height would not exceed 315 feet (27 stories), as measured from
grade to the highest point of the roof. The Project would redevelop a site that currently contains
a four-story hotel, surface parking lot and two one-story and one two-story commercial industrial
buildings in conjunction with the adaptive reuse and expansion of the existing hotel and
construction of a new hotel and residential development with event/meeting space, ground-floor
commercial retail space, and ground floor restaurant uses in two buildings above three
subterranean parking levels.

Phase | Existing would remain four stories overall with a maximum height of 52 feet above grade;
Phase | Expansion would be 14 stories with a maximum height of height of 172 feet above grade;
and Phase Il Hotel and Residential Tower would be 27 stories with a maximum building height of
315 feet above grade.

The existing four-story hotel is similar in height to the existing mixed-use residential building
across Pico Boulevard from the Project Site, which is seven stories tall. Along Hope Street, the
Project includes an outdoor third floor deck and several green walls at different levels. The Phase
Il Hotel and Residential Tower is two stories fronting Hope Street at the building line, stepping up
to the full 27 stories in height toward the rear of the Project Site.

The Project site is located in Height District 4, which permits unlimited height and a 13:1 FAR.
However, there is a D limitation on the site which restricts the FAR to 6:1 unless: (i) the project is
approved under Section 512.4 for the transfer of floor area (TFAR) under the City Center
Redevelopment Plan (“Redevelopment Plan”); (ii) the project is approved under Section 512.2 of
the Redevelopment Plan for the rehabilitation and/or remodeling of existing buildings; or (iii) the
project is approved pursuant to any TFAR procedure adopted by the City.

The existing hotel, built in 1914, 88 years prior to the adoption of the Redevelopment Plan in
2002, would be rehabilitated and remodeled as part of a unified development which includes the
hotel expansion and new construction of the hotel and residential tower. The hotel has an existing
FAR of approximately 3.3:1. Section 512.2 states that “[n]ot withstanding the maximum Floor Area
Ratios [...] structures which existed in the Project Area prior to the adoption of this Plan may be
expanded in size in connection with the rehabilitation or remodeling of such structures.” This
Section further provides that if the existing structure has a FAR of less than 6:1, then the
expansion is limited to no more than 25 percent above the maximum FAR, or 7.5:1. As such, the
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Section 512.2 exception applies to the Project and would be permitted to have a maximum FAR
of approximately 7.5:1.

Other Scenic Quality Regulations

The Downtown Design Guide: Design for A Livable Downtown (Design Guide) integrates urban
design standards and guidelines with new street and sidewalk standards for Downtown. The
Design Guide defines criteria for building massing, street wall, ground floor treatment, and
architectural detail and signage.

The resulting overall development would be larger than the immediately surrounding structures
compared to the existing massing at the Project Site. This increased visibility would occur on
nearby roadways and adjoining sidewalks bordering the site, and the greater height and mass
would increase the visibility of the Project Site from nearby properties. Even with increased size,
however, the Project would be generally consistent with the urban viewshed of the surrounding
area even as the Project would be taller than existing buildings. The Project would be generally
built to its adjacent right-of-way lot lines. To reduce the massing of the Project, the Project would
be articulated with a variety of breaks along its frontage on Hope Street, which would also provide
visual interest (see Figures 2-26 and 2-27 in the Project Description). The existing hotel would
retain its four-story building mass with the 14-story Phase | Expansion set further back toward the
alleyway. The Phase Il Hotel and Residential Tower would provide similar massing with two
stories fronting Hope Street at the property line and 13-story and 27-story portions of the building
set further back toward the alleyway. A public paseo would provide mid-block pedestrian access
from Hope Street to the existing alleyway, providing a physical break between the Phase |
Expansion building and the Phase Il Hotel and Residential Tower. This paseo would be open from
ground level to the sky providing a visual corridor through the Project Site. The Project’s massing
would be similar to existing and planned mid- and high-rise buildings in the Project vicinity.

The buildings in the Project area vary in age and architectural style. The Project would adaptively
reuse and rehabilitate the existing Morrison Hotel, built in 1914, while expanding and constructing
new buildings on the block to the east and north, respectively, in a contemporary architectural
style. As the Project is located within the South Park neighborhood of downtown Los Angeles, the
Project buildings have been designed to be compatible with the nature of the existing community,
which includes new and old industrial, residential, and general commercial uses in buildings
varying from one level to skyscrapers. Conceptual renderings of the Project can be seen on
Figures 2-26 and 2-27, Project Renderings, in the Project Description, which include views of the
Project in context with its surroundings.

The articulation of each of the Project’s buildings serves to resemble several buildings with height
stepped down toward Hope Street. The Project’s architectural material selection and color palette
would contribute to the aesthetic character of surrounding environment. The design alternates
between different textures, colors, materials, and distinctive architectural treatments and avoids
dull and repetitive facades. As a result of the proposed building’s architectural style and
contemporary design, the Project would be effectively integrated into the aesthetics of the urban
viewshed. Thus, the proposed design would not detract from the visual character or quality of the
Project Site and its surroundings nor substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality
of the site and its surroundings. The Project would be consistent with the criteria established in
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the Design Guide. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures
are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

Less than Significant Impact.
Light

The Project is located in a well-lit urbanized area of the City where there are moderate to high
levels of ambient nighttime lighting, including street lighting, vehicle headlights, architectural and
security lighting, and indoor building illumination (light emanating from structures that passes
through windows)The Project Site is located within an urban environment; thus, light emanating
from any one source contributes to the overall lighting impacts rather than being solely
responsible for lighting impacts on a particular use. As uses surrounding the Project Site are
already impacted by lighting from existing development within the area, any additional amount of
new light sources must be noticeably visible to light-sensitive uses to have any notable effect.

The Project would have the potential to alter lighting patterns in the area of the Project Site as
compared with the existing structures and surface parking on site. Night lighting for the Project
would be provided to illuminate building entrances, driveways, commercial use, and for security.
Although the amount of light emanating from the Project would represent an increase over current
light levels, the Project would be designed to comply with LAMC Section 93.0117 (Outdoor
Lighting Affecting Residential Property)”, which prohibits outdoor lighting sources from causing
the windows and outdoor recreation/habitable areas of residential units from being illuminated by
more than two foot candles, or from receiving direct glare from the light source; and any proposed
signage would be required to comply with LAMC Section 14.4.4 E (Sign lllumination Limitations),
which prohibits sign lighting from producing a light intensity of greater than three foot candles
above ambient lighting as measured from the nearest residentially zoned property.

Additionally, headlights from vehicles entering and exiting the Project’s subterranean parking
levels from Hope Street at night would be an increased source of light due to the greater intensity
of use at the site. However, light from vehicle headlights would not directly shine upon any nearby
light-sensitive land use for any substantial amount of time as commercial land uses are located
to the west of the Project Site across Hope Street and east of the Project Site across the alley,
and commercial uses are not considered light-sensitive land uses.

It is anticipated that the amount of light emanating from the Project would represent an increase
over current light levels. Even so, the Project’s compliance with the City’s regulatory compliance
measures, including LAMC Sections 12.21 A.5(k), 14.4.4 E, and 93.0117, would require outdoor
lighting to be designed and installed with shielding so that the source of the light (e.g., the bulb)
cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties, the public right-of-way, or from above so as
to minimize light trespass. Therefore, the Project would not create a new source of substantial
light that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

10 Direct glare, as used in LAMC Section 93.0117, is a glare resulting from high luminance or insufficiently shielded
light sources that is in the field of view.
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Glare

Potential reflective surfaces in the Project vicinity include vehicles traveling and parked on streets
in the vicinity of the Project Site and exterior building windows. Excessive glare not only restricts
visibility, but also increases the ambient heat reflectivity in a given area.

The Project would incorporate both solid and glass surfaces. Exterior building materials of the
proposed building would use various non-reflective material designed to minimize the
transmission of glare from the Project’s buildings. All proposed vehicle parking spaces would be
located within three subterranean levels, thereby minimizing potential glare from vehicles.
Furthermore, the Project's compliance with the City’s existing regulations, including LAMC
Section 93.0117 (Outdoor Lighting Affecting Residential Property), which prohibits outdoor
lighting sources from causing the windows and outdoor recreation/habitable areas of residential
units from being illuminated by more than two foot candles, or from receiving direct glare from the
light source, would ensure potential glare impacts are not significant. Moreover, the Project would
not use polished metals in its design. Therefore, the Project would not create a new source of
substantial glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of
this topic is required in the EIR.

Il. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 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 and Range Assessment Project and the
Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in
Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.

Remainder of Page Intentionally Blank
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or [] [] [] X
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, [] [] [] X
or a Williamson Act contract?
c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause [] [] [] X

rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 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 [ ] [] L] X
forest land to non-forest use?

e. Involve other changes in the existing [] [] [] X
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

No Impact. The Project Site is fully developed with a hotel, commercial structures, and a surface
parking lot, and is located in a highly developed area of the City. According to the State Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program’s most recent Farmland mapping data for Los Angeles County,
neither the Project site nor the surrounding area are designated as Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance." Thus, Project implementation would not result
in the loss of State-designated Farmland. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation
measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

11 State of California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program, Los Angeles County Important Farmland 2016, published July 2017, website:
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dirp/FMMP/pdf/2016/los16.pdf, accessed: April 2019.
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b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

No Impact. The Project Site is zoned [Q]R5-4D-O. Thus, the Project Site is not zoned for
agricultural use, nor are there any agricultural uses currently occurring at the Project Site or within
the surrounding area. Additionally, according to the State’s most recent Williamson Act land data,
neither the Project Site nor the surrounding area are under a Williamson Act contract.'2 Therefore,
the Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural uses or a Williamson Act
contract. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation
of this topic is required in the EIR.

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 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))?

No Impact. In the City of Los Angeles, forest land is a permitted use in areas zoned OS (Open
Space); however, the City does not have specific zoning for timberland or timberland production.
The Project Site is zoned [Q]R5-4D-O. Thus, the Project Site is not zoned for forest land,
timberland, or timberland production land uses and the Project would not conflict with existing
zoning for forest land or timberland. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are
required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact. The Project Site is entirely developed with a hotel, commercial buildings, and a
surface parking lot, and is located in a heavily developed area of the City. No forest land exists
on or in the vicinity of the Project Site, and Project implementation would not result in the loss or
conversion of forest land. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are
required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

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 or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

No Impact. The Project Site is entirely developed and located in a heavily developed area of the
City. No agricultural uses, designated Farmland, or forest land uses occur at the Project Site or
within the surrounding area. As such, implementation of the Project would not result in the
conversion of existing Farmland, agricultural uses, or forest land on- or off-site. Therefore, no
impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic
is required in the EIR.

lll. AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

12 gtate of California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, State of California
Williamson Act Contract Land, Los Angeles County Williamson Act FY 2015/2016, published 2016, website:
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dirp/wa/LA_15_16_WA.pdf, accessed: May 2018.
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the  [X [] [] []
applicable air quality plan?
b. Resultin a cumulatively considerable netincrease  [X] [] [] []
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region
is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard?
c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant ~ [X] L] [] []
concentrations?
d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading [ ] ] = ]
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number
of people?

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Potentially Significant Impact. The potential impacts of a project are compared with the
applicable Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) to determine consistency. The City, including
the Project Site, is within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), and the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) is directly responsible for reducing emissions from stationary
(area and point), mobile, and indirect sources to meet federal and State ambient air quality
standards. SCAQMD has responded to this requirement by preparing a series of AQMPs. The
Governing Board of SCAQMD adopted the most recent of these on March 3, 2017. This AQMP,
referred to as the 2016 AQMP, was prepared to comply with the federal and State Clean Air Acts
and amendments, to accommodate growth, to reduce the high levels of pollutants in the Basin, to
meet federal and State air quality standards, and to minimize the fiscal impact that pollution control
measures have on the local economy. The 2016 AQMP identifies the control measures that will
be implemented over a 20-year horizon to reduce major sources of pollutants. However, as
construction and operation of the Project could result in an increase in emissions that could affect
implementation of the 2016 AQMP, impacts may be significant. Therefore, the Project’s air quality
impacts and consistency with the 2016 AQMP will be further evaluated in the EIR.

b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Basin, wherein the Project Site is located, is currently in
nonattainment for ozone, lead, and particulate matter. The construction and operation of a new
intensity of development from the Project could emit criteria air pollutants that could potentially
contribute to a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria air pollutants. Therefore, impacts
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may be significant and the Project’s potential net increase of any criteria pollutants will be further
evaluated in the EIR.

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Potentially Significant Impact. SCAQMD currently recommends that impacts to sensitive
receptors be considered significant when emissions generated at a project site cause localized
pollutant levels to exceed state ambient air quality standards at sensitive receptors, or where a
project causes an increase in local contaminants during construction and operation of the project.
Land uses such as primary and secondary schools, hospitals, and convalescent homes are
considered to be sensitive to poor air quality because the very young, the old, and the infirm are
more susceptible to respiratory infections and other air quality-related health problems than the
general public. Residential land uses are considered to be sensitive because people in residential
areas are often at home for extended periods of time, so they could be exposed to pollutants for
extended periods of time. Recreational areas are considered to be moderately sensitive to poor
air quality because vigorous exercise associated with recreation places a high demand on the
human respiratory function. Sensitive receptors near the Project Site include, but are not limited
to, the Onyx mixed-use residential development at 242 W. Pico Boulevard, currently under
construction, and the E on Grand mixed-use residential development at 1249 S. Grand Avenue.
Additional sensitive receptors may also be identified during the preparation of the subsequent
CEQA document. The construction and operation of a new intensity of development from the
Project could emit concentrations of air pollutants near these sensitive receptors. Emissions from
construction activities have the potential to generate localized emissions that may expose
sensitive receptors to harmful pollutant concentrations. Therefore, impacts may be significant and
the Project’s potential to emit concentrations of air pollutants during construction and/or operation
will be further evaluated in the EIR.

d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project involves the construction and operation of a mixed-
use hotel, residential, and commercial development, which includes land uses that are not
typically associated with odor complaints according to the SCAQMD. The Project does not include
industrial, agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants,
composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding and other land-uses that typically
result in emissions associated with odor complaints, based on the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality
Handbook. Potential emissions that may lead to odors during construction activities include
equipment exhaust. However, these emissions and any associated odors would be localized and
temporary in nature and would not be sufficient to affect a substantial number of people or result
in a nuisance as defined by SCAQMD Rule 402. During Project operation, the Project would
introduce new retail, restaurant, and residential uses to the area and would not result in activities
that emit odors. Trash receptacles would be contained, located, and maintained in a manner that
promotes odor control, no substantially adverse odor impacts are anticipated. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of
this topic is required in the EIR.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

a.

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian

habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have a substantial adverse effect on state or
federally protected wetlands (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filing, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

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?

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant

Impact No Impact
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a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

No Impact. The Project Site is currently developed with a hotel, commercial buildings, and a
surface parking lot within a highly developed area of the City. According to Exhibit C-2 of the L.A.
CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Project Site and surrounding area are not identified as a biological
resource area.”> Moreover, the Project Site and immediately surrounding area are not within or
near a designated Significant Ecological Area.™ The Project Site does not contain any habitat
capable of sustaining 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
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Additionally, there are no known locally designated
natural communities on the Project Site or in the immediate vicinity, nor is the Project Site located
immediately adjacent to undeveloped natural open space or a natural water source that may
otherwise serve as habitat for State- or federally-listed species. Therefore, the Project would have
no impact on candidate, sensitive, or special status species and no mitigation measures are
required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

No Impact. The Project Site is currently developed with a hotel, commercial buildings, and a
surface parking lot within a highly developed area of the City. No riparian or other sensitive habitat
areas are located on or adjacent to the Project Site.1516 As discussed above, neither the Project
Site nor adjacent areas are within a biological resource area or Significant Ecological Area. As
such, implementation of the Project would not result in any adverse impacts to riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural communities. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation
measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

No Impact. The Project Site is currently developed with a hotel, commercial buildings, and a
surface parking lot within a highly developed area of the City. The National Wetlands Inventory
does not identify any wetlands in the vicinity of the Project Site.'” The State of California Wetlands

13 City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006, Exhibit C-2, Biological Resource Areas (Metro
Geographical Area), page C-11.

14 Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, Planning & Zoning Information, GIS-NET3 online database,
website: http://planning.lacounty.gov/gisnet3, accessed: May 2018.

15 City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006, Exhibit C-2, Biological Resource Areas (Metro
Geographical Area), page C-11.

16 u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory, Wetlands Mapper, website:
http://lwww.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Mapper.html, accessed: May 2018.

17 Us. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory, Wetlands Mapper, website:
http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Mapper.html, accessed: May 2018.
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does not identify any wetlands in the vicinity of the Project Site.' Furthermore, the Project Site
does not support any riparian or wetland habitat, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act. As such, implementation of the Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are
required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is currently developed with a hotel, commercial
buildings, and a surface parking lot within a highly developed area of the City. According to the
City of Los Angeles Conservation Element, wildlife corridors are land segments that connect two
or more large habitat areas and provide a habitat for movement of animals between those areas. ™
Although the City of Los Angeles has not formally identified wildlife corridors, studies have
identified several wildlife corridors, including corridors between the Santa Susana Mountains and
the Simi Hills and between the Simi Hills and the Santa Monica Mountains and connections
between the Santa Monica Mountains and the Verdugo and San Gabriel Mountains. There are
no wildlife corridors or native wildlife nursery sites in the Project vicinity. However, the 10 existing
Indian Laurel Fig trees located within the public right-of-way would be removed during
construction of the Project. Indian Laurel Fig trees are not protected under the LAMC and the
City’s Native Tree Protection Ordinance. These trees may provide temporary suitable habitat for
nesting migratory birds, which are protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).
The MBTA, which is an international treaty ratified in 1918, protects migratory nongame native
bird species (as listed in 50 C.F.R. Section 10.13) and their nests. Additionally, Sections 3503,
3503.5, and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibit the take of any birds and their
active nests, including raptors and other migratory nongame birds (as listed under the MBTA).
Tree removals would be undertaken pursuant to applicable City permits and requirements. The
Project would be required to comply with these existing federal and State laws (i.e., MBTA and
California Fish and Game Code, respectively). Therefore, impacts would be less than significant,
and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as
a tree preservation policy or ordinance (e.g., oak trees or California walnut woodlands)?

Less Than Significant Impact. Based on the Protected Tree Report (see Appendix A to this
Initial Study), there are no existing trees located on the Project Site, and 10 existing street trees
within the right-of-way adjacent to the Project Site.” The City’s Protected Tree Ordinance
(Ordinance No. 177,404 identifies four protected tree species which include the Oak tree, the
Southern California Black Walnut, the Western Sycamore, and the California Bay. The 10 street

18 California Wetlands Portal, available at: https://www.mywaterquality.ca.gov/eco_health/wetlands/, accessed

January 14, 2019.

19 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Los Angeles City General Plan Conservation Element, Adopted
September 2001, page 11-31.

20 protected Tree Report, 828 Fifth Street, Suite 3 Santa Monica, California 90403, Cy Carlberg, April 19, 2018. See
Appendix A to this study.
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trees identified in the Protected Tree Report are all Indian Laurel Fig trees and therefore not
protected species.

Therefore, construction of the Project would not affect any protected trees. Moreover, the Project
proposes to provide approximately 34 new trees as part of the Project’'s landscape plan,
consistent with the LAMC requirement of one tree for every four dwelling units. Therefore, the
Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

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?

No Impact. The Project Site is currently developed with a hotel, commercial buildings, and a
surface parking lot in a developed area of the City. No sensitive habitat areas are located on or
adjacent to the Project Site. The Project Site and its vicinity are not part of any draft or adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or State habitat conservation plan.? Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no
mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the X [] [] []
significance of a historical resource pursuant to §
15064.57
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the X [] [] []

significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to § 15064.5?

c. Disturb any human remains, including those ] [] X []
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant
to State CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?

Potentially Significant Impact. 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

21 california Department of Fish and Wildlife, California Regional Conservation Plans, October 2017, website:
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentlD=68626&inline, accessed: May 2018.
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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, military, or cultural
annals of California, provided that the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial
evidence in light of the whole record.

The Project Site includes three existing commercial buildings and the existing Morrison Hotel,
built in 1914. The Morrison Hotel, located on the Project site at 1246-48 South Hope Street, was
identified by SurveyLA as eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources and
for designation as a Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument. The Project proposes to rehabilitate
and adaptively reuse the Morrison Hotel as part of the Project, and therefore a historical resources
report will be prepared to analyze the existing building, its history, and the proposed reuse of the
building. The Project has been designed with the intent to rely on the Secretary of the Interior
Standards so that integrity of the existing historic ho is not compromised through the adaptive
reuse of the Morrison Hotel and new construction of the new Hotel and Residential Tower.

The existing commercial buildings on the Project Site would also be demolished as part of the
Project. According to review of historical data, the on-site commercial buildings were built by 1918.
As the Project proposes to rehabilitate the hotel building and demolish the commercial buildings
over 50 years in age. Therefore, impacts may be significant and the Project’s potential to cause
a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource will be further evaluated
in the EIR.

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15064.5?

Potentially Significant Impact. Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines
significant archaeological resources as resources which meet the criteria for historical resources,
as discussed above, or resources which constitute unique archaeological resources.

Based on a review of City of Los Angeles Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Sites and Survey
Areas Map, the Project Site and immediately surrounding areas do not contain any known
archaeological sites or archaeological survey areas.?? In addition, the Project Site is located in a
highly urbanized area of the City of Los Angeles and has been subject to past disturbance,
including grading and construction of the existing buildings and paving of the surface parking lot.
Any archaeological resources that may have existed near the surface of the Project Site are likely
to have been disturbed or previously removed. However, the Project would likely result in deeper
excavations than previously performed on the site. As such, previously unknown archaeological
resources may exist beneath the Project Site that could be uncovered during excavation activities
and impacts may be significant and the Project’s potential to cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of an archaeological resource will be further evaluated in the EIR.

22 City of Los Angeles, Citywide General Plan Framework Final Environmental Impact Report, certified August 2001,
Figure CR-1 — Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Sites and Survey Areas in the City of Los Angeles, page
2.15-3.
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c. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Less Than Significant Impact. Phase | and Il Environmental Site Assessment (ESA)
investigations of the Project Site determined that historic uses of the property include a portion of
Fiesta Park with open bleachers as of 1906 and the existing commercial building with retail and
commercial uses as of 1913.% The Phase | and Il ESAs did not find any evidence of cemeteries
or burials in the historic records for the site.”* As such, there are no known human remains within
the Project Site. However, previously unknown human remains may exist beneath the Project Site
that could be encountered during Project excavation and grading activities. While no formal
cemeteries, other places of human internment, or burial grounds sites are known to occur within
the immediate Project Site area, there is always a possibility that human remains could be
encountered during construction. If previously unknown human remains are found during
excavation, the Project would follow procedures as detailed in the California Health and Safety
Code Section 7050.5. If human remains of Native American origin are discovered during Project
construction, the Project would comply with State laws, which fall within the jurisdiction of the
Native American Heritage Commission (Public Resources Code Section 5097), relating to the
disposition of Native American burials. Therefore, through compliance with existing State
regulations related to human remains, impacts to unknown human remains that could be
inadvertently discovered at the Project Site would be less than significant, no mitigation measures
are required, and no further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

Vi. ENERGY
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Result in potentially significant environmental X [] [] []

impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for  [X [] [] []
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

23 Pphase | Environmental Site Assessment of 1220, 1224, 1240, 1246 South Hope Street and 427 West Pico
Boulevard Los Angeles, California, Alpha Environmental, September 23, 2015; and Phase Il Environmental Site
Assessment Report, 1220-1246 S. Hope St. and 427 W. Pico Blvd., Los Angeles, California 90015, Andersen
Environmental, November 13, 2015, page 17.

24 phase | Environmental Site Assessment of 1220, 1224, 1240, 1246 South Hope Street and 427 West Pico
Boulevard Los Angeles, California, Alpha Environmental, September 23, 2015; and Phase Il Environmental Site
Assessment Report, 1220-1246 S. Hope St. and 427 W. Pico Blvd., Los Angeles, California 90015, Andersen
Environmental, November 13, 2015.
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a. Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would consume energy during construction and
operational activities. Sources of energy for these activities would include electricity usage,
natural gas consumption, and transportation fuels such as diesel and gasoline. During Project
construction, energy would be consumed in the form of electricity associated with the conveyance
of water used for dust control and, on a limited basis, powering lights, electronic equipment, or
other construction activities necessitating electrical power. Construction activities, including the
construction of new buildings and facilities, typically do not involve the consumption of natural
gas. Project construction would also consume energy in the form of petroleum-based fuels
associated with the use of off-road construction vehicles and equipment on the Project Site,
construction worker travel to and from the Project Site, and delivery and haul truck trips (e.g.,
hauling of demolition material to off-site reuse and disposal facilities). During operation of the
Project, energy would be consumed for multiple purposes, including, but not limited to,
heating/ventilating/air conditioning (HVAC); refrigeration; lighting; and the use of electronics,
equipment, and machinery. Energy would also be consumed during Project operations related to
water usage, solid waste disposal, and vehicle trips. Should the consumption of energy during
Project construction and operation exceed available local or regional supplies or infrastructure, a
significant impact could occur. Therefore, the Project’s consumption of energy may be significant
and will be further calculated and evaluated in the EIR.

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed above, the Project would consume energy during
construction and operation in the form of electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuel. The
Project could result in a significant impact to state or local plans for renewable energy or energy
efficiency if it failed to meet energy efficiency standards for equipment or prevented energy
suppliers from meeting renewable energy source targets. Therefore, the Project’'s consumption
of energy and its effects on renewable energy plans and energy efficiency requirements may be
significant and will be further calculated and evaluated in the EIR.

Remainder of Page Intentionally Blank
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VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the project:

a.

Directly or indirectly cause 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?

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

Be located on a geologic unit that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or
property?

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?

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

Potentially
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The following analysis incorporates the findings of the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering
Investigation prepared by GeoConcepts, Inc., dated March 31, 2017 (“Geotechnical Report”) (the
report is available as Appendix B of this Initial Study).

a. Directly or indirectly cause 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.

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located in the seismically active region of
Southern California. Numerous active and potentially active faults with surface expressions (fault
traces) have been mapped adjacent to, within, and beneath the City. Active earthquake faults are
faults where surface rupture has occurred within the last 11,000 years. The Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed in 1972 to mitigate the hazards of surface faulting and
fault rupture to built structures. Surface rupture of a fault generally occurs within 50 feet of an
active fault line. The Project Site is not located within a designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zone.” There are several active faults in the metropolitan region, including the Sierra Madre Fault
Zone along the south edge of the Sierra Madre Mountains, the Raymond Fault in San Marino,
and the Hollywood and Santa Monica faults along the Hollywood Hills and Santa Monica
Mountains. The nearest active fault is the Puente Hills Blind Thrust, a subsurface, horizontal fault
plane that runs about 25 miles from Brea, across the lower San Gabriel Valley, going northwest
into downtown Los Angeles, and further northwest ending just before Griffith Park.26 Because the
Puente Hills Fault is a horizontal fault with no line (“trace”) at the ground surface, it is not possible
to provide a map distance from the Project Site to the fault; however, according to the City, the
Project Site is within the Puente Hills Fault Zone.2” In addition, the Project Site is not located
within a City-designated Fault Rupture Study Area.2® Thus, the potential for fault rupture at the
Project Site would be low. Further, the Project would be required to comply with applicable state
and local building and seismic codes and implement all site- and Project-specific design
recommendations contained in a Geotechnical Engineering Investigation/GeoHazards Evaluation
that would be submitted to the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety for review and
approval prior to Project Approval. Conformance with current Building Code requirements and
site-specific design recommendations in the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation/GeoHazards
Evaluation would minimize the potential for people on the Project Site to sustain loss, injury, or
death as a result of fault rupture. The Project would involve the partial demolition, adaptive reuse,
and expansion of an existing structure to be utilized for commercial and hotel purposes in
accordance with allowed uses under existing zoning and no proposed uses would have the
potential to directly or indirectly exacerbate existing potential for fault rupture. Therefore, impacts

25 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Information & Map Access System, website:
http://zimas.lacity.org, accessed: May 2018.

26 John H. Shaw, Andreas Plesch, James F. Dolan, Thomas L. Pratt, and Patricia Fiore, Puente Hills Blind-Thrust
System, Los Angeles, California, Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America, Vol. 92, No. 8, pp. 2946-2960,
December 2002.

27 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Information & Map Access System, website:
http://zimas.lacity.org, accessed: May 2018.

28 | os Angeles General Plan Safety Element, Exhibit A, Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zones & Fault Rupture Study
Areas, p. 47 (November 1996).
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would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. No further evaluation of this topic is
required in the EIR.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. The California Supreme Court ruling in California Building
Industry Assn. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (62 Cal.4th 369) (CBIA v. BAAQMD)
held that CEQA generally does not require a lead agency to consider the impacts of the existing
environment on the future residents or users of a project, such as the potential for substantial
adverse effects on people or structures from strong seismic ground shaking from earthquakes.
The type of development expected to occur under the Project is typical of urban environments
and would not involve mining operations, deep excavation into the earth, or boring of large areas
creating unstable seismic conditions or stresses in the earth’s crust. Furthermore, there are no
active or potentially active faults that traverse the Project Site. Based on the above, development
of the Project would not directly or indirectly exacerbate seismic conditions on the Project Site or
in the area, therefore, impacts related to strong seismic ground shaking would be less than
significant.

Furthermore, a review of the geologic conditions at the Project Site indicates that the Project Site
is located in the seismically active region of Southern California and, therefore, is susceptible to
ground shaking during a seismic event. The nearest active fault to the Project Site is the Puente
Hills Blind Thrust. The Puente Hills Fault is a subsurface, horizontal fault plane that runs about
25 miles from Brea, across the lower San Gabriel Valley, going northwest into downtown Los
Angeles, and further northwest ending just before Griffith Park.2° Because the Puente Hills Fault
is a horizontal fault with no line (“trace”) at the ground surface, it is not possible to provide a map
distance from the Project Site to the fault; however, according to the City, the Project Site is within
the Puente Hills Fault zone.30

In addition to the Puente Hills Fault, other known active faults that could produce significant
ground shaking at the Project Site include the San Andreas, Whittier Elsinore, San Fernando,
Santa Susana, Newport-Inglewood, Malibu Coast, Hollywood, Raymond, Sierra Madre, and San
Gabriel Faults are considered active faults capable of producing strong seismic waves (ground
shaking) on the Project Site.3' Therefore, the Project Site is susceptible to ground shaking during
a seismic event. However, Project construction would be consistent with all applicable provisions
of the Los Angeles Building Code, the recommendations of the Geotechnical Report (see
Appendix B of this Initial Study), and conditions of approval from LADBS Grading Division.
Conformance with current Los Angeles Building Code requirements would minimize the potential
for structures on the Project Site to sustain substantial damage during an earthquake as modern
buildings are designed to resist ground shaking through the use of shear panels, moment frames,
and reinforcement. The potential seismic hazard to the Project Site would not be higher than in
most areas of the City or elsewhere in the region. Therefore, impacts would be less than

29 John H. Shaw, Andreas Plesch, James F. Dolan, Thomas L. Pratt, and Patricia Fiore, Puente Hills Blind-Thrust
System, Los Angeles, California, Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America, Vol. 92, No. 8, pp. 2946-2960,
December 2002.

30 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Information & Map Access System, website:
http://zimas.lacity.org, accessed: May 2018.

31 GeoConcepts, Inc., Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, 1246 S. Hope Street & 427 W. Pico
Boulevard, Los Angeles California, March 31, 2017, pp. 4-7.
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significant with respect to risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking.
No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction describes a phenomenon where cyclic stresses,
which are produced by earthquake-induced ground motions, create excess pore pressures in
cohesionless soils. As a result, the soils may acquire a high degree of mobility, which can lead to
lateral spreading, consolidation and settlement of loose sediments, ground oscillation, flow failure,
loss of bearing strength, ground fissuring, and sand boils, and other damaging deformations. This
phenomenon occurs only below the water table, but after liquefaction has developed, it can
propagate upward into overlying, non-saturated soils as excess pore water escapes. The
possibility of liquefaction occurring at a given site is dependent upon the occurrence of a
significant earthquake in the vicinity, sufficient groundwater to cause high pore pressures, and on
the grain size, relative density, and confining pressures of the soil at the site.

According to the Geotechnical Report, the State of California Geologic Survey Seismic Hazard
Zone, Hollywood Quadrangle Map, Earthquake Fault Zones and Seismic Hazard Zones
Hollywood 7.5 Minute Quadrangle, the City of Los Angeles Safety Element32 and City of Los
Angeles Department of Planning Zoning Information and Map Access System (ZIMAS) Parcel
Profile Report33 the Project Site is not located within an area identified as having potential for
liquefaction.

Groundwater seeps were encountered at depths of 157.5 and 187.5 feet during the geotechnical
investigation on the Project Site. Seasonal fluctuations of groundwater levels may occur by
varying amounts of rainfall, irrigation and recharge. Based on the depth to groundwater and the
dense nature of the alluvium soil, the Geotechnical Report determined that lateral spreads and
seismically induced settlement should not pose any significant hazard to the Project. Furthermore,
the Project would not propose deep mining operations or boring into the earth’s crust into a known
fault that could otherwise cause in whole or in part seismic-related ground failure. Additionally,
LADBS would review the plans for consistency with the findings and recommendations of
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation and the Building Code. LADBS would require that a Final
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, incorporating all findings and recommendations, be
prepared and approved prior to the issuance of any grading or building permits. Therefore,
impacts related to seismic-related ground failure including liquefaction would be less than
significant and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required
in the EIR.

iv. Landslides?

No Impact. The Project Site and surrounding area consist of relatively flat topography. The
Project Site is not located within an area identified by the City as having a potential for landslides,

32 City of Los Angeles Safety Element, Exhibit B: Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction in the City of Los Angeles,
October 1993, page 49.

33 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Information & Map Access System, website:
http://zimas.lacity.org, accessed: July 2018.
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or of a known landslide.34:35 Furthermore, the Project Site is not in the path of any known or
potential landslides. Thus, the Project does not propose substantial alteration to the existing
topography and would not directly or indirectly exacerbate existing environmental conditions
related to landslides. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no further evaluation of this topic is
required in the EIR.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is currently improved with a hotel, commercial
buildings, and a surface parking lot. Nearly the entire approximately 1.29-acre Project Site is
paved with impervious surfaces except for street tree planters. The area surrounding the Project
Site is completely developed and would not be susceptible to indirect erosional processes (e.g.,
uncontrolled runoff) caused by the Project. During construction, Project grading and excavation
would expose relatively low amounts of soil for a limited time, allowing for possible erosion.
However, due to the temporary nature of the soil exposure during the grading and excavation
processes, substantial erosion is unlikely to occur. Furthermore, during this period, the Project
would be required to prevent the transport of sediments from the Project Site by stormwater runoff
and winds through the use of appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs). These BMPs
would be detailed in the required Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP), which must
be acceptable to the City and in compliance with the latest National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements. As part of the SWPPP, BMPs would be
implemented during construction to reduce sedimentation and erosion levels to the extent
possible. In addition, Project construction contractors would be required to comply with City
grading permit regulations, which require necessary measures, plans, and inspections to reduce
sedimentation and erosion. Therefore, any potential impacts related to soil erosion would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level with compliance with regulatory requirements that include
implementation of BMPs, and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this
topic is required in the EIR.

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as
a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Less Than Significant Impact. Potential impacts with respect to liquefaction and landslide
potential are evaluated in Questions 6(a)(iii) and (iv) above.

Subsidence occurs when a large portion of land is displaced vertically, usually due to the
withdrawal of groundwater, oil, or natural gas. Soils that are particularly subject to subsidence
include those with high silt or clay content. The Project Site is underlain by artificial fill and
Quaternary earth materials. The Project Site is not located within an area of known ground
subsidence. No large-scale extraction of groundwater, gas, oil, or geothermal energy is occurring
or planned at the Project Site or in the general Project Site vicinity. The Project Site is not located
over an old mine or a cave and will not induce an earthquake as explained above. Therefore, the
Project will not result in subsidence. In addition, groundwater and petroleum are not currently

34 state of California, California Geological Survey, Landslide Inventory Map of the Hollywood Quadrangle, April
2013.

35 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Los Angeles City General Plan Safety Element, Exhibit C,
Landslide Inventory & Hillside Areas, Adopted November 1996, page 51.
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being extracted from the Project Site and would not be extracted as part of the Project. Thus,
subsidence as a result of such activities would not occur. Furthermore, safe construction practices
would be exercised through required compliance with the Building Code and conditions of
approval provided by LADBS, which includes building foundation requirements appropriate to
Project Site conditions.

Subsurface explorations, or borings, were performed by a hollow stem drill rig excavating into the
underlying earth materials. Explorations were excavated to a maximum depth of 201 feet. The
location of the borings are shown on the plot map in the Geotechnical Report and detailed
descriptions of the earth materials encountered during the field exploration are provided in
Appendix | to the Geotechnical Report (Appendix B of this Initial Study). Artificial fill was
encountered during the geotechnical investigation on the Project Site in all four borings. Fill
generally consists of sand to clayey silt with sand. The fill is likely the result of past grading or
construction activities at the Project Site. Native soil was encountered beneath the fill. The
Geotechnical Report recommends that the proposed building be supported on foundations that
are embedded into alluvium. The Project would be required to incorporate this and all other
recommendations of the Geotechnical Report as part of the Project approval and building permit
process.

The Project in and of itself does not propose injection of water into the soils nor would it trigger
an earthquake. The Project would not be located on a geologic unit or on soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the Project, and potentially result in an on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Therefore, impacts related to
soil stability would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. No further
evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18 1 B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

Less Than Significant Impact. Expansion and contraction of volume can occur when expansive
soils undergo alternating cycles of wetting (swelling) and drying (shrinking). During these cycles,
the volume of the soil changes markedly, and can cause structural damage to buildings and
infrastructure. Expansive soil was not encountered during the geotechnical site investigation.
Nonetheless, construction of the Project would comply with the California Building Code and Los
Angeles Building Code, which include building foundation requirements appropriate to site-
specific conditions, the recommendations enumerated in the Geotechnical Report, and the
conditions of approval from LADBS Grading Division. As such, the Project is not located on
expansive soil conditions and consequently would not create direct or indirect risks to life or
property would be created. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with respect to
expansive soils, and no mitigation measures are necessary. No further evaluation of this topic is
required in the EIR.

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

No Impact. The Project Site is located in a developed area of the City, which is served by a
wastewater collection, conveyance, and treatment system operated by the City. The Project would
connect to the existing wastewater system. No septic tanks or alternative disposal systems are
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necessary, nor are they proposed. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation
measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project Site is relatively flat, completely paved, and does not
contain any unique geological features. There are no known paleontological resources within the
Project Site.36 Although the Project Site has been previously disturbed and developed since the
1890s, and no paleontological resources have been identified on site or in the vicinity, the Project
Site and surroundings are within an area identified as having surface sediments with unknown
fossils potential.3” In addition, the Project would require additional ground disturbance that would
likely involve deeper excavation than previously performed at the site into native soils that may
contain paleontological resources and impacts may be significant and the Project’s potential to
directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature
will be further evaluated in the EIR.

VIIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either [X ] ] ]
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation X ] ] ]

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions
of greenhouse gases?

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Potentially Significant Impact. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions refer to a group of emissions
that are believed to affect global climate conditions. These gases trap heat in the atmosphere and
the major concern is that increases in GHG emissions are causing global climate change. Global
climate change is a change in the average weather on the earth that can be measured by wind
patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature. The construction and operation of the Project
would have the potential to generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly. Therefore,

36 City of Los Angeles, Citywide General Plan Framework Final Environmental Impact Report, certified August 2001,
Figure CR-2 — Vertebrate Paleontological Resources in the City of Los Angeles, page 2.15-4.

37 City of Los Angeles, Citywide General Plan Framework Final Environmental Impact Report, certified August 2001,
Figure CR-3 — Invertebrate Paleontological Resource Sensitivity Areas in the City of Los Angeles, page 2.15-5.
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impacts may be significant and the Project’'s generation of GHG emissions will be further
evaluated in the EIR.

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Potentially Significant Impact. The construction and operation of the Project would have the
potential to generate GHG emissions, which may be inconsistent or in some way represent a
substantial hindrance to employing the policies or obtaining the goals of GHG-reduction plans.
Therefore, impacts may be significant and the Project’'s consistency with applicable plans,
policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission of greenhouse gases
will be further evaluated in the EIR.

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the  [] ] X L]

environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the [] [] X []
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardousor [ ] [] [] X
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 [] [] [] X
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
or excessive noise for people residing or working
in the project area?

The Morrison Project PAGE 87 City of Los Angeles
Initial Study April 2019



Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
f. Impair implementation of or physically interfere [ ] ] = ]
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
g. Expose people or structures, either directly or  [] ] = ]

indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires?

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Less Than Significant Impact. The types and amounts of hazardous materials that would be
used in connection with the Project would be typical of those used in other hotel, residential, and
commercial developments (e.g., cleaning solvents, pesticides for landscaping, painting supplies,
and petroleum products). Construction of the Project would also involve the temporary use of
potentially hazardous materials, including vehicle fuels, paints, oils, and transmission fluids.
However, all potentially hazardous materials would be contained, stored, and used in accordance
with manufacturers’ instructions and handled in compliance with applicable federal, State, and
local regulations. Any associated risk would be adequately reduced to a less-than-significant level
through compliance with these standards and regulations. Thus, the Project would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation
measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. Due to the age of the existing hotel and commercial structures
and potentially hazardous past industrial and auto-related uses that may have been associated
with the Project Site, hazardous materials could be present on-site. Due to the age of the on-site
buildings, asbestos-contained materials (ACMs) and lead-based paints (LBPs) may also be
present in the existing buildings. Moreover, the Project Site is located within a designated
Methane Zone, which indicates a potential for methane intrusions emanating from geologic
formations.38

During construction, any ACMs would be removed by a licensed abatement contractor in
accordance with all federal, State and local regulations prior to demolition. Mandatory compliance
with applicable federal and State standards and procedures would reduce risks associated ACMs
to acceptable levels.

38 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Information & Map Access System, website:
http://zimas.lacity.org, accessed: May 2018.
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With respect to LBP, the contractor will comply with the OSHA Lead In Construction Standard
and Cal/OSHA Construction Safety Orders, Lead Section 1532.1, Title 8, California Code of
Regulations. Mandatory compliance with applicable federal and State standards and procedures
would reduce risks associated with LBP to acceptable levels.

With respect to methane, the City adopted Ordinance No. 175,790 in March 2004. The Ordinance
includes information describing the test protocols, design parameters, and installation procedures
for the methane gas mitigation systems; and requires mitigation for methane gas intrusion into
buildings located within a Methane Zone or Methane Buffer Zone as established under Sections
91.7101 et seq. of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. The Methane Investigation (Appendix C of
this Initial Study) prepared for the Project Site in accordance with the City’s regulations found no
detectible reading of methane during the testing conducted at the Project Site as part of the
investigation. With less than two inches of water-column gas pressure, the Project falls under
Design Level Ill (see Table 1A in Appendix C), requiring compliance with the appropriate
regulatory measures pursuant to the LAMC.3° Therefore, compliance with the regulations
governing methane gas and methane zones in the City (Section 91.7103 of the LAMC) would
ensure that potential impacts would be less than significant.

The Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (Phase |) conducted by Alpha Environmental on
September 23, 2015 determined that the Site was historically utilized for industrial/commercial
purposes including auto repair, gasoline station, car wash, and wholesale distribution. Based on
this historic data, and because the former gasoline station was considered a recognized
environmental condition (REC), a Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment (Phase Il) was
conducted by Andersen Environmental on November 13, 2015 (see Appendix D of this Initial
Study for both the Phase | and Phase Il). The Phase Il included a geophysical survey in select
areas of the Project Site and four borings in an attempt to evaluate if historical operations have
significantly impacted the subsurface.

The likely former locations of underground storage tanks (USTs) and dispenser islands
associated with the previous gasoline station were identified by the geophysical survey. Four soll
borings were advanced in the area to a maximum depth of 10 feet below ground surface (bgs),
and one soil sample from each boring was collected and analyzed for total petroleum
hydrocarbons with carbon chain characterization (TPHcc). A soil vapor probe was installed in
each boring, and soil vapor samples were collected from all probes for volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) analysis.

As discussed in additional detail in the Phase Il (see Appendix D of this Initial Study), the
assessment did not detect any petroleum hydrocarbons in soil. Two VOCs (methylene chloride
and styrene) were detected at low concentrations. California Human Health Screening Levels
(CHHSLs) have not been established for these VOCs, which are low-priority pollutants and not
typically drivers in vapor intrusion investigations. Furthermore, since the detected concentrations
are almost an order of magnitude below the Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) that have been

39 It should be noted that while the methane investigation (Appendix C) refers to the Project requiring a “passive
methane mitigation system,” a project’s design pursuant to the appropriate methane mitigation system based on
the LAMC’s methane testing requirements is a regulatory compliance measure, and does not constitute an actual
measure to mitigate a potentially significant project-specific impact under CEQA. Therefore, the requirement for a
passive methane mitigation system does not constitute a mitigation measure.
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established by the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) for Industrial Air, their presence
is not considered to represent a risk to human health.

Based on the investigative results of the Phase Il indicating the absence of USTs, the presence
of only low concentrations of VOCs that do not pose an unacceptable risk to human health, or
evidence that an on-Site release has significantly impacted the subsurface, the Phase Il did not
recommend any further action or mitigation.

Compliance with the regulations governing ACMs, LBPs, methane gas and methane zones in the
City (Section 91.7103 of the LAMC) would ensure that potential impacts would be less than
significant; no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in
the EIR.

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

No Impact. There are no existing or planned school sites within a quarter-mile of the Project Site.
The nearest school to the Project Site is Alliance Dr. Olga Mohan High School at 644 West 17"
Street, approximately 0.37 miles to the southwest. Construction of the Project would involve the
temporary use of potentially hazardous materials, including vehicle fuels, paints, oils, and
transmission fluids, and project operation would involve the limited use of hazardous materials
typically used in the maintenance of mixed-use projects incorporating hotel, residential, and
commercial uses (e.g., cleaning solutions, solvents, pesticides for landscaping, painting supplies
and petroleum products). However, all potentially hazardous materials would be used, stored,
and disposed of in accordance with manufacturers’ specifications and in compliance with
applicable federal, State, and local regulations. As such, the use of such materials would not
create a significant hazard to any nearby schools, albeit none are within a quarter-mile. Therefore,
no impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this
topic is required in the EIR.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. California Government Code Section 65962.5 requires various
State agencies to compile lists of hazardous waste disposal facilities, unauthorized releases from
underground storage tanks, contaminated drinking water wells and solid waste facilities where
there is known migration of hazardous waste and submit such information to the Secretary for
Environmental Protection on at least an annual basis.

As identified by the Phase | conducted for the Project Site, the Project Site is listed on multiple
databases researched by Environmental Data Resources, Inc., including Environmental Data
Resources’ proprietary database of historic gas stations (EDRUS Hist Auto Stat) and Resource
and Recovery Conservation Act’'s Database of Small Quantity Generators (RCRA-SQG). 40
Based on this historic data, and because the former gasoline station was considered a recognized
environmental condition (REC), a Phase |l Environmental Site Assessment (Phase IlI) was

40 phase | Environmental Site Assessment of 1220, 1224, 1240, 1246 South Hope Street and 427 West Pico
Boulevard Los Angeles, California, Alpha Environmental, September 23, 2015, page 44.

The Morrison Project PAGE 90 City of Los Angeles
Initial Study April 2019



conducted by Andersen Environmental on November 13, 2015 (see Appendix D of this Initial
Study for both the Phase | and Phase Il). The Phase Il included a geophysical survey in select
areas of the Project Site and four borings in an attempt to evaluate if historical operations have
significantly impacted the subsurface.

As discussed above under question (d), the likely former locations of underground storage tanks
(USTs) and dispenser islands associated with the previous gasoline station were identified by the
geophysical survey. Four soil borings were advanced in the area to a maximum depth of 10 feet
below ground surface (bgs), and one soil sample from each boring was collected and analyzed
for total petroleum hydrocarbons with carbon chain characterization (TPHcc). A soil vapor probe
was installed in each boring, and soil vapor samples were collected from all probes for volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) analysis.

As discussed in additional detail in the Phase Il (see Appendix D of this Initial Study), the
assessment did not detect any petroleum hydrocarbons in soil. Two VOCs (methylene chloride
and styrene) were detected at low concentrations. California Human Health Screening Levels
(CHHSLs) have not been established for these VOCs, which are low-priority pollutants and not
typically drivers in vapor intrusion investigations. Furthermore, since the detected concentrations
are almost an order of magnitude below the Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) that have been
established by the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) for Industrial Air, their presence
is not considered to represent a risk to human health.

Based on the investigative results of the Phase |l indicating the absence of USTs, the presence
of only low concentrations of VOCs that do not pose an unacceptable risk to human health, or
evidence that an on-Site release has significantly impacted the subsurface, the Phase Il did not
recommend any further action or mitigation. Therefore, the Project would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment; no mitigation measures are required. No further
evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

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 or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within any airport’s influence area nor within two miles
of an existing airport.4! The nearest airports are Santa Monica Airport, approximately 10 miles to
the west of the Project Site, and Los Angeles International Airport, approximately 10 miles
southwest of the Project Site. Therefore, no safety hazards or excessive noise from airports would
occur, and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in
the EIR.

f. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the Safety Element of the City of Los Angeles
General Plan, the Project Site is located approximately 800 feet to the west of Figueroa Street, a

41 o Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission, Airports and Airport Influence Areas, June 2012,
website:http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/project/ALUC_Airports_June2012_rev2d.pdf, accessed: May
2018.
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designated disaster route, which may be utilized for an evacuation route during an emergency.42
Project construction activities would not require temporary street and/or lane closure(s) on
Figueroa Street as far as 800 feet from the Project Site. If lane closures are necessary to local
streets adjacent to the Project Site, the remaining travel lanes would be maintained in accordance
with standard construction management plans that would be implemented to ensure adequate
emergency access and circulation. With regards to operation, the Project would comply with
access requirements from the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) and would not impede
emergency access within the Project vicinity. Therefore, the Project would not cause an
impediment along the City’s designated disaster routes or impair the implementation of the City’s
emergency response plan. Impacts related to the implementation of the City’s emergency
response plan would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures would be required. No
further analysis of this topic is required in the EIR.

dg. Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located within Fire District No. 1, which is an
area of the City wherein additional developmental regulations are required to be implemented to
address fire hazards.43 Additional developmental regulations include adding a roof covering;
building with walls, floors, roofs, and supporting structural members that have a minimum of one-
hour fire-resistance-rated constructions; and other provisions detailed in Volume 2, Chapter 72,
Section 7204 of the Los Angeles Building Code. However, the Project Site is located within a
highly developed area of the City and does not include wildlands or high fire hazard terrain or
vegetation. The Project Site is not within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone,** nor is the
Project Site or surrounding area within a wildland fire hazard area.4® Therefore, the Project would
not directly or indirectly expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
as a result of exposure to wildland fires. Impacts related to wildland fires would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required
in the EIR.

Remainder of Page Intentionally Blank

42 |os Angeles County Department of Public Works, Disaster Route Maps, City of Los Angeles Central Area, website:
http://dpw.lacounty.gov/dsg/disasterRoutes/map/Los%20Angeles%20Central%20Area.pdf, accessed: May 2018.

43 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Information & Map Access System, website:
http://zimas.lacity.org, accessed: May 2018.

44 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Information & Map Access System, website:
http://zimas.lacity.org, accessed: May 2018.

45 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, General Plan Safety Element, Exhibit D, Selected Wildlife Hazard
Areas in the City of Los Angeles, Adopted November 1996, page 53.
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste [ | [] X []
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or ground water quality?
b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or  [X ] ] ]
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?
c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river or through the
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which
would:
i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on-  [] [] X []
or off-site;
ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of [ ] ] = ]
surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or off-site;
i. 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; or
iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? [] [] [] X
d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk [ ] [] [] X
release of pollutants due to project inundation?
e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water  [X ] ] ]

quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(LARWQCB) issued a Municipal Storm Water NPDES Permit (No. CAS004001) in December
2001 that requires new development and redevelopment projects to incorporate storm water
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mitigation measures. Under the Municipal Storm Water NPDES Permit, redevelopment is defined
as any land-disturbing activity that “results in the creation, addition, or replacement of 5,000 sf or
more of impervious surface area on an already developed site.”#6 Depending on the type of
project, either a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) or a Site Specific Mitigation
Plan is required to reduce the quantity and improve the quality of rainfall runoff that leaves the
project site. SUSMPs are required for the following uses:

e Single-Family Hillside Residences over one acre

e Housing developments (including single-family homes, multi-family homes,
condominiums, and apartments) of ten or more units

¢ Industrial/Commercial developments of one acre or more of impervious surface area
e Automotive service facilities (SIC 5013, 5014, 5541, 7532-7534, and 7536-7539)

e Retail gasoline outlets

e Restaurants (SIC 5812)

e Parking lots with 5,000 square feet or more of surface area, including accessory
driveways, or with 25 or more parking spaces

e Projects located in, adjacent to, or discharging directly to a designated Environmentally
Sensitive Area (ESA)

The Project would be required to implement a SUSMP. The Project does not include any point-
source discharge (discharge of polluted water from a single point such as a sewage-outflow pipe).
Additionally, for construction activities, the Applicant would be required to prepare and implement
a SUSMP, in accordance with Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC and the NPDES General
Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity. The SUSMP would
detail the treatment measures and Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control pollutants and
an erosion control plan that outlines erosion and sediment control measures that would be
implemented during the construction and post-construction phases of Project development. As
Project construction would disturb more than one acre of soil, the Project would be required to
obtain coverage under the NPDES Construction General Permit (Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ)
pursuant to NPDES requirements. In accordance with NPDES requirements, a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention (SWPP) Plan would be developed and implemented during Project
construction. Construction-phase housekeeping measures for control of contaminants such as
petroleum products, paints and solvents, detergents, fertilizers, and pesticides would be
contained within the project SWPP Plan. The SWPP Plan would contain BMPs to minimize
primarily construction-related water quality impacts, but also contains some permanent BMPs.
The SUSMP consists of structural BMPs built into the project for ongoing water quality purposes
over the life of the Project. The Project would also be required to comply with the City’s Low
Impact Development (LID) Ordinance (Ordinance No. 181,899), which promotes the use of
natural infiltration systems, evapotranspiration, and the reuse of stormwater. Therefore, impacts

46 County of Los Angeles LID Ordinance, Title 12, Section 12.84.
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would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of
this topic is required in the EIR.

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

Potentially Significant Impact. Operation of the Project would use a municipal water supply and
does not propose the use of any wells or other means of extracting groundwater. The City also
imports the majority of its potable water supply from sources outside the Los Angeles Basin.
Though the Project would not extract groundwater or use wells, potential impacts to groundwater
resources and supply may result due to the development of the Project. A water resources report
for the Project Site would assess and account for potential impacts to groundwater supplies and
the local groundwater table. Therefore, impacts may be significant and the Project’s potential to
substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that sustainable groundwater management may be impeded will be further evaluated in the
EIR.

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces,
in a manner which would:

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;

Less Than Significant Impact. There are no streams or rivers that traverse the Project Site. The
entire Project Site and the majority of the area surrounding the Project Site is completely
developed and would not be susceptible to indirect erosional processes (e.g., uncontrolled runoff)
caused by the Project. The Project Site is relatively flat and grading on the site would not alter
existing landforms and drainage patterns. As the Project Site is entirely developed, stormwater is
conveyed via the existing drainage network on site to curb drains to the west along South Hope
Street and to the south along Pico Boulevard. During construction, grading and excavation would
expose limited amounts of soils for a limited time, allowing for possible erosion. However, due to
the temporary nature of the soil exposure during the grading and excavation processes, no
substantial erosion would occur. Furthermore, during this period, the Project would be required to
prevent the transport of sediments from the project site by stormwater runoff and winds through
the use of appropriate BMPs. These BMPs would be detailed in a SWPPP, which must be
acceptable to the City and in compliance with the NPDES Stormwater Regulations.

Long-term operation of the Project would not result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil as
the majority of the Project Site would be covered by the structure and paving, while the remaining
portions of the Project Site would be covered with irrigated landscaping. The Project’s proposed
landscaped areas would reduce stormwater runoff and reduce peak flows. No exposed areas
subject to erosion would be created or affected by the Project. During operation, the Project would
implement BMPs to ensure compliance with SUSMP and LID requirements. Thus, the Project
would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or surrounding area such that substantial
erosion, siltation, or on- or off-site flooding would occur. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required. No further analysis of this issue is not
required in the EIR.
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ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site;

Less Than Significant Impact. There are no streams or rivers that traverse the Project Site. The
Project Site is relatively flat and grading on the site would not alter existing landforms and drainage
patterns. The Project Site is currently developed with commercial buildings, a hotel, and surface
parking areas. The Project Site is not located adjacent to a stream or river. The majority of the
area surrounding the Project Site is completely developed and would not be susceptible to indirect
erosional processes (e.g., uncontrolled runoff) caused by the Project. The Project Site and vicinity
are served by existing storm drains along Hope Street that empty into 18-inch drainage pipes
along Pico Boulevard.4?

During construction, a SUSMP implemented in accordance with Chapter IX, Division 70 of the
LAMC and the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with
Construction Activity would control the rate and amount of surface runoff from the site. The
SUSMP would detail the treatment measures and BMPs to control pollutants and an erosion
control plan that outlines erosion and sediment control measures that would be implemented
during the construction and post-construction phases of Project development. Construction-
phase housekeeping measures for control of contaminants such as petroleum products, paints
and solvents, detergents, fertilizers, and pesticides would be contained within the Project SWPP
Plan. The SWPP Plan would contain BMPs to minimize primarily construction-related water
quality impacts, but also contains some permanent BMPs.

The Project would be required to comply with the City’s LID Ordinance and the Project SUSMP.
The SUSMP consists of structural BMPs built into the Project for ongoing water quality purposes
over the life of the Project. During operation, the Project would be required to control stormwater
runoff using best management practices, including site specific measures incorporated into the
final Project plans, which would be reviewed by the Bureau of Engineering (BOE) prior to issuance
of grading and building permits. Thus, the Project would not substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff on the Project site in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.
No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

iii.  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; or

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in 10(a) and 10(c(ii)) above, the Project would be
required to control stormwater runoff using best management practices, including site specific
measures incorporated into the final Project plans, which would be reviewed by BOE prior to
issuance of grading and building permits. Final plan check by BOE would ensure that adequate
capacity is available in the storm drain system prior to Project approval. Stormwater runoff would
continue to drain into the existing City storm drain system. The Project Site and vicinity are served
by existing storm drains that empty into 18-inch pipes along Pico Boulevard. The Applicant would
be responsible for providing the necessary storm drain infrastructure improvements to connect

47 Navigate LA. Website http://navigatela.lacity.org/navigatela/. Accessed August 2018.
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with the existing drainage system. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?

No Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Flood Insurance
Rate Map, the Project Site is within Zone X — Other Areas, which is a designation for areas
determined to be outside the 100-year flood hazard area.#8 Thus, the Project Site is not located
within a designated 100-year flood plain area, and the Project would not place structures that
would impede or redirect flood flows within a 100-year flood plain. Therefore, no impacts related
to flooding would occur, and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this
topic is required in the EIR.

d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation?

No Impact. Inundation of water, including through 100-year storm flooding, tsunami, seiche, can
result in the release of pollutants as floodwaters that have encountered such pollutants (such as
oil and grease deposits on driving surfaces, trash, and stored chemicals required for cleaning and
maintenance) recede. However, according to FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, the Project Site
is within Zone X — Other Areas, which is a designation for areas determined to be outside the
100-year flood hazard area.4 In addition, according to the Safety Element of the City General
Plan, the Project Site is not located within a flood control basin or within a potential inundation
area.®0 The Project Site is also not within an area potentially impacted by a tsunami as the Project
Site is approximately 14 miles from the Pacific Ocean.>! There are also no major water bodies in
the vicinity of the Project Site that would put the site at risk of inundation by seiche. As such, no
flooding, tsunami, or seiche events which would result in the release of pollutants due to
inundation are expected to impact the Project Site. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no
mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

Potentially Significant Impact. As detailed in 10.(a) above, the Project does not include any
point-source discharge (discharge of polluted water from a single point such as a sewage-outflow
pipe) and would be required to prepare and implement a SUSMP, in accordance with Chapter IX,
Division 70 of the LAMC and the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water
Associated with Construction Activity. The SUSMP consists of structural BMPs built into the
project for ongoing water quality purposes over the life of the Project. Additionally, in accordance
with NPDES requirements, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention (SWPP) Plan would be developed
and implemented during Project construction. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with or

48 Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Map, Los Angeles County, California, FEMA Map
Number 06037C1620F, effective September 26, 2008, website: http://msc.fema.gov/portal, accessed: May 2018.

49 Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Map, Los Angeles County, California, FEMA Map
Number 06037C1620F, effective September 26, 2008, website: http://msc.fema.gov/portal, accessed: May 2018.

50 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, General Plan Safety Element, Exhibit G, Inundation & Tsunami
Hazard Areas in the City of Los Angeles, Adopted November 1996, page 59.

51 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, General Plan Safety Element, Exhibit G, Inundation & Tsunami
Hazard Areas in the City of Los Angeles, Adopted November 1996, page 59.
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obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan. Impacts would be less than significant,
and no mitigation measures are required.

However, as discussed in 10.(b) above, though the Project would not extract groundwater or use
wells, potential impacts to groundwater resources and supply may result due to the development
of the Project, particularly during subterranean excavation if groundwater is encountered.
Therefore, impacts may be significant and the Project’s potential to substantially decrease
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that sustainable
groundwater management may be impeded in conflict with sustainable groundwater management
plans will be further evaluated in the EIR.

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community? ] ] = ]
b. Cause a significant environmental impactduetoa  [X [] [] []

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

a. Physically divide an established community?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located within the boundaries of the Central
City Community Plan, in the highly urbanized South Park district of downtown Los Angeles, and
is currently improved with a hotel, three commercial buildings, and a surface parking lot. The
Project would renovate and expand the existing hotel, demolish the three existing commercial
buildings, and construct a new mixed-use tower containing hotel uses, residential units, and
commercial space. The Project would provide a mix of hotel, residential, and commercial
retail/restaurant uses. As such, the Project would be an infill Project providing uses in keeping
with the mixed-use character of the surrounding area. The Project Site is bound by a commercial
industrial building to the north, an alleyway, mixed-use residential, commercial, and surface
parking to the east, Pico Boulevard and mixed-use residential to the south, and Hope Street,
commercial industrial uses, and a surface parking to the west. All proposed development would
occur within the boundaries of the Project Site as it currently exists. The majority of the Central
City Community Plan area consists of a mix of commercial and industrial uses, with multi-family
residential, public facilities, and open space located in smaller pockets in the area. Given its infill
character, the Project would not introduce land uses that are inconsistent with development in the
local area or affect existing land use relationships. Therefore, the Project would not physically
divide an established neighborhood or community and related impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures would be required. No further evaluation of this topic is
required in the EIR.
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b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy,
or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project Site is located in the Central City Community Plan
Area, the Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone, the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Area, the
Adaptive Reuse Incentive Area, and the City Center Redevelopment Project Area. The Project
requires several discretionary approvals including a Vesting Tentative Tract, Site Plan Review,
Conditional Use Permits, and a parking reduction. Therefore, impacts may be significant and a
consistency analysis of the Project’s entitlements and approvals with applicable land use plans,
policies, and regulations will be further evaluated in the EIR.

XIl. MINERAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral [ ] [] X []

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?

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located within the boundaries of the State-
designated LA Downtown Oil Field; °2 however, the Project Site is fully developed and no oil wells
are present.53 54

The Project Site is also located within an MRZ-2 Zone.% MRZ-2 sites contain potentially
significant sand and gravel deposits which are to be conserved; however, much of the area within
the MRZ-2 sites in the City was developed with structures prior to the MRZ-2 classification and,
therefore, is unavailable for extraction (e.g., the Project Site). 5 The Project Site has been

52 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Los Angeles City General Plan Safety Element, Exhibit E, Oil

Field and Oil Drilling Areas, Adopted November 1996, page 55.

93 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Information & Map Access System, website:

http://zimas.lacity.org, accessed: May 2018.

California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas & Geothermal Resources, Well Finder, website:

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/doggr/wellfinder/#close, accessed May 2018.

95 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Los Angeles City General Plan Conservation Element, Exhibit
A, Mineral Resources, Adopted September 2001.

56 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Los Angeles City General Plan Conservation Element, Exhibit
A, Mineral Resources, Adopted September 2001.

54
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developed with a hotel and three commercial buildings as early as 1914 and is not used for oil or
mineral extraction. The Project would not affect any extraction activities associated with the LA
Downtown Qil Field as the Project would not involve, directly or indirectly, the extraction of oil or
the removal of existing oils wells. Existing wells within the LA Downtown Oil Field would continue
extraction activities unaffected by the construction and operation of the Project, and there would
be no impact on existing or future regionally important mineral extraction sites. Furthermore, the
Project would not involve mineral extraction activities, nor are any such activities presently
occurring on the Project Site. Therefore, impacts related to mineral resources would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required
in the EIR.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is within the State-designated boundaries of the
LA Downtown Oil Field and an MRZ-2 Zone. However, there are no oil extraction operations,
drilling, or mining of mineral resources at the Project Site. Moreover, existing wells associated
with the LA Downtown Oil Field would continue extraction activities unaffected by the construction
and operation of the Project. Therefore, development of the Project would not result in the loss of
availability of a mineral resource that would be of value to the residents of the State or a locally-
important mineral resource, or mineral resource recovery site, as delineated on a local general
plan, specific plan, or land use plan. Therefore, impacts related to availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

XIll. NOISE
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project result in:
a. Generation of a substantial temporary or [X [] [] []
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?
b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or X [] [] []
groundborne noise levels?
c. For a project located within the vicinity of a private [ ] [] [] X
airstrip or 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?
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a. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project Site is improved with a hotel, three commercial
buildings, and a surface parking lot. Existing sources of noise at the Project Site generally consist
of noise from commercial and hotel activity, traffic along area roadways, and vehicles using the
parking lot. Construction of the Project would require the use of heavy equipment for demolition,
grading, excavation and foundation preparation, the installation of utilities, paving, and building
construction. During each construction phase there would be a different mix of equipment
operating and noise levels would vary based on the amount of equipment in operation and the
location of each activity. During operation of the Project, on-site operational noise would be
generated by heating, ventilation, air conditioning (HVAC) equipment installed for the new
structures, and by use of outdoor amenity areas. Therefore, implementation of the Project has
the potential to result in an increase in ambient noise levels during both construction and
operation. The EIR will describe the existing noise environment, and the potential increases in
noise in the project area from construction equipment including peak estimated construction noise
levels that could occur at the nearest sensitive uses during construction of the Project, and from
operation of the Project including noise generated by on-site equipment or increase in traffic.

Construction and operation of the Project would increase both temporary and long-term noise,
which could exceed City noise standards. Therefore, impacts may be significant and the Project’s
potential to the generate temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise will be further
evaluated in the EIR.

b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Potentially Significant Impact. Vibration is sound radiated through the ground. The rumbling
sound caused by the vibration of surfaces is called groundborne noise. The construction of the
Project, including excavation and grading activities, may generate groundborne vibration and
groundborne noise and could therefore result in adverse impacts related to building damage or
human annoyance. Therefore, impacts may be significant and the Project’s potential to generate
excessive groundborne vibration or noise levels will be further evaluated in the EIR.

c. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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?

No Impact. As discussed in response to Checklist Question VIlI(e) above, the Project Site is not
located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, an airport’s influence area, or within two miles of a
public or public use airport. The nearest public airports are Santa Monica Airport, approximately
10 miles to the west of the Project Site, and Los Angeles International Airport, approximately 10
miles southwest of the Project Site. Moreover, the Project Site is not located within an existing or
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projected noise contour associated with an airport.5” The nearest private airstrip is located at the
Goodyear Blimp Base Airport in the City of Carson, approximately 13 miles south from the Project
Site. Therefore, no impacts related to airport noise would occur, and no mitigation measures are
required. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth in X [] [] []
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 people or X ] L] L]

housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

a. Induce substantial unplanned 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)?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would include approximately 135 residential units,
450 hotel guest rooms, a basement bar and lounge, a ground floor restaurant and bar, additional
restaurant and retail space, meeting room space, and pools and amenities. The Project would
generate new residents on-site as well as employees at the hotel and within the commercial
spaces. Therefore, impacts may be significant and the Project’s potential to induce substantial
unplanned population growth in an area will be further evaluated in the EIR.

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if a project would result in
displacement of existing housing units, including people within occupied housing units,
necessitating construction of replacement housing elsewhere. The existing hotel on the Project
Site has 111 Single Room Occupancy (SRO) units and has been unoccupied since 2008.
Consistent with the settlement agreement in Wiggins v. Board of Directors of the Community
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles (Case No. BC 276472 r/t BC 277539) (the
“Wiggins Settlement Agreement”’) and Development Guidelines and Controls for Residential
Hotels in the City Center and Central Industrial Redevelopment Project Areas, replacement units

57 Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission, Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan, Airport Influence
Area figures, adopted December 19, 1991, revised December 4, 2004; website:
http://planning.lacounty.gov/view/alup/; accessed: May 2018.
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will be provided for under a Replacement Housing Plan (RHP). The RHP will be submitted to the
Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles (CRA/LA) Board of
Commissioners for approval prior to issuance of building permits for the Project. The location,
design, and construction and/or rehabilitation of the replacement units will occur following and
separate from the City’s approval of the Project. Therefore, impacts may be significant and the
Project’s potential to displace substantial numbers of people and housing will be further evaluated
in the EIR.

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the
public services:

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Fire protection? X [] [] []
b. Police protection? X [] [] []
c. Schools? [] [] X L]
d. Parks? [] [] X L]
e. Other public facilities? X [] [] []

a. Fire protection?

Potentially Significant Impact. The nearest fire station to the Project Site is Fire Station 10,
located at 1335 South Olive Street, approximately 0.4 miles to the southeast of the Project Site.
Fire Station 9 is located at 430 East 7" Street, approximately 1.3 miles northeast of the Project
Site. The Project would include approximately 135 residential units, 450 hotel guest rooms, a
basement bar and lounge, a ground floor restaurant and bar, additional restaurant and retail
space, meeting room space, and pools and amenities, which would generate new residents,
employees, and visitors on the Project Site. The redevelopment of the Project Site and
subsequent increase in on-site population could increase the number of emergency calls to LAFD.
Therefore, impacts may be significant and the Project’s potential to result in a substantial adverse
physical impact related to Fire Protection Services will be further evaluated in the EIR.

b. Police protection?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project Site is serviced by the Central Community Police
Station, located at 251 East 6™ Street, Los Angeles, CA 90014, approximately one-mile northeast
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of the Project Site. The Project Site is located in Reporting District 182 (Central Area). The Project
would include approximately 135 residential units, 450 hotel guest rooms, a basement bar and
lounge, a ground floor restaurant and bar, additional restaurant and retail space, meeting room
space, and pools and amenities on the Project Site, which would generate new residents,
employees, and visitors on the Project Site. The redevelopment of the Project Site and
subsequent increase in on-site population could increase the number of service calls to LAPD
from the Project Site, as well as responses to thefts, vehicle burglaries, vehicle damage, traffic-
related incidents, and crimes against persons could potentially increase as a result of the
increased on-site activity and increased traffic on adjacent streets and arterials. Therefore,
impacts may be significant and the Project’s potential to result in a substantial adverse physical
impact related to Police Protection Services will be further evaluated in the EIR.

c. Schools?

Less Than Significant Impact. As shown in Table 3-1 below, the Los Angeles Unified School
District (LAUSD) schools that serve the Project Site include 9" Street Elementary School, John
H. Liechty Middle School, and, as the Project Site is within the Belmont Zone of Choice, students
in this zone have the choice of attending Miguel Contreras Learning Complex, Ramon C. Cortines
School of Visual & Performing Arts, Belmont Senior High, and Edward R. Roybal Learning Center.

Table 3-1
LAUSD Schools Serving the Project Site
School Type Distance from
(Grade) School Name Location the Project Site
Elementary School th :
(Grades K-6) oth Street 835 Stanford Avenue 1.5 miles
Middle School . . .
(Grades 7-8) John H. Liechty 650 S. Union Avenue 1.6 miles
Senior High School Miguel Contreras Learning :
(Grades 9-12) Complex 322 Lucas Avenue 1.7 miles
Senior Hiah School Ramon C. Cortnies School
9 of Visual & Performing 450 N. Grand Avenue 2.3 miles
(Grades 9-12) Arts
Senior High School . . .
(Grades 9-12) Belmont Senior High 1575 W. 2nd Street 2.1 miles
Senior High School Edward R. Roybal .
(Grades 9-12) Learning Center 1200 Colton Street 2.9 miles
Source: LAUSD Resident School Finder, website: http://rsi.lausd.net/ResidentSchoolldentifier/,Accessed:
November 2018.

The Project would include approximately 135 residential units, 450 hotel guest rooms, a basement
bar and lounge, a ground floor restaurant and bar, additional restaurant and retail space, meeting
room space, and pools and amenities on the Project Site, which would generate new residents,
employees, and visitors on the Project Site. During construction, construction workers are not
likely to relocate their households as a consequence of the construction job opportunities
presented by the Project because construction workers move from construction site to
construction site throughout the region. However, with the construction of 135 residential units,
future Project residents may have school-aged children that could generate increased demand
on LAUSD schools currently serving the Project Site. As shown in Table 3-2, below, using the
applicable LAUSD student generation rates for the Project’s land uses, the Project would generate
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approximately 56 new students consisting of 31 elementary school students, 8 middle school
students, and 17 high school students.

Table 3-2

Estimated Project Student Generation

Students Generated®
Elementary Middle School High School
Land Use Size (K-6) (7-8) (9-12)
Residential Units 135 units 31 8 17

a2 Based on Student Generation factors provided in the Los Angeles Unified School District, Level 1 Developer
Fee Study, March 2017

b Rounded to the nearest whole number.

Source (table): EcoTierra Consulting, 2018.

Although it is likely that some of the students generated by the Project would already be enrolled
in LAUSD schools, charter, or private schools, for a conservative analysis, it is assumed that all
students generated by the Project would be new to the school district.

The Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (SB 50) sets a maximum level of fees a
developer may be required to pay to mitigate a project's impacts on school facilities. The
maximum fees authorized under SB 50 apply to zone changes, general plan amendments, zoning
permits and subdivisions. Development fees are required to be paid pursuant to development
conditions of approval. Pursuant to SB 50, the payment of these school fee amounts provided for
in Government Code Sections 65995, 65995.5, and 65995.7 would constitute full and complete
mitigation for school facilities. That is to say, SB 50 states that the exclusive method of mitigating
the impact of school facilities according to CEQA is to pay the maximum school fees and that
such fees are “deemed to provide full and complete school facilities mitigation” related to the
adequacy of school facilities when considering approval or the establishment of conditions for the
approval of a development project (Government Code 65996[a] and [b]).

Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65995.5-7, the LAUSD has Level 1 Fees on for
new residential and commercial construction, based on square footage, within the boundaries of
the LAUSD. Accordingly, project applicant(s) are required to pay school fees to LAUSD to offset
the impact of additional student enroliment at schools serving the project area.

Pursuant to State law, payment of the school fees established by the LAUSD in accordance with
existing rules and regulations regarding the calculation and payment of such fees, would, by law,
mitigate the Project’s impacts on any schools. Thus, impacts on school facilities during Project
construction would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. No further
evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

d. Parks?

Less Than Significant Impact. As shown on Figure 3-1, Parks and Recreational Facilities within
Two-Mile Radius, there are no existing parks or recreational facilities currently located on the
Project site or within the immediate surrounding area. The Project would generate new residents,
employees, and visitors on the Project Site. Based on the total number of residential units
proposed, the Project is required to provide 15,525 square feet of open space pursuant to LAMC
Section 12.21 G.2. The Project would meet this requirement by providing 11,450 square feet of
outdoor common open space, 2,167 square feet of indoor common open space via a recreation
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room, and 3,750 square feet of private residential balconies, for a total of 16,278 square feet of
usable open space. The Project would provide up to approximately 25,202 square feet of amenity
space (covered and uncovered) throughout levels 2, 3, 13, 14, and 27, thus offsetting the need
for additional park or recreational facilities in the area. Also refer to Figures 2-28 through 2-35 in
Project Description, for open space illustrations.

In addition, the City’s new Park Fee Ordinance became effective on January 11, 2017. The
Ordinance amends Sections 12.21, 12.33, 17.03, 17.12 and 17.58 of the LAMC, deletes Sections
17.07 and 19.01 of the LAMC, and adds Section 19.17 of the LAMC. The Ordinance increases
Quimby fees, provides a new impact fee for non-subdivision projects, eliminates the deferral of
park fees for market rate projects that include residential units, increases the fee spending radii
from the site from which the fee is collected, provides for early City consultation for subdivision
projects or projects with over 50 units in order to identify means to dedicate land for park space,
and updates the provisions for credits against park fees. In addition, pursuant to LAMC Section
21.10.3(a)(1) (Dwelling Unit Construction Tax), the City imposes a tax of $200 per dwelling unit
on the construction of all new dwelling units and modification of existing dwelling units to be paid
to the Department of Building and Safety. These taxes are placed into a “Park and Recreational
Sites and Facilities Fund” to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of park and
recreational sites.

Furthermore, LAMC Section 17.12, the City’s parkland dedication ordinance enacted under the
Quimby Act, provides a formula for satisfying park and recreational uses for residential
subdivisions through parkland dedication, payment of in-lieu fees, and/or provision of on-site open
space, subject to determination by the Advisory Agency. Implementation of regulatory
requirements would ensure that impacts to parks would be less than significant through
compliance with applicable LAMC requirements related to the provision and/or funding of parks
and recreational spaces. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant no mitigation
measures are required and no further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

Remainder of Page Intentionally Blank
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1: Grand Hope Park: 919 S. Grand Avenue

2: Work Park: 1338 S. Hope Street

3: St. James Park: Adams Boulevard and Severance Street
4: MacArthur Park: 2230 6th Street

5: Pershing Square: 532 S. Olive Street

6: Trinity Park: 2415 Trinity Street

7: Hope and Peace Park: 843 S. Bonnie Brae Street

8: Toberman Park: 1725 Toberman Street

9: Grand Park: 200 N. Grand Avenue

10: Vista Hermosa Natural Park: 100 N. Toluca Street

M Project Site
Source: Google Maps, December 2018.

11: Plunge City Park: 1300 W. Olympic Boulevard

12: Exposition Park: 700 Exposition Park Drive

13: Gladys Park: 808 E. 6th Street

14: Richardson Family Park: 2700 S. Budlong Avenue

15: Spring Street Park: 428 S. Spring Street

16: Hoover Recreation Center: 101 W. 25th Street

17: Seoul International Park: 3250 San Marino Street

18: Lafayette Recreation Center: 625 S. Lafayette Park Place
19: Maguire Gardens: S. Flower Street

20: San Julian Park: 312 E. 5th Street

Parks and Re




e. Other public facilities?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would generate new residents, employees, and
visitors on the Project Site, which could result in an increased demand for library materials and
expanded library facilities. In addition to libraries, roadway improvements and/or dedications may
be required by the Bureau of Engineering, the construction of which could have an adverse
significant impact. Therefore, the Project’s potential to increase demand on public facilities will be
further evaluated in the EIR.

XVI. RECREATION

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated 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 [ ] [] X []

require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

a. Would the project Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would
occur or be accelerated?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Checklist Question 13.(a)(iv) and shown on
Figure 3-1, Parks and Recreational Facilities within Two-Mile Radius, there are no existing parks
or recreational facilities currently located on the Project site or within the surrounding area. Based
on the total number of residential units proposed, the Project is required to provide 15,525 square
feet of open space pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21G.2. The Project would meet this requirement
by providing 11,450 square feet of outdoor common open space, 2,167 square feet of indoor
common open space via a recreation room, and 3,750 square feet of private residential balconies,
for a total of 17,367 square feet of usable open space. The Project would also provide up to
approximately 25,202 square feet of amenity space (covered and uncovered) throughout levels
2, 3,1-3, 14, and 27, thus offsetting the need for additional park or recreational facilities in the
area. Also refer to Figures 2-28 through 2-35 in Project Description, for open space illustrations.
In addition, the City’s new Park Fee Ordinance became effective on January 11, 2017. The
Ordinance amends Sections 12.21, 12.33, 17.03, 17.12 and 17.58 of the LAMC, deletes Sections
17.07 and 19.01 of the LAMC, and adds Section 19.17 of the LAMC. The Ordinance increases
Quimby fees, provides a new impact fee for non-subdivision projects, eliminates the deferral of
park fees for market rate projects that include residential units, increases the fee spending radii
from the site from which the fee is collected, provides for early City consultation for subdivision
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projects or projects with over 50 units in order to identify means to dedicate land for park space,
and updates the provisions for credits against park fees. In addition, pursuant to LAMC Section
21.10.3(a)(1) (Dwelling Unit Construction Tax), the City imposes a tax of $200 per dwelling unit
on the construction of all new dwelling units and modification of existing dwelling units to be paid
to the Department of Building and Safety. These taxes are placed into a “Park and Recreational
Sites and Facilities Fund” to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of park and
recreational sites.

Furthermore, LAMC Section 17.12, the City’s parkland dedication ordinance enacted under the
Quimby Act, provides a formula for satisfying park and recreational uses for residential
subdivisions through parkland dedication, payment of in-lieu fees, and/or provision of on-site open
space, subject to determination by the Advisory Agency. Implementation of regulatory
requirements would ensure that impacts to parks would be less than significant through
compliance with applicable LAMC requirements related to the provision and/or funding of parks
and recreational spaces. Therefore, impacts related to substantial physical deterioration of parks
or other recreational facilities would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation measures
are required and no further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

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?

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Checklist Question 13(a)(iv) and shown on
Figure 3-1, Parks and Recreational Facilities within Two-Mile Radius, there are no existing parks
or recreational facilities currently located on the Project site or within the surrounding area. Based
on the total number of residential units proposed, the Project is required to provide 15,525 square
feet of open space pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21G.2. The Project would meet this requirement
by providing 11,450 square feet of outdoor common open space, 2,167 square feet of indoor open
space via a recreation room, and 3,750 square feet of private residential balconies, for a total of
17,367 square feet of usable open space. The Project would also provide up to approximately
25,202 square feet of amenity space (covered and uncovered) throughout levels 2, 3,1 3, 14, and
27, thus offsetting the need for additional park or recreational facilities in the area. Also refer to
Figures 2-28 through 2-35 in Project Description, for open space illustrations.

As discussed above, implementation of regulatory requirements would ensure that impacts to
parks would be less than significant through compliance with applicable LAMC requirements
related to the provision and/or funding of parks and recreational spaces. Therefore, construction
or expansion of recreational facilities would not be necessary and impacts would be less than
significant.

Remainder of Page Intentionally Blank
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XVII. TRANSPORTATION

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or [X| [] [] []

policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities?

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion [X ] ] ]
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. Substantially increase hazards due to a [] [] X []
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

d. Resultininadequate emergency access? = [] [] L]

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would require the use of a variety of construction
vehicles throughout the Project’s construction. Typical construction schedules create trips outside
of the traffic peak hours. It is anticipated that there would be no hauling during the PM peak hour
and that construction workers would arrive at the Project Site prior to the AM peak hour. During
Project operation, the Project would generate new residents on the Project Site in addition to on-
site employees and visitors of the hotel and commercial spaces, which would result in increased
vehicle trips on area roadways that could degrade the existing performance levels of roadway
facilities. To address the increasing public concern that traffic congestion is impacting the quality
of life and economic vitality of the State of California, the Congestion Management Program
(CMP) was enacted by Proposition 111. The CMP designated a transportation network including
all State highways and some arterials within the County to be monitored by local jurisdictions. If
a standard of measure deteriorates on the CMP network, then local jurisdictions must prepare a
deficiency plan to be in conformance with the CMP program. The CMP requires that new
development projects analyze potential project impacts on CMP monitoring locations if an EIR is
prepared for the project. When a CMP analysis is required, the CMP methodology requires the
analysis of traffic conditions at all CMP arterial monitoring intersections where a project would
add 50 or more trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. The CMP also requires
that traffic studies analyze mainline freeway monitoring locations where a project would add 150
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or more trips in either direction during either AM or PM weekday peak hours. The Project would
cause traffic and vehicular trips to be directed to the roadway segments and intersections adjacent
to and in the vicinity of the Project Site. Therefore, the impact of the Project’s additional traffic on
CMP intersections and freeway segments may be significant and will further be evaluated in the
EIR.

To encourage and facilitate the use of public transportation and bicycle use, the proposed Project
would provide approximately 76 short-term bicycle parking spaces and 149 long-term bicycle
parking spaces, for a Project total of 225 bicycle parking spaces. This proposed quantity of bicycle
parking spaces would comply with LAMC requirements. Nonetheless, operation of the Project
would generate new residents, employees, and visitors on the Project Site which may increase
the demand for public transit and affect the performance of existing transit conditions in the area.
Therefore, the Project’s potential impacts may be significant. The Project’s consistency with
applicable programs, plans, ordinances, and policies related to traffic and circulation, pedestrian
flows, mass transit utilization, and bicycle routes will be further evaluated in the EIR.

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? 58

Potentially Significant Impact. To address the increasing public concern that traffic congestion
is impacting the quality of life and economic vitality of the State of California, the Congestion
Management Program (CMP) was enacted by Proposition 111. The CMP designated a
transportation network including all State highways and some arterials within the County to be
monitored by local jurisdictions. If a standard of measure deteriorates on the CMP network, then
local jurisdictions must prepare a deficiency plan to be in conformance with the CMP program.
The CMP requires that new development projects analyze potential project impacts on CMP
monitoring locations if an EIR is prepared for the project. When a CMP analysis is required, the
CMP methodology requires the analysis of traffic conditions at all CMP arterial monitoring
intersections where a project would add 50 or more trips during either the AM or PM weekday
peak hours. The CMP also requires that traffic studies analyze mainline freeway monitoring
locations where a project would add 150 or more trips in either direction during either AM or PM
weekday peak hours. The Project would cause traffic and vehicular trips to be directed to the
roadway segments and intersections adjacent to and in the vicinity of the Project Site. Therefore,
the impact of the Project’s additional traffic on CMP intersections and freeway segments may be
significant and will be evaluated further in the EIR.

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project proposes a land use that would complement the
surrounding urban development and utilizes the existing roadway network. The Project would
have two vehicular access points: one from Hope Street and one from the alleyway. This vehicle

58 While this Appendix G Checklist Question has been modified by the Natural Resources Agency to address
consistency with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b), which relates to use of the vehicle miles
travelled (VMT) as the methodology for evaluating traffic impact, the City has not yet adopted a VMT methodology
to address this updated Appendix G Checklist Question. Thus, the analysis is based on LADOT’s adopted
methodology under its Transportation Impact Study Guidelines, which requires use of LOS to evaluate traffic
impacts of a Project.
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access would provide access into the shared parking garage for the Project within the three
subterranean parking levels. The Project’'s driveways would conform to the City’s design
standards and would provide adequate sight distance, sidewalks, and pedestrian movement
controls meeting the City’s requirements to protect pedestrian safety. The Project’s driveways
would also conform to the City’s applicable emergency access requirements as set forth by the
Department of Transportation (LADOT) and the LAFD. Furthermore, the Project design would be
reviewed by the Department of City Planning, LADBS, and the LAFD during the City’s plan review
process to ensure all applicable requirements are met. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is required
in the EIR.

d. Result in inadequate emergency access?

Potentially Significant Impact. Construction of the Project could result in temporary blockage of
adjacent street lanes. While it is expected that the majority of construction activities for the Project
would be confined on-site, short-term construction activities may temporarily affect emergency
access on segments of adjacent streets during certain periods of the day. Therefore, impacts may
be significant and the Project’s potential to result in inadequate emergency access will be further
evaluated in the EIR.

XVIIl. 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:

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register [ L] L] []

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, inits [X [] [] []

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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a. 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: 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)?

Potentially Significant Impact. Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), signed into law on September 25,
2014, requires lead agencies to evaluate a project’s potential to impact Tribal Cultural Resources
(TCRs) and establishes a formal notification and, if requested, consultation process for California
Native American Tribes as part of CEQA. TCRs include sites, features, places, cultural
landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe
that are eligible for inclusion in the California Register or included in a local register of historical
resources. AB 52 also gives lead agencies the discretion to determine, supported by substantial
evidence, whether a resource qualifies as a TCR. Consultation is required upon request by a
California Native American tribe that has previously requested that the City provide it with notice
of such projects, and that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a
project.

The Project Site is located in a highly urbanized area of the Central City Community Plan Area of
the City of Los Angeles, and has been partially disturbed by past development activities. However,
the Project would involve the excavation and export of approximately 45,900 cubic yards of on-
site soils for the development of three levels of subterranean parking. Thus, the potential exists
for the discovery of tribal cultural resources and impacts may be significant. The Project’s potential
to cause a substantial adverse change in the significant of tribal cultural resources will therefore
be further analyzed in the EIR.

b. 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: 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?

Potentially Significant Impact. Pursuant to AB 52, if a lead agency determines that a project
may cause a substantial adverse change to a TCR, the lead agency must consider measures to
mitigate that impact. PRC Section 21074 provides a definition of a TCR. In order to be considered
a TCR, a resource must be either: 1) listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, on the national,
State, or local register of historic resources, or 2) a resource that the lead agency chooses, in its
discretion supported by substantial evidence, to treat as a TCR. In the latter instance, the lead
agency must determine that the resource meets the criteria for listing in the State register of
historic resources or City Designated Cultural Resource. As mentioned above, a TCR includes
sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a
California Native American Tribe that are eligible for inclusion in the California Register or included
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in a local register of historical resources. A substantial adverse change to a TCR is a significant
effect on the environment under CEQA. Because the Project would include excavation to depths
of approximately 31 feet below grade, and thus, not previously disturbed in order to construct
three levels of subterranean parking, and given that the AB 52 Tribal notification/consultation
process has not been completed to date, this potential impact will be further evaluated in the EIR.

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Require or result in the relocation or construction X [] [] []
of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment
or storm water drainage, electric power, natural
gas, or telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve  [X L] [] []
the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?
c. Result in a determination by the wastewater [X [] [] []
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?
d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local [X L] L] L]
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?
e. Comply with federal, state, and local management [ ] ] = ]
and reduction statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would increase the demand for water and the
generation of wastewater, consequently increasing the demand of treatment facilities compared
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to existing conditions such that physical expansion of the treatment facilities or construction of a
new treatment facility may be required. In addition, the amount and direction of stormwater flow
could be altered by the development of the Project as demolition, rehabilitation and adaptive
reuse, and construction of the Project would alter the Project Site. The Project would result in an
increase in consumption of electrical power and natural gas during both construction and
operation such that existing supply facilities may need to be expanded or relocated. The Project
would also require the construction of new on-site telecommunication lines and connection to
existing off-site lines. Therefore, impacts may be significant and the Project’s potential to increase
the demand of treatment facilities, require or result in new facilities, and to result in significant
environmental effects resulting from expansion or relocation of electrical and natural gas supply
facilities will be further evaluated in the EIR.

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable
future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

Potentially Significant Impact. The demand for water on the Project Site would increase with
the development of approximately 135 residential units, 450 hotel guest rooms, a basement bar
and lounge, a ground floor restaurant and bar, additional restaurant and retail space, meeting
room space, and pools and amenities. Therefore, impacts may be significant and the Project’s
ability to serve the project given available water supplies during normal, dry, and multiple-dry
years will be further evaluated in the EIR.

c. 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?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would increase the generation of wastewater
conveyed to the wastewater treatment system. Further analysis is required to determine whether
the Project’'s added wastewater could result in a significant impact on the City’s wastewater
treatment capacity. Therefore, the Project’'s potential to increase wastewater will be further
evaluated in the EIR.

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would generate construction and demolition solid
waste as well as daily solid waste during the operation of the Project, which would be recycled or
landfilled. Therefore, impacts may be significant and the Project’s potential to exceed state or
local standards or capacity infrastructure or to impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals
will be further evaluated in the EIR.

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would generate solid waste that is typical of a
residential and neighborhood commercial mixed-use project, and would be consistent with all
federal, State, and local statutes and regulations regarding proper disposal. Additionally, the
amount of solid waste that would be generated by the Project would be further reduced through
source reduction and recycling programs.
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LABS’s Solid Resources Citywide Recycling Division develops and implements source reduction,
recycling, and reuse programs in the City. The Solid Resources Citywide Recycling Division
provides technical assistance to public and private recyclers, manages the collection and disposal
programs for Household Hazardous Waste (HHW), and helps create markets for recycled
materials. In order to help meet the diversion goals of California Integrated Waste Management
Act of 1989 (AB 939) and the City, the City adopted the Citywide Construction and Demolition
Waste Recycling Ordinance (Ordinance No. 181,519). This ordinance, which became effective
January 1, 2011, requires that all haulers and contractors responsible for handling construction
and demolition waste obtain a Private Solid Waste Hauler Permit from the Bureau of Sanitation
prior to collecting, hauling and transporting construction and demolition waste. It requires that all
construction and demolition waste generated within City limits be taken to City certified
construction and demolition waste processors, where the waste would be recycled to the extent
feasible.

AB 939 was enacted to reduce, recycle, and reuse solid waste generated in the state to the
maximum extent feasible. Specifically, AB 939 required cities and counties to identify an
implementation schedule to divert 50 percent of the total waste stream from landfill disposal by
2000. AB 939 also required each city and county to promote source reduction, recycling, and safe
disposal or transformation. Cities and counties were required to maintain 50 percent diversion
past the year 2000. The City surpassed the state-mandated 50 percent diversion rate for 2000
and achieved a 58.8 percent diversion rate. In 2001, the City adopted a 70 percent diversion rate
goal by the year 2020. During his term of office, Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa revised the diversion
rate goal to 75 percent by 2013, and the City adopted a new goal of “Zero Waste” by the year
2025. The City had a diversion rate of 20.6 percent in 1990, 46.0 percent by 1995, and 65.2
percent by 2000. By the end of 2011, the City achieved a diversion rate of 76.4 percent.

This landfill diversion rate exceeds the 75 percent diversion mandate by 2020 set forth in AB
374.5° The Bureau of Sanitation’s Solid Resources Citywide Recycling Division (SRCRD)
develops and implements source reduction, recycling, and re-use programs in the City.®° The
SRCRD provides technical assistance to public and private recyclers, manages the collection and
disposal programs for Household Hazardous Waste, and helps create markets for recycled
materials.®" Furthermore, AB 341 requires multi-family residential developments with five units or
more to provide for recycling services on site.

In March 2006, the Los Angeles City Council adopted RENEW LA, a 20-year plan with the primary
goal of shifting from waste disposal to resource recovery within the City, resulting in “zero waste”
by 2030. The City of Los Angeles Space Allocation Ordinance (Ordinance No. 171,687) requires
that development projects include a recycling area or room of specified size on the Project Site.

The Project includes a trash and recycling room on level B1, and trash and recycling rooms on
each floor; the Project would comply with these and all regulations related to construction and

59 california Department of Resources and Recycling, California’'s 75 Percent Initiative, website:
http://lwww.calrecycle.ca.gov/75percent/, accessed: April 2016.

60 Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, Solid Resources, Construction and Demolition Recycling Guide, website:
http://www.lacitysan.org/solid_resources/recycling/c&d.htm, accessed: April 2016.

6" Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, Solid Resources, Construction and Demolition Recycling Guide, website:
http://www.lacitysan.org/solid_resources/recycling/c&d.htm, accessed: April 2016.
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operational solid waste. Therefore, solid waste impacts from operation of the Project would be
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic
is required in the EIR.

XX. WILDFIRE

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones would the
project:
a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency [ ] [] X []
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, [ ] ] ] =
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from
a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
c. Require the installation or maintenance of [ | ] = []
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that
may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?
d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, [ | [] X []

including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. As detailed in 9.(f) above, the Project Site is located
approximately 800 feet to the west of Figueroa Street, a designated disaster route, which may be
utilized for an evacuation route during an emergency.62 Project construction activities would not
require temporary street and/or lane closure(s) on Figueroa Street as far as 800 feet from the
Project Site. If lane closures are necessary to local streets adjacent to the Project Site, the
remaining travel lanes would be maintained in accordance with standard construction
management plans that would be implemented to ensure adequate emergency access and
circulation. With regards to operation, the Project would comply with access requirements from
the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) and would not impede emergency access within the

62 | os Angeles County Department of Public Works, Disaster Route Maps, City of Los Angeles Central Area, website:
http://dpw.lacounty.gov/dsg/disasterRoutes/map/Los%20Angeles%20Central%20Area.pdf, accessed: May 2018.
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Project vicinity. Therefore, the Project would not cause an impediment along the City’s designated
disaster routes or impair the implementation of the City’s emergency response plan. Impacts
related to the implementation of the City’'s emergency response plan would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures would be required. No further analysis of this topic is
required in the EIR.

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby
expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire?

No Impact. As detailed in 9.(g) above, the Project Site is located within a highly developed area
of the City and does not include wildlands or high fire hazard terrain or vegetation. The Project
Site is not within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone,83 nor is the Project Site or surrounding
area within a wildland fire hazard area.®4 Therefore, the Project would not exacerbate wildfire
risks and no exposure of Project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire would occur.
Accordingly, no impact would occur and no mitigation is required. No further evaluation of this
topic is required in the EIR.

c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire
risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would involve the partial demolition, adaptive reuse,
and expansion of an existing structure in the highly urbanized South Park neighborhood of
downtown Los Angeles. No roads, fuel breaks, or emergency water sources would be installed or
maintained. Installation of any required power lines or other utilities would be done in accordance
with applicable City building codes and utility provider policies. However, as detailed in 9.(g)
above, the Project Site is located within Fire District No. 1, which is an area of the City wherein
additional developmental regulations are required to be implemented to address fire hazards.%°
Additional developmental regulations include adding a roof covering; building with walls, floors,
roofs, and supporting structural members that have a minimum of one-hour fire-resistance-rated
constructions; and other provisions detailed in Volume 2, Chapter 72, Section 7204 of the Los
Angeles Building Code. The Project would be required to comply with all developmental
regulations. Compliance with all building code, developmental regulations, and utility providers
requirements and policies would ensure that the Project would not exacerbate fire risks and
impacts would be less than significant. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would be required to comply with all development
regulations and City building codes with regard to fire safety and would not exacerbate the

63 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Information & Map Access System, website:
http://zimas.lacity.org, accessed: May 2018.

64 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, General Plan Safety Element, Exhibit D, Selected Wildlife Hazard
Areas in the City of Los Angeles, Adopted November 1996, page 53.

65 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Zone Information & Map Access System, website:
http://zimas.lacity.org, accessed: May 2018.
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potential for fire at the Site. Any installation of on-site power lines required to provide the Project
with electricity and connections to existing power lines would be conducted in coordination and
under the supervision of the utility provider. Further, the Project Site and the surrounding vicinity
are flat and no major slopes that would be susceptible to flooding or landslide are located nearby.
Accordingly, the Project would not expose people or structures to such hazards and impacts
would be less than significant. No further evaluation of this topic is required in the EIR.

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially X L] [] []

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, substantially reduce

the number or restrict the range of a rare or

endangered plant or animal or eliminate important

examples of the major periods of California history

or prehistory?
b. Does the project have impacts that are individually X [] [] []

limited, but cumulatively considerable?

(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the

incremental effects of a project are considerable

when viewed in connection with the effects of past

projects, the effects of other current projects, and

the effects of probable future projects)?
c. Does the project have environmental effects which [ [] [] []

will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially 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, substantially 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?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would not 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, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal. As noted in the foregoing analysis, significant impacts may result to
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Cultural Resources. Therefore, the Project’s potential to eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory will be further evaluated in the EIR.

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

Potentially Significant Impact. For the purpose of this Initial Study, a significant cumulative
impact may occur if a project, in combination with the related projects, would result in impacts that
would be less than significant when viewed separately, but would be significant when viewed
together. The impacts of the Project could potentially combine with the impacts of related projects.
For those environmental issues discussed above that are to be analyzed in the EIR, the EIR will
include an analysis of the cumulative impacts associated with those environmental issues. The
following is a list of the cumulative impacts analyses to be included in the EIR:

e Air Quality
e Cultural Resources
e Energy

¢ Geology and Soils

e Greenhouse Gas Emissions
e Hazards and Hazardous Materials
e Hydrology and Water Quality
e Land Use and Planning

¢ Noise

e Population and Housing

e Public Services

e Transportation

e Tribal Cultural Resources

e Ultilities and Service Systems

As the following analysis provides, due to the distance of most of the related projects from the
Project Site and specific on-site and surrounding conditions, the Project would not result in
significant cumulative impacts for any of the following environmental issues:

Aesthetics

Development of the Project in conjunction with other development projects would likely result in
an intensification of existing prevailing land uses in an already heavily urbanized area of the City.
Development of any additional projects is expected to generally occur in accordance with adopted
plans and regulations, including LAMC requirements regarding building heights, setbacks,
massing and lighting. With respect to the overall visual quality of the surrounding neighborhood,
similar to the Project, any additional projects would be required to submit a landscape plan and
signage plan (if proposed) to the Department of City Planning for review and approval prior to the
issuance of grading permits. Any approvals granted to related projects are expected to allow
landscape and signage that would be aesthetically compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood. Additionally, as a qualifying infill project within a TPA in accordance with State
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CEQA Statute Section 21099(d), and pursuant to SB 743 and ZI No. 2452, the Project would not
have a significant impact with regard to visual resources, aesthetic character, shade and shadow,
light and glare, and scenic vistas or any other aesthetic impacts as a matter of law. Therefore, the
Project would not have cumulatively considerable aesthetic impacts. Other qualifying infill projects
within a TPA would similarly not result in significant impacts. Cumulative impacts would be less
than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. No further evaluation of this topic is
required.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Development of the Project in combination with other development projects would not result in
the conversion of State-designated Farmland or existing agricultural activities or zoning to non-
agricultural uses. The Project Site and surrounding area are also not under a Williamson Act
contract. Moreover, the Project Site is not zoned for forest land, timberland, or Timberland
Production, nor would the Project result in the loss of forest land. Thus, the Project would not
contribute to a cumulative loss of forest land or conversion to non-forest land uses. Therefore, no
cumulative impacts would occur and no mitigation measures are required, nor would the Project
result in a cumulatively considerable impact. No further evaluation of this topic is required.

Biological Resources

As discussed above, the Project would not result in a potentially significant impact to biological
resources. The Project Site is currently developed with a hotel, commercial buildings, and a
surface parking lot in a highly developed area of the City. No riparian or other sensitive habitat
areas are located on or adjacent to the Project Site. As discussed above, neither the Project Site
nor adjacent areas are within a biological resource area or Significant Ecological Area. The
Project Site does not contain any habitat capable of sustaining 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 Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Furthermore,
the Project Site does not support any riparian or wetland habitat, as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. Tree removals would be undertaken pursuant to applicable City permits and
requirements. The Project would be required to comply with these existing federal and State laws
(i.e., MBTA and California Fish and Game Code, respectively). Thus, the Project would not have
a considerable contribution to any significant cumulative biological resource impact. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. No further
evaluation of this topic is required.

Mineral Resources

As discussed above, the Project would result in a less than significant impact on mineral
resources. The Project would not involve mineral extraction activities, nor are any such activities
presently occurring on the Project Site. The Project Site is within the State-designated boundaries
of the LA Downtown Oil Field and an MRZ-2 Zone. However, there are no oil extraction
operations, drilling, or mining of mineral resources at the Project Site. Moreover, existing wells
associated with the LA Downtown Oil Field would continue extraction activities unaffected by the
construction and operation of the Project. Therefore, development of the Project would not result
in the loss of availability of a mineral resource that would be of value to the residents of the State
or a locally-important mineral resource, or mineral resource recovery site, as delineated on a local
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general plan, specific plan, or land use plan. Thus, the Project would have not have a considerable
contribution to a potential cumulative impact on mineral resources, and cumulative impacts would
be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required, and no further evaluation of this
topic is required.

Wildfire

As discussed above, the Project would result in a less than significant impact on wildfire. The
Project would result in a temporary, insignificant impact on Figueroa Street, which is a designated
disaster route, during construction. Moreover, the Project is located within a highly developed
area of the City that does not include wildlands or high fire hazard terrain or vegetation. The
Project would comply with all development regulations, and compliance with all building code,
development regulations, and utility providers’ requirements and policies would ensure that the
Project would not exacerbate fire risks and impacts would be less than significant. Likewise, other
development projects in the Project vicinity would also be located in a highly developed area in
the City and subject to similar development regulations. The Project would not have a
considerable contribution to a potential cumulative impact on wildfire, and cumulative impacts
would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required, and no further evaluation of
this topic is required.

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Potentially Significant Impact. The analysis contained in this Initial Study concludes that the
Project may result in potentially significant impacts. Therefore, potentially significant impacts may
result which will be further evaluated in the EIR.
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Project Location: 1220-1246 South Hope Street, Los Angeles, California, 90015
Community Plan Area: Central City
Council District: 14—Huizar

Project Description: The Project consists of the demolition of approximately 32,550 square feet of existing
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occupancy (SRO) hotel (“Phase | Existing”), the expansion of the existing hotel with the new construction of an
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guest rooms. The Project would also include a 3,060 square-foot basement bar and lounge, 15,891 square feet
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Project includes 215 parking spaces to be located within three levels of subterranean parking.
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Horticulturists and
Registered Consulting
ARBORISTS

April 19, 2018

Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP

333 South Hope Street, 43 Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422

Via email to Cody Sargeant, Sheppard Mullin (csargeant@sheppardmullin.com)

Re: 1220 South Hope Street, Los Angeles, California 90015 (APN 5139022003)
Dear Mr. Sargeant,

This letter addresses our office’s site visit of April 18, 2018 to the properties collectively known as 1220 South
Hope Street in Los Angeles, California. We were retained to visit the properties and determine if any trees
considered protected by the City of Los Angeles Tree Preservation Ordinance No. 177.044, “significant” as
set forth by the City of Los Angeles Planning Department, or City rights-of-way trees were present. The table
on the following page sets forth the data for the ten City rights-of-way trees that were inventoried. There were
no trees on the private properties nor were there any trees on contiguous properties affected by proposed
construction.

Please feel welcome to contact me at our Santa Monica office if you have any immediate questions or
concerns.

Respectfully submitted,

AMERICAN $OCIg!
.\ CONSULTING ARBORISTS

Cy Carlberg, Registered Consulting Arborist

Principal, Carlberg Associates Santa Monica Office
828 Fifth Street, Suite 3

Santa Monica, California 90403

Santa Monica Office Office: 310.451.4804

cy@cycarlberg.com

Sierra Madre Office

80 West Sierra Madre Boulevard, #241
Sierra Madre, California 91024

Office: 626.428.5072

www.cycarlberg.com



TABLE 1 — INVENTORY OF TREES

T:;ee Common Name Botanical Name D:I;(?g;ta L Height Canopy Health Structure Protected

(inches) (feet) Spread (feet) Grade Grade Tree Y/N

City of Los Angeles Rights-of-Way Trees

ST1  Indian laurel fig Ficus microcarpa 135 25 22 A B R‘%‘;&Of'
ST2 Indian laurel fig Ficus microcarpa 14 25 27 A B Ris?;—yof—
ST3 Indian laurel fig Ficus microcarpa 14 25 28 A B R‘%‘;&Of'
ST4 Indian laurel fig Ficus microcarpa 13.5 25 28 A B Ris?;—yof—
ST5  Indian laurel fig Ficus microcarpa 18 30 30 A B Rig&‘;ff'
ST6 Indian laurel fig Ficus microcarpa 18.5 30 30 A B Ris?;—yof—
ST7 Indian laurel fig Ficus microcarpa 13.5 25 27 A B Ris\;:/of—
ST8 Indian laurel fig Ficus microcarpa 11 25 20 A B Ri\%];;)f'
ST9  Indian laurel fig Ficus microcarpa 16 25 21 A B R‘s\;‘;&o‘&
ST10  Indian laurel fig Ficus microcarpa 23 35 40 A B Rig\;‘;ff'

* DBH — diameter at breast height. A forestry term describing a tree trunk’s diameter measured at 4.5 feet
above grade. Often used as a representation of tree size.

®
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Aerial image of subject property
1220 South Hope Street, Los Angeles
Image Source: Zimas
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EXHIBIT B - REDUCED COPY OT TREE LOCATION MAP
(Full-sized drawing to be part of the submittal)

City of Los Angeles
ZIMAS PUBLIC 2014 Digital Color-Ortho Department of Clty Plannlng

TREE IVENTORY LEGEND

# Inventoried City of Los Angeles
Rights-of-Way Trees

| NOTE: Trees were not professionally surveyed;
] their locations are representational only. Inventoried: April 2018

TREE LOCATION EXHIBIT

1220 SOUTH HOPE STREET, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA, 90015
PREPARED FOR: SHEPPARD MULLIN RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90071-1422

@ www.cycarlberg.com \ - April 2018 By: J. Sanchez
—
i~ N

Zoning: [Q]R5-4D-O

Address: 1220 S HOPE ST Tract: TR 17683

APN: 5139022003 Block: None General Plan: High Density Residential
PIN #: 126A207 108 Lot: 3 1}
Arb: None

Streets Copyright (c) Thomas Brothers Maps, Inc.

®
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EXHIBIT C — CAPTIONED PHOTOGRAPHS

&

ST No.1
Indian laurel fig

ST No.2
Indian laurel fig

ST No.3
Indian laurel fig

ST No.4
Indian laurel fig
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ST No.5
Indian laurel fig

ST No.8
Indian laurel fig

ST No.7
Indian laurel fig
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; ST No.10 ot
Indian laurel fig ' Indian laurel fig ;/ —
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DEFINITION OF HEALTH AND STRUCTURE GRADES

Health and structure ratings of the trees are based on the archetype tree of the same species through a
subjective evaluation of its physiological health, aesthetic quality, and structural integrity.

Overall

Health

physiological condition (health) and structural condition are rated A-F:

A) Outstanding — Exceptional trees of good growth form and vigor for their age class; exhibiting very
good to excellent health as evidenced by normal to exceptional shoot growth during current season,
good bud development and leaf color, lack of leaf, twig or branch dieback throughout the crown, and
the absence of decay, bleeding, or cankers. Common leaf and/or twig pests may be noted at very
minor levels.

B) Above average — Good to very good trees that exhibit minor necrotic or physiological symptoms of
stress and/or disease; shoot growth is less than reasonably expected, leaf color is less than optimal

in some areas, the crown may be thinning, minor levels of leaf, twig, and branch dieback may be
present, and minor areas of decay, bleeding, or cankers may be manifesting. Minor amounts of
epicormic growth may be present. Minor amounts of fire damage or mechanical damage may be
present. Still healthy, but with moderately diminished vigor and vitality. No significant decline noted.

C) Average — Average, moderately good trees whose growth habit and physiological or fire-induced
symptoms indicate an equal chance to either decline or continue with good health into the near
future. Most of these trees exhibit moderate to significant small deadwood in outer crown areas,
decreased shoot growth and diminished leaf color and mass. Some stem and branch dieback is
usually present and epicormic growth may be moderate to extensive. Cavities, pockets of decay,
relatively significant fire damage, bark exfoliation, or cracks may be present. Moderate to significant
amounts of insect or disease symptoms may be present; the tree may be shaded or crowded in such
a way that it is expected to negatively impact the lifespan of the tree. Tree may be in early decline.

D) Below Average/Poor - trees whose growth habit and physiological or fire-induced symptoms
indicate significant, irreversible decline. Most of these trees exhibit significant dieback of wood in the
crown, possibly accompanied by significant epicormic sprouting. Shoot growth and leaf color and
mass is either significantly diminished or nonexistent throughout the crown. Cavities, pockets of
decay, significant fire damage, bark exfoliation, and/or cracks may be present. Significant amounts of
insect or disease symptoms may be present; the tree may be shaded or crowded in such a way that it
has negatively impacted the lifespan of the tree. Tree appears to be in irreversible decline.

F) Dead or in spiral of decline — this tree exhibits very little to no signs of life.

STRUCTURE

A) Outstanding — Trees with outstanding structure for their species exhibit trunk and branch
arrangement and orientation that result in a sturdy form or architecture that resists failure under
normal circumstances. The spacing, orientation, and size of the branches relative to the trunk are
quintessential for the species and free from defects. No outward sign of decay or pathological
disease is present. Some trees exhibit naturally inherent branching defects, like multiple, narrow
points of attachment from one point on the trunk, which would preclude them from achieving an

PAGE 8

“A” grade.
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B) Above average - Trees with good to very good structure for their species. They exhibit trunk and
branch arrangement and orientation that result in a relatively sturdy form or architecture that
resists failure under normal circumstances, but may have some mechanical damage, over-
pruning, or other minor structural defects. The spacing, orientation, and size of the branches
relative to the trunk are still in the normal range for the species, but they exhibit a minor degree of
defects. Minor, sub-critical levels of decay or pathological disease may be present, but the degree
of damage is not yet structurally significant. Trees that exhibit naturally inherent branching
defects, like multiple, narrow points of attachment from one point on the trunk, would generally fall
in to this category. A small percentage of the canopy may be shaded or crowded, but not in such
a way that it is expected to negatively impact the structural integrity or lifespan of the tree.

0

Average - Trees with moderately good structure for their species, but with obvious defects. They
exhibit trunk and branch arrangement and orientation that result in a less than sturdy form or
architecture, which reduces their resistance to failure under normal circumstances. Moderate
levels of mechanical damage, over-pruning, or other structural defects may be present. The
spacing, orientation, and size of some of the branches relative to the trunk are not in the normal
range for the species. Moderate to significant levels of decay or pathological disease may be
present that increase the likelihood of structural instability. Influences such as an excessive trunk
lean, slope erosion, root pruning, or other growth-inhibiting factors may be present. A moderate to
significant percentage of the canopy may be shaded or crowded in such a way that it is expected
to negatively impact the structural integrity or lifespan of the tree. Risk of full or partial failure in
the near future appears to be moderately elevated.

D) Well Below Average/Poor - Trees poor structure for their species and with obvious defects. They
exhibit trunk and branch arrangement and orientation that result in a significantly less than sturdy
form or architecture, significantly reducing their resistance to failure under normal circumstances.
Significant levels of mechanical damage, over-pruning, or other structural defects may be present.
The spacing, orientation, and size of many of the branches relative to the trunk are not in the
normal range for the species. Significant levels of decay or pathological disease may be present
that increase the likelihood of structural instability. Influences such as an excessive trunk lean,
slope erosion, root pruning, or other growth-inhibiting factors may be present. A significant
percentage of the canopy may be shaded or crowded in such a way that it is expected to
negatively impact the structural integrity or lifespan of the tree. Risk of full or partial failure in the
near future appears to be advanced.

F

~

Severely Compromised — trees with very poor structure and numerous or severe defects due to
growing conditions, historical or recent pruning, mechanical damage, history of limb or trunk
failures, advanced decay, disease, or severe fire damage. Risk of full or partial failure in the near
future appears to be severe.

®
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CY CARLBERG

CARLBERG ASSOCIATES
828 Fifth Street, Suite 3

Santa Monica, California 90403
(310) 451-4804
cy@cycarlberg.com

Education B.S., Landscape Architecture, California State Polytechnic University, Pomona, 1985
Graduate, Arboricultural Consulting Academy, American Society of Consulting Arborists, Chicago, lllinois,
February 2002
Graduate, Municipal Forestry Institute, Lied, Nebraska, 2012

Experience Consulting Arborist, Carlberg Associates, 1998-present
Manager of Grounds Services, California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, 1992-1998
Director of Grounds, Scripps College, Claremont, 1988-1992

Certificates Certified Arborist (#WE-0575A), International Society of Arboriculture, 1990
Registered Consulting Arborist (#405), American Society of Consulting Arborists, 2002
Certified Urban Forester (#013), California Urban Forests Council, 2004
Certified Tree Risk Assessor (#1028), International Society of Arboriculture, 2011

AREAS OF EXPERTISE
Ms. Carlberg is experienced in the following areas of tree management and preservation:

. Tree health and risk assessment

. Master Planning

. Tree inventories and reports to satisfy jurisdictional requirements

. Expert Testimony

. Post-fire assessment, valuation, and mitigation for trees and native plant communities
. Value assessments for native and non-native trees

. Pest and disease identification

. Guidelines for oak preservation

. Selection of appropriate tree species

. Planting, pruning, and maintenance specifications

. Tree and landscape resource mapping — GPS, GIS, and AutoCAD

. Planning Commission, City Council, and community meetings representation

PREVIOUS CONSULTING EXPERIENCE
Ms. Carlberg has overseen residential and commercial construction projects to prevent damage to protected and specimen trees. She

has thirty-five years of experience in arboriculture and horticulture and has performed tree health evaluation, value and risk assessment,
and expert testimony for private clients, government agencies, cities, school districts, and colleges. Representative clients include:

The Huntington Library and Botanical Gardens The City of Claremont

The Los Angeles Zoo and Botanical Gardens The City of Beverly Hills

The Rose Bowl and Brookside Golf Course, Pasadena The City of Pasadena

Walt Disney Concert Hall and Gardens The City of Los Angeles

The Art Center College of Design, Pasadena The City of Santa Monica

Pepperdine University Santa Monica/Malibu Unified School District
Loyola Marymount University San Diego Gas & Electric

The Claremont Colleges (Pomona, Scripps, CMC, Harvey Mudd, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
Claremont Graduate University, Pitzer, Claremont University Center) Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Garden, Claremont
Quinn, Emanuel, Urquhart and Sullivan (attorneys at law) Latham & Watkins, LLP (attorneys at law)
AFFILIATIONS

Ms. Carlberg serves with the following national, state, and community professional organizations:

o California Urban Forests Council, Board Member, 1995-2006

. Street Tree Seminar, Past President, 2000-present

. American Society of Consulting Arborists Academy, Faculty Member, 2003-2005, 2014

. American Society of Consulting Arborists, Board of Directors, 2013-Present

. Member, Los Angeles Oak Woodland Habitat Conservation Strategic Alliance, 2010-present
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INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of a Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Investigation on a
portion of the subject property. The purpose of this investigation has been to ascertain the
subsurface conditions pertaining to the proposed project. The work performed for the project
included reconnaissance mapping, description of earth materials, obtaining representative
samples of earth materials, laboratory testing, engineering analyses, and preparation of this
report. Results of the project include findings, conclusions, and appropriate recommendations.

SCOPE
The scope of this investigation included the following:

¢ Review of preliminary plans by Steinberg.

eReview of 4 borings. Explorations were backfilled with the excavated materials but not
compacted.

e Preparation of the enclosed Plot Map and Cross Sections, (see Appendix I).

e Sampling of representative earth materials, laboratory testing, and engineering analyses (see
Appendix II).

e Review of referenced materials and available public reports at the City of Los Angeles (see
Appendix V).

e Presentation of findings, conclusions, and recommendations for the proposed project.

A general plot map was prepared from data collected from NavigateLA and utilized as a base
map for this investigation. Preliminary design concept by Steinberg was used a basis for the
preliminary recommendations.

The scope of this investigation is limited to the project area explored as depicted on the Plot
Map. This report has not been prepared for use by other parties or for purposes other than the
proposed project. GeoConcepts, Inc. should be consulted to determine if additional work is
required when our work is used by others or if the scope of the project has changed. If the
project is delayed for more than one year, this office should be contacted to verify the current
site conditions and to prepare an update report.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

It is our understanding that the site will be developed with a 13-story hotel expansion and
basement expansion. A portion of the 13-story hotel expansion will be over the basement
expansion and remaining portion at grade. In addition a 22-story residential building surrounded
by 2 two-story podium all underlain by 3-4 levels of subgrade parking. The proposed
development is depicted on the enclosed Plot Map and Cross-Sections.

The proposed hotel expansion will be supported on conventional foundations with anticipated
foundations will range from 10 to 15 kips per lineal foot and 600-800 kips for column foundations
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The proposed 22-story residential building will be supported on mat foundation. It is anticipated
that the mat will impart pressures between 6,000 & 10,000 pounds per square foot (psf) on the
underlying soil. The surrounding podium structure may be supported on conventional
foundations with anticipated foundations will range from 10 to 15 kips per lineal foot and 500-
700 kips for column foundations

Grading will consist of excavation for the subgrade parking and retaining wall backfilling. Final
plans have not been prepared and await the conclusions and recommendations of this
investigation. These plans should be reviewed by GeoConcepts, Inc. to ensure that our
recommendations have been followed.

SITE DESCRIPTION

Location and Description

Access to the property is via Pico Boulevard and Hope Street (see Location Map in Appendix ).
The property is bounded to the west by Hope Street, to the east by an alley, to the south by Pico
Boulevard and north by commercial building. The southern portion of the property is developed
with a 4-story hotel with a partial basement and surface parking lot. The central and northern
portions of the site are development with one to two commercial buildings.

Drainage

Surface water at the site consists of direct precipitation onto the property.

Groundwater

No active surface groundwater seeps or springs were observed on the subject site. The
subsurface exploration did encounter groundwater seepage at a depth of 157.5 & 187.5 feet.
The depth to seeps/perched water groundwater, when encountered in the explorations, is only
valid for the date of exploration. Based on the Seismic Hazard Zone Report by the California
Geological Survey (formerly Division of Mines and Geology), the depth to historical high
groundwater level is greater than 100 feet below the surface. Seasonal fluctuations of
groundwater levels may occur by varying amounts of rainfall, irrigation and recharge.

FIELD EXPLORATION

The scope of the field exploration was developed based on the preliminary design concepts by
Steinberg available at the time of the exploration and was limited due to the existing portion of
the site. The locations of the explorations are depicted on the Plot Map and Cross Sections.
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The field exploration of the site was conducted on November 6, December 30 and 31, 2015 and
February 9, 2017. The geotechnical conditions were mapped by a representative of this office
(refer to Exploration Logs). Subsurface exploration was performed by a hollow stem drill rig
excavating into the underlying earth materials. Explorations were excavated to a maximum
depth of 201 feet. Casing was placed within Boring 1 and the annular space around the casing
was backfilled with bentonite slurry. The remaining explorations were backfilled and tamped
upon completion of drilling. However, some settlement within exploration areas should be
anticipated.

Detailed descriptions of the earth materials encountered during the field exploration are
provided in the Boring Logs in Appendix .

Undisturbed and bulk samples representative of the earth materials were obtained and
transported to our laboratory. Undisturbed Modified California (MC) samples and Standard
Penetration Test (SPT) samples were obtained within the explorations through the use of a thin-
walled steel sampler with successive blows of an auto-hammer dropped thirty inches (30"). MC
samples were retained in brass rings of two and one-half inches (272") in diameter and one inch
(1") in height. The samples were transported in moisture tight containers. The results of the
laboratory testing and a summary of the test procedures are included within Appendix .

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Previous Work

No geology and/or geotechnical reports were found on file at the City of Los Angeles covering
the sites.

Stratigraphy

The earth materials encountered on the subject property are briefly described below.
Approximate depths and more detailed descriptions are given in the enclosed Exploration Logs
(see Appendix I).

Artificial Fill (Af)

Atrtificial fill was encountered on the subject site. Fill materials were presumably placed during
past grading. Fill was encountered in all of the borings. Fill generally consists of coarse grained
silty sand.

Quaternary Alluvium (Qal)

Alluvial deposits occupy the site. Alluvium is weathered bedrock material and sediments that
have been eroded from natural slopes and deposited in generally flat lying areas. Alluvium
primarily consists of medium brown to yellowish brown to gray, dense to very dense, silty sand
to gravelly sands. These deposits were encountered within all three of the exploratory borings
ranging to the depth of the exploration.
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Excavation Characteristics

Subsurface exploration was performed through the use of a hollow-stem drill rig excavating into
the fill and alluvium. Excavation difficulty is considered normal within the earth materials
encountered and should not be limited to consideration of rippability of the earth material.
Cohesionless sandy material, although easy to remove, may be subject to sloughing and
caving. Therefore difficulty may be encountered maintaining an open excavation. Fine grained
materials such as clays and silts may increase in density with depth due to overburden
pressure. Thus, difficulty excavating into the material may increase with depth.

Landslides

Landslides are a mass wasting phenomenon in mountainous and hillside areas which include a
wide range of movements. In Southern California common slope movements include shallow
surficial slumps and flows, deep-seated rotational and translational bedrock failures, and rock
falls. Landslides occur when the stability of the slopes change to an unstable condition resulting
from a number of factors. Common natural factors include the physical and/or chemical
weathering of earth materials, unfavorable geologic structure relative to the slope geometry,
erosion at the toe of a slope, and precipitation. These factors may be further aggravated by
human activities such as excavations, removal of lateral support at the toe of a slope, surcharge
at the top of a slope, clearing of vegetation, alteration of drainage, and the addition of water from
irrigation and leaking pipes.

The subject site is relatively flat with very little topography which precludes the potential for
landslides and/or other hazards typically associated with hillside properties.

Seismic Hazards

Earthquake Faults

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning (AP) Act was passed into law following the
destructive February 9, 1971 San Fernando earthquake. The intent of the Act is to increase
public safety by reducing the siting of most structures for human occupancy across an active
fault. The Act only addresses the hazard of surface fault rupture and is not directed toward
other earthquake hazards. The property is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zone. The general locations of major faults within Southern California are depicted on a fault
map provided by the USGS in Appendix I.

Active Faults

The following active faults are capable of producing seismic waves (ground shaking) on the
subject property. A summary description of the closest active faults and potentially active faults
to the site are described herein and labeled by number on the map below. An active fault, as
defined by the State Mining and Geology Board, is one, which has “had surface displacement
within Holocene time (about the last 11,000 years)”.
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The San Andreas Fault zone (42) is the dominant active fault in California. Geologic studies
show that over the past 1,400 to 1,500 years large earthquakes have occurred at about 150-
year intervals on the southern San Andreas Fault. It consists of numerous subparallel faults of
varied lengths in a zone generally 0.3 to 1.5 km wide in Southern California. The dip of the fault
is near vertical and the sense of motion is right lateral. Historically, the 1857 Fort Tejon
earthquake with an estimated magnitude of 7.9 ruptured the ground surface from the vicinity of
Cholame (near Paso Robles) to somewhere between the Cajon Pass and San Gorgonio Pass
(Wrightwood), approximately 200 miles. Studies of offset stream channels indicate that as
much as (29) feet of movement occurred in 1857. The fault extends from the Gulf of California
northward to the Cape Mendocino area where it continues along the ocean floor, approximately
750 miles in length.

The Northridge earthquake occurred on January 17, 1994, in the San Fernando Valley. The
epicenter was about 1 mile south-southwest of Northridge at a focal depth of 12 miles. The
surface wave magnitude was issued by the National Earthquake Information Center at Mw=6.7.
This event occurred on a previously unrecognized south-dipping blind reverse fault without
surface rupture. This earthquake produced the strongest ground motions ever instrumentally
recorded in an urban setting in North America. Damage was wide-spread with sections of major
freeways collapsed include some parking structures and office buildings. Common surface
disruptions included buckled curbs and sidewalks, fissured concrete and asphalt, and rupture of
utility lines which are generally aligned in northwest and east-west directions. Shattered ridges
were reported along Mulholland Drive in the Sherman Oaks area, consisting of intense ground
disturbances associated with strong vibratory ground motions within the north trending ridges
underlain by shale of the Lower Modelo formation.

The Whittier-Elsinore fault zone (60) consists of several subparallel, overlapping and en echelon
fault strands in a zone up to 1.2 km wide. It extends nearly 125 miles from the Mexican border
to the northern edge of the San Fernando Valley. Seismicity includes the Whittier Narrows
earthquake of October 1, 1987 with a magnitude of 5.9 and an epicenter in the city of
Rosemead. This earthquake occurred on a previously unknown and concealed thrust fault.
There was no reported surface rupture from the earthquake. Also, numerous close and
scattered small earthquakes have occurred in historic time near and along the fault.

The San Fernando fault (45) consists of five major en echelon strands at least 9.5 miles in
length. The "San Fernando" earthquake of February 9, 1971 produced a magnitude of Mw 6.5
at a depth of 8.4 km along an east west trending reverse fault with a northerly dip. The length of
the surface rupture was about 9.5 miles and ground shaking lasted for approximately 60
seconds. The earthquake ruptured the northwestern end of the Sierra Madre Fault zone
forming the San Fernando Fault. Major damage included the Olive View and Veterans
Administration Hospitals and collapse of freeway overpasses. Landslides occurred in the Upper
Lake area of Van Norman Lakes. Additionally the Van Norman Dam and the Pacoima Dam
were severely damaged.

The eastern portion of the Santa Susana fault (52) ruptured during the 1971 San Fernando
Earthquake. The Santa Susana fault consists of several strands in a zone as wide as 1 km. It
generally strikes from north 75 degrees west to north 50 degrees east and dips to the north.
The fault is a high angle reverse fault. The fault appears to have been generated by northeast-
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southwest oriented compressional stress.

The Newport-Inglewood fault zone (31) consists of several strands that extend from offshore by
Laguna Beach to either merge with or be truncated by the Malibu-Santa Monica fault zone near
Beverly Hills. The fault has a length of about 45 miles. It was the source of the "Long Beach"
earthquake, which occurred on March 10, 1933 with a magnitude of 6.3. Numerous small
earthquakes have occurred in historic time along and near the fault zone. The fault zone is
easily observed by an alignment of hills and mesas including Cheviot Hills, Baldwin Hills,
Rosecrans Hills, Dominguez Hills, Signal Hill, Reservoir Hill, Alamitos Heights, Landing Hill,
Bolsa Chica Mesa, and Newport Mesa.

In June 1995, two portions of the Malibu Coast fault zone (27) were reclassified as active fault
zones by the State of California. On August 16, 2007, the fault zone near the east side of Malibu
Bluff Park was removed from the State of California Earthquake Fault Zone map by the State of
California. The east west trending Malibu Coast fault consists of several subparallel strands in a
zone as wide as 0.5 km, with a length of at least 17 miles. It strikes east west and dips (45) to (80)
degrees to the north. The Malibu Coast fault has the potential to produce a large Maximum
Credible Peak and Repeatable Acceleration on the subject property. The duration of the Malibu
Coast fault is estimated at (11) seconds assuming fault end nucleation and unidirectional
rupture propagation, (Bolt, 1981). The Malibu Coast fault is thought to be part of other faults
such as the Santa Monica fault and Hollywood fault that separate the Transverse Ranges on the
north from the Peninsula Range on the south. Two Malibu Earthquakes occurred with
Magnitudes of M| 5.2 and M, 5.0 on January 1, 1979 and January 18, 1989, respectively. It was
reported that only minor damage occurred in the areas closest to the epicenter.

The Hollywood fault zone (22) extends along the base of the Santa Monica Mountains. This
fault was added to the list of active fault by the State of California in 2014. Generally, the
Hollywood fault extends eastward for a distance of 15 km through Beverly Hills, West
Hollywood, and Hollywood to the Los Angeles River. The fault is primarily expressed at the
ground surface by scarp-like features. This is a left-reverse fault with an estimated slip rate
between 0.33 mm/yr and 0.75 mm/yr, (Petersen and Wesnousky 1994).

The Raymond fault (39) is a combination fault with reverse and left slip movement that acts as a
groundwater barrier within the densely populated San Gabriel Valley. The activity of the fault is
attested to by the numerous geomorphic features found along its entire length of approximately
14 miles. Scattered small earthquakes have occurred north of the fault trace. It may be the
source of the 1855 Los Angeles earthquake. The Raymond fault is an east-trending fault made
up of other faults such as the Hollywood and Santa Monica faults that separate the Transverse
Ranges on the north form the Peninsula Range on the south.

The Sierra Madre fault zone (53) is often divided into five main segments; Vasquez Creek fault,
Clamshell fault (10), Sawpit Canyon fault (10), Duarte fault and the Cucamonga fault (14). The
Sierra Madre earthquake of June 28, 1991 (Mwb5.8) was in the San Gabriel Mountains. An
estimated 33.5 million dollars of damage has been reported. The Sierra Madre fault zone is
about 75 km long. It's a thrust fault system along the south edge of the San Gabriel Mountains.
The east end of the Sierra Madre fault zone intersects the San Jacinto fault and the San
Andreas Fault. The 1971 San Fernando earthquake occurred on the San Fernando-Sunland
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segment of the Sierra Madre fault zone.

The San Gabriel fault (46) consists of several en echelon fault strands in a zone approximately
0.5 km wide, with a length of about 90 miles. The fault trends northwestward and subparallel to
the San Andreas Fault. As of March 1, 1988, a portion of the Newhall segment of the fault zone
was reclassified as an active fault. Fault activity has been dated between 1550 and 3500 years
before present within the Newhall segment. The youngest ground rupture event has broken
alluvial beds to within five feet of the ground surface. Geologic evidence suggests 38 miles of
right lateral offset has occurred between 14 million and 3 million years ago and may have
functioned as an ancestral branch of the San Andreas Fault. Recent studies suggest that major
strike slip movement has become inactive and dip slip movement is active at the present time.

Potentially Active Faults

A potentially active fault, as defined by the State Mining and Geology Board, is one, which has
had surface displacement during Quaternary time (last 1.6 million years). "These faults are
those based on available data along which no known historical ground surface ruptures or
earthquakes have occurred. These faults, however, show strong indications of geologically
recent activity". The following list provides potentially active faults that are capable of producing
seismic waves (ground shaking) on the property.

The Santa Monica fault (50) extends east from the coastline in Pacific Palisades through Santa
Monica and West Los Angeles and merges with the Hollywood fault. Several local geologists
believe portions of the Santa Monica fault zone are active. Currently, it is listed by the State of
California as a potentially active fault. Portions of the fault zone may change to "active" and be
placed within the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone as additional geologic reports are
submitted to the State containing evidence of Holocene activity. The Santa Monica fault consists
of one or more fault strands, with a poorly known geometry. Generally, the fault strikes
northeast 60 to 80 degrees and dips 45 to 65 degrees northwest at depth with a few near
vertical surface traces. The length of the fault is at least 25 miles. The composite local
mechanism of fault displacement is a reverse left lateral along the Santa Monica-Hollywood-
Raymond fault zone. The Santa Monica and Hollywood faults may be part of a larger fault
system that includes Malibu Coast, Raymond and Cucamonga fault system. This fault zone
forms the central portion of a major tectonic boundary separating the east west trending
Transverse Ranges province to the north from the northwest trending Peninsular Ranges
province to the south.

The Benedict Canyon fault zone trends eastward through the Santa Monica Mountains. The
fault may be part of the Hollywood-Santa Monica-Raymond fault system. The activity of the
fault is based on offsets in groundwater bearing sediments that correlate with steep dipping
gravity gradients. The fault extends through Universal City and along the north side of the
eastern part of the Santa Monica Mountains.

The Simi fault (54) consists of a single strand that bifurcates at the western end. Generally, it
strikes north 70-80 degrees east and dips 60 to 75 degrees north with a length of about 31-km.
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The Mission Hills fault (30) is an east west trending fault with a length of about 9 km. The fault
is presumed to be a single strand that strikes north 80 degrees east to east west and dips about
80 degrees to the north.

The Chatsworth fault (8) is a reverse fault which juxtaposes Cretaceous Chatsworth formation
and Paleocene Martinez formation over Miocene Modelo formation within the San Fernando
Valley.

The Palos Verdes Hills fault (35) consists of several en echelon strands locally in a zone as
wide as 2 km with a length of 50 miles. It strikes north between 20 and 60 degrees west with
dips of 70 degrees to the southwest.

Seismic Effects

During an earthquake there are several primary geologic hazards such as ground rupture,
ground shaking, landslides, and liquefaction that can adversely affect property, structures, and
improvements. On hillside properties, the potential exists for landsliding from ground shaking
which may adversely affect property, structures, and improvements. Properties near and along
the coastline may potentially be affected by inundation due to tsunamis generated from a
seismic event. The State of California has prepared maps that detail areas which may require
assessment for ground rupture, landsliding and/or liquefaction. Strong ground shaking is the
primary hazard that causes damage from earthquakes and these areas have been zoned with a
high level of seismic shaking hazard. The historical earthquake record in Southern California is
less than 200 years; therefore, potential damage from a seismic event is not limited areas that
have experienced damage in the past. Based on the above discussion, earthquake insurance
with building code upgrades is suggested.

There are several active and/or potentially active faults that could possibly affect the site within
Los Angeles County. Although all of Southern California is within a seismically active region,
some areas have a higher potential for seismic damage than others. The current scientific
technology does not provide for accurate prediction of the time, location, or magnitude of an
earthquake event.

It should be understood that the following discussion is an evaluation of risk and degree of
potential damage to a structure if a fault were to rupture on or near the site and does not imply
that a fault may or may not be present beneath the site. An assessment of damage to the
structure is based on the Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale which is correlated to observed
damage from seismic events. Intensity/damage associated with an earthquake is not directly
correlated to magnitude. For a given magnitude of an earthquake, the intensity/damage to a
structure may vary depending on the subsurface earth materials, type of fault rupture,
hypocenter depth, and local building practices in effect during the construction of a structure.

An evaluation of the seismic effects on a property is designed to provide the client with rational
and believable seismic data that could affect the property during the lifetime of the proposed
improvements. The minimum design acceleration for a project is listed in the Building Code. It
is recommended that the structural design of the proposed project be based on current design
and acceleration practices of similar projects in the area. The project structural designer should
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review and verify all of the seismic design parameters prior to utilizing the information for the
design.

Ground Rupture

Ground rupture is the result of movement from an active fault. A fault is a fracture in the crust of
the earth along which rocks on one side have moved relative to those on the other side. No
known active fault is mapped on the subject site.

Ground Shaking

Ground shaking caused by an earthquake is likely to occur at the site during the lifetime of the
development due to the proximity of several active and potentially active faults. Generally, on a
regional scale, quantitative predictions of ground motion values are linked to peak acceleration
and repeatable acceleration, which are a response to earthquake magnitudes relative to the
fault distance from the subject property. Southern California major earthquakes are generally
the result of large-scale earth processes in which the Pacific plate slides northwestward relative
to the North American plate at about 2 inches/year.

The potential for lurching, surface manifestations, landslides, and topographic related features
from ground/seismic shaking can occur almost anywhere in Southern California. Proper
maintenance of properties can mitigate some of the potential for these types of manifestations,
but the potential cannot be completely eliminated. Many structures were built before earthquake
codes were adopted; others were built according to codes formulated when less was known
about the intensity of near-fault shaking. Therefore, the margin of safety is difficult to quantify.

A publicly available computer program provided by the United States Geological Survey (USGS)
was utilized for the probabilistic prediction of peak horizontal ground acceleration from digitized
design maps of Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCE) ground response. A summary of the
seismic design parameters is provided in Appendix Ill. The project structural designer should
verify all of the input parameters and review all of the resulting seismic design parameters prior
to utilizing the information for the design.

Tsunamis & Seiches

Properties located along the coastline have a potential for inundation from a tsunami. Tsunamis
are ocean waves produced by sudden water displacement resulting generally from offshore
earthquakes, large submarine landslides or submarine volcanic eruptions. Once generated, a
tsunami can travel thousands of miles at high speeds up to 400 miles per hour. However, the
topography of the sea floor and Channel Islands may minimize the risk of a large tsunami
generated from a distant offshore earthquake impacting the Southern California coast.

The 1964 Alaskan Earthquake produced sea waves of less than four feet in the Los Angeles
Harbor. The 1960 Chilean Earthquake produced sea waves of about five feet at Redondo
Beach. Little data exists to evaluate the potential for a local tsunami generated off the coast of
Southern California. Historically, two documented tsunamis have been generated off the coast
of Southern California. The 1812 Santa Barbara Earthquake was reported to generate (10) to
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(12) foot high sea waves at Gaviota. The 1927 Point Arguello Ms 7.3 Earthquake produced run-
up heights of (5) feet at Port San Luis.

The lower threshold for tsunami development is considered to be about a magnitude of M6.5.
Offshore faults and the Santa Monica faults appear capable of producing a magnitude of M6.5
earthquake and conceivably producing a sea wave. In their 2003 study, Evaluation of Tsunami
Risk to Southern California Coastal Cities, Legg et al modeled tsunami propagation and run-up
from a potential M7 to M7.4 magnitude earthquake on the offshore Catalina fault near Santa
Catalina Island. The report concluded that run-up heights along the coast of Southern California
could be on the order of 2 to 4 meters. Their stated recurrence times are on the order of a few
hundred years for a large earthquake on offshore faults. The site is not located along the
beach; therefore, there is very little potential for inundation of the site from a tsunami event.

Seiches are waves with low-energy within reservoirs, lakes, and bays that are generally
produced by strong earthquake shaking. The proposed project is not located near a reservoir,
lake, or bay; therefore, the potential for damage to the site from a seiche is nil.

Earthquake Induced Landslides

The State of California has prepared Seismic Hazard Zone Reports to regionally map areas of
potential increased risk of permanent ground displacement based on historic occurrence of
landslide movement, local topographic expression, and geological and geotechnical subsurface
conditions. The maps may not identify all areas that have potential for earthquake-induced
landsliding, strong ground shaking, or other earthquake-related geologic hazards. The subject
site is not located within an earthquake-induced landslide hazard zone on the State of California
Seismic Hazard Map.

The subject site is relatively flat with very little topography which precludes the potential for
landslides and/or other hazards typically associated with hillside properties.

Liquefaction

The State of California has prepared Seismic Hazard Zone Reports to regionally map areas
where historic occurrence of liquefaction, or local geological, geotechnical and groundwater
conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacement. The maps may not identify
all areas that have potential for liquefaction, strong ground shaking, and other earthquake and
geologic hazards. The subject site is not located within a liquefaction hazard zone on the State
of California Seismic Hazard Zone Map.

Liquefaction is a process by which sediments below the water table temporarily lose strength
and behave as a viscous liquid rather than a solid. The types of sediments most susceptible are
clay-free deposits of sand and silts; occasionally gravel liquefies. Liquefaction can occur when
seismic waves, primarily shear waves, pass through saturated granular layers distorting the
granular structure, and causing loosely packed groups of particles to collapse. These collapses
increase the pore-water pressure between grains if drainage cannot occur. If the pore-water
pressure rises to a level approaching the weight of the overlying soil, the granular layer
temporarily behaves as a viscous liquid rather than a solid.
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In the liquefied condition, soil may deform with little shear resistance; deformations large enough
to cause damage to buildings and other structures are called ground failures. The ease with
which a soil can be liquefied depends primarily on the looseness of the material, the depth,
thickness and areal extent of the liquefied layer, the ground slope and the distribution of loads
applied by buildings and other structures.

Liquefaction induced ground deformations (detailed below) will have an effect on the proposed
and existing development that can result in significant structural damage, collapse or partial
collapse of a structure, especially if there is significant differential settlement or lateral spreading
between adjacent structural elements. Even without collapse, significant settlement or lateral
spreading could result in significant structural damage including, but not limited to, blocked
doors and windows that could trap occupants.

Surface Manifestations

The determination of whether surface manifestation of liquefaction (such as sand boils, ground
fissures etc.) will occur during earthquake shaking at a level-ground site can be made using the
method outlined by Ishihara (1985). It is emphasized that settlement may occur, even with the
absence of surface manifestation. Youd and Garris (1994 and 1995) evaluated the Ishihara
method and concluded that the method is not appropriate for level ground sites subject to lateral
spreading and/or ground oscillation.

Based upon the depth to groundwater, dense nature of alluvium, surface manifestations of
liquefaction should not pose any significant hazard to the proposed development provided the
recommendations contained within this report are followed and maintained.

Lateral Spreads

Whereas the potential for flow slides may exist at a building site, the degradation in undrained
shear resistance arising from liquefaction may lead to limited lateral spreads (of the order of feet
or less) induced by earthquake inertial loading. Such spreads can occur on gently sloping
ground or where nearby drainage or stream channels can lead to static shear stress biases on
essentially horizontal ground (Youd, 1995). At larger cyclic shear strains, the effects of dilation
may significantly increase post liquefaction undrained shear resistance. However, incremental
permanent deformations will still accumulate during portions of the earthquake load cycles when
low residual resistance is available. Such low resistance will continue even while large
permanent shear deformations accumulate through a ratcheting effect. Such effects have
recently been demonstrated in centrifuge tests to study liquefaction induced lateral spreads, as
described by Balakrishnan et al. (1998). Once earthquake loading has ceased, the effects of
dilation under static loading can mitigate the potential for a flow slide.

It is clear from past earthquakes that damage to structures can be severe, if permanent ground
displacements on the order of several feet occur. However, during the Northridge earthquake
significant damage to building structures (floor slab and wall cracks) occurred with less than one
(1) foot of lateral spread. The complexities of post-liquefaction behavior of soils noted above,
coupled with the additional complexities of potential pore water pressure redistribution effects
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and the nature of earthquake loading on the sliding mass, lead to difficulties in providing specific
guidelines for lateral spread evaluations.

Based upon the depth to groundwater, dense nature of the alluvium, liquefaction lateral spreads
should not pose any significant hazard to the proposed development.

Seismically Induced Settlements

Seismic settlement occurs when cohesionless soils densify as result of ground shaking.
Typically seismically induced settlement is greatest in loose cohesionless sands. Lee and
Albaisa (1974) and Yoshimi (1975) studied the volumetric strains (or settlements) in saturated
sands due to dissipation of excess pore pressures generated in saturated granular soils by the
cyclic ground motions. The volumetric strain, in the absence of lateral flow or spreading, results in
settlement. Liquefaction-induced settlement could result in collapse or partial collapse of a
structure, especially if there is significant differential settlement between adjacent structural
elements. Even without collapse, significant settlement could result in blocked doors and
windows that could trap occupants.

The soils encountered at the subject site consist of dense silty sand and sand with clay binder.
Although the magnitude of the seismically induced settlement is not readily predicted, based
upon the depth to groundwater, dense nature of alluvium, seismically induced settlement should
not pose any significant hazard to the proposed development provided the recommendations
contained within this report followed and maintained.

Seismic Velocity Measurements

Downhole seismic velocity measurements were performed by GeoPentech in Boring No. 1,
which was drilled to a depth of 201 feet below the existing ground surface. The results are
included within the Downhole Seismic Survey Results report by GeoPentech dated March 22,
2016. The soils from 0-100 feet were determined to have a V<30 (ft/sec) of 1450 ft/sec.

CONCLUSIONS

1. Based on the results of this investigation and a thorough review of the proposed
development, as discussed, the project is suitable for the intended use providing the
following recommendations are incorporated into the design and subsequent construction
of the project. Also, the development must be performed in an acceptable manner
conforming to building code requirements of the controlling governing agency.

2. Based on the State of California Seismic Hazard Maps, the subject site is not located
within a liquefaction or earthquake-induced landslide hazard zone.

3. Based on the seismic velocity measurement the soils would be are considered very dense
and should be classified as Site Class C.
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4. Based upon field observations, laboratory testing and analysis, the alluvium found in the
explorations at the proposed basement elevations should possess sufficient strength to
support the development.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Specific
1.  The proposed 13-story hotel expansion over partial one level subgrade parking should be
supported on foundations embedded into dense alluvium.

2. The proposed 22-story residential building over 3-4 levels of subgrade parking should be
supported on foundations embedded into the dense alluvium encountered at the basement
elevation.

The soils chemistry results should be incorporated into the design of the proposed project.

The property owner shall maintain the site as outlined in the Drainage and Maintenance
Section.

Drainage and Maintenance

Maintenance of properties must be performed to minimize the chance of serious damage and/or
instability to improvements. Most problems are associated with or triggered by water.
Therefore, a comprehensive drainage system should be designed and incorporated into the final
plans. In addition, pad areas should be maintained and planted in a way that will allow this
drainage system to function as intended. The property owner shall be fully responsible for
dampness or water accumulation caused by alteration in grading, irrigation or installation of
improper drainage system, and failure to maintain drain systems. The following are specific
drainage, maintenance, and landscaping recommendations. Reductions in these
recommendations will reduce their effectiveness and may lead to damage and/or instability to
the improvements. It is the responsibility of the property owner to ensure that improvements,
structures and drainage devices are maintained in accordance with the following
recommendations and the requirements of all applicable government agencies.

Drainage

Positive pad drainage should be incorporated into the final plans. The pad should slope away
from the footings at a minimum five percent slope for a horizontal distance of ten feet. In areas
where there is insufficient space for the recommended ten foot horizontal distance concrete or
other impermeable surface should be provided for a minimum of three feet adjacent the
structure. Pad drainage should be at a minimum of two percent slope where water flow over
lawn or other planted areas. Drainage swales should be provided with area drains about every
fifteen feet. Area drains should be provided in the rear and side yards to collect drainage. All
drainage from the pad should be directed so that water does not pond adjacent to the
foundations or flow toward them. Roof gutters and downspouts are required for the proposed
structures and should be connected into a buried area drain system. All drainage from the site
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should be collected and directed via non-erosive devices to a location approved by the building
official. Area drains, subdrains, weep holes, roof gutters and downspouts should be inspected
periodically to ensure that they are not clogged with debris or damaged. If they are clogged or
damaged, they should be cleaned out or repaired.

Landscaping (Planting)

The property owner is advised not to develop planter areas between patios, sidewalk and
structures. Planters placed immediately adjacent to the structures are not recommended. |If
planters are proposed immediately adjacent to structures, impervious above-grade or below-
grade planter boxes with solid bottoms and drainage pipes away from the structure are
suggested. All slopes should be maintained with a dense growth of plants, ground-covering
vegetation, shrubs and trees that possess dense, deep root structures and require a minimum of
irrigation. Plants surrounding the development should be of a variety that requires a minimum of
watering. It is recommended that a landscape architect be consulted regarding planting
adjacent to improvements. It will be the responsibility of the property owner to maintain the
planting. Alterations of planting schemes should be reviewed by the landscape architect.

Irrigation

An adequate irrigation system is required to sustain landscaping. Over-watering resulting in
runoff and/or ground saturation must be avoided. Irrigation systems must be adjusted to
account for natural rainfall conditions. Any leaks or defective sprinklers must be repaired
immediately. To mitigate erosion and saturation, automatic sprinkling systems must be adjusted
for rainy seasons. A landscape architect should be consulted to determine the best times for
landscape watering and the proper usage.

Pools/Plumbing

Leakage from a swimming pool or plumbing can produce a perched groundwater condition that
may cause instability or damage to improvements. Therefore, all plumbing should be leak-free.

Grading and Earthwork

Proposed grading will consist of excavation for the proposed subgrade parking and retaining
wall backfilling and foundation excavations.

Following the completion of the excavation, the subgrade soils should be evaluated by the
project geotechnical engineer to verify their suitability to support the foundation loads of the
proposed development. This evaluation may include probing and proof-rolling to identify any
soft, loose or otherwise unstable soils that must be removed. Some localized areas of deeper
excavation may be required if additional fill materials or dry, loose, porous or otherwise
unsuitable materials are encountered at the base of the excavation.
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Foundations

It is recommended that the proposed structure be founded into alluvium encountered at the
proposed basement elevation.

Conventional

The minimum continuous footing size is (24) inches wide and (24) inches deep into the alluvium
found at the basement elevation, measured from the lowest adjacent grade. Continuous footings
may be proportioned, using a bearing value of (4200) pounds per square foot. Column footings
placed into the alluvium at basement elevation may be proportioned, using a bearing value of
(6000) pounds per square foot, and should be a minimum of (2) feet in width and (24) inches
deep, below the lowest adjacent grade. The allowable bearing capacity presented above may
be increased 20% for each additional foot of width or depth up to (10,000) pounds per square
foot.

All continuous footings shall be reinforced with a minimum of (4) #(5) bars, two placed near the
top and two near the bottom. Reinforcing recommendations are minimums and may be revised
by the structural engineer.

The bearing values given above are net bearing values; the weight of concrete below grade may
be neglected. These bearing values may be increased by one-third (1/3) for temporary loads,
such as, wind and seismic forces.

All footing excavation depths will be measured from the lowest adjacent grade of recommended
bearing material. Footing depths will not be measured from any proposed elevations or grades.
Any foundation excavations that are not the recommended depth into the recommended bearing
materials will not be acceptable to this office.

Lateral loads may be resisted by friction at the base of the conventional foundations with a
maximum embedment of (5) feet and by passive resistance within the alluvium. A coefficient of
friction of (0.35) may be used between the foundations and the alluvium. The passive
resistance may be assumed to act as a fluid with a density of (300) pounds per cubic foot. A
maximum passive earth pressure of (3000) pounds per square foot may be assumed.

Mat Foundation Recommendations

The proposed structure may be supported on mat foundation system embedded into the
alluvium. Rigid and flexible mat foundation design values are presented below:

Although foundation loads were not available at the time of this investigation, it is anticipated
that the mat foundation load will range from 8,000 to 10,000 psf. It is anticipated that a mat
foundation would be on the order of 5 feet thick.
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Conventional rigid method:

The mat foundation may be proportioned using an average bearing value of (10,000) pounds
per square foot. The mat foundation structural design should be done by the project structural
engineer.

Approximate flexible method:

The coefficient of subgrade reaction of foundations measuring (1x1) square foot, ki, may be
taken as (300) Ib/in®>. The mat foundation structural design should be done by the project
structural engineer.

The bearing values given above are net bearing values; the weight of concrete below grade may
be neglected. These bearing values may be increased by one-third (1/3) for temporary loads,
such as, wind and seismic forces.

All footing excavation depths will be measured from the lowest adjacent grade of recommended
bearing material. Footing depths will not be measured from any proposed elevations or grades.
Any foundation excavations that are not the recommended depth into the recommended bearing
materials will not be acceptable to this office.

Vapor retarder/waterproofing design and inspection of installation is not the responsibility of the
geotechnical engineer (most often the responsibility of the architect). GeoConcepts, Inc. does
not practice in the field of water and moisture vapor transmission evaluation/mitigation.
Therefore, we recommend that a qualified person/firm be engaged/consulted to evaluate the
general and specific water and moisture vapor transmission paths and any impact on the
proposed development. This person/firm should provide recommendations for mitigation of
potential adverse impact of water and moisture vapor transmission on various components of
the structure as deemed necessary. The actual waterproofing design shall be provided by the
architect, structural engineer or contractor with experience in waterproofing

In order to promote good building practices and alert the rest of the design/construction team of
the appropriate standards and expert recommendations pertaining to vapor barriers/retarders,
engineers (especially those aware of the issues surrounding below-slab moisture protection and
its effects on the success of their projects) should consider recommending and citing specific
performance characteristics. The following paragraph includes criteria from the latest standards
and expert recommendations and should be considered for use in your firm’s own
recommendations:

Vapor barrier shall consist of a minimum 15 mil extruded polyolefin plastic (no recycled content
or woven materials permitted). Permeance as tested before and after mandatory conditions
(ASTM E 1745 Section 7.1 and Sub-Paragraph 7.1.1-7.1.5): less than 0.01 perms [grains/(ft2-
hr-inHg)] and comply with the ASTM E 1745 Class A requirements. Install vapor barrier
according to ASTM E1643, including proper perimeter seal. Basis of design: Stego Wrap Vapor
Barrier 15 mil and Stego Crete Claw Tape (perimeter seal tape). Approved Alternatives:
Vaporguard by Reef Industries, Sundance 15 mil Vapor Barrier by Sundance Inc.
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Settlement

Settlement of the proposed building supported on conventional foundations will occur.
Settlement of (1/2) to (1) inches between walls, within 20 feet or less, of each other, and under
similar loading conditions, are considered normal. Total settlement on the order of (1.5) inches
should be anticipated.

Settlement of proposed mat foundation is anticipated. Based on the current loading condition,
settlements are estimated to range from (2.5) to (3.0) inches under the heavily-loaded center of
the proposed mat foundation, and settlements are estimated to range from (1.0) to (1.5) inch
under the edge of the proposed mat foundation.

Expansive Soils

Expansive soil was not encountered on the subject property that is anticipated affect the
proposed development. Expansive soils can be a problem, as variation in moisture content will
cause a volume change in the soil. Expansive soils heave when moisture is introduced and
contract as they dry. During inclement weather and/or excessive landscape watering, moisture
infiltrates the soil and causes the soil to heave (expansion). When drying occurs the soils will
shrink (contraction). Repeated cycles of expansion and contraction of soils can cause
pavement, concrete slabs on grade and foundations to crack. This movement can also result in
misalignment of doors and windows. To reduce the effect of expansive soils, foundation
systems are usually deepened and/or provided with additional reinforcement design by the
structural engineer. Planning of yard improvements should take into consideration maintaining
uniform moisture conditions around structures. Soils should be kept moist, but water should not
be allowed to pond. These designs are intended to reduce, but will not eliminate deflection and
cracking and do not guarantee or warrant that cracking will not occur.

Excavations

Excavations ranging in vertical height up to 45 feet will be required for the subgrade parking.
Conventional excavation equipment may be used to make these excavations. Excavations
should expose alluvium. Shoring is anticipated to be required for all the excavations due to the
adjacent structures, street and alley. This should be verified by the project geotechnical
engineer during construction so that modifications can be made if variations in the soil occur.

Temporary Shoring

The following information on the design and installation of the shoring is as complete as
possible at this time. It is suggested that a review of the final shoring plans and specifications
be made by this office prior to bidding or negotiating with a shoring contractor be made.

One method of shoring would consist of steel soldier piles, placed in drilled holes and backfilled
with concrete. The soldier piles may be designed as cantilevers or laterally braced utilizing
drilled tie-back anchors or raker braces.
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Soldier Piles

Drilled cast-in-place soldier piles should be placed no closer than 2 diameters on center. The
minimum diameter of the piles is 18 inches. Structural concrete should be used for the soldier
piles below the excavation; lean-mix concrete may be employed above that level. As an
alternative, lean-mix concrete may be used throughout the pile where the reinforcing consists of
a wideflange section. The slurry must be of sufficient strength to impart the lateral bearing
pressure developed by the wideflange section to the earth materials. For design purposes, an
allowable passive value for the earth materials below the bottom plane of excavation, may be
assumed to be 300 pounds per square foot per foot. To develop the full lateral value, provisions
should be implemented to assure firm contact between the soldier piles and the undisturbed
earth materials.

The frictional resistance between the soldier piles and retained earth material may be used to
resist the vertical component of the anchor load. The coefficient of friction may be taken as0.4
based on uniform contact between the steel beam and lean-mix concrete and retained earth.
The portion of soldier piles below the plane of excavation may also be employed to resist the
downward loads. The downward capacity may be determined using a frictional resistance of
450 pounds per square foot. The minimum depth of embedment for shoring piles is 5 feet below
the bottom of the footing excavation.

The exploration was performed using a hollow stem drill rig and although no caving was
detected it is difficult to detect caving in hollow stem boring. Casing may be required should
caving be experienced in the saturated earth materials. If casing is used, extreme care should
be employed so that the pile is not pulled apart as the casing is withdrawn. At no time should
the distance between the surface of the concrete and the bottom of the casing be less than 5
feet.

Groundwater was not encountered during exploration, although seepage was encountered at
depths of 157.5 & 187.5 feet below grade. Therefore, it is not anticipated that the proposed
shoring piles will encounter water. If groundwater is encountered, piles placed below the water
level will require the use of a tremie to place the concrete into the bottom of the hole. A tremie
shall consist of a water-tight tube having a diameter of not less than 10 inches with a hopper at
the top. The tube shall be equipped with a device that will close the discharge end and prevent
water from entering the tube while it is being charged with concrete. The tremie shall be
supported so as to permit free movement of the discharge end over the entire top surface of the
work and to permit rapid lowering when necessary to retard or stop the flow of concrete. The
discharge end shall be closed at the start of the work to prevent water entering the tube and
shall be entirely sealed at all times, except when the concrete is being placed. The tremie tube
shall be kept full of concrete. The flow shall be continuous until the work is completed and the
resulting concrete seal shall be monolithic and homogeneous. The tip of the tremie tube shall
always be kept about five feet below the surface of the concrete and definite steps and
safeguards should be taken to insure that the tip of the tremie tube is never raised above the
surface of the concrete.
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A special concrete mix should be used for concrete to be placed below water. The design shall
provide for concrete with a strength of 1,000 psi over the initial job specification. An admixture
that reduces the problem of segregation of paste/aggregates and dilution of paste shall be
included. The slump shall be commensurate to any research report for the admixture, provided
that it shall also be the minimum for a reasonable consistency for placing when water is present.

Lagging

It is anticipated that lagging will be required throughout the entire depth of the excavation.
Soldier piles and anchors should be designed for the full anticipated pressures. Due to arching
in the earth materials, the pressure on the lagging will be less. It is recommended that the
lagging be designed for the full design pressure but may be limited to a maximum of 400 pounds
per square foot.

Lateral Pressures

A triangular distribution of lateral earth pressure should be utilized for the design of cantilevered
shoring system. A trapezoidal distribution of lateral earth pressure would be appropriate where
shoring is to be restrained at the top by bracing or tie backs. Equivalent fluid pressures for the
design of cantilevered and restrained shoring are presented in the following table:

I—ggﬂ;of Active Pressure Restrained Shoring System | Restrained Shoring System
feet 9 Equivalent Fluid Pressure (pcf) | Lateral Earth Pressure (pcf) | Lateral Earth Pressure (psf)*
(feet) Triangular Distribution of Pressure (At-Rest Pressure) (At-Rest Pressure)

Triangular Distribution of Pressure Trapezoidal Distribution of Pressure
15 feet 36 52 35H
35 feet 40 52 35H
45 feet 40 52 35H

*Where H is the height of the shoring in feet.

Additional active pressures should be applied where the shoring will be surcharged by adjacent
traffic or structures.

Tied-Back Anchors

Tie-back anchors may be used to resist lateral loads. Friction anchors consisting of high stress
thread bars are recommended. For design purposes, it may be assumed that the active wedge
adjacent to the shoring is defined by a plane drawn 35 degrees with the vertical through the
bottom plane of the excavation. Friction anchors should extend a minimum of 20 feet beyond
the potentially active wedge and to greater lengths if necessary to develop the desired
capacities.
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Drilled friction anchors may be designed for a skin friction of 300 pounds per square foot.
Pressure grouted anchor may be designed for a skin friction of 2,000 pounds per square foot.
Where belled anchors are utilized, the capacity of belled anchors may be designed by assuming
the diameter of the bonded zone is equivalent to the diameter of the bell. Only the frictional
resistance developed beyond the active wedge would be effective in resisting lateral loads.
Anchors should be placed at least 6 feet on center to be considered isolated.

It is recommended that at least 3 of the initial anchors have their capacities tested to 200
percent of their design capacities for a 24-hour period to verify their design capacity. The total
deflection during the 24-hour 200 percent test should not exceed 12 inches. During the 24-hour
tests, the anchor deflection should not exceed 0.75 inches measured after the 200 percent test
load is applied.

All anchors should be tested to at least 150 percent of design load. The total deflection during
this test should not exceed 12 inches. The rate of creep under the 150 percent test load should
not exceed 0.1 inch over a 15 minute period in order for the anchor to be approved for the
design loading.

After a satisfactory test, each anchor should be locked-off at the design load. This should be
verified by rechecking the load in the anchor. The load should be within 10 percent of the
design load. Where satisfactory tests are not attained, the anchor diameter and/or length
should be increased or additional anchors be installed until satisfactory test results are obtained.
The installation and testing of the anchors should be observed by a representative of this firm.
Minor caving during drilling of the anchors should be anticipated.

Raker Braces

The proposed soldier piles may be laterally supported by raker braces supported by temporary
footings, or dead-men. Temporary footings inclined at an angle of 45 degrees to the horizontal
may be designed for an allowable bearing value of 1500 psf. To utilize this allowable bearing
pressure, the inclined footings should be a minimum of 24 inches in width, and should be
embedded a minimum of 24 inches below the lowest adjacent grade. An increase of 300
pounds per square foot may be utilized for each additional foot of width.

Deflection

It is difficult to accurately predict the amount of deflection of a shored embankment. It should be
realized that some deflection will occur. It is estimated that the deflection could be on the order
of one-half inch at the top of the shored embankment. If greater deflection occurs during
construction, additional bracing may be necessary to minimize settlement of adjacent buildings
and utilities in adjacent streets and alleys. If desired to reduce the deflection, a greater active
pressure could be used in the shoring design. Where internal bracing is used, the rakers should
be tightly wedged to minimize deflection. The proper installation of the raker braces and the
wedging will be critical to the performance of the shoring.
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Monitoring

Because of the depth of the excavation, some mean of monitoring the performance of the
shoring system is suggested. The monitoring should consist of periodic surveying of the lateral
and vertical locations of the tops of all soldier piles and the lateral movement along the entire
lengths of selected soldier piles. Also, some means of periodically checking the load on
selected anchors will be necessary, where applicable.

Shoring Observations

It is critical that the installation of shoring is observed by a representative of this office. Many
building officials require that shoring installation should be performed during the continuous
observations of the geotechnical engineer. The observations are made so that modifications of
the recommendations can be made if variations in the earth material or groundwater conditions
occur. Also the observations will allow for a report to be prepared on the installation of shoring
for the use of the local building official.

Excavations Maintenance — Erosion Control

The following recommendations should be considered a part of the excavation/erosion control
plan for the subject site and are intended to supplement, but not supersede nor limit the erosion
control plans produced by the Project Civil Engineer and/or Qualified SWPPP Developer.
These recommendations should be implemented during periods required by the Building Code
(typically between the months of October and April) or at any time of the year prior to a
predicted rain event. Consideration should also be given to potential local sources of
water/runoff such as existing drainage pipes or irrigation systems that remain in operation during
construction activities.

Open Excavations:

All open excavations shall be protected from inclement weather, including areas above and at
the toe of the excavation. This is required to keep the excavations from becoming saturated.
Saturation of the excavation may result in a relaxation of the soils which may result in failures.
Water/runoff should be diverted away from the excavation and not be allowed to flow over the
excavation in a concentrated manner.

Open Trenches/Foundation Excavations:

No water should be allowed to pond adjacent to or flow into open trenches. All open trenches
shall be covered with plastic sheeting that is anchored with sandbags. Areas around the
trenches should be sloped away from the trenches to prevent water runoff from flowing into or
ponding adjacent to the trenches.

After the inclement weather has ceased, the excavations shall be reviewed by the project
geotechnical engineer and geologist for safety prior to recommencement of work. Foundation
excavations that remain open during inclement weather shall be reviewed by the project
geotechnical engineer and geologist prior to the placement of steel and concrete to ensure that
proper embedment and contact with the bearing material have been maintained.
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Open Pile/Caisson Excavations:

All pile/caisson excavations should be reviewed and poured prior to the onset of inclement
weather. It is not recommended that any pile/caisson excavations remain open through any
inclement weather. However, if it is necessary to leave pile/caisson excavations open during
inclement weather, all water and runoff shall be diverted away from and prevented from entering
the pile/caisson excavations. Pile/caisson excavations that remain open during inclement
weather shall be reviewed by the project geotechnical engineer and geologist prior to the
placement of steel and concrete to ensure that proper embedment has been maintained. The
base of all end-bearing caissons shall be re-cleaned to ensure contact with the proper bearing
material. All stockpiled cuttings from the pile borings shall be removed.

Grading In Progress:

During the inclement time of the year, or during periods prior to the onset of rain, all fill that has
been spread and is awaiting compaction shall be compacted before stopping work for the day or
before stopping work because of inclement weather. These fills, once compacted, shall have
the surface sloped to drain to one area where water may be removed.

Additionally, it is suggested that all stock-piled fill materials be covered with plastic sheeting.
This action will reduce the potential for the moisture content of the fill from becoming too high for
compaction. If the fill stockpile is not covered during inclement weather, then aerating the fill to
reduce the moisture content would be required. This action is generally very time consuming
and may result in construction delays. Work may recommence, after the rain event, once the
site has been reviewed by the project geotechnical engineer.

Retaining Walls

Cantilever retaining walls should be designed to resist an active earth pressure such as that
exerted by compacted backfill. Retaining walls up to (45) feet in height may be designed per the
following table. The ‘active’ pressure assumes that the wall will be allowed to deflect 0.01H to
0.02H. Basement walls and other walls where horizontal movement is restricted at the top or
not allowed to deflect shall be designed for at-rest pressure.

Height of Active Equivalent At-Rest Pressure
Retained Material (ft) | Fluid Weight (p.c.f.) Fluid Weight (p.c.f.)

15 50 60
35 53 65
45 53 65

In addition to lateral earth pressure, these retaining walls should be designed to resist the
surcharge imposed by the proposed structures, footings, any adjacent buildings, or by adjacent
traffic surcharge.
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The wall pressure stated assumes that the wall has been backfilled as outlined below with a
permanent drainage system. Proper compaction of the backfill is recommended to provide
lateral support to adjacent properties. Even with proper compaction of required backfill,
settlement of the backfill may occur. Accordingly, utility lines, footings, slabs, or falsework
should be planned and designed to accommodate potential settlement.

Walls to be backfiled must be reviewed by the project Geotechnical Engineer prior to
commencement of the backfilling operation.

1. Adequate permanent drainage is required behind the wall to minimize the buildup of
hydrostatic pressures. A perforated pipe, with perforations placed down, shall be installed at
the base of the wall footing. The pipe shall be encased in at least one foot (1') of three-
quarter inch (3/4") gravel. The pipe shall exit from behind the retaining wall and drain to a
location approved by the architect or civil engineer.

When space does not permit the installation of standard pipe and gravel drainage system,
i.e. walls adjacent the property line, a flat drainage product is acceptable subject to approval
of the governing agency. It is recommended that a drainage composite geotextile (such as
MiraDrain / QuickDrain) be placed at the base of the proposed retaining wall. The drainage
composite geotextile will provide comparable drainage to the conventional four inch
perforated pipe encased in gravel per Code Sections 1805.4.2 and 1805.4.3.

If a drainage system is not provided the walls should be designed to resist an external
hydrostatic pressure due to water in addition to the lateral earth pressure in Retaining Wall
section. The entire wall should be design for full hydrostatic pressure based on a water level
at the ground surface. In addition, floors would need to be designed for hydrostatic uplift and
waterproofed.

2. A continuous vertical drain, consisting of a gravel blanket six inches (6") thick or geotextile
vertical drainage system, shall be placed along the back side of the wall to within 2 feet of
the ground surface.

3. Water and moisture affecting retaining walls is a common post-construction complaint.
Poorly applied or omitted waterproofing can lead to standing water inside the building or
efflorescence on the wall.

It is recommended that the retaining walls be waterproofed. Waterproofing design and
inspection of installation is not the responsibility of the geotechnical engineer. GeoConcepts,
Inc. does not practice in the field of water and moisture vapor transmission
evaluation/mitigation. Therefore, we recommend that a qualified person/firm be
engaged/consulted to evaluate the general and specific water and moisture vapor
transmission paths and any impact on the proposed development. This person/firm should
provide recommendations for mitigation of potential adverse impact of water and moisture
vapor transmission on various components of the structure as deemed necessary. The
actual waterproofing design shall be provided by the architect, structural engineer or
contractor with experience in waterproofing.
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4. After the wall backdrain system has been placed and the waterproofing installed, fill may be
placed, if sufficient room allows, in layers not exceeding four inches (4") in thickness and
compacted to 90 percent of the maximum density, as determined by ASTM D 1557. Where
cohesionless soil having less than (15) percent finer than (0.005) millimeters is used for fill,
the fill material shall be compacted to a minimum of (95) percent of the maximum dry
density.

5. Where space does not permit compaction of material behind the wall (<24 inches wide), a
granular backfill shall be used. This granular backfill shall consist of one-half inch (1/2") to
three-quarter inch (3/4") crushed rock and should be densified by tamping into place. The
crushed rock backfill should not exceed a depth of ten feet.

6. All granular free-draining wall backfills shall be capped with a clayey compacted soil within
the upper two feet (2') of the wall backfill. This compacted material should start below the
required wall freeboard.

Lateral Earth Pressure Due to Earth Motion

Cantilever retaining walls should be designed to resist an active earth pressure due to earth
motion, if required by the building official, distributed as a triangle pressure. Retaining walls up
to (45) feet in height may be designed per the following table. The seismic equivalent fluid
pressure is in addition to static earth pressures. The seismic loading is based on a horizontal
acceleration coefficient of 0.29 (one-half of two-thirds of PGAn).

Surface Slope of Seismically Induced Earth
Retained Material Pressure - Equivalent
Horizontal to Vertical Fluid Weight p.c.f.
Level 6
Level 8
Level 10

Surcharge from Adjacent Structures:

In addition to lateral earth pressure, the proposed shoring and retaining walls should be
designed to resist the surcharge imposed by the proposed structures, footings, any adjacent
buildings, or by adjacent traffic surcharge.

Slabs on Grade

Slabs on grade should be reinforced with minimum #4 reinforcing bars, placed at (16) inches on
center each way and supported on alluvium. Provisions for cracks should be incorporated into
the design and construction of the foundation system, slabs, and proposed floor coverings.
Concrete slabs should have sufficient control joints spaced at a maximum of approximately 8
feet. These recommendations are considered minimums unless superseded by the project
structural engineer.
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Vapor retarder/waterproofing design and inspection of installation is not the responsibility of the
geotechnical engineer (most often the responsibility of the architect). GeoConcepts, Inc. does
not practice in the field of water and moisture vapor transmission evaluation/mitigation.
Therefore, we recommend that a qualified person/firm be engaged/consulted to evaluate the
general and specific water and moisture vapor transmission paths and any impact on the
proposed development. This person/firm should provide recommendations for mitigation of
potential adverse impact of water and moisture vapor transmission on various components of
the structure as deemed necessary. The actual waterproofing design shall be provided by the
architect, structural engineer or contractor with experience in waterproofing

In order to promote good building practices and alert the rest of the design/construction team of
the appropriate standards and expert recommendations pertaining to vapor barriers/retarders,
engineers (especially those aware of the issues surrounding below-slab moisture protection and
its effects on the success of their projects) should consider recommending and citing specific
performance characteristics. The following paragraph includes criteria from the latest standards
and expert recommendations and should be considered for use in your firm’s own
recommendations:

Vapor barrier shall consist of a minimum 15 mil extruded polyolefin plastic (no recycled content
or woven materials permitted). Permeance as tested before and after mandatory conditions
(ASTM E 1745 Section 7.1 and Sub-Paragraph 7.1.1-7.1.5): less than 0.01 perms [grains/(ft2-
hr-inHg)] and comply with the ASTM E 1745 Class A requirements. Install vapor barrier
according to ASTM E1643, including proper perimeter seal. Basis of design: Stego Wrap Vapor
Barrier 15 mil and Stego Crete Claw Tape (perimeter seal tape). Approved Alternatives:
Vaporguard by Reef Industries, Sundance 15 mil Vapor Barrier by Sundance Inc.

REVIEWS

Plan Review and Plan Notes

The final grading, building, and/or structural plans shall be reviewed and approved by the
consultants to ensure that all recommendations are incorporated into the design or shown as
notes on the plan.

The final plans should reflect the following:

1. The Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Investigation by GeoConcepts, Inc. is a part of
the plans.

2. Plans must be reviewed and signed by GeoConcepts, Inc.
3. The project geotechnical engineer must review all grading.

4. The project geotechnical engineer shall review all foundations.
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Construction Review

Reviews will be required to verify all geotechnical work. It is required that all footing
excavations, seepage pits, and grading be reviewed by this office. This office should be notified
at least two working days in advance of any field reviews so that staff personnel may be made
available.

The property owner should take an active role in project safety by assigning responsibility and
authority to individuals qualified in appropriate construction safety principles and practices.
Generally, site safety should be assigned to the general contractor or construction manager that
is in control of the site and has the required expertise, which includes but not limited to
construction means, methods and safety precautions.

LIMITATIONS

General

This report is intended to be used only in its entirety. No portion or section of the report, by
itself, is designed to completely represent any aspect of the project described herein. If any
reader requires additional information or has questions regarding this report, GeoConcepts, Inc.
should be contacted.

Subsurface conditions were interpreted on the basis of our field explorations and past
experience. Although, between exploratory excavations, subsurface earth materials may vary in
type, strength and many other properties from those interpreted. The findings, conclusions and
recommendations presented herein are for the soil conditions encountered in the specific
locations. Earth materials and conditions immediately adjacent to, or beneath those observed
may have different characteristics, such as, earth type, physical properties and strength. Other
soil conditions due to non-uniformity of the soil conditions or manmade alterations may be
revealed during construction. If subsurface conditions differ from those encountered in the
described exploration, this office should be advised immediately so that further
recommendations may be made if required. If it is desired to minimize the possibility of such
changes, additional explorations and testing can/should be performed.

Findings, conclusions and recommendations presented herein are based on experience and
background. Therefore, findings, conclusions and recommendations are professional opinions
and are not meant to indicate a control of nature.

This preliminary report provides information regarding the findings on the subject property. It is
not designed to provide a guarantee that the site will be free of hazards in the future, such as
but not limited to, landslides, slippage, liquefaction, expansive soils, differential settlement,
debris flows, seepage, concentrated drainage or flooding. It may not be possible to eliminate all
hazards, but homeowners must maintain their property and improve deficiencies to minimize
these hazards.

This report may not be copied. If you wish to purchase additional copies, you may order
them from this office.
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CONSTRUCTION NOTICE

Construction can be challenging. GeoConcepts, Inc. has provided this report to advise you of
the general site conditions, geotechnical feasibility of the proposed project, and overall site
stability. It must be understood that the professional opinions provided herein are based upon
subsurface data, laboratory testing, analyses, and interpretation thereof. Recommendations
contained herein are based upon surface reconnaissance and minimum subsurface explorations
deemed suitable by your consultants.

Although quantities for foundation concrete and steel may be estimated based on the findings
provided in this report, provision should be made for possible changes in quantities during
construction. If it is desired to minimize the possibility of such changes, additional exploration
and testing should be considered. However, you must be aware that depths and magnitudes
will most likely vary between explorations given in the report.

We appreciate the opportunity of serving you on this project. If you have any questions
concerning this report, please contact the undersigned.

Respectfully submitted,
GEOCONCEPTS, INC.

Scott J. Walter
Project Engineer
GE 2476
SJW/KNC/RMH/RD: 5076-4
Distribution: (3) Addressee
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Plot Map
Cross Sections

Field Exploration
Borings 1 through 4
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LOCATION MAP
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USGS FAULT MAP

Alamo thrust
Arrowhead fault
Bailey fault

Big Mountain fault

Big Pine fault

Blake Ranch fault
Cabrillo fault
Chatsworth fault
Chino fault

10 Clamshell-Sawpit fault
11 Clearwater fault

12 Cleghorn fault

13 Crafton Hills fault zone
14 Cucamonga fault zone
15 Dry Creek

16 Eagle Rock fault

17 El Modeno

18 Frazier Mountain thrust
19 Garlock fault zone

20 Grass Valley fault
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Lake
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Lisa Wald, U.S. Geologic Survey (modified from SCEC).

21 Helendale fault

22 Hollywood fault

23 Holser fault

24 Lion Canyon fault

25 Llano fault

26 Los Alamitos fault

27 Malibu Coast fault

28 Mint Canyon fault

29 Mirage Valley fault zone

30 Mission Hills fault

31 Newport Inglewood fault zone
32 North Frontal fault zone

33 Northridge Hills fault

34 Oak Ridge fault

35 Palos Verdes fault zone

36 Pelona fault

37 Peralta Hills fault

38 Pine Mountain fault

39 Raymond fault

40 Red Hill (Etiwanda Ave) fault

41 Redondo Canyon fault
42 San Andreas Fault

43 San Antonio fault

44 San Cayetano fault

45 San Fernando fault zone
46 San Gabriel fault zone
47 San Jacinto fault

48 San Jose fault

49 Santa Cruz-Santa Catalina Ridge f.z.
50 Santa Monica fault

51 Santa Ynez fault

52 Santa Susana fault zone
53 Sierra Madre fault zone
54 Simi fault

55 Soledad Canyon fault
56 Stoddard Canyon fault
57 Tunnel Ridge fault

58 Verdugo fault

59 Waterman Canyon fault
60 Whittier fault

Reference:

I U. S. G. S: active fault (red) and potentially active fault (green) I
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SEISMIC HAZARD MAP
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ADDRESS; 1222 S. Hope Street
DATE LOGGED: December 31, 2015

BORING: B-1
PROJECT NO.: 5076

LOGGED BY: KNC

~2 | =
N E S L R
ATTITUDES  |mo| 2|28 E =
HZzlag =g ¢ O
- |ZEemlzg £ |2S DESCRIPTION
b -bedding |- joint = U 6 f‘ a o =
~| = A 5]
s - shear f - fault : —Ig S “ e
I _%\0.0' -3.0" ASPHALT
r “renei13.0" - 2.00 ARTIFICTAL FILL; Af, silty sand, dark brown, slightly
51110145 W:o:&:a:-:\ moist, fine to coarse gramned
5 kil 2.07- 201.0° ALLUVIUM; Qal
6 [113]57M Jererinine] @25 silty sand, medium brown, slightly moist. fine to medium
. ety grained, slightly porous
= “e®s%0%"q - v . - . .
2 [113(85] 1 Tomeiee] @507 silty sand, medium brown, slightly moist, fine to medium
F € erained
1 120167 10 ‘gf’;i“;‘l;i 7.5 silty sand to sand, medium brown, fine to coarse grained,
I _::fD::::::a slightly moist, gravels up to 1" in length
I Jeesenddd @10.0" silty sand to sand, medium brown, slightly moist, fine to
L Jreezenend coarse grained, gravels up to 2" in length
— 5 el . : . . :
6 (122197 L {oflay @15.0°sand. vellowish greenish gray. slightly moist to moist. fine to
L _V coarse grained, gravels up to 1/2" in length
i Teeeiieed
20 el | . .
7 [112|85 Jpoonene] @20.0" silty sand to sand, dark yellowish brown, slightly moist to
<220 moist, fine to coarse grained. gravels up to 2" in length
e
_ Jwreely
25l : A :
8 (11280 e (@250 silty sand. dark yellowish brown, moist, fine to coarse grained.
_:Zf‘lzig&-l strong hydrocarbon odor
oo
30 gl . _ o v
8 (11382 Loy @30.0" silty sand, grayish brown, moist. fine to coarse grained, strong
Jeslely hydrocarbon odor, gravels up to 127 in length to silty sand, grayish
{2l brown, moist, fine to medium grained
Joopeeer]
el
_ KR O I . - .
7 |115|84 °ﬂ, @335.0" silty sand to sand, light brown, moist, fine to coarse grained,
Jeresenened  hydrocarbon odor, gravels up to 1/2" in length
_:jf?:f,::é:
Teeesesd
40 el . . .
9 |111|89 Lol @400 silty sand to sand, light brown, moist, fine to coarse grained,
-:3?3‘;3::0,3 eravels up to 1/2" in length
64 ‘:?::;:::: @42 5 silty sand to sand, light brown, moist, fine to coarse grained,
45 Jeseterest gravels up to 1/2" in length
I Teellial s : N . .
11 |107]83 ey @A5.0" sand, olive brown, moist, fine to medium grained, gravels up
Lol to 1/4™ in length
e
41 1] @47.5 sandy silt with minor clay. olive brown, fine to medium
U T grained, very dense Y,
GeoConcepts, Inc. Sheet1of 5
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ADDRESS; 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
DATE LOGGED: December 31, 2015 LOGGED BY: KNC
e
ATTITUDES || Z 5| & m £ 5
oz o | B 3 o} .
_|RElcxlem £ &S DESCRIPTION
b-bedding |-joint | o =&l = =8 =~ o =
=Ll Z= M W@
C|loHl g« =) ]
s - shear f - fault o = m
7 (10451 _'XA : x T @300 silty sand with nunor ¢lay. medium brown, slightly moist, fine
L Ix . to medium grained
X o - . . ~ .
36 X* T @525 clayey sand. medium brown to brown. moist, fine to medium
T T #- ] grained
55k T , , S
9 |108]s1 M o x ) @55.0 silty sand with clay. medium brown to brown, moist, fine to
L %1 medium grained
38 X‘ 1= @57 3 silty sand with clay, medium brown to brown, moist, fine to
i 60 I :",: medinm grained
10 {10545 M 4% @60.0"silty sand with minor clay, light brown to medium brown,
L Hia moist, fine to medium graimed
24 X‘ 1.1 @62.5 clayey sand. medium brown to vellowish brown, moist. fine to
i 65 Tx .1 medium grained
1311241 M dy jx- | @065.0 silty sand, medium brown to yellowish brown, moist, fine to
L 4.0x. medinm grained
75 = ‘x_ x| @673 silty sand, medium brown to yellowish brown, moist, fine to
i -0 T= medmm grained
7 |120186) | _ @70.0" sand. light yellowish brown, moist, fine to medium grained
85 P 1 ©72.5" sand. light yellowish brown, moist, fine to medium grained
—— 75 — — . —
8 (11181 L @75,0" silty sand with minor clay. medium brown, moist. fine o
L coarse grained, hvdrocarbon odor
o= o . . . -
81T @77.5 silty sand to sand, light yellowish brown, slightly moist, fine to
i %0 coarse grained. gravels up to 1/4™ in length
1 |117(90] L @80.0" silty sand to sand. light vellowish brown, slightly moist, fine to
L coarse grained. gravels up to 1/4™ in length
47 X‘ (@82.5" silty sand to sand, light yellowish brown. slightly moist, fine to
i 85 coarse grained, gravels up to 1/4™ in length
e 83 _ . _ _ -
3 117807 L @85.0" silty sand to sand, light vellowish brown, slightly moist, fine to
L coarse grained, gravels up to 1/4™ in length
86 P @87.5" silty sand to sand, light vellowish brown, slightly moist, fine to
i 90 coarse grained, gravels up to 1/4" in length
s i |s7H @90.0" silty sand to sand, light vellowish brown. slightly moist. fine to
L coarse grained, gravels up to 1/4" in length
70 X' @92.5" sand, light yellowish brown, moist, fine to medium grained
93 e ) . L . .
& |120(84 @95.0' sand, light yellowish brown, moist, fine to medium grained
24 7 @97.5" sandy silt. olive brown and grayish brown, moist, fine grained
7 to medium grained
\. S/

GeoConcepts, Inc. Sheet 2 of 5
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ADDRESS: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NQ.: 5076
DATE LOGGED: December 31, 2015 LOGGED BY: KNC

e
ATTITUDES |x|Z&|8 8 E 5
Hzloe = ]
| gelexed £ |25 DESCRIPTION
b -bedding |- joint = U 6 f‘ a o =
~| = A 5]
s - shear f - fault : - g S “ e
I5]96 |51 4 (@ 100.0¢ sandy silt, olive brown and grayish brown, moist. fine
L S]] gramed to medium grained
89 7% 1 @102 5" sandy silt, olive brown and grayish brown. moist, fine
i 105 i |1 grained to medium grained
AR C . Y . ; ) :
2 (115|171 Jetieere] @ 105.0° sand with silt, light yellowish brown., slightly moist. fine to
L Jedel medum grained, gravels up to 17 in length
L0 B - . . . . ’ .
97 B Terese &y @ 107.5" sand. light yvellowish brown, slightly moist, fine to medium
i 1o Teeesil  grained, gravels up to 1" in length
_ e OSANE .. . . . . .
3 |114185] | Lo @110.0" silty sand. medium brown, slightly moist, fine to medium
L fisere@q grained
89 X‘ BRI @112.5" gravelly sand. gravish brown, moist. fine to coarse grained.
- H7e%e% %% T "
(15 N0 gravels up to 1" in length
< el R 00 e ) ) )
7 (118891 Jooonee®2] @ 115.0° gravelly sand, grayish brown. moist, fine to coarse gramned,
L o8l gravels up to 17 in length
98 X‘ Teereed @117.5 gravelly sand, gravish brown, moist, fine to coarse grained.
i 120 _::Z:Z:Z‘Q" gravels up to 1" in length
g 1 20 lolelel Vo , . -
8 |112|87] L Lelpeed @120.00 silty sand. yellowish brown to medium brown. moist. fine to
L fesseed medium grained
80 X* *3;'::1:3{}-‘; (©122.5" silty sand, medium brown, slightly moist, fine to medium
I 125 Tripeel grained, gravels up to 102" in length
Sl T , , , L :
2 (11477 vgpeeend @@125,07 sand. light vellowish brown, slightly moist. fine to medium
Z;E:Z;f}.; grained
82 Teragpzer] (@@127.5 silty sand. medium brown, shightly moist, fine to medium
130 Tespreziel  grained, gravels up to 1/2" in length
3 (11089 . _:;ZZ;:?: ©@130.0" silty sand, medium brown. slightly moist, fine to medium
Lol graned, gravels up to 1427 in length
73 ‘Z:"’Z:gé: (t2132.5" sand. medium brown, slightly moist. fine to medium grained.
135 Ty gravels up to 1/2" in length
_ 35 — - : : :
4 |111]50 4] 1350 sand, yellowish brown, slightly moist. fine to medium
4. gramed
78 T @137 5 sand, vellowish brown, slightly moist, fine to medium
140 T+ grained
3 [111(50 1. @140.0 silty sand. yellowish brown, slightly moist, fine to medium
4| grained
97 T | @l142.5 silty sand, yellowish brown, slightly moist. fine to medium
145 1 grained
- - R e - T - : - - :
5 [115(83 £50% ] @145.0" silty sand, light grayish brown, slightly moist, fine to medium
4x .1 erained
70 Tw ] @145.0" sandy silt. light grayish brown, slightly moist, fine fo medium
\_ T- %1 gramed Y,

GeoConcepts, Inc. Sheet 3 of 5
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ADDRESS; 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
DATE LOGGED: December 31, 2015 LOGGED BY: KNC

e
ATTITUDES | x| 2 &I S n £ 5
2 | B 3 &) .
| BElex2 & = |=& DESCRIPTION
b-bedding |-joint | o =&l = =8 =~ o =
C|loHl g« =) ]
s - shear f - fault o = m
5 |100 |81 L 1% ] @150.00 sandy silt, grayish brown. slightly moist. fine to medium
L 4x .70 grained
X T , . . . .
99 7% T -] @152.5 sandy silt, grayish brown, slightly moist. fine to medium
T T * erained
= mEER LA . . o . .
6 |106|881 1. x| @155.0 silty sand. yellowish brown, moist, tine to medium gramed
S X
64 X‘ 1% 1 @157.5 silty sand. yellowish brown, moist, fine to medium grained.
i 107 perched water
R N L e . , . L. .
15 | 10396 4% @1060.0" sandy silt to silty sand. dark brown. moist. fine to medium
L 1%% ] erained
60 X‘ 1%, -1 @162.5 sandy silt to silty sand, dark brown, maist, fine to medium
T Tx .1 grained
165" ] S L . . .
20 10280 M Jye -] @165.0" sandy silt to silty sand, grayish brown. wet, fine to medium
L 4.0 X. | graine
69 X‘ 1. =] @167.5 clayey sand. dark gray, moist. fine to medium grained
. E—170— _ P , ) , . )
1011167 4+ —| @170.0" clayey sand, dark gray, moist, fine to medium grained
50 X* 1 @172.5" sandy silt with minor clay. dark gravish brown, slightly moist
" (75 1 to moist. fine to medium grained
SEHIE - o . . A .
7 |116|83 I @173.0° sandy silt with minor clay, dark grayish brown, slightly moist
JHIH to moist, fine to medium gramed
99 T | @177.5 sandy silt with minor clay, dark grayish brown, slightly moist
120 THH to moist. fine to medium grained
9 |115|83 JHIHH @180.0° sandy silt, bluish gray, moist. fine to medium grained
67 THI T @182.5" sandy silt. bluish gray, moist, fine to medium grained
, L&~ oc . L _ _
15 | 104 |81 JHH I @185.0" silty sand. dark bluish gray, moist, fine to medium gramed
76 T @187.5" sandy silt, dark bluish gray, moist, fine to medivm grained,
150 T perched water
7 1117|150 4| @@190.0" sand. bluish gray, moist, fine to coarse grained
84 T @192.5 sand. bluish gray, wet, fine to coarse grained, gravels up to
195 T 3/4" in length
5. .. ) . . .
13 (12083 1o @193.0' sand, bluish gray. wet, fine to coarse grained. gravels up to
4] 3/4” inlength
73 1- -+ @197.5 sand. bluish gray, wet, fine to coarse gramed, gravels up to
\_ T 34" 1n length Yy,

GeoConcepts, Inc. Sheet4 of 5
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BORING: B-1
ADDRESS: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NQ.: 5076
DATE LOGGED: December 31, 2015 LOGGED BY: KNC
:5? | =
ATTITUDES | moZE|3@ & | Y
HzIBo2d - |Bo o
- |\REleElgE £ |28 DESCRIPTION
b - bedding |- joint - =& = =N 2 -
=Ll Z= M W@
s - shear f - fault e —IE = e v
o =l m
4 {11979 . ' @200.0¢ sand. bluish gray, wet, fine to coarse grained, gravels up to
L i 3/4" in length
i 1 Total Depth 201 Feet
L] Perched Groundwater @2157.5 and (@187.3
j203i 8" Hollow Stem Auger with Autohammer
—210-
—215
—220
—225-
—230
—2357
—240-
=245
\. I J

GeoConcepts, Inc. Sheet5of 5
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ADDRESS; 1222 S. Hope Street
DATE LOGGED: January 5, 2016

BORING: B-2
PROJECT NO.: 5076

LOGGED BY: KNC

e | =
ATTITUDES  |mo| 2|28 E 5
Hzlg| &4 < o
| gelexed £ |25 DESCRIPTION
b -bedding |- joint = U 6 f‘ a o =
s - shear f - fault 8 :g S “ e O
I _%\0.0' -3.0" ASPHALT
B oo \3.0" - 2.0 ARTIFICIAL FILL; Af
r 1. =
L Jw- ) 207 81.0" ALLUVIUME; Qal,
‘ E_S__._.X_. o » _ o ’
Shesr 6 |113]7811 X0 @5.0" silty sand, medium brown, sllightly moust, fine to medium
L 4w grained, slightly porous
= _l . . X .
o
L R
- N~ ol L PR . . , : S
5 5001 17 % @10.0 silty sand, light brown to yellowish brown, slightly moist, fine
109 |50 x| @100 silty 1, Light b to yell hb lightly t, f]
L qx to coarse grained, gravels up to 1™ in length
R
[ Ix ..
r T . : X .
15 %L
soH 1% @150 no recovery
x ..
L Sl
i 1,
L 4. =
- o207 . . . . :
L 17| @200 silty sand. medium brown to grayish brown, slightly moist,
S [115]37 . @200 silty i lium b to grayish b lightls t
L 47 % fine to coarse grained, gravels up to 2" m length
| ﬁ‘X . . : .
X,
N — _‘X o,
. 25 x| L , -
Shear 9 (113|199 L w4 @250 silty sand to sand, yellowish brown, moist, fing to coarse
L {0 grained, gravels up to 1.5" w length
x ..
i 1. %,
r RET
: 30 : , .
Sheat 11 {11440 E_ 4= o1 @300 silty clavey sand, grayish brown to greenish gray, moist, fine
B B, S S = &
R d : OWl
L da T to coarse grained, gravels up to 3/4" in length. rock fragments
- 4. x.
[ _VX LT
- X
. _ ,,E*bfx\'ﬂ I _ _ , L
Shear 1115166 4 470 @330 silty sand with minor clay. greenish gray, moist, fine to coarse
L dw . grained, gravels up to 3/4" n length
S
LT
i 1. x.
— 40 =% L : : : :
1 |11s|esl 1. x| @400 silty sand with minor ¢lay. moist, hydrocarbon odor, greenish
L {= X : gray, moist, fine to medium grained
S PR
- 4. %
S A4S . , . .
Congolidation 12 1121841 1 7% @450 clayey silt, greenish gray, moist, fine grained
X ..
L B
I ‘.X : . ' .
= _' - i x .
\ i J

GeoConcepts, Inc. Sheet 1 of 2
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ADDRESS; 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
DATE LOGGED: January 5, 2016 LOGGED BY: KNC
e
ATTITUDES || Z 5| & m £ 5
Hzloel & -d 3 ] 1
REER=FEEEREE DESCRIPTION
b-bedding |-joint | o =&l = =8 =~ o =
= E Z=lo M W 5]
s - shear f - fault ol E = e
o =l m
10113871 iy i,;: @30.0" silty sand with minor clay. yellowish bown, moist, fine to
L 4% .1 medium grained
X,
i Tx
r 1. %,
i SRR N , ‘ o ‘
9 [121]79M 1. x| @55.0'silty sand with clay. grayish brown, moist, fine to medium
- Jx -1 gramed
L 4.
r - - . x .
‘ : 60 * - S : , , .
Consolidation 10 (11678 M. 1% @60.0"silty sand with clay, grayish brown, moist, fine to medium
L 1%% ] erained
E dx 0L
= 47X
i 65 . . o _ .
Consolidation 10 (11976 L Jye -] @065.0" sandy silt, greenish brown, moist, fine to medium grained
| _l . . x .
T
i T. =,
2 [118 @70.0" sand, light brown. slightly moist, fine to coarse grained.,
gravelsup to 1.5" n length
Consoludtion 3 (119 @75.0' sand with silt, light brown, slightly most, fine to coarse
grained, gravels up to 1.5" w length
Shea 3119 @80.0' sand, light brown, slightly moist, fine to coarse grained,
L § eravels up to 1.5" 1n length
i T Total Depth 81.0 Feet
B 85 ] Ne Groundwater
K 7 | 8" Hollow Stem Auger with Autohammer
— 90 —
\. ] J/

GeoConcepts, Inc. Sheet 2 of 2
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ADDRESS: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NQ.: 5076
DATE LOGGED: January 5, 2016 LOGGED BY: KNC
e
ATTITUDES | x|ZE|SH 5
HZzl8ol& 9 & o
- |ZEemlzg £ |2S DESCRIPTION
b -bedding |- joint = U 6 f‘ a o =
~| = A 5]
s - shear f - fault : —Ig S “ e
I _%\0.0' -3.0" ASPHALT
i e\ 3.0" - 2.0' ARTIFICIAL FILL; Af
i _Z;I:‘?EZ:Z: 2.0"- 81.0' ALLUVIUM; Qal,
. RS 25" R , , o ‘
Shesr 4 (1177571 Leezieeey @507 silty sand, medium brown, shghtly moist, fine to medium
L Jerecgeead gramned, gravels up to 127 in length
- Toegeseser
- Horaes 8
_ b 10 el . ) _ o : ,
5 (1197971 Loe#eel @100 silty sand. Light brown, slightly moist, fine to medium grained.
L _:Zgizijgﬂ gravel up to 1/2" in length
e
. N Tl B DOGOG I : : :
Shear 2 (11050 Lol @15.0" silty sand, medium brown, slightly moist, fine to coarse
L drpeeiny gramed, gravels up to 1" i length
R AR
o 20 e . _ .
3 (125|821 Jpoorena] (@20.0" silty sand. medium brown, slightly moist, fine to coarse
L 220 grained, gravels up to 2" in length
I s
5 _|Bleiele]
. 25 gl . : : L
Shear 5 |11s|sa M Jeereell @25.0" silty sand. medium brown, slightly moist, fine to coarse
L _:Zf‘lzig&-l grained, gravels up to 2" in length
H SRR
_ W 30 gl L L . L
5 (128167 Loy @30.0" silty sand with minor clay, grayish brown, maist. fine to coarse
L Qe gramed, gravels up to 2" i length
- Jesehield
L L]
el
_ M KR RSO IR . -
9 1115|904 _»9.%:{.»: @350 sand, brown, moist, fine to coarse gramed
900 v’ooi -
I S0
RN
i Toeeleloy
— 40 el . , : . , _—
s 122 MW Lol @400 sand with minor silt. orangish brown, moist, fine to coarse
L -:3?3‘;3::0,3 erained, few gravels up to 1/2" in length
L Jaacear]
. R RLANT
- ) W4 i : —
Congolidation 15 104147 8 JHHITHL @450 silt, vellowish brown, moist, fine grained
\. LT J/

GeoConcepts, Inc. Sheet 1 of 2



March 31, 2107 Page 52
Project 5076

4 )
BORING: B-3

ADDRESS: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076

DATE LOGGED: January 5, 2016 LOGGED BY: KNC
:5? | =

ATTITUDES | zE § 4 = 5 .

Zl o I_'r s Ip !

b -bedding |- joint E E E E § E E 5 8 DESC’RIPTION

sZlz5|em © | &
s - shear f - fault : '_"g S e
Shear 13 1100|568 ] @>50.0" silt, yellowish brown, moist, fine grained

‘ — 55 (] I , o : .
Consolidation 12 11346 M I @35.0" clayey sand. medium brown. moist. fine to medium grained
. — 60 . o - . : ,
10 [115[40 M AHHIN @60.0" sandy silt with clay binder, medium brown, moist, fine to

L At medium grained

g 65 =111 . . o ) .
14 [104]36 E¥ M| @065.0" sandy silt, medium brown, meist, fine to medium grained
- ~ I~ el Ve RN R E . . : : . . !
Consolidation S 1123|507, 1! @70.0" sandy silt to silty sand, yellowish brown, slightly moist, fine to

L 41l coarse grained. gravels up to 1/4" in length

Consolidinion 2 1124 »1 @750 silty sand. yellowish brown, slightly moist, fine to coarse

erained, gravels up to 1/2" i length

] @80.0" silty sand, vellowish brown, slightly moist, fine to coarse
L i erained, gravels up to 1/2" in length
i T Total Depth 81.0 Feet

No Groundwater
8" Hollow Stem Auger with Autohammer

4 1126

\. J

GeoConcepts, Inc. Sheet 2 of 2
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( ORING h
ADDRESS; 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
DATE LOGGED: February 9, 2017 LOGGED BY: KNC
o BlE
ATTITUDES | x| Z & S = 5
Hzlg| &4 < O o
|RElckleE £ |ES DESCRIPTION
b-b TElER = F
-bedding |- joint B Z|Z 8 = 4 =N 2 -
L=l o L m
SoHEIZwn o o
s - shear f - fault [ =l 3
L 4 \O.Or - 10" CONCRETE
r 7 1.0" - 3.0" ARTIFICIAL FILL; Af, sandy clay. dark brown. moist,
i ="\ fine to medium gramed, concrete fragments
5 L 3.0°-71.0 ALLUVIUM; Qal,
6 [117]3s M 471 @5.0 clayey sand. medum brown, moist, fine to coarse grained,
- 4 =1 gravelsupto 1" in length
C 10 : , :
4 117401 47 @100 gravelly sand. brown, moist, fine to coarse grained, gravels up
L 4.2 1o 1.5" 1 length
- e
- B S T . : —
5 (114135001 17 %] @15.0 silty sand. brown to grayish brown, slightly moist, fine to
L dx coarse grained, gravels up to 1" in length
APV
i _'X LT
B 1. x.
TR R
9 (115|510 Foxn @?20.0' no recovery
ERELE
- X
25X . A o
5 |115|30L 1% @250 silty sand. grayish brown, slightly moist. fine to coarse
L 1% %] erained, occasional to frequent gravels up to 1.5 in length. cobbles
L dx .7 up top 3.5" in length, strong hydrocarbon odor
o
30 Rt ——— : —— :
G |113|507L £ = @300 clayey silt, brownish gray, slightly moist, fine to medium
L + ¥ 4 gramed, hydrocarbon odor
L _YTT
_ 35 i — - ; ; ;
4 116|507 4 @35.0" sand, medium brown, shightly moist. fine to coarse grained
40 . , e ‘
7 111715071 4 @40.0' clayey sand, dark grav. moist, fine to coarse grained.,
L - hydrocarbon odor
. Y i Sl e : . e . .
6 [117|51H i @45.0' sand, brownish grav. slightly moist, fine to medium grained,
L 1 hydrocarbon odor
\. ] /
GeoConcepts, Inc. Sheet 1 of 2
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4 N
BORING: B4
ADDRESS; 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
DATE LOGGED: February 9, 2017 LOGGED BY: KNC
£l BlE
ATTITUDES | x| ZE|8H E | ¥
HzIE 20 - |Eo -
| ZElexz2d E |2 DESCRIPTION
b-b THIER = &
-bedding |- joint e SO 2 4 =9 2 ~
ZlZ5 e = | &
s - shear f - fault : —Ig S “ e
[2 {11061 A 1t @350.0" silty clay, reddish brown, slightly moist. fine to medium
- g — grained
[ ﬁ—_—x_—
mSS A ‘ L .
12 107|60 Ek J—x—| @55.0"silty clay. reddish brown, moist, fine gramed
L 1=
S
60— | . .
13 {109|50 M. == @60.0" sandy clay to clayey sand, medium brown, slightly moist, fine
L _f(_: -] to coarse grained
S . . . .
14 [114]41 M I —1 @065.0"silty clay. yellowish brown, shghtly moist, fine grained
- =
e
0 e — : ; — : ;
3 [112(507L Z 0 @70.0 silty sand, light brown. slightly moist, fine to medium grained,
L _ few gravels up to 1" i length
i ] Total Depth 71.0 Feet
L] No Groundwater
| 3 | 8" Hollow Stem Auger
— 90 —
\. | J/

GeoConcepts, Inc. Sheet 2 of 2
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APPENDIX I
LABORATORY TESTING
Laboratory Procedures

Laboratory Recapitulation 1
Laboratory Recapitulation 2

Figures S.1 through S.15
Figures C.1 through C.22

Page 55
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LABORATORY PROCEDURES

Laboratory testing was performed on samples obtained as outlined in the Field Exploration
section of this report. All samples were sent to the laboratory for examination, testing in general
conformance to specified test methods, and classification, using the Unified Soil Classification
System and group symbol.

Moisture and Density Tests

The dry unit weight and moisture content of the undisturbed samples were determined. The
results are tabulated in the Laboratory Recapitulation - Table 1.

Shear Tests

Direct single-shear tests were performed with a direct shear machine. The desired normal load
is applied to the specimen and allowed to come to equilibrium. The rate of deflection on the
sample is approximately 0.005 inches per minute. The samples are tested at higher and/or
lower normal loads in order to determine the angle of internal friction and the cohesion. The
results are plotted on the Shear Test Diagrams and the results tabulated in the Laboratory
Recapitulation - Table 1.

Consolidation

Consolidation tests were performed on samples, within the brass ring, to predict the soils
behavior under a specific load. Porous stones are placed in contact with top and bottom of the
samples to permit to allow the addition or release of water. Loads are applied in several
increments and the results are recorded at selected time intervals. Samples are tested at field
and increased moisture content. The results are plotted on the Consolidation Test Curve and
the load at which the water is added as noted on the drawing.

pH (CTM 532)

A sample of dry soil and distilled water are placed in a flask and allowed to stand for
approximately an hour to stabilize. The pH is measured using a pH meter that has been
compensated for temperature. The results are tabulated in the Laboratory Recapitulation - Table
2.

Minimum Resistivity (CTM 532)

The electrical resistivity of each soil specimen is conducted in a two-stage process using the soil
box method. The first stage measures the resistivity of the soil in its as-received condition and
the second stage records the value after saturation with distiled water. The results are
tabulated in the Laboratory Recapitulation - Table 2.
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Chloride Content (CTM 422)

A sample of dry soil is mixed with distilled water and allowed to stand overnight. The top aliquot
of the sample is mixed with chloride indicator and titrated over silver nitrate solution. The
chloride content is determined by the difference of the volumes required to complete titration.
The results are tabulated in the Laboratory Recapitulation - Table 2.

Sulfate Content (CTM 417)

A sample of dry soil is mixed with distilled water and allowed to stand overnight. The top aliquot
is mixed with distiled water and a conditioning agent. The solution is then placed in a
photometer and the value recorded. The process is repeated with the addition of barium
chloride. The sulfate content is determined by the difference of the photometer readings. The
results are tabulated in the Laboratory Recapitulation - Table 2.
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Exploration Depth (ft) | Material Dry D((e:s(;tz;n Situ cx,::::: 2;,) Ct():-t:::;n Fm(:::;reAen)gle
B-1 2.5 Qa 110.1 4.8
B-1 5 Qa 112.8 5.9
B-1 7.5 Qa 1131 1.9
B-1 10 Qa 119.9 1 0.1 33
B-1 15 Qa 122 6.2
B-1 20 Qa 112.1 7.3 0.15 32
B-1 25 Qa 112.1 8
B-1 30 1134 7.6
B-1 35 Qa 114.6 7.1
B-1 40 Qa 110.9 9.2 0.05 35
B-1 45 Qa 107.3 11
B-1 47.5 Qa (BAG)
B-1 50 Qa 103.5 7.3 0.175 33
B-1 55 Qa 107.5 8.7
B-1 60 Qa 105.3 10.2
B-1 65 Qa 111.8 12.8 0.15 33
B-1 70 Qa 119.6 6.9
B-1 75 Qa 111.4 8
B-1 77.5 Qa (BAG)
B-1 80 Qa 117.5 14 0.1 37
B-1 85 Qa 117.3 3.2
B-1 90 Qa 111.2 5.2
B-1 95 Qa 120.2 7.7
B-1 100 Qa 95.7 15.2
B-1 105 Qa 115.2 1.5
B-1 110 Qa 113.8 3.3
B-1 115 Qa 117.9 7
B-1 120 Qa 111.8 8.3
B-1 125 Qa 113.5 2
B-1 130 Qa 110 2.8
B-1 135 Qa 1111 3.7
B-1 140 Qa 111.4 3.4
B-1 145 Qa 115.3 5.1
B-1 150 Qa 100.3 51
B-1 155 Qa 106.2 6.2
B-1 160 Qa 103.2 14.9
B-1 165 Qa 102.3 20
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B-1 170 Qa 111.4 10.2
B-1 175 Qa 116.5 6.9
B-1 180 Qa 114.9 9
B-1 185 Qa 104 14.9
B-1 190 Qa 116.8 6.6
B-1 195 Qa 120.1 12.8
B-1 200 Qa 118.6 14.1
B-2 5 Qa 113.1 5.6 0.1 31
B-2 10 Qa 109.4 4.9
B-2 15 Qa
B-2 20 Qa 115.4 4.9
B-2 25 Qa 112.9 8.7 0.1 36
B-2 30 Qa 113.9 11.5 0.3 35
B-2 35 Qa 115.1 10.7 0.2 36
B-2 40 Qa 115.1 11.3
B-2 45 Qa 111.8 12.1
B-2 50 Qa 113.3 9.9
B-2 55 Qa 120.8 8.6
B-2 60 Qa 116.2 10
B-2 65 Qa 119.5 10.1
B-2 70 Qa 118.3 2.4
B-2 75 Qa 118.5 3
B-2 80 Qa 118.9 2.5 0.15 36
B-3 5 Qa 117.4 3.8 0.15 36
B-3 10 Qa 118.7 4.8
B-3 15 Qa 110.2 2.4 0.1 35
B-3 20 Qa 124.8 3
B-3 25 Qa 118 4.8 0.1 36
B-3 30 Qa 128 5.1
B-3 35 Qa 115.4 9.3
B-3 40 Qa 122.2 8
B-3 45 Qa 103.9 15
B-3 50 Qa 100.3 13.3 0.35 28
B-3 55 Qa 113 11.6
B-3 60 Qa 114.7 9.9
B-3 65 Qa 104.3 14.2
B-3 70 Qa 122.6 4.9
B-3 75 Qa 124 2.4
B-3 80 Qa 126.1 4
B-4 5 Qal 116.9 5.7
B-4 10 Qal 116.8 4.2 0.15 33
B-4 15 Qal 114 4.8




March 31, 2107 Page 60
Project 5076

B-4 20 115.2 8.7 0.1 33
B-4 25 Qal 114.9 4.7
B-4 30 112.8 5.9
B-4 35 116.5 4.1 0.075 36
B-4 40 117.4 7.4
B-4 45 117.3 5.7 0.2 34
B-4 50 109.6 12
B-4 55 107.1 12.3 0.1 36
B-4 60 109.1 13.3
B-4 65 113.7 14.4 0.15 37
B-4 70 112.2 2.7
Exploration Depth oH As-Is Soil Resistivity I-Vli.ni.mum Soil Chloride Sulphate
(ft) (ohm-cm) Resistivity (ohm-cm) (%) (%)
B-1 25 7.67 20000 5500 0.003 0.00312
B-1 47.5 7.94 2400 1900 0.002 0.00291
B-1 77.5 6.61 120000 11000 0.004 0.00033
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-1@ 10.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
0] 1 2 3 4 5 6
6
S 5
H
E
A
R
4
S
T
R
E 3
N
G
T
H 2
K
S
f
1
0
NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 1.0 Dry Density: 119.9 Phi (deg): 33.0
Saturated: 15.0 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.100
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figure 5 1
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-1@ 20.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
0] 1 2 3 4 5 6
6
S 5
H
E
A
R
4
S
T
R
E 3
N
G
T
H 2
K
S
f
1
0
NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 7.3 Dry Density: 112.1 Phi (deg): 32.0
Saturated: 18.8 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.150
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figurs 52
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-1@ 40.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
0] 1 2 3 4 5 6
6
S 5
H
E
A
R
4
S
T
R
E 3
N
G
T
H 2
K
S
f
1
0
NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 9.2 Dry Density: 110.9 Phi (deg): 35.0
Saturated: 19.2 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.050
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figurs 53
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-1@ 50.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
0] 1 2 3 4 5 6
6
S 5
H
E
A
R
4
S
T
R
E 3
N
G
T
H 2
K
S
f
1
0
NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 7.3 Dry Density: 103.5 Phi (deg): 33.0
Saturated: 23.2 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.175
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figurs 5 4




March 31, 2107 Page 65
Project 5076
PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-1@ 65.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
0] 1 2 3 4 5 6
6
S 5
H
E
A
R
4
S
T
R
E 3
N
G
T
H 2
K
S
f
1
0
NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 12.8 Dry Density: 111.8 Phi (deg): 33.0
Saturated: 18.7 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.150
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figurs 5 5
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-1@ 80.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
0] 1 2 3 4 5 6
6
S 5
H
E
A
R
4
S
T
R
E 3
N
G
T
H 2
K
S
f
1
0
NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 1.4 Dry Density: 117.5 Phi (deg): 37.0
Saturated: 16.0 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.100
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figurs 56
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATION: B-2@ 5.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
0] 1 2 3 4 5 6
6
S 5
H
E
A
R
4
S
T
R
E 3
N
G
T
H 2
K
S
f
1
0
NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 5.6 Dry Density: 113.1 Phi (deg): 31.0
Saturated: 18.1 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.100
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figurs 5 7
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-2@ 25.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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S
f
1
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NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 8.7 Dry Density: 112.9 Phi (deg): 36.0
Saturated: 18.2 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.100
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figurs 58
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-2 @ 30.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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A
R
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R
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K
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1
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NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 11.5 Dry Density: 113.9 Phi (deg): 35.0
Saturated: 17.7 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.300
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figurs 5 8
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-2@ 35.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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K
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NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 10.7 Dry Density: 115.1 Phi (deg): 36.0
Saturated: 17.1 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.200
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figure 510
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-2 @ 80.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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1
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NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 2.5 Dry Density: 118.9 Phi (deg): 36.0
Saturated: 15.4 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.150
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figure 5 11
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATION: B-3@ 5.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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A
R
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R
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G
T
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K
S
f
1
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NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 3.8 Dry Density: 117.4 Phi (deg): 36.0
Saturated: 16.1 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.150
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figure 512
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-3@ 15.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 2.4 Dry Density: 110.2 Phi (deg): 35.0
Saturated: 19.5 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.100
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figure 513
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-3@ 25.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
C 1 2 3 4 5 6
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R
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R
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N
G
T
H 2
K
S
f
1
0
NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 4.8 Dry Density: 118.0 Phi (deg): 36.0
Saturated: 15.8 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.100
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figure 5 14




March 31, 2107 Page 75
Project 5076
PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-3 @ 50.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 13.3 Dry Density: 100.3 Phi (deg): 28.0
Saturated: 25.1 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.350
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figure 515
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-4 @ 10.0 DESCRIPTION: Qal
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T
H 2
K
S
f
1
0
NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 4.2 Dry Density: 116.8 Phi (deg): 33.0
Saturated: 16.4 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.150
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figure 5 16
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-4 @ 20.0 DESCRIPTION:
C 1 2 3 4 5 6
6
S 5
H
E
A
R
4
S
T
R
E 3
N
G
T
H 2
K
S
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NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 8.7 Dry Density: 115.2 Phi (deg): 33.0
Saturated: 17.1 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.100
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figure 517
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-4 @ 35.0 DESCRIPTION:
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K
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NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 4.1 Dry Density: 116.5 Phi (deg): 36.0
Saturated: 16.5 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.075
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figure 5 18
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-4 @ 45.0 DESCRIPTION:
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G
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K
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NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 5.7 Dry Density: 117.3 Phi (deg): 34.0
Saturated: 16.1 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.200
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figure 519
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-4 @ 55.0 DESCRIPTION:
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NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 12.3 Dry Density: 107.1 Phi (deg): 36.0
Saturated: 21.2 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.100
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figure 5 20
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-4 @ 65.0 DESCRIPTION:
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G
T
H 2
K
S
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1
0
NORMAL PRESSURE, ksf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Ultimate Strength
Insitu: 14.4 Dry Density: 113.7 Phi (deg): 37.0
Saturated: 17.8 Cohesion (ksfy. 0.150
SHEAR TEST DIAGRAM Figure 5 21




March 31, 2107 Page 82
Project 5076

PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-1@ 40.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 9.2 Dry Density: 110.9 1600 |bs.
CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 1
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-1@ 45.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 11.0 Dry Density: 107.3 1600 |bs.
CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 2
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-1 @ 60.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 10.2 Dry Density: 105.3 1600 |bs.

CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure € 3
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-1@ 75.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 8.0 Dry Density: 111.4 1600 |bs.
CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 4
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-1@ 90.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 5.2 Dry Density: 111.2 1600 |bs.

CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 5
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street
SAMPLE LOCATION: B-1 @ 100.0

PROJECT NO.: 5076
DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results

Moisture Content (%)

Insitu: 15.2

Density (pcf)

Dry Density: 957

Water Added At

1600 |bs.

CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 6
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATION: B-1@ 105.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 1.5 Dry Density: 115.2 1600 |bs.

CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 7
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATION: B-1@ 115.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 7.0 Dry Density: 117.9 1600 |bs.

CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATION: B-1@ 135.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 3.7 Dry Density: 111.1 1600 |bs.

CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 9
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATION: B-1@ 145.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 5.1 Dry Density: 115.3 1600 |bs.
CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure € 10
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATION: B-1 @ 160.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 14.9 Dry Density: 103.2 1600 |bs.

CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 11
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATION: B-1@ 170.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 10.2 Dry Density: 111.4 1600 |bs.
CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure € 12
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street
SAMPLE LOCATION: B-1 @ 180.0

PROJECT NO.: 5076
DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results

Moisture Content (%)

Insitu: 8.0

Density (pcf)

Dry Density: 114.9

Water Added At

1600 |bs.

CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 13
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATION: B-1@ 190.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 6.6 Dry Density: 116.8 1600 |bs.
CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure € 14
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-2@ 45.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 12.1 Dry Density: 111.8 1600 |bs.

CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 15
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Project 5076

PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-2 @ 60.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 10.0 Dry Density: 116.2 1600 |bs.
CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure € 16
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-2 @ 65.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 10.1 Dry Density: 119.5 1600 |bs.
CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 17
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-2@ 75.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 3.0 Dry Density: 118.5 1600 |bs.
CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 18
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-3@ 45.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 15.0 Dry Density: 103.9 1600 |bs.
CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 19
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-3 @ 55.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 11.6 Dry Density: 113.0 1600 |bs.
CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure € 20
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street
SAMPLE LOCATION: B-3@ 70.0

PROJECT NO.: 5076
DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 4.9 Dry Density: 122.6 1600 |bs.
CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 21
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-3@ 75.0 DESCRIPTION: Qa
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 2.4 Dry Density: 124.0 1600 |bs.

CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 22
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SAMPLE LOCATION: B-4 @ 10.0

PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street

PROJECT NO.: 5076
DESCRIPTION: Qal

0.1 1

10

100

.

0.0

0.5

¢

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

Z—2> 04w’

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

5.0

STRESS, psf
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Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf)
Insitu: 4.2 Dry Density: 116.8

Water Added At

1600 |bs.

CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM

Figure C 23
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-4 @ 20.0 DESCRIPTION:
01 1 10 100
l\ 0.0
el
\L\‘\ 0.5
I~
\.‘\
B 1.0
.
‘\\\
\_—*"*——_ﬂ___
e \0\ 15
S e

T

R 2.0
A

I 2.5
N

% 3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

50

STRESS, psf
Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 8.7 Dry Density: 115.2 1600 |bs.
CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure € 24
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-4 @ 25.0 DESCRIPTION: Qal
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 4.7 Dry Density: 114.9 1600 |bs.

CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure € 25
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-4 @ 30.0 DESCRIPTION:
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 5.9 Dry Density: 112.8 1600 |bs.

CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 26
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-4 @ 35.0 DESCRIPTION:
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 4.1 Dry Density: 116.5 1600 |bs.
CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 27
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Project 5076
PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-4 @ 45.0 DESCRIPTION:
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 5.7 Dry Density: 117.3 1600 |bs.
CONSOLIDATION TEST DIAGRAM Figure C 28
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PROJECT LOCATION: 1222 S. Hope Street PROJECT NO.: 5076
SAMPLE LOCATICN: B-4 @ 55.0 DESCRIPTION:
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Test Results
Moisture Content (%) Density (pcf) Water Added At
Insitu: 12.3 Dry Density: 107.1 1600 |bs.

CONSOLIDATION TEST D