
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 4.2 

AIR QUALITY CALCULATIONS 
 



South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

Tropico 225 Units

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Apartments Mid Rise 225.00 Dwelling Unit 2.25 183,683.00 525

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 31

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Glendale Water & Power

2016Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

1115.33 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Proejct specific parameter from EIR

Construction Phase - Actual construction period per project - 22 to 23 months

Demolition - 1000 cy x 27 = 27.000 cubic feet x 150 lb concrete per cubic foot = 4,050,000 lb/2000 lbs = 2,025 tons

Grading - Project site size

Vehicle Trips - Traffic analysis uses ITE generation rate which there is no Sat or Sun rate.

Woodstoves - Project does not contain fireplaces or woodstoves

Water And Wastewater - Water usage from EIR water supply section

Solid Waste - Solid waste generation from EIR.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 15 mph required per Rule 403

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Area Mitigation - 

Energy Mitigation - Per City of Glendale Ordinance adopting CALGreen

Water Mitigation - 

Waste Mitigation - Per City of Glendale Ordinance

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 60.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 220.00 365.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 6.00 50.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceHourDay 3.00 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberGas 191.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberNoFireplace 22.50 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 11.25 0.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 25.00 2.25

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 100.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 225,000.00 183,683.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 5.92 2.25

tblLandUse Population 644.00 525.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2016

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 103.50 164.30

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 6.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 14,659,655.76 12,736,750.00

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 9,241,956.90 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 11.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 11.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2014 0.4556 3.1029 2.8740 4.1900e-
003

0.3016 0.1884 0.4900 0.1204 0.1785 0.2989 0.0000 364.7148 364.7148 0.0620 0.0000 366.0161

2015 0.8757 3.5251 3.7429 6.2700e-
003

0.2331 0.2188 0.4519 0.0623 0.2096 0.2718 0.0000 524.2327 524.2327 0.0738 0.0000 525.7821

2016 0.4522 0.0474 0.0712 1.3000e-
004

6.5000e-
003

3.6900e-
003

0.0102 1.7200e-
003

3.6900e-
003

5.4100e-
003

0.0000 10.8085 10.8085 8.8000e-
004

0.0000 10.8271

Total 1.7835 6.6754 6.6880 0.0106 0.5412 0.4109 0.9521 0.1844 0.3917 0.5761 0.0000 899.7560 899.7560 0.1366 0.0000 902.6253

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2014 0.4556 3.1029 2.8740 4.1900e-
003

0.1958 0.1884 0.3843 0.0679 0.1785 0.2463 0.0000 364.7145 364.7145 0.0620 0.0000 366.0158

2015 0.8757 3.5251 3.7429 6.2700e-
003

0.2331 0.2188 0.4519 0.0623 0.2096 0.2718 0.0000 524.2324 524.2324 0.0738 0.0000 525.7818

2016 0.4522 0.0474 0.0712 1.3000e-
004

6.5000e-
003

3.6900e-
003

0.0102 1.7200e-
003

3.6900e-
003

5.4100e-
003

0.0000 10.8085 10.8085 8.8000e-
004

0.0000 10.8271

Total 1.7835 6.6754 6.6880 0.0106 0.4354 0.4109 0.8463 0.1318 0.3917 0.5236 0.0000 899.7555 899.7555 0.1366 0.0000 902.6248

Mitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.8097 0.0275 2.3527 1.2000e-
004

0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0000 3.7903 3.7903 3.8600e-
003

0.0000 3.8714

Energy 0.0120 0.1029 0.0438 6.6000e-
004

8.3200e-
003

8.3200e-
003

8.3200e-
003

8.3200e-
003

0.0000 522.2907 522.2907 0.0128 4.3500e-
003

523.9081

Mobile 0.9264 2.9316 11.0903 0.0255 1.7479 0.0398 1.7877 0.4677 0.0366 0.5043 0.0000 2,036.825
0

2,036.825
0

0.0834 0.0000 2,038.576
9

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 33.3514 0.0000 33.3514 1.9710 0.0000 74.7427

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.0408 83.9020 87.9427 0.4172 0.0103 99.8820

Total 1.7481 3.0620 13.4867 0.0263 1.7479 0.0608 1.8087 0.4677 0.0576 0.5253 37.3922 2,646.807
9

2,684.200
1

2.4883 0.0146 2,740.981
0

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.54 0.00 11.11 28.50 0.00 9.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.8097 0.0275 2.3527 1.2000e-
004

0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0000 3.7903 3.7903 3.8600e-
003

0.0000 3.8714

Energy 0.0105 0.0901 0.0383 5.8000e-
004

7.2800e-
003

7.2800e-
003

7.2800e-
003

7.2800e-
003

0.0000 503.3079 503.3079 0.0124 4.0600e-
003

504.8261

Mobile 0.8648 2.4571 9.5603 0.0209 1.4230 0.0328 1.4557 0.3808 0.0301 0.4109 0.0000 1,667.577
1

1,667.577
1

0.0692 0.0000 1,669.030
1

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 16.6757 0.0000 16.6757 0.9855 0.0000 37.3713

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 3.2326 67.1216 70.3542 0.3337 8.1900e-
003

79.9004

Total 1.6850 2.5748 11.9514 0.0216 1.4230 0.0527 1.4757 0.3808 0.0501 0.4309 19.9083 2,241.796
8

2,261.705
1

1.4046 0.0123 2,294.999
3

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

3.61 15.91 11.38 17.87 18.59 13.26 18.41 18.59 13.02 17.98 46.76 15.30 15.74 43.55 16.10 16.27
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 4/1/2014 4/28/2014 5 20

2 Grading Grading 4/29/2014 7/7/2014 5 50

3 Building Construction Building Construction 7/8/2014 11/30/2015 5 365

4 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 12/1/2015 2/22/2016 5 60

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 8.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 2 7.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 3 8.00 46 0.45

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT

Residential Indoor: 371,958; Residential Outdoor: 123,986; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – 
sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 2.25

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0217 0.0000 0.0217 3.2800e-
003

0.0000 3.2800e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0316 0.3048 0.2219 2.5000e-
004

0.0194 0.0194 0.0182 0.0182 0.0000 22.9494 22.9494 5.8300e-
003

0.0000 23.0718

Total 0.0316 0.3048 0.2219 2.5000e-
004

0.0217 0.0194 0.0411 3.2800e-
003

0.0182 0.0215 0.0000 22.9494 22.9494 5.8300e-
003

0.0000 23.0718

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 5 13.00 0.00 200.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 4 10.00 0.00 10.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 8 162.00 24.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 32.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 2.3000e-
003

0.0374 0.0254 7.0000e-
005

1.7100e-
003

7.0000e-
004

2.4100e-
003

4.7000e-
004

6.4000e-
004

1.1100e-
003

0.0000 6.8917 6.8917 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.8929

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 6.5000e-
004

9.5000e-
004

9.8200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.4400e-
003

3.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.4302 1.4302 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4320

Total 2.9500e-
003

0.0383 0.0352 9.0000e-
005

3.1400e-
003

7.1000e-
004

3.8500e-
003

8.5000e-
004

6.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
003

0.0000 8.3219 8.3219 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 8.3249

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 8.4500e-
003

0.0000 8.4500e-
003

1.2800e-
003

0.0000 1.2800e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0316 0.3048 0.2219 2.5000e-
004

0.0194 0.0194 0.0182 0.0182 0.0000 22.9494 22.9494 5.8300e-
003

0.0000 23.0717

Total 0.0316 0.3048 0.2219 2.5000e-
004

8.4500e-
003

0.0194 0.0278 1.2800e-
003

0.0182 0.0195 0.0000 22.9494 22.9494 5.8300e-
003

0.0000 23.0717

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 2.3000e-
003

0.0374 0.0254 7.0000e-
005

1.7100e-
003

7.0000e-
004

2.4100e-
003

4.7000e-
004

6.4000e-
004

1.1100e-
003

0.0000 6.8917 6.8917 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.8929

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 6.5000e-
004

9.5000e-
004

9.8200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.4400e-
003

3.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.4302 1.4302 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4320

Total 2.9500e-
003

0.0383 0.0352 9.0000e-
005

3.1400e-
003

7.1000e-
004

3.8500e-
003

8.5000e-
004

6.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
003

0.0000 8.3219 8.3219 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 8.3249

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1518 0.0000 0.1518 0.0829 0.0000 0.0829 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0746 0.7907 0.5075 5.1000e-
004

0.0444 0.0444 0.0409 0.0409 0.0000 49.6088 49.6088 0.0147 0.0000 49.9166

Total 0.0746 0.7907 0.5075 5.1000e-
004

0.1518 0.0444 0.1962 0.0829 0.0409 0.1237 0.0000 49.6088 49.6088 0.0147 0.0000 49.9166

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.2000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.2700e-
003

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

1.2000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3446 0.3446 0.0000 0.0000 0.3446

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.2500e-
003

1.8200e-
003

0.0189 3.0000e-
005

2.7400e-
003

3.0000e-
005

2.7700e-
003

7.3000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7504 2.7504 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.7538

Total 1.3700e-
003

3.6900e-
003

0.0202 3.0000e-
005

2.8300e-
003

6.0000e-
005

2.8900e-
003

7.5000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

8.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.0949 3.0949 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.0985

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0592 0.0000 0.0592 0.0323 0.0000 0.0323 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0746 0.7907 0.5075 5.1000e-
004

0.0444 0.0444 0.0409 0.0409 0.0000 49.6087 49.6087 0.0147 0.0000 49.9166

Total 0.0746 0.7907 0.5075 5.1000e-
004

0.0592 0.0444 0.1036 0.0323 0.0409 0.0732 0.0000 49.6087 49.6087 0.0147 0.0000 49.9166

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.2000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.2700e-
003

0.0000 9.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

1.2000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.3446 0.3446 0.0000 0.0000 0.3446

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.2500e-
003

1.8200e-
003

0.0189 3.0000e-
005

2.7400e-
003

3.0000e-
005

2.7700e-
003

7.3000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.7504 2.7504 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.7538

Total 1.3700e-
003

3.6900e-
003

0.0202 3.0000e-
005

2.8300e-
003

6.0000e-
005

2.8900e-
003

7.5000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

8.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.0949 3.0949 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.0985

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.2761 1.7116 1.1035 1.5800e-
003

0.1194 0.1194 0.1146 0.1146 0.0000 136.8547 136.8547 0.0341 0.0000 137.5715

Total 0.2761 1.7116 1.1035 1.5800e-
003

0.1194 0.1194 0.1146 0.1146 0.0000 136.8547 136.8547 0.0341 0.0000 137.5715

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0178 0.1788 0.2086 3.3000e-
004

9.3700e-
003

3.4100e-
003

0.0128 2.6700e-
003

3.1300e-
003

5.8100e-
003

0.0000 30.7134 30.7134 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 30.7192

Worker 0.0513 0.0750 0.7771 1.3900e-
003

0.1129 1.0800e-
003

0.1140 0.0300 9.9000e-
004

0.0310 0.0000 113.1717 113.1717 6.7600e-
003

0.0000 113.3137

Total 0.0691 0.2539 0.9857 1.7200e-
003

0.1222 4.4900e-
003

0.1267 0.0326 4.1200e-
003

0.0368 0.0000 143.8851 143.8851 7.0300e-
003

0.0000 144.0329

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.2761 1.7116 1.1035 1.5800e-
003

0.1194 0.1194 0.1146 0.1146 0.0000 136.8545 136.8545 0.0341 0.0000 137.5713

Total 0.2761 1.7116 1.1035 1.5800e-
003

0.1194 0.1194 0.1146 0.1146 0.0000 136.8545 136.8545 0.0341 0.0000 137.5713

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0178 0.1788 0.2086 3.3000e-
004

9.3700e-
003

3.4100e-
003

0.0128 2.6700e-
003

3.1300e-
003

5.8100e-
003

0.0000 30.7134 30.7134 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 30.7192

Worker 0.0513 0.0750 0.7771 1.3900e-
003

0.1129 1.0800e-
003

0.1140 0.0300 9.9000e-
004

0.0310 0.0000 113.1717 113.1717 6.7600e-
003

0.0000 113.3137

Total 0.0691 0.2539 0.9857 1.7200e-
003

0.1222 4.4900e-
003

0.1267 0.0326 4.1200e-
003

0.0368 0.0000 143.8851 143.8851 7.0300e-
003

0.0000 144.0329

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.4792 3.0748 2.0285 2.9600e-
003

0.2094 0.2094 0.2008 0.2008 0.0000 255.2142 255.2142 0.0611 0.0000 256.4978

Total 0.4792 3.0748 2.0285 2.9600e-
003

0.2094 0.2094 0.2008 0.2008 0.0000 255.2142 255.2142 0.0611 0.0000 256.4978

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0287 0.2922 0.3575 6.2000e-
004

0.0176 4.9100e-
003

0.0225 5.0100e-
003

4.5100e-
003

9.5300e-
003

0.0000 56.9184 56.9184 4.5000e-
004

0.0000 56.9279

Worker 0.0861 0.1262 1.3099 2.6000e-
003

0.2115 1.9000e-
003

0.2134 0.0562 1.7400e-
003

0.0579 0.0000 205.2459 205.2459 0.0116 0.0000 205.4895

Total 0.1148 0.4183 1.6674 3.2200e-
003

0.2291 6.8100e-
003

0.2359 0.0612 6.2500e-
003

0.0674 0.0000 262.1643 262.1643 0.0121 0.0000 262.4174

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.4792 3.0748 2.0285 2.9600e-
003

0.2094 0.2094 0.2008 0.2008 0.0000 255.2139 255.2139 0.0611 0.0000 256.4975

Total 0.4792 3.0748 2.0285 2.9600e-
003

0.2094 0.2094 0.2008 0.2008 0.0000 255.2139 255.2139 0.0611 0.0000 256.4975

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0287 0.2922 0.3575 6.2000e-
004

0.0176 4.9100e-
003

0.0225 5.0100e-
003

4.5100e-
003

9.5300e-
003

0.0000 56.9184 56.9184 4.5000e-
004

0.0000 56.9279

Worker 0.0861 0.1262 1.3099 2.6000e-
003

0.2115 1.9000e-
003

0.2134 0.0562 1.7400e-
003

0.0579 0.0000 205.2459 205.2459 0.0116 0.0000 205.4895

Total 0.1148 0.4183 1.6674 3.2200e-
003

0.2291 6.8100e-
003

0.2359 0.0612 6.2500e-
003

0.0674 0.0000 262.1643 262.1643 0.0121 0.0000 262.4174

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.2754 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.6800e-
003

0.0296 0.0219 3.0000e-
005

2.5400e-
003

2.5400e-
003

2.5400e-
003

2.5400e-
003

0.0000 2.9362 2.9362 3.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.9443

Total 0.2801 0.0296 0.0219 3.0000e-
005

2.5400e-
003

2.5400e-
003

2.5400e-
003

2.5400e-
003

0.0000 2.9362 2.9362 3.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.9443

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.6400e-
003

2.4100e-
003

0.0250 5.0000e-
005

4.0400e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

0.0000 3.9180 3.9180 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 3.9226

Total 1.6400e-
003

2.4100e-
003

0.0250 5.0000e-
005

4.0400e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

0.0000 3.9180 3.9180 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 3.9226

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.2754 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.6800e-
003

0.0296 0.0219 3.0000e-
005

2.5400e-
003

2.5400e-
003

2.5400e-
003

2.5400e-
003

0.0000 2.9362 2.9362 3.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.9443

Total 0.2801 0.0296 0.0219 3.0000e-
005

2.5400e-
003

2.5400e-
003

2.5400e-
003

2.5400e-
003

0.0000 2.9362 2.9362 3.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.9443

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.6400e-
003

2.4100e-
003

0.0250 5.0000e-
005

4.0400e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

0.0000 3.9180 3.9180 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 3.9226

Total 1.6400e-
003

2.4100e-
003

0.0250 5.0000e-
005

4.0400e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1100e-
003

0.0000 3.9180 3.9180 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 3.9226

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.4430 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.8200e-
003

0.0439 0.0349 5.0000e-
005

3.6400e-
003

3.6400e-
003

3.6400e-
003

3.6400e-
003

0.0000 4.7235 4.7235 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 4.7352

Total 0.4498 0.0439 0.0349 5.0000e-
005

3.6400e-
003

3.6400e-
003

3.6400e-
003

3.6400e-
003

0.0000 4.7235 4.7235 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 4.7352

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.3800e-
003

3.5000e-
003

0.0363 8.0000e-
005

6.5000e-
003

6.0000e-
005

6.5500e-
003

1.7200e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.7800e-
003

0.0000 6.0850 6.0850 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 6.0919

Total 2.3800e-
003

3.5000e-
003

0.0363 8.0000e-
005

6.5000e-
003

6.0000e-
005

6.5500e-
003

1.7200e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.7800e-
003

0.0000 6.0850 6.0850 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 6.0919

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.4430 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.8200e-
003

0.0439 0.0349 5.0000e-
005

3.6400e-
003

3.6400e-
003

3.6400e-
003

3.6400e-
003

0.0000 4.7235 4.7235 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 4.7352

Total 0.4498 0.0439 0.0349 5.0000e-
005

3.6400e-
003

3.6400e-
003

3.6400e-
003

3.6400e-
003

0.0000 4.7235 4.7235 5.6000e-
004

0.0000 4.7352

Mitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 10/31/2013 3:10 PMPage 19 of 30



4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Increase Density

Increase Transit Accessibility

Improve Pedestrian Network

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.3800e-
003

3.5000e-
003

0.0363 8.0000e-
005

6.5000e-
003

6.0000e-
005

6.5500e-
003

1.7200e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.7800e-
003

0.0000 6.0850 6.0850 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 6.0919

Total 2.3800e-
003

3.5000e-
003

0.0363 8.0000e-
005

6.5000e-
003

6.0000e-
005

6.5500e-
003

1.7200e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.7800e-
003

0.0000 6.0850 6.0850 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 6.0919

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.8648 2.4571 9.5603 0.0209 1.4230 0.0328 1.4557 0.3808 0.0301 0.4109 0.0000 1,667.577
1

1,667.577
1

0.0692 0.0000 1,669.030
1

Unmitigated 0.9264 2.9316 11.0903 0.0255 1.7479 0.0398 1.7877 0.4677 0.0366 0.5043 0.0000 2,036.825
0

2,036.825
0

0.0834 0.0000 2,038.576
9

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Mid Rise 1,350.00 1,350.00 1350.00 4,613,155 3,755,638

Total 1,350.00 1,350.00 1,350.00 4,613,155 3,755,638

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.513363 0.060352 0.180146 0.139338 0.042155 0.006672 0.015739 0.030749 0.001928 0.002503 0.004351 0.000593 0.002111

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 398.9650 398.9650 0.0104 2.1500e-
003

399.8482

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 403.1766 403.1766 0.0105 2.1700e-
003

404.0691

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0105 0.0901 0.0383 5.8000e-
004

7.2800e-
003

7.2800e-
003

7.2800e-
003

7.2800e-
003

0.0000 104.3429 104.3429 2.0000e-
003

1.9100e-
003

104.9779

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0120 0.1029 0.0438 6.6000e-
004

8.3200e-
003

8.3200e-
003

8.3200e-
003

8.3200e-
003

0.0000 119.1141 119.1141 2.2800e-
003

2.1800e-
003

119.8391

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Apartments Mid 
Rise

2.23211e
+006

0.0120 0.1029 0.0438 6.6000e-
004

8.3200e-
003

8.3200e-
003

8.3200e-
003

8.3200e-
003

0.0000 119.1141 119.1141 2.2800e-
003

2.1800e-
003

119.8391

Total 0.0120 0.1029 0.0438 6.6000e-
004

8.3200e-
003

8.3200e-
003

8.3200e-
003

8.3200e-
003

0.0000 119.1141 119.1141 2.2800e-
003

2.1800e-
003

119.8391

Unmitigated

Exceed Title 24
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Apartments Mid 
Rise

1.95531e
+006

0.0105 0.0901 0.0383 5.8000e-
004

7.2800e-
003

7.2800e-
003

7.2800e-
003

7.2800e-
003

0.0000 104.3429 104.3429 2.0000e-
003

1.9100e-
003

104.9779

Total 0.0105 0.0901 0.0383 5.8000e-
004

7.2800e-
003

7.2800e-
003

7.2800e-
003

7.2800e-
003

0.0000 104.3429 104.3429 2.0000e-
003

1.9100e-
003

104.9779

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Mid 
Rise

796941 403.1766 0.0105 2.1700e-
003

404.0691

Total 403.1766 0.0105 2.1700e-
003

404.0691

Unmitigated
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Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Exterior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Exterior

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Mid 
Rise

788616 398.9650 0.0104 2.1500e-
003

399.8482

Total 398.9650 0.0104 2.1500e-
003

399.8482

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.8097 0.0275 2.3527 1.2000e-
004

0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0000 3.7903 3.7903 3.8600e-
003

0.0000 3.8714

Unmitigated 0.8097 0.0275 2.3527 1.2000e-
004

0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0000 3.7903 3.7903 3.8600e-
003

0.0000 3.8714

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0718 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.6637 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0741 0.0275 2.3527 1.2000e-
004

0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0000 3.7903 3.7903 3.8600e-
003

0.0000 3.8714

Total 0.8097 0.0275 2.3527 1.2000e-
004

0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0000 3.7903 3.7903 3.8600e-
003

0.0000 3.8714

Unmitigated
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Install Low Flow Bathroom Faucet

Install Low Flow Kitchen Faucet

Install Low Flow Toilet

Install Low Flow Shower

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0718 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.6637 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0741 0.0275 2.3527 1.2000e-
004

0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0000 3.7903 3.7903 3.8600e-
003

0.0000 3.8714

Total 0.8097 0.0275 2.3527 1.2000e-
004

0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0127 0.0000 3.7903 3.7903 3.8600e-
003

0.0000 3.8714

Mitigated
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 70.3542 0.3337 8.1900e-
003

79.9004

Unmitigated 87.9427 0.4172 0.0103 99.8820

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Mid 
Rise

12.7368 / 
0

87.9427 0.4172 0.0103 99.8820

Total 87.9427 0.4172 0.0103 99.8820

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Institute Recycling and Composting Services

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Mid 
Rise

10.1894 / 
0

70.3542 0.3337 8.1900e-
003

79.9004

Total 70.3542 0.3337 8.1900e-
003

79.9004

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 16.6757 0.9855 0.0000 37.3713

 Unmitigated 33.3514 1.9710 0.0000 74.7427

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Mid 
Rise

164.3 33.3514 1.9710 0.0000 74.7427

Total 33.3514 1.9710 0.0000 74.7427

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Mid 
Rise

82.15 16.6757 0.9855 0.0000 37.3713

Total 16.6757 0.9855 0.0000 37.3713

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 10/31/2013 3:10 PMPage 30 of 30



South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer

Tropico 225 Units

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Apartments Mid Rise 225.00 Dwelling Unit 2.25 183,683.00 525

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 31

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Glendale Water & Power

2016Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

1115.33 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Proejct specific parameter from EIR

Construction Phase - Actual construction period per project - 22 to 23 months

Demolition - 1000 cy x 27 = 27.000 cubic feet x 150 lb concrete per cubic foot = 4,050,000 lb/2000 lbs = 2,025 tons

Grading - Project site size

Vehicle Trips - Traffic analysis uses ITE generation rate which there is no Sat or Sun rate.

Woodstoves - Project does not contain fireplaces or woodstoves

Water And Wastewater - Water usage from EIR water supply section

Solid Waste - Solid waste generation from EIR.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 15 mph required per Rule 403

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Area Mitigation - 

Energy Mitigation - Per City of Glendale Ordinance adopting CALGreen

Water Mitigation - 

Waste Mitigation - Per City of Glendale Ordinance

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 60.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 220.00 365.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 6.00 50.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceHourDay 3.00 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberGas 191.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberNoFireplace 22.50 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 11.25 0.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 25.00 2.25

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 100.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 225,000.00 183,683.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 5.92 2.25

tblLandUse Population 644.00 525.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2016

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 103.50 164.30

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 6.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 14,659,655.76 12,736,750.00

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 9,241,956.90 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 11.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 11.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 5.4448 34.1022 33.1490 0.0531 6.1851 2.0089 7.9635 3.3460 1.8826 4.9822 0.0000 4,972.640
8

4,972.640
8

0.7146 0.0000 4,987.647
8

2015 24.4995 29.1237 31.2744 0.0531 1.9607 1.8167 3.7774 0.5229 1.7394 2.2623 0.0000 4,888.853
0

4,888.853
0

0.6778 0.0000 4,903.086
7

2016 24.4470 2.5394 3.9640 7.5000e-
003

0.3577 0.1996 0.5573 0.0949 0.1994 0.2942 0.0000 662.0747 662.0747 0.0527 0.0000 663.1816

Total 54.3912 65.7653 68.3873 0.1136 8.5035 4.0252 12.2982 3.9638 3.8213 7.5387 0.0000 10,523.56
85

10,523.56
85

1.4451 0.0000 10,553.91
61

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 5.4448 34.1022 33.1490 0.0531 2.4825 2.0089 4.2610 1.3236 1.8826 2.9598 0.0000 4,972.640
8

4,972.640
8

0.7146 0.0000 4,987.647
8

2015 24.4995 29.1237 31.2744 0.0531 1.9607 1.8167 3.7774 0.5229 1.7394 2.2623 0.0000 4,888.853
0

4,888.853
0

0.6778 0.0000 4,903.086
7

2016 24.4470 2.5394 3.9640 7.5000e-
003

0.3577 0.1996 0.5573 0.0949 0.1994 0.2942 0.0000 662.0747 662.0747 0.0527 0.0000 663.1816

Total 54.3912 65.7653 68.3873 0.1136 4.8009 4.0252 8.5957 1.9414 3.8213 5.5163 0.0000 10,523.56
85

10,523.56
85

1.4451 0.0000 10,553.91
61

Mitigated Construction
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 43.54 0.00 30.11 51.02 0.00 26.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 4.6233 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.0000 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 0.0000 34.1396

Energy 0.0660 0.5636 0.2398 3.6000e-
003

0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 719.4568 719.4568 0.0138 0.0132 723.8353

Mobile 5.1804 15.0078 61.5757 0.1460 9.7815 0.2185 10.0000 2.6134 0.2009 2.8143 12,822.26
98

12,822.26
98

0.5057 12,832.88
99

Total 9.8697 15.7916 80.6369 0.1505 9.7815 0.3656 10.1472 2.6134 0.3480 2.9614 0.0000 13,575.15
09

13,575.15
09

0.5536 0.0132 13,590.86
48

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 4.6233 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.0000 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 0.0000 34.1396

Energy 0.0578 0.4937 0.2101 3.1500e-
003

0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 630.2373 630.2373 0.0121 0.0116 634.0728

Mobile 4.8350 12.5975 52.4866 0.1195 7.9633 0.1799 8.1432 2.1276 0.1654 2.2930 10,496.53
80

10,496.53
80

0.4194 10,505.34
59

Total 9.5161 13.3114 71.5181 0.1236 7.9633 0.3214 8.2847 2.1276 0.3069 2.4345 0.0000 11,160.19
96

11,160.19
96

0.4656 0.0116 11,173.55
82

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 4/1/2014 4/28/2014 5 20

2 Grading Grading 4/29/2014 7/7/2014 5 50

3 Building Construction Building Construction 7/8/2014 11/30/2015 5 365

4 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 12/1/2015 2/22/2016 5 60

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

3.58 15.71 11.31 17.88 18.59 12.10 18.35 18.59 11.82 17.79 0.00 17.79 17.79 15.90 12.43 17.79

Residential Indoor: 371,958; Residential Outdoor: 123,986; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – 
sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 2.25

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 8.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 2 7.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 3 8.00 46 0.45

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 5 13.00 0.00 200.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 4 10.00 0.00 10.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 8 162.00 24.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 32.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 10/31/2013 3:08 PMPage 8 of 26



3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 2.1667 0.0000 2.1667 0.3281 0.0000 0.3281 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1589 30.4755 22.1905 0.0245 1.9381 1.9381 1.8174 1.8174 2,529.736
9

2,529.736
9

0.6423 2,543.225
1

Total 3.1589 30.4755 22.1905 0.0245 2.1667 1.9381 4.1047 0.3281 1.8174 2.1455 2,529.736
9

2,529.736
9

0.6423 2,543.225
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.2204 3.5429 2.2956 7.4000e-
003

0.1742 0.0695 0.2437 0.0477 0.0639 0.1116 760.4307 760.4307 6.4800e-
003

760.5668

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0670 0.0839 1.0348 1.8400e-
003

0.1453 1.3700e-
003

0.1467 0.0385 1.2500e-
003

0.0398 165.4633 165.4633 9.4200e-
003

165.6611

Total 0.2874 3.6267 3.3304 9.2400e-
003

0.3195 0.0709 0.3904 0.0862 0.0652 0.1514 925.8940 925.8940 0.0159 926.2279

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.8450 0.0000 0.8450 0.1279 0.0000 0.1279 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1589 30.4755 22.1905 0.0245 1.9381 1.9381 1.8174 1.8174 0.0000 2,529.736
9

2,529.736
9

0.6423 2,543.225
1

Total 3.1589 30.4755 22.1905 0.0245 0.8450 1.9381 2.7831 0.1279 1.8174 1.9454 0.0000 2,529.736
9

2,529.736
9

0.6423 2,543.225
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.2204 3.5429 2.2956 7.4000e-
003

0.1742 0.0695 0.2437 0.0477 0.0639 0.1116 760.4307 760.4307 6.4800e-
003

760.5668

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0670 0.0839 1.0348 1.8400e-
003

0.1453 1.3700e-
003

0.1467 0.0385 1.2500e-
003

0.0398 165.4633 165.4633 9.4200e-
003

165.6611

Total 0.2874 3.6267 3.3304 9.2400e-
003

0.3195 0.0709 0.3904 0.0862 0.0652 0.1514 925.8940 925.8940 0.0159 926.2279

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.0698 0.0000 6.0698 3.3154 0.0000 3.3154 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.9828 31.6276 20.3007 0.0206 1.7760 1.7760 1.6340 1.6340 2,187.373
0

2,187.373
0

0.6464 2,200.947
2

Total 2.9828 31.6276 20.3007 0.0206 6.0698 1.7760 7.8458 3.3154 1.6340 4.9493 2,187.373
0

2,187.373
0

0.6464 2,200.947
2

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 4.4100e-
003

0.0709 0.0459 1.5000e-
004

3.4800e-
003

1.3900e-
003

4.8700e-
003

9.5000e-
004

1.2800e-
003

2.2300e-
003

15.2086 15.2086 1.3000e-
004

15.2113

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0515 0.0645 0.7960 1.4200e-
003

0.1118 1.0500e-
003

0.1128 0.0296 9.6000e-
004

0.0306 127.2795 127.2795 7.2400e-
003

127.4316

Total 0.0559 0.1354 0.8419 1.5700e-
003

0.1153 2.4400e-
003

0.1177 0.0306 2.2400e-
003

0.0328 142.4881 142.4881 7.3700e-
003

142.6429

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 10/31/2013 3:08 PMPage 11 of 26



3.3 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 2.3672 0.0000 2.3672 1.2930 0.0000 1.2930 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.9828 31.6276 20.3007 0.0206 1.7760 1.7760 1.6340 1.6340 0.0000 2,187.372
9

2,187.372
9

0.6464 2,200.947
2

Total 2.9828 31.6276 20.3007 0.0206 2.3672 1.7760 4.1433 1.2930 1.6340 2.9270 0.0000 2,187.372
9

2,187.372
9

0.6464 2,200.947
2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 4.4100e-
003

0.0709 0.0459 1.5000e-
004

3.4800e-
003

1.3900e-
003

4.8700e-
003

9.5000e-
004

1.2800e-
003

2.2300e-
003

15.2086 15.2086 1.3000e-
004

15.2113

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0515 0.0645 0.7960 1.4200e-
003

0.1118 1.0500e-
003

0.1128 0.0296 9.6000e-
004

0.0306 127.2795 127.2795 7.2400e-
003

127.4316

Total 0.0559 0.1354 0.8419 1.5700e-
003

0.1153 2.4400e-
003

0.1177 0.0306 2.2400e-
003

0.0328 142.4881 142.4881 7.3700e-
003

142.6429

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 4.3480 26.9541 17.3783 0.0249 1.8799 1.8799 1.8047 1.8047 2,375.692
3

2,375.692
3

0.5925 2,388.135
7

Total 4.3480 26.9541 17.3783 0.0249 1.8799 1.8799 1.8047 1.8047 2,375.692
3

2,375.692
3

0.5925 2,388.135
7

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.2622 2.6902 2.8756 5.2400e-
003

0.1499 0.0534 0.2033 0.0427 0.0491 0.0918 535.0214 535.0214 4.7100e-
003

535.1203

Worker 0.8346 1.0450 12.8951 0.0229 1.8108 0.0171 1.8279 0.4802 0.0156 0.4958 2,061.927
1

2,061.927
1

0.1174 2,064.391
8

Total 1.0968 3.7351 15.7707 0.0282 1.9607 0.0704 2.0311 0.5229 0.0647 0.5876 2,596.948
5

2,596.948
5

0.1221 2,599.512
1

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 4.3480 26.9541 17.3783 0.0249 1.8799 1.8799 1.8047 1.8047 0.0000 2,375.692
3

2,375.692
3

0.5925 2,388.135
7

Total 4.3480 26.9541 17.3783 0.0249 1.8799 1.8799 1.8047 1.8047 0.0000 2,375.692
3

2,375.692
3

0.5925 2,388.135
7

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.2622 2.6902 2.8756 5.2400e-
003

0.1499 0.0534 0.2033 0.0427 0.0491 0.0918 535.0214 535.0214 4.7100e-
003

535.1203

Worker 0.8346 1.0450 12.8951 0.0229 1.8108 0.0171 1.8279 0.4802 0.0156 0.4958 2,061.927
1

2,061.927
1

0.1174 2,064.391
8

Total 1.0968 3.7351 15.7707 0.0282 1.9607 0.0704 2.0311 0.5229 0.0647 0.5876 2,596.948
5

2,596.948
5

0.1221 2,599.512
1

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 4.0268 25.8389 17.0465 0.0249 1.7597 1.7597 1.6870 1.6870 2,364.079
7

2,364.079
7

0.5662 2,375.970
1

Total 4.0268 25.8389 17.0465 0.0249 1.7597 1.7597 1.6870 1.6870 2,364.079
7

2,364.079
7

0.5662 2,375.970
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.2261 2.3468 2.5973 5.2300e-
003

0.1500 0.0410 0.1910 0.0427 0.0377 0.0804 529.0973 529.0973 4.1400e-
003

529.1842

Worker 0.7498 0.9380 11.6306 0.0230 1.8108 0.0159 1.8267 0.4802 0.0146 0.4948 1,995.675
9

1,995.675
9

0.1075 1,997.932
4

Total 0.9759 3.2848 14.2279 0.0282 1.9607 0.0570 2.0177 0.5229 0.0524 0.5753 2,524.773
3

2,524.773
3

0.1116 2,527.116
6

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 4.0268 25.8389 17.0465 0.0249 1.7597 1.7597 1.6870 1.6870 0.0000 2,364.079
7

2,364.079
7

0.5662 2,375.970
1

Total 4.0268 25.8389 17.0465 0.0249 1.7597 1.7597 1.6870 1.6870 0.0000 2,364.079
7

2,364.079
7

0.5662 2,375.970
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.2261 2.3468 2.5973 5.2300e-
003

0.1500 0.0410 0.1910 0.0427 0.0377 0.0804 529.0973 529.0973 4.1400e-
003

529.1842

Worker 0.7498 0.9380 11.6306 0.0230 1.8108 0.0159 1.8267 0.4802 0.0146 0.4948 1,995.675
9

1,995.675
9

0.1075 1,997.932
4

Total 0.9759 3.2848 14.2279 0.0282 1.9607 0.0570 2.0177 0.5229 0.0524 0.5753 2,524.773
3

2,524.773
3

0.1116 2,527.116
6

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.9448 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4066 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Total 24.3514 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.1481 0.1853 2.2974 4.5300e-
003

0.3577 3.1500e-
003

0.3608 0.0949 2.8900e-
003

0.0977 394.2076 394.2076 0.0212 394.6533

Total 0.1481 0.1853 2.2974 4.5300e-
003

0.3577 3.1500e-
003

0.3608 0.0949 2.8900e-
003

0.0977 394.2076 394.2076 0.0212 394.6533

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.9448 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4066 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Total 24.3514 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.1481 0.1853 2.2974 4.5300e-
003

0.3577 3.1500e-
003

0.3608 0.0949 2.8900e-
003

0.0977 394.2076 394.2076 0.0212 394.6533

Total 0.1481 0.1853 2.2974 4.5300e-
003

0.3577 3.1500e-
003

0.3608 0.0949 2.8900e-
003

0.0977 394.2076 394.2076 0.0212 394.6533

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.9448 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3685 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Total 24.3133 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.1337 0.1671 2.0801 4.5300e-
003

0.3577 2.9900e-
003

0.3607 0.0949 2.7500e-
003

0.0976 380.6267 380.6267 0.0195 381.0368

Total 0.1337 0.1671 2.0801 4.5300e-
003

0.3577 2.9900e-
003

0.3607 0.0949 2.7500e-
003

0.0976 380.6267 380.6267 0.0195 381.0368

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.9448 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3685 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Total 24.3133 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.1337 0.1671 2.0801 4.5300e-
003

0.3577 2.9900e-
003

0.3607 0.0949 2.7500e-
003

0.0976 380.6267 380.6267 0.0195 381.0368

Total 0.1337 0.1671 2.0801 4.5300e-
003

0.3577 2.9900e-
003

0.3607 0.0949 2.7500e-
003

0.0976 380.6267 380.6267 0.0195 381.0368

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 4.8350 12.5975 52.4866 0.1195 7.9633 0.1799 8.1432 2.1276 0.1654 2.2930 10,496.53
80

10,496.53
80

0.4194 10,505.34
59

Unmitigated 5.1804 15.0078 61.5757 0.1460 9.7815 0.2185 10.0000 2.6134 0.2009 2.8143 12,822.26
98

12,822.26
98

0.5057 12,832.88
99

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Mid Rise 1,350.00 1,350.00 1350.00 4,613,155 3,755,638

Total 1,350.00 1,350.00 1,350.00 4,613,155 3,755,638

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Increase Density

Increase Transit Accessibility

Improve Pedestrian Network

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.513363 0.060352 0.180146 0.139338 0.042155 0.006672 0.015739 0.030749 0.001928 0.002503 0.004351 0.000593 0.002111
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0578 0.4937 0.2101 3.1500e-
003

0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 630.2373 630.2373 0.0121 0.0116 634.0728

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0660 0.5636 0.2398 3.6000e-
003

0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 719.4568 719.4568 0.0138 0.0132 723.8353

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Mid 
Rise

6115.38 0.0660 0.5636 0.2398 3.6000e-
003

0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 719.4568 719.4568 0.0138 0.0132 723.8353

Total 0.0660 0.5636 0.2398 3.6000e-
003

0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 719.4568 719.4568 0.0138 0.0132 723.8353

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: N
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Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Exterior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Exterior

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Mid 
Rise

5.35702 0.0578 0.4937 0.2101 3.1500e-
003

0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 630.2373 630.2373 0.0121 0.0116 634.0728

Total 0.0578 0.4937 0.2101 3.1500e-
003

0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 630.2373 630.2373 0.0121 0.0116 634.0728

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 4.6233 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.0000 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 0.0000 34.1396

Unmitigated 4.6233 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.0000 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 0.0000 34.1396

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.3936 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

3.6369 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.5927 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 34.1396

Total 4.6233 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.0000 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 0.0000 34.1396

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Institute Recycling and Composting Services

Install Low Flow Bathroom Faucet

Install Low Flow Kitchen Faucet

Install Low Flow Toilet

Install Low Flow Shower

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.3936 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

3.6369 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.5927 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 34.1396

Total 4.6233 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.0000 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 0.0000 34.1396

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 10/31/2013 3:08 PMPage 25 of 26



10.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter

Tropico 225 Units

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Apartments Mid Rise 225.00 Dwelling Unit 2.25 183,683.00 525

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 31

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Glendale Water & Power

2016Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

1115.33 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Proejct specific parameter from EIR

Construction Phase - Actual construction period per project - 22 to 23 months

Demolition - 1000 cy x 27 = 27.000 cubic feet x 150 lb concrete per cubic foot = 4,050,000 lb/2000 lbs = 2,025 tons

Grading - Project site size

Vehicle Trips - Traffic analysis uses ITE generation rate which there is no Sat or Sun rate.

Woodstoves - Project does not contain fireplaces or woodstoves

Water And Wastewater - Water usage from EIR water supply section

Solid Waste - Solid waste generation from EIR.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 15 mph required per Rule 403

Mobile Land Use Mitigation - 

Area Mitigation - 

Energy Mitigation - Per City of Glendale Ordinance adopting CALGreen

Water Mitigation - 

Waste Mitigation - Per City of Glendale Ordinance

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 3

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 60.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 220.00 365.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 6.00 50.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceHourDay 3.00 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberGas 191.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberNoFireplace 22.50 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 11.25 0.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 25.00 2.25

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 100.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 225,000.00 183,683.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 5.92 2.25

tblLandUse Population 644.00 525.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2016

tblSolidWaste SolidWasteGenerationRate 103.50 164.30

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 6.00

tblWater IndoorWaterUseRate 14,659,655.76 12,736,750.00

tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 9,241,956.90 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 11.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 11.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 5.4919 34.2400 32.6982 0.0516 6.1851 2.0092 7.9636 3.3460 1.8828 4.9822 0.0000 4,840.885
0

4,840.885
0

0.7147 0.0000 4,855.894
6

2015 24.5029 29.2766 30.8781 0.0516 1.9607 1.8172 3.7779 0.5229 1.7398 2.2628 0.0000 4,760.930
9

4,760.930
9

0.6779 0.0000 4,775.167
0

2016 24.4498 2.5557 3.8004 7.2200e-
003

0.3577 0.1996 0.5573 0.0949 0.1994 0.2942 0.0000 638.4769 638.4769 0.0527 0.0000 639.5839

Total 54.4446 66.0722 67.3768 0.1104 8.5035 4.0259 12.2987 3.9638 3.8220 7.5392 0.0000 10,240.29
29

10,240.29
29

1.4454 0.0000 10,270.64
55

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2014 5.4919 34.2400 32.6982 0.0516 2.4825 2.0092 4.2610 1.3236 1.8828 2.9598 0.0000 4,840.885
0

4,840.885
0

0.7147 0.0000 4,855.894
6

2015 24.5029 29.2766 30.8781 0.0516 1.9607 1.8172 3.7779 0.5229 1.7398 2.2628 0.0000 4,760.930
9

4,760.930
9

0.6779 0.0000 4,775.167
0

2016 24.4498 2.5557 3.8004 7.2200e-
003

0.3577 0.1996 0.5573 0.0949 0.1994 0.2942 0.0000 638.4769 638.4769 0.0527 0.0000 639.5839

Total 54.4446 66.0722 67.3768 0.1104 4.8009 4.0259 8.5962 1.9414 3.8220 5.5168 0.0000 10,240.29
29

10,240.29
29

1.4454 0.0000 10,270.64
55

Mitigated Construction
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 43.54 0.00 30.11 51.02 0.00 26.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 4.6233 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.0000 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 0.0000 34.1396

Energy 0.0660 0.5636 0.2398 3.6000e-
003

0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 719.4568 719.4568 0.0138 0.0132 723.8353

Mobile 5.3485 15.7924 60.2581 0.1386 9.7815 0.2194 10.0009 2.6134 0.2017 2.8151 12,201.40
99

12,201.40
99

0.5061 12,212.03
75

Total 10.0377 16.5762 79.3193 0.1432 9.7815 0.3665 10.1480 2.6134 0.3489 2.9622 0.0000 12,954.29
09

12,954.29
09

0.5539 0.0132 12,970.01
23

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 4.6233 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.0000 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 0.0000 34.1396

Energy 0.0578 0.4937 0.2101 3.1500e-
003

0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 630.2373 630.2373 0.0121 0.0116 634.0728

Mobile 5.0133 13.2400 52.0721 0.1135 7.9633 0.1808 8.1441 2.1276 0.1662 2.2938 9,988.864
1

9,988.864
1

0.4198 9,997.679
4

Total 9.6944 13.9539 71.1036 0.1177 7.9633 0.3223 8.2855 2.1276 0.3077 2.4353 0.0000 10,652.52
57

10,652.52
57

0.4659 0.0116 10,665.89
18

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 4/1/2014 4/28/2014 5 20

2 Grading Grading 4/29/2014 7/7/2014 5 50

3 Building Construction Building Construction 7/8/2014 11/30/2015 5 365

4 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 12/1/2015 2/22/2016 5 60

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

3.42 15.82 10.36 17.85 18.59 12.08 18.35 18.59 11.80 17.79 0.00 17.77 17.77 15.89 12.43 17.76

Residential Indoor: 371,958; Residential Outdoor: 123,986; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – 
sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 2.25

Acres of Paving: 0
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 8.00 226 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 2 7.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 3 8.00 46 0.45

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 5 13.00 0.00 200.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 4 10.00 0.00 10.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 8 162.00 24.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 32.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 2.1667 0.0000 2.1667 0.3281 0.0000 0.3281 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1589 30.4755 22.1905 0.0245 1.9381 1.9381 1.8174 1.8174 2,529.736
9

2,529.736
9

0.6423 2,543.225
1

Total 3.1589 30.4755 22.1905 0.0245 2.1667 1.9381 4.1047 0.3281 1.8174 2.1455 2,529.736
9

2,529.736
9

0.6423 2,543.225
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.2343 3.6724 2.5732 7.3800e-
003

0.1742 0.0697 0.2439 0.0477 0.0641 0.1118 758.6322 758.6322 6.5600e-
003

758.7698

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0686 0.0921 0.9596 1.7300e-
003

0.1453 1.3700e-
003

0.1467 0.0385 1.2500e-
003

0.0398 155.2457 155.2457 9.4200e-
003

155.4435

Total 0.3029 3.7645 3.5328 9.1100e-
003

0.3195 0.0711 0.3906 0.0862 0.0654 0.1516 913.8778 913.8778 0.0160 914.2133

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.8450 0.0000 0.8450 0.1279 0.0000 0.1279 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1589 30.4755 22.1905 0.0245 1.9381 1.9381 1.8174 1.8174 0.0000 2,529.736
9

2,529.736
9

0.6423 2,543.225
1

Total 3.1589 30.4755 22.1905 0.0245 0.8450 1.9381 2.7831 0.1279 1.8174 1.9454 0.0000 2,529.736
9

2,529.736
9

0.6423 2,543.225
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.2343 3.6724 2.5732 7.3800e-
003

0.1742 0.0697 0.2439 0.0477 0.0641 0.1118 758.6322 758.6322 6.5600e-
003

758.7698

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0686 0.0921 0.9596 1.7300e-
003

0.1453 1.3700e-
003

0.1467 0.0385 1.2500e-
003

0.0398 155.2457 155.2457 9.4200e-
003

155.4435

Total 0.3029 3.7645 3.5328 9.1100e-
003

0.3195 0.0711 0.3906 0.0862 0.0654 0.1516 913.8778 913.8778 0.0160 914.2133

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 6.0698 0.0000 6.0698 3.3154 0.0000 3.3154 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.9828 31.6276 20.3007 0.0206 1.7760 1.7760 1.6340 1.6340 2,187.373
0

2,187.373
0

0.6464 2,200.947
2

Total 2.9828 31.6276 20.3007 0.0206 6.0698 1.7760 7.8458 3.3154 1.6340 4.9493 2,187.373
0

2,187.373
0

0.6464 2,200.947
2

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 4.6900e-
003

0.0735 0.0515 1.5000e-
004

3.4800e-
003

1.3900e-
003

4.8800e-
003

9.5000e-
004

1.2800e-
003

2.2400e-
003

15.1726 15.1726 1.3000e-
004

15.1754

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0528 0.0708 0.7381 1.3300e-
003

0.1118 1.0500e-
003

0.1128 0.0296 9.6000e-
004

0.0306 119.4197 119.4197 7.2400e-
003

119.5719

Total 0.0575 0.1443 0.7896 1.4800e-
003

0.1153 2.4400e-
003

0.1177 0.0306 2.2400e-
003

0.0329 134.5924 134.5924 7.3700e-
003

134.7473

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 2.3672 0.0000 2.3672 1.2930 0.0000 1.2930 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.9828 31.6276 20.3007 0.0206 1.7760 1.7760 1.6340 1.6340 0.0000 2,187.372
9

2,187.372
9

0.6464 2,200.947
2

Total 2.9828 31.6276 20.3007 0.0206 2.3672 1.7760 4.1433 1.2930 1.6340 2.9270 0.0000 2,187.372
9

2,187.372
9

0.6464 2,200.947
2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 4.6900e-
003

0.0735 0.0515 1.5000e-
004

3.4800e-
003

1.3900e-
003

4.8800e-
003

9.5000e-
004

1.2800e-
003

2.2400e-
003

15.1726 15.1726 1.3000e-
004

15.1754

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0528 0.0708 0.7381 1.3300e-
003

0.1118 1.0500e-
003

0.1128 0.0296 9.6000e-
004

0.0306 119.4197 119.4197 7.2400e-
003

119.5719

Total 0.0575 0.1443 0.7896 1.4800e-
003

0.1153 2.4400e-
003

0.1177 0.0306 2.2400e-
003

0.0329 134.5924 134.5924 7.3700e-
003

134.7473

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 4.3480 26.9541 17.3783 0.0249 1.8799 1.8799 1.8047 1.8047 2,375.692
3

2,375.692
3

0.5925 2,388.135
7

Total 4.3480 26.9541 17.3783 0.0249 1.8799 1.8799 1.8047 1.8047 2,375.692
3

2,375.692
3

0.5925 2,388.135
7

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.2886 2.7624 3.3620 5.2000e-
003

0.1499 0.0541 0.2040 0.0427 0.0497 0.0924 530.5930 530.5930 4.8300e-
003

530.6944

Worker 0.8553 1.1475 11.9579 0.0215 1.8108 0.0171 1.8279 0.4802 0.0156 0.4958 1,934.599
8

1,934.599
8

0.1174 1,937.064
5

Total 1.1439 3.9099 15.3199 0.0267 1.9607 0.0712 2.0319 0.5229 0.0653 0.5882 2,465.192
7

2,465.192
7

0.1222 2,467.758
9

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 4.3480 26.9541 17.3783 0.0249 1.8799 1.8799 1.8047 1.8047 0.0000 2,375.692
3

2,375.692
3

0.5925 2,388.135
7

Total 4.3480 26.9541 17.3783 0.0249 1.8799 1.8799 1.8047 1.8047 0.0000 2,375.692
3

2,375.692
3

0.5925 2,388.135
7

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.2886 2.7624 3.3620 5.2000e-
003

0.1499 0.0541 0.2040 0.0427 0.0497 0.0924 530.5930 530.5930 4.8300e-
003

530.6944

Worker 0.8553 1.1475 11.9579 0.0215 1.8108 0.0171 1.8279 0.4802 0.0156 0.4958 1,934.599
8

1,934.599
8

0.1174 1,937.064
5

Total 1.1439 3.9099 15.3199 0.0267 1.9607 0.0712 2.0319 0.5229 0.0653 0.5882 2,465.192
7

2,465.192
7

0.1222 2,467.758
9

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 4.0268 25.8389 17.0465 0.0249 1.7597 1.7597 1.6870 1.6870 2,364.079
7

2,364.079
7

0.5662 2,375.970
1

Total 4.0268 25.8389 17.0465 0.0249 1.7597 1.7597 1.6870 1.6870 2,364.079
7

2,364.079
7

0.5662 2,375.970
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.2484 2.4078 3.0811 5.1900e-
003

0.1500 0.0415 0.1915 0.0427 0.0382 0.0809 524.6805 524.6805 4.2500e-
003

524.7698

Worker 0.7671 1.0298 10.7505 0.0215 1.8108 0.0159 1.8267 0.4802 0.0146 0.4948 1,872.170
7

1,872.170
7

0.1075 1,874.427
1

Total 1.0154 3.4377 13.8316 0.0267 1.9607 0.0575 2.0182 0.5229 0.0528 0.5757 2,396.851
2

2,396.851
2

0.1117 2,399.196
9

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 4.0268 25.8389 17.0465 0.0249 1.7597 1.7597 1.6870 1.6870 0.0000 2,364.079
7

2,364.079
7

0.5662 2,375.970
1

Total 4.0268 25.8389 17.0465 0.0249 1.7597 1.7597 1.6870 1.6870 0.0000 2,364.079
7

2,364.079
7

0.5662 2,375.970
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.2484 2.4078 3.0811 5.1900e-
003

0.1500 0.0415 0.1915 0.0427 0.0382 0.0809 524.6805 524.6805 4.2500e-
003

524.7698

Worker 0.7671 1.0298 10.7505 0.0215 1.8108 0.0159 1.8267 0.4802 0.0146 0.4948 1,872.170
7

1,872.170
7

0.1075 1,874.427
1

Total 1.0154 3.4377 13.8316 0.0267 1.9607 0.0575 2.0182 0.5229 0.0528 0.5757 2,396.851
2

2,396.851
2

0.1117 2,399.196
9

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.9448 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4066 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Total 24.3514 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.1515 0.2034 2.1236 4.2500e-
003

0.3577 3.1500e-
003

0.3608 0.0949 2.8900e-
003

0.0977 369.8115 369.8115 0.0212 370.2572

Total 0.1515 0.2034 2.1236 4.2500e-
003

0.3577 3.1500e-
003

0.3608 0.0949 2.8900e-
003

0.0977 369.8115 369.8115 0.0212 370.2572

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.5 Architectural Coating - 2015

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.9448 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4066 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Total 24.3514 2.5703 1.9018 2.9700e-
003

0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.2209 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0367 282.2177

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.1515 0.2034 2.1236 4.2500e-
003

0.3577 3.1500e-
003

0.3608 0.0949 2.8900e-
003

0.0977 369.8115 369.8115 0.0212 370.2572

Total 0.1515 0.2034 2.1236 4.2500e-
003

0.3577 3.1500e-
003

0.3608 0.0949 2.8900e-
003

0.0977 369.8115 369.8115 0.0212 370.2572

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 10/31/2013 3:07 PMPage 18 of 26



3.5 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.9448 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3685 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Total 24.3133 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.1365 0.1835 1.9165 4.2500e-
003

0.3577 2.9900e-
003

0.3607 0.0949 2.7500e-
003

0.0976 357.0289 357.0289 0.0195 357.4390

Total 0.1365 0.1835 1.9165 4.2500e-
003

0.3577 2.9900e-
003

0.3607 0.0949 2.7500e-
003

0.0976 357.0289 357.0289 0.0195 357.4390

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.5 Architectural Coating - 2016

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 23.9448 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3685 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Total 24.3133 2.3722 1.8839 2.9700e-
003

0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.1966 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0332 282.1449

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.1365 0.1835 1.9165 4.2500e-
003

0.3577 2.9900e-
003

0.3607 0.0949 2.7500e-
003

0.0976 357.0289 357.0289 0.0195 357.4390

Total 0.1365 0.1835 1.9165 4.2500e-
003

0.3577 2.9900e-
003

0.3607 0.0949 2.7500e-
003

0.0976 357.0289 357.0289 0.0195 357.4390

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 5.0133 13.2400 52.0721 0.1135 7.9633 0.1808 8.1441 2.1276 0.1662 2.2938 9,988.864
1

9,988.864
1

0.4198 9,997.679
4

Unmitigated 5.3485 15.7924 60.2581 0.1386 9.7815 0.2194 10.0009 2.6134 0.2017 2.8151 12,201.40
99

12,201.40
99

0.5061 12,212.03
75

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Mid Rise 1,350.00 1,350.00 1350.00 4,613,155 3,755,638

Total 1,350.00 1,350.00 1,350.00 4,613,155 3,755,638

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Increase Density

Increase Transit Accessibility

Improve Pedestrian Network

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

0.513363 0.060352 0.180146 0.139338 0.042155 0.006672 0.015739 0.030749 0.001928 0.002503 0.004351 0.000593 0.002111
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0578 0.4937 0.2101 3.1500e-
003

0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 630.2373 630.2373 0.0121 0.0116 634.0728

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0660 0.5636 0.2398 3.6000e-
003

0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 719.4568 719.4568 0.0138 0.0132 723.8353

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Mid 
Rise

6115.38 0.0660 0.5636 0.2398 3.6000e-
003

0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 719.4568 719.4568 0.0138 0.0132 723.8353

Total 0.0660 0.5636 0.2398 3.6000e-
003

0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 0.0456 719.4568 719.4568 0.0138 0.0132 723.8353

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

4.4 Fleet Mix

Historical Energy Use: N
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Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Residential Exterior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Interior

Use Low VOC Paint - Non-Residential Exterior

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Mid 
Rise

5.35702 0.0578 0.4937 0.2101 3.1500e-
003

0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 630.2373 630.2373 0.0121 0.0116 634.0728

Total 0.0578 0.4937 0.2101 3.1500e-
003

0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 0.0399 630.2373 630.2373 0.0121 0.0116 634.0728

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 4.6233 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.0000 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 0.0000 34.1396

Unmitigated 4.6233 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.0000 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 0.0000 34.1396

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.3936 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

3.6369 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.5927 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 34.1396

Total 4.6233 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.0000 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 0.0000 34.1396

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Institute Recycling and Composting Services

Install Low Flow Bathroom Faucet

Install Low Flow Kitchen Faucet

Install Low Flow Toilet

Install Low Flow Shower

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.3936 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

3.6369 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.5927 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 34.1396

Total 4.6233 0.2202 18.8214 9.8000e-
004

0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.1015 0.0000 33.4243 33.4243 0.0341 0.0000 34.1396

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad
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10.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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APPENDIX 4.3 

PHASE 1 ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT AND LIMITED PHASE 2 
 



Prepared for: 

JPI California Development Services, L.P. 
5796 Armada Drive, Suite 300 

Carlsbad, California 92008 

Prepared by: 

QORE, Inc. 
Dallas, Texas 

REPORT OF PHASE I AND II 
ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT AND 

ADDITIONAL SERVICES 

465 Los Feliz 
435 to 465 West Los Feliz Road 
And 434 to 450 Fernando Court 

Glendale, Los Angeles County, California 91204 

November 8, 2007  
QORE Project 150-1421 

November 8, 2007 

JPI California Development Services, L.P. 
5796 Armada Drive, Suite 300 
Carlsbad, California 92008

Attention: Mr. Ben Brosseau 

Subject: Report of Phase I and II Environmental Site Assessment  
And Additional Services 
465 Los Feliz 
435 to 465 West Los Feliz Road 
And 434 to 450 Fernando Court 
Glendale, Los Angeles County, California 91204 
QORE Project 150-1421

Dear Mr. Brosseau: 

QORE, Inc. (QORE) is pleased to submit this report of the Phase I and II Environmental 
Site Assessment and Additional Services for 465 Los Feliz located at 435 to 465 West 
Los Feliz Boulevard and 434 to 450 Fernando Court in Glendale, Los Angeles County, 
California 91204.  This report discusses background information, purpose and scope of 
work, execution of work, conclusions, and recommendations for the subject property. 

ASTM E 1527-05 states that an ESA “meeting or exceeding” this practice and completed 
less than 180 days prior to the date of acquisition or intended transaction is presumed to 
be valid if the report is being relied on by the user for whom the assessment was 
originally prepared and the following components were completed: interviews, searches 
for recorded environmental cleanup liens, the regulatory review, site visit, and the 
declaration by the environmental professional responsible for the assessment.  Based 
on this requirement, this report is not considered to be valid 180 days after September 
25, 2007. 

We appreciate your selection of QORE for this project and look forward to assisting you 
further on other projects.  If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
either of the undersigned. 

Sincerely,
QORE, Inc. 

        
Karen Harvey      Amy Smith 
Associate Professional -     Senior Environmental Professional 
Environmental Services 

cc: Elizabeth Mack – Locke Lord Bissell and Liddell LLP  

S:\Clients\JPI\Projects\1421 465 Los Feliz-Glendale\Report Text\1421 ESA.doc 
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1.0  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Phase I and II Environmental Site Assessment 
And Additional Services 

465 Los Feliz 
435 to 465 West Los Feliz Road 
And 434 to 450 Fernando Court 

Glendale, Los Angeles County, California 91204  

JPI California Development Services, L.P. (JPI) engaged QORE, Inc. (QORE) to perform 
a Phase I and II Environmental Site Assessment and Additional Services of 465 Los 
Feliz, located at 435 to 465 West Los Feliz Road and 434 to 450 Fernando Court in 
Glendale, Los Angeles County, California (subject property).  The subject property 
encompassed approximately two acres of land and was improved with six vacant 
office/warehouse buildings with concrete and asphalt parking lots.  Building 1, located on 
the southern corner of the subject property, was constructed in the late 1930s. The 
remaining on-site buildings were constructed in the 1950s and 1960s. The subject 
property was located in an area characterized by commercial office/warehouses, light 
industrial facilities, retail businesses, and single and multifamily residences.   

Based on the information obtained to date, QORE's conclusions and recommendations 
are as follows: 

� QORE’s Phase I ESA identified multiple suspect recognized environmental 
conditions associated with current and historical uses of the subject property and 
nearby properties.  These included the potential presence of former facilities that 
utilized USTs on the northeast, southeast and southwest portions of the subject 
property, a former vehicle maintenance facility (Byron’s) on the northwest portion 
of the subject property, a former printer located on the southeast portion of the 
subject property, Glendale Rotary Offset Printers located on the northeast portion 
of the subject property and clarifiers associated with prior food processing 
companies on the southwest portion of the subject property.  QORE also 
identified regulatory listings for two prior on-site tenants that were considered to 
be suspect recognized environmental conditions: Chef’s Select, and Mountain 
Valley Water Company.   

Prior assessment conducted by TRAK in 2004 and EP Associates in 2005 
included installation of over 60 soil borings, the collection and analysis of soil 
samples throughout the subject property and geophysical surveys in the 
northwest, southwest and southeast portions of the subject property.  The TRAK 
and EP investigations did not identify impact exceeding regulatory screening 
criteria in the soil samples.  The geophysical surveys identified three anomalies 
on the southeast portion of the subject property, two of which were suspected to 
be USTs.  Based on the information obtained during QORE’s Phase I ESA, 
including review of the prior assessment results, QORE concluded that prior 
gasoline service stations/fuel storage activities on the southwest and southeast 
portions of the subject property were recognized environmental conditions.

� Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) was identified in two borings during the 2004 TRAK 
assessment at concentrations well below the Environmental Screening Limits 
(ESL) and the California Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) for PCE in 
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Residential Soil.  QORE has not identified a specific on-site source of PCE.  
However, PCE could have been present in a cleaning solvent used by one of the 
former subject property tenants.  QORE considers the detected concentrations of 
PCE to be a de minimis condition.  Based on depth to groundwater and the low 
levels of PCE detected in soil, it is unlikely that the subject property has 
significantly contributed to the regional groundwater plume. 

� QORE identified several regulatory facilities on adjoining properties to the 
northwest and north of the subject property to be suspect recognized 
environmental conditions due to the long term use of petroleum products and/or 
hazardous substances.  QORE also noted that the subject property was located 
within the San Fernando Valley (Crystal Spring Wellfield) NPL chlorinated solvent 
plume where Lockheed Martin has been identified as the primary responsible 
party.  Based on facility specific characteristics, depth to groundwater, distance 
and/or topographic gradient, the remaining regulatory facilities in the subject 
property vicinity were not considered to be recognized environmental conditions.

� In an attempt to assess groundwater conditions flowing onto and from the subject 
property, QORE conducted a Phase II subsurface assessment that included 
installation of four soil borings converted to groundwater monitoring wells and 
collection of groundwater samples from each of the four borings/monitoring wells 
for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) and Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon 
(TPH) analysis.

� Groundwater samples from the October 2007 sampling event did not 
indicate the presence of TPH in the groundwater wells with the exception of 
TPH-diesel at 64 ppb in MW-3 and TPH-gasoline at 68 ppb and TPH-diesel 
at 120 ppb in MW-4.  With the exception of the 120 ppb TPH-diesel in MW-
4, these low concentrations were below the most stringent Environmental 
Screening Level (ESL).  The presence of gasoline and diesel/or diesel in 
MW-3 and MW-4 (down-gradient wells) and not in MW-1 and MW-2 (up-
gradient wells) indicate an on-site source for the petroleum detected in 
groundwater.

� Groundwater samples from the October 2007 sampling event did not 
indicate the presence of VOCs exceeding the ESL and MCL in the 
groundwater wells with the exception of PCE in MW-1 (26 ppb) and MW-4 
(9.6 ppb) compared to the PCE ESL and MCL of 5 parts per billion (ppb).  
Trichloroethene (TCE) was detected in MW-1 (4.6 ppb) and MW-4 (2.3 ppb) 
below the ESL and MCL for TCE (5 ppb).  The decreasing concentrations 
of PCE and TCE from MW-1 (up-gradient) to MW-4 (down-gradient) 
indicate an off-site, up-gradient source.  However, the high concentrations 
of PCE in MW-1 and MW-4, without similar concentrations in MW-2 and 
MW-3, indicate the PCE in these two wells is likely from a local, up-gradient 
source separate from the impact associated with the regional groundwater 
plume.

� PCE was detected in MW-2 (3.7 ppb) and MW-3 (3.9 ppb); these low 
detections below the ESL and MCL for PCE are likely attributable to the 
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regional groundwater plume associated with the San Fernando Valley 
(Crystal Spring Wellfield) NPL site. 

� Toluene was detected at levels well below the ESL and MCL (150 ppb) in 
MW-2 (6.8 ppb), MW-3 (1.6 ppb), and MW-4 (24 ppb).  These detections 
are likely attributable to a combination of on-site and off-site sources of 
petroleum.

Other VOCs were detected at concentrations significantly below their 
respective ESLs; MCLs were not established for these chemicals.  These 
constituents were generally chloroform and its daughter products.  
Chloroform has a number of uses, most notably in dyes.  However, 
chloroform was not listed in the MSDS sheets provided for the former on-
site printer, and the low detections in groundwater were not expected to be 
attributable to an on-site source. 

� The results of QORE’s subsurface assessment supported QORE’s conclusion 
that the documented historical gasoline service stations/fuel storage on the 
southwest and southeast portions of the subject property present recognized 
environmental conditions to the subject property.   

Based on the results of QORE’s subsurface assessment, the chlorinated solvent 
(PCE and TCE) detections in groundwater at the subject property indicated 
impact from one or more local up-gradient sources, as well as the regional 
groundwater plume associated with the San Fernando Valley (Crystal Springs 
Wellfield) NPL site.  This finding confirmed that the up-gradient local regulated 
facilities including Mechanical Engineering Company, Mechanical Concepts, Inc. 
(Concepts), Nova Automotive (Nova) and Fleming Jacquet & Miller, Inc. 
(Fleming), and the San Fernando Valley (Crystal Springs Wellfield) NPL plume 
identified as suspect recognized environmental condition were recognized 
environmental conditions to the subject property. 

As listed in Section 5.1, QORE identified several of the prior on-site tenants that 
were not considered to be a suspect recognized environmental condition as the 
companies did not appear to have utilized or stored significant quantities of 
chemicals.  QORE based this conclusion on several factors including the name 
of the company, time period of occupancy, whether the company was listed on 
the regulatory database, information presented in prior reports and information 
on the sanborn maps.  The results of the Phase II subsurface assessment further 
supports the conclusion that these prior occupants of the subject property did not 
present a suspect recognized environmental condition.

� The on-site improvements were constructed prior to 1979 and may contain 
damaged lead-based paint.  QORE understands that demolition of the buildings 
is planned and future occupancy is not expected.  If manual demolition (hand 
scraping, blowtorching, etc.) of the subject property buildings occurs, a 
demonstration that the paint does not contain lead will be warranted, or JPI can 
assume the paint contains lead and treat it accordingly.   
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� QORE conducted a limited asbestos survey of the subject property that identified 
the presence of asbestos in flooring and wall and ceiling systems.  Based on the 
presence of confirmed asbestos-containing materials (ACM) and QORE’s 
understanding that the subject property buildings are to be demolished, asbestos 
is considered to be a business environmental risk to the subject property due to 
the cost of asbestos abatement.  The asbestos survey was not comprehensive 
and should not be relied upon in preparation of renovation or demolition projects.  
Prior to demolition/renovation activities or other activities that could potentially 
disturb suspect ACM, additional sampling and analysis of the materials using 
protocols specified in the AHERA should be performed.  Alternatively, the 
material can be assumed to contain asbestos and treated accordingly.  Future 
activities that involve the disturbance or removal of confirmed or suspect ACM 
are required to be conducted in accordance with the NESHAP and other 
applicable local, state, and federal regulations.   

� According to the EDR Radius Map with Geocheck, 465 Los Feliz, Los Angeles 
County is located in EPA Radon Zone 2 (average indoor level between 2 pCi/L 
and 4 pCi/L).  For properties in EPA Radon Zone 2, JPI’s internal policy requires 
that, if a radon mitigation system is not included in the building design, radon 
testing of the residential structures must be conducted after construction. 

� QORE conducted assessments of lead-in-drinking water, wetlands, and air 
emissions in accordance with the JPI/GECRE scope of work.  No business
environmental risks associated with the scope of work issues were identified by 
QORE. 

QORE has performed a Phase I and II ESA and Additional Services of 465 Los Feliz, 
located at 435 to 465 West Los Feliz Road and 434 to 450 Fernando Court in Glendale, 
Los Angeles County, California in general conformance with the scope and limitations of 
the GECRE scope of work, the JPI MECA and ASTM Practice E 1527-05.  Exceptions 
to, or deletions from, this practice are described in Section 10.0 of this report.   

Based upon the information obtained, as reflected in this report, this assessment has 
revealed evidence of recognized environmental conditions in connection with the subject 
property:

� The presence of potential USTs, and petroleum detections in groundwater at the 
subject property indicating impact from former on-site gasoline service 
stations/fuel storage activities; and 

� The presence of chlorinated solvent (PCE and TCE) detections in groundwater at 
the subject property indicating impact from one or more up-gradient sources, as 
well as the regional groundwater plume.

QORE recommends trenching on the southwestern portion of the subject property in an 
attempt to locate USTs or material soil impact associated with former USTs.  QORE 
recommends that the three subsurface anomalies identified on the southeastern portion 
of the subject property be further assessed, even though only two were considered to be 
potential USTs.  If USTs, buried features and/or impacted soil is identified, they should 
be removed in accordance with state and federal regulations. 
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One and possibly more clarifiers may be present on-site.  Local regulations require that 
the removal of the clarifiers be permitted through the Glendale Fire Department.  QORE 
recommends that the clarifiers be removed prior to redevelopment of the subject 
property in accordance with applicable regulations.  QORE notes that there is potential 
for localized soil impact in the vicinity of the clarifiers.  This potential soil impact is not 
expected to be significant because the use of the clarifiers appears to have been 
restricted to food processing companies.  If such impact is identified during 
redevelopment activities, the impacted soil should be disposed in accordance with local, 
state, and federal regulations.   

QORE identified prior activities that utilized petroleum substances and may have 
resulted in localized soil impact.  If such impact is identified during redevelopment 
activities, the impacted soil should be disposed in accordance with local, state, and 
federal regulations. 

QORE does not recommend additional assessment of the chlorinated solvents detected 
in groundwater.  Based on the low concentrations detected and that groundwater was 
noted during QORE’s assessment to be 48 to 52 feet bgs, the detected concentrations 
are not considered to present a risk to future occupants of the subject property.  If JPI’s 
development plans result in excavation activities that will require dewatering activities, 
JPI should include sufficient budget to treat the groundwater prior to discharging or to 
obtain a permit from the city to discharge into the sanitary sewer.  

QORE’s work was conducted in general accordance with proposal D07-2022, dated 
September 20, 2007; proposal D07-2042, dated October 10, 2007; the MECA between 
JPI and QORE, dated December 2, 2004; and the GECRE Scope of Work Guidelines for 
Environmental Due Diligence.  Terms and conditions pertaining to this project are those 
established in QORE’s proposal, the JPI MECA, and the GECRE Preferred Provider 
Agreement for Environmental Services dated April 2, 2001. 

QORE has performed this report for the sole and exclusive use and reliance by JPI, GE 
Capital Corporation and any and all holders of a note or notes secured by a mortgage, 
deed of trust or deed to secure debt encumbering the subject property, and their 
respective affiliates, designates, successors and assignees, rating agencies, prospective 
bond holders and bond holders subject to the terms and conditions agreed upon 
between QORE and JPI and between QORE and GECRE.  This document may not be 
suitable for the needs, purposes, or objectives of others.  As such, reliance by other 
parties on the contents of this document is not granted, and any such reliance shall be at 
the sole risk of the user and at no liability to QORE.  If other parties wish to rely on this 
report, please have them contact QORE so that a mutual understanding and agreement 
of the terms and conditions for QORE’s services can be established prior to their 
reliance upon this information. Deviations or deletions from the scope of work were not 
intentionally made.  This report was prepared in general accordance with the formats 
provided in the GECRE Scope of Work Guidelines for Environmental Due Diligence and 
ASTM E 1527-05.   

This summary is for convenience only and should not be relied upon without first reading 
the full contents of this report, including appendix materials. 
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2.0  INTRODUCTION 

2.1  Purpose 

The purpose of this Phase I ESA was to identify recognized environmental conditions in 
connection with the subject property.  As defined by ASTM E 1527-05, “The term 
recognized environmental conditions means the presence or likely presence of any 
hazardous substances or petroleum products on a property under conditions that 
indicate an existing release, a past release, or a material threat of a release of any 
hazardous substances or petroleum products into the structures on the property or into 
the ground, groundwater, or surface water of the property.  The term includes hazardous 
substances or petroleum products even under conditions in compliance with 
[environmental] laws.  The term is not intended to include de minimis conditions that 
generally do not present a threat to human health or the environment and that generally 
would not be the subject of an enforcement action if brought to the attention of 
appropriate governmental agencies.” 

The term historical recognized environmental condition as defined by ASTM is an 
“environmental condition which in the past would have been considered a recognized 
environmental condition, but which may or may not be considered a recognized 
environmental condition currently.”  ASTM further defines a historical recognized 
environmental condition by stating “If a past release of any hazardous substances or 
petroleum products has occurred in connection with the property and has been 
remediated, with such remediation accepted by the responsible regulatory agency… this 
condition shall be considered a historical recognized environmental condition…”

The term suspect recognized environmental condition as used throughout this report is 
cited from Section 12.5 of ASTM E 1527-05.  QORE uses this term for conditions that 
have a potential to be a de minimis condition, a recognized environmental condition, a 
historical recognized environmental condition, or not a recognized environmental 
condition for the subject property and requires further discussion as presented within the 
text of this report.  Section 9.0 summarizes each of the known or suspect recognized
environmental conditions associated with the subject property and provides our opinion 
of the impact a known or suspect recognized environmental condition on the subject 
property and whether or not the suspect recognized environmental condition is currently 
a de minimis condition, a recognized environmental condition, or a historical recognized 
environmental condition, based on site-specific characteristics. 

ASTM E 1527-05 states that an ESA “meeting or exceeding” this practice and completed 
less than 180 days prior to the date of acquisition or intended transaction is presumed to 
be valid if the report is being relied on by the user for whom the assessment was 
originally prepared. The components of the practice that must be completed within 180 
days include: interviews, searches for recorded environmental cleanup liens, the 
regulatory review, site visit and the declaration by the environmental professional 
responsible for the assessment.  If these components were not completed within 180 
days or if the report is to be used by a different entity than the user for whom the 
assessment was originally prepared, additional information is required to comply with the 
ASTM E 1527-05 practice.  
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2.2  Detailed Scope-of-Services 

The scope of services was performed in general conformance with the ASTM E 1527-05 
document Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessment: Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment Process1 and JPI-specified requirements (see Section 2.5).

The Phase I ESA consisted of a historical review of the subject property and area use, 
regulatory database review, assessment of the physical setting, subject property and 
area reconnaissance, and a report of QORE’s findings, opinions, conclusions, and 
recommendations.  This report was prepared using the report format specified in the GE 
scope of work modified to include additional information specified in ASTM E 1527-05. 
Other data gaps or deviations from ASTM E 1527-05, if applicable, are described in 
Section 10.0.   

Subject Property and Area Use

Using selected sources of reasonably ascertainable public information, QORE reviewed 
the current and historical uses of the subject property.  The Phase I ESA historical 
review extends back until 1940 or, for uses prior to that date, back to the time the subject 
property was undeveloped.  Sources of historical use information relating to the subject 
property and its adjoining properties were acquired and reviewed according to the 
reasonable availability of the information, the time limits provided for data acquisition and 
review, as permitted, by the project schedule and cost, and QORE’s judgment of the 
likely value of the information for indicating environmental conditions.  Historical sources 
reviewed by QORE are listed in Section 11.0 and typically include local city directories, 
aerial photographs, and a topographic map.  If available through the database provider, 
the historical sources reviewed also include Fire Insurance Maps.   

Regulatory Status Review

QORE reviewed a report of select regulatory databases published for the local area to 
identify facilities potentially constituting a suspect recognized environmental condition in 
regard to the subject property.  QORE reviewed the databases to identify recorded 
facilities located on, or in proximity to, the subject property using the ASTM E 1527-05 
standard environmental record sources and recommended approximate minimum 
search distances. 

QORE attempted to obtain additional information regarding listed facilities that, in its 
professional judgment, may constitute recognized environmental conditions in 
connection with the subject property.  In addition, local agencies were contacted 
regarding recorded information, incidents, or activities of environmental concern relating 
to the subject property and its immediate environs. 

Subject Property Physical Setting

QORE obtained and reviewed reasonably ascertainable published subject property 
information to characterize the physical setting of the subject property.  Sources 
reviewed are listed in Section 11.0 of this report.  If reasonably ascertainable, QORE 
                                                
1 ASTM E 1527-05 is incorporated by reference; QORE can assist the Client with obtaining a 
copy of this standard on request. 
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reviewed the current USGS 7.5 Minute Topographic Map showing the area on which the 
subject property is located.  QORE reviewed one or more physical setting sources at the 
discretion of the environmental professional to obtain information about the geologic, 
hydrogeologic, hydrologic, or topographic characteristics of the subject property.  
Discretionary physical setting sources may have been sought if (1) conditions had been 
identified in which hazardous substances or petroleum products are likely to be present 
on-site or to migrate to the subject property from off-site sources and (2) more 
information is generally obtained, pursuant to local good commercial or customary 
practice.

Subject Property and Area Reconnaissance

The subject property reconnaissance consisted of field observations of the subject 
property and adjoining land areas by QORE personnel experienced in environmental site 
assessments.  QORE observed and documented current uses of the subject property 
and indicators of hazardous substances, petroleum products, storage tanks, odors, 
pools of liquid, drums, containers, PCBs, heating and cooling systems, stains, corrosion, 
drains and sumps, pits, ponds, lagoons, stressed vegetation, wastes, wells, and septic 
systems.  The area reconnaissance was performed on foot within areas that were 
reasonably accessible and at QORE’s discretion by automobile along publicly accessible 
roads.

Additional Services

As requested by JPI, QORE conducted certain specified additional services in an 
attempt to identify business environmental risk associated with the subject property.  As 
defined by ASTM E 1527-05, the term business environmental risk is a potential 
environmental condition or environmentally-driven financial impact that could materially 
affect the current or planned use of the subject property.  These conditions are not 
necessarily limited to those environmental issues required to be assessed under ASTM 
E 1527-05.  Rather, consideration of business environmental risk typically is associated 
with one or more JPI-specified, non-ASTM scope assessment activities such as 
described in Section 7.0 of this report. 

QORE’s services included assessment of the following JPI-specified non-ASTM 
business environmental risks: lead-based paint, asbestos, lead-in-drinking water, 
wetlands, radon, and air emissions in accordance with the JPI/GECRE scope of work. 

Report

QORE has prepared this report, which includes the findings concerning known or 
suspect recognized environmental conditions and an opinion as to the potential impact 
those conditions would have on the subject property.  Finally, this report concludes 
whether or not the assessment revealed recognized environmental conditions and 
provides recommendations, if appropriate.  

2.3  Significant Assumptions 

Information obtained from JPI, JPI’s representative, individuals interviewed, and prior 
environmental reports was considered to be accurate unless QORE’s reasonable 
inquiries clearly revealed otherwise. 
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Conditions observed were considered to be representative of areas that were not 
observed unless otherwise indicated. 

The primary direction of groundwater flow was assumed to be dictated by topography, 
unless otherwise indicated by measurement of potentiometric surface or other 
quantifiable data. Additionally, the groundwater flow direction was assumed to control 
the distribution of impact, if present.   

2.4  Limitations and Exceptions 

The findings and opinions presented are relative to the dates the work was conducted 
and should not be relied on to represent conditions at later dates.  The opinions included 
herein are based on information obtained during the assessment and QORE's 
experience.  If additional information becomes available that may impact QORE's 
environmental assessment findings, QORE requests the opportunity to review the 
information, reassess the potential concerns, and modify QORE's opinions, if warranted. 

This assessment included visual observations to identify obvious features or conditions 
indicative of recognized environmental conditions.

Although this assessment has attempted to identify recognized environmental 
conditions, QORE cannot eliminate all uncertainty as to recognized environmental 
conditions in connection with the subject property nor represent or warrant that the 
subject property contains no hazardous substances or petroleum products or other latent 
conditions beyond those identified through the scope of work identified herein.  Other 
features, conditions, and constituents may have escaped detection due to: (1) the limited 
scope of this assessment, (2) the inaccuracy of public records, (3) the presence of 
undetected or unreported environmental incidents, (4) inaccessible areas, and/or (5) 
deliberate concealment of detrimental information. 

Although this assessment has attempted to identify business environmental risk,
potential business environmental risk may have escaped detection due to: (1) the limited 
scope of this assessment, (2) the inaccuracy of public records, (3) the presence of 
undetected or unreported environmental incidents, (4) inaccessible areas, (5) deliberate 
concealment of detrimental information, (6) the subjective nature of materiality to the 
user with respect to business environmental risk, (7) a lack of understanding of the 
future use of the subject property, and/or (8) the limited degree of the current state of 
knowledge for certain non-ASTM scope items. 

QORE's professional services have been performed using that degree of care and skill 
ordinarily exercised, under similar conditions, by reputable environmental consultants 
undertaking similar studies and practicing in this locality during the same timeframe.  No 
other warranty, express or implied, is intended or made with respect to this report or 
QORE’s services.  This assessment was not exhaustive and users of this report should 
consider the scope and limitations related to these services when developing opinions 
as to risks associated with the subject property. 

This report presents an assessment of the subject property as defined by information 
provided by JPI, JPI’s representative, or the Key Site Manager.  QORE’s findings, 
opinions, conclusions, and recommendations are based on the locations and boundaries 
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of the subject property as evident in the field and on maps or plats provided by JPI, JPI’s 
representative, or the Key Site Manager. 

2.5  Special Terms and Conditions 

QORE’s work was conducted in general accordance with proposal D07-2022, dated 
September 20, 2007; proposal D07-2042, dated October 10, 2007; the MECA between 
JPI and QORE, dated December 2, 2004; the GECRE Scope of Work Guidelines for 
Environmental Due Diligence and ASTM Practice E 1527-05.  Terms and conditions 
pertaining to this project are those established in QORE’s proposal, the JPI MECA, and 
the GECRE Preferred Provider Agreement for Environmental Services, dated April 2, 
2001.

3.0  SUBJECT PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

3.1  Location and Description 

The subject property was located at 435 to 465 West Los Feliz Road and 434 to 450 
Fernando Court in Glendale, Los Angeles County, California 91204.  The subject 
property was located on the west corner of the intersection of West Los Feliz Road and 
Gardena Avenue.  A Site (Vicinity) Map and a Site Plan are included in Appendix A.  A 
legal description for the subject property was provided by JPI and is included in 
Appendix E of this report. 

The site visit was performed on September 28, 2007.  The subject property 
encompassed approximately two acres of land and was improved with six vacant 
office/warehouse buildings with concrete and asphalt parking lots.  Building 1, located on 
the southern corner of the subject property, was constructed in the late 1930s. The 
remaining on-site buildings were constructed in the 1950s and 1960s.   The subject 
property was located in an area characterized by commercial office/warehouses, light 
industrial facilities, retail businesses, and single and multifamily residences.  

While the site sloped gently to the southwest, it was generally level with no indication of 
areas of prior significant fill activities.  West Los Feliz Road, along the southern 
boundary of the subject property, was excavated in the 1950s in order to pass below the 
west-adjoining railroad tracks.  This created an approximate 20-foot drop from the 
western portion of the subject property down to street level; the eastern portion of the 
subject property was generally level with West Los Feliz Road as it graded upward to the 
east.  No surface water, suspect wetlands, parklands, or sensitive habitats were noted 
on the subject property, as most of the subject property was covered by the building 
structures and the parking lots.  According to information provided by EDR, based on the 
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Community Panel Number 0650300000A, the 
subject property was in the area designated within the 500-year flood zone.  The subject 
property was not located within the 100-year flood zone.  

3.2 Physical Setting Source(s) 

Physical setting sources specified in Section 11.0 of this report were reviewed to provide 
information about the geology and hydrogeology of the subject property. 
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3.2.1 Surface Drainage and Soil

Based upon the topographic map reviewed, the subject property sloped gently to the 
southwest toward the Los Angeles River, located approximately 3,140 feet southwest of 
the subject property (see the Site [Vicinity] Map, Appendix A).  The subject property had 
an average surface elevation of approximately 445 feet above the National Geodetic 
Vertical Datum presented on the topographic map reviewed.  Observation of the subject 
property topography corresponded with information presented on the topographic map.     

Review of the referenced sources indicated soil at the subject property was generally 
mapped as the Hanford association, two to five percent slopes.  The Hanford association 
consists of deep, well-drained, gently sloping soils of alluvial fans.  Permeability is 
moderately rapid, and the soils are slightly acid to mildly alkaline. 

Review of the referenced sources indicated that the subject property was located on 
unconsolidated alluvial sediments deposited as part of the Los Angeles River Narrows.  
These deposits are generally composed of sandy silt, silty sand, gravelly sand, sandy 
gravel, and granitic cobbles.   

QORE’s subsurface investigation (further discussed in Section 7.15) encountered sandy 
or silty clay from the ground surface to approximately seven to 13.5 feet bgs, followed by 
interbedded layers of silty clay, sandy clay, clayey sand, sand, gravel, and sand with 
gravel and cobbles to depths of 70 feet bgs. 

3.2.2 Groundwater

Review of referenced sources indicated the water-bearing deposits in the area of the 
subject property are part of the Gaspur Aquifer.  Recharge to the aquifer is through 
surface infiltration of precipitation and from surface bodies of water.  According to the 
referenced sources, shallow groundwater in the vicinity of the subject property typically 
is encountered 40 to 45 feet below ground surface (bgs).  According to the referenced 
sources, the nearest water well to the subject property was approximately 4,000 feet to 
the east and was drilled to a depth of 268 feet bgs.  Depth to groundwater was not 
provided for this water well.

Shallow groundwater generally flows in directions subparallel to the ground surface 
slopes and under the influence of gravity toward points of discharge such as creeks, 
swamps, drainage swales, or pumped groundwater wells.  Based upon review of the 
topographic map, it appeared that the primary groundwater flow direction in the 
uppermost water-bearing unit across the subject property was generally to the 
southwest, toward the Los Angeles River.  However, review of regulatory files for 
facilities in the vicinity of the subject property indicated groundwater flowed to the south-
southwest.

No groundwater monitoring wells, water supply wells, drywells, or irrigation wells were 
observed or reported to be present on the subject property.  Previous subsurface 
assessments (further discussed in Sections 5.1 and 5.3) did not encounter groundwater 
in borings installed to depths of up to 55 feet bgs.  However, groundwater was 
encountered at approximately 48 to 52 feet bgs during QORE’s subsurface assessment 
(further discussed in Section 7.15).  According to Mr. David Stensby of U.S. EPA Region 
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IX, shallow groundwater has been depressed due to drought conditions in the area of 
the subject property. 

4.0  USER-PROVIDED INFORMATION 

ASTM E 1527-05 requires that the environmental professional request from the user of 
the Phase I ESA, JPI, certain information (discussed below) concerning the subject 
property that will help identify the possibility of recognized environmental conditions in 
connection with the subject property or to request from the user the names of other 
individuals who can provide this information.     

ASTM E 1527-05 assigns to JPI or its representative the responsibility to provide the 
environmental professional with information pertaining to environmental liens or AULs2

(including institutional controls, physical or engineered controls, land use restrictions, 
restrictive covenants, easements, etc.) applicable to the subject property, whether 
recorded or not.  If documentation regarding environmental liens and AULs is not 
provided and QORE’s scope of work does not include obtaining environmental lien and 
AUL records, lack of information pertaining to environmental liens and AULs is 
considered to be a Data Gap and will be discussed in the Phase I ESA. 

If JPI or its representative is aware of specialized knowledge or experience that is 
material to the identification of recognized environmental conditions, or if it has actual 
knowledge that the purchase price of the subject property is significantly less than the 
purchase price of comparable properties, ASTM E 1527-05 assigns to JPI the obligation 
to communicate that information to the environmental professional prior to the subject 
property reconnaissance.  ASTM E 1527-05 requires that an explanation of a significant 
decrease in purchase price be provided in writing. 

ASTM E 1527-05 assigns to JPI or its representative the responsibility to inform the 
environmental professional of the reason it wants the Phase I ESA performed and to 
provide commonly known, reasonably available information about the subject property 
that is material to recognized environmental conditions. Absent information to the 
contrary, the purpose for assessment is assumed to be in preparation for a commercial 
real estate transaction.

As part of QORE’s engagement to conduct this work, this information was requested 
from JPI or its representative.  In addition, QORE has requested from JPI or its 
representative helpful documents such as those specified in Section 10.8 of ASTM E 
1527-05 and as listed in Appendix E.  Finally, QORE inquired whether JPI or its 
representative was aware of (1) any pending, threatened, or past litigation relevant to 
hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or from the property; (2) any 
pending, threatened, or past administrative proceedings relevant to hazardous 
substances or petroleum products in, on or from the subject property; or (3) any notices 
from governmental entities regarding possible violations of environmental laws or 
possible liabilities relating to hazardous substances or petroleum products. 

                                                
2 See ASTM E2091 for additional information about activity and use limitations (AULs), their use 
and function, and standard means to check for existence and evaluate compliance with these 
controls.  QORE can assist the Client with obtaining a copy on request. 



465 Los Feliz  November 2007 
QORE Project No. 150-1421 

13

4.1  Title Records 

JPI or its representative did not provide QORE with title records for review.  QORE was 
not engaged by JPI to secure a title report as part of the Services.  A preliminary title 
report, including a legal description of the subject property but no chain-of-title 
information, was provided by JPI.  Based on the extensive historical information 
available for the subject property and in consideration that an environmental lien/AUL 
search was obtained (see Section 4.2), the absence of a chain of title report is not 
considered to be a data gap or material to this ESA. Excerpts are included in Appendix 
E.

 4.2  Environmental Liens or Activity and Use Limitations 

No information regarding environmental liens, AULs, or governmental notification 
relating to past or recurrent violations of environmental laws with respect to the subject 
property was reported to QORE by JPI or its representative.  However, at the request of 
JPI, QORE obtained an environmental lien/AUL search from Banks Environmental Data, 
Inc. (Banks) dated October 3, 2007.  According to the Banks report, no documented 
environmental liens or AULs since 1985 were indicated.  According to Banks, it has been 
their experience that environmental liens were routinely documented in land transactions 
beginning after 1985 and that prior to that time, a search of title documents may not 
have provided consistently useful information for a reasonable cost. 

QORE also considered its historical and regulatory reviews in assessing whether an 
environmental lien or AUL was likely to apply to the subject property.  While past uses 
were considered to be suspect recognized environmental conditions, most were 
conducted prior to governmental regulations that would have resulted in environmental 
liens and documented AULs.  QORE’s regulatory review did not identify regulated 
activities or listings indicating prior releases on the subject property. 

4.3  Specialized Knowledge 

JPI provided prior assessment reports to QORE as discussed in Section 5.3. Other than 
information provided in these reports, no specialized environmental knowledge or 
experience concerning the subject property was reported to QORE by JPI or its 
representative.  Information from these documents is presented throughout this report. 

4.4  Valuation Reduction for Environmental Issues 

No information indicating that the purchase price of the subject property was significantly 
less than the purchase price of comparable properties was reported to QORE by JPI or 
its representative. 

4.5  Commonly Known or Reasonably Ascertainable Information 

No commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information about the subject property 
within the local community that was material to recognized environmental conditions in 
connection with the subject property was reported to QORE by JPI or its representative.  
No commonly known or reasonably ascertainable information concerning the subject 
property was known by QORE other than information presented in the text of this report. 
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4.6  Owner, Property Manager, and Occupant Information 

JPI provided contact information for the owner to the subject property. QORE contacted 
Mr. Guy Devorris, who stated he was an owner of the subject property and would 
provide access to the subject property buildings.  

4.7  Reason for Performing Phase I 

QORE understands this assessment was required prior to the proposed acquisition of an 
interest in the subject property.  QORE understands that the purpose of this assessment 
was to complete an evaluation that meets the applicable standard of “all appropriate 
inquiry into the previous ownership and uses of the subject property consistent with good 
commercial or customary practice” with the objective of assembling documentation that 
may help to support one of the threshold criteria for satisfying one or more defenses to 
CERCLA liability (LLPs3) and to assist JPI in understanding potential environmental 
conditions that could materially impact the operation of the business associated with the 
subject property (business environmental risk).

5.0 HISTORICAL RECORDS REVIEW 

Historical sources specified in Section 11.0 of this report were reviewed to assess on-
site and nearby historical activities discussed in the following sections.  A 2006 aerial 
photograph of the subject property is included in Appendix A of this report, and 
additional aerial photographs, Sanborn maps, building permits, and fire department 
records reviewed are included in Appendix C and Appendix D. 

                                                
3 Innocent landowner, contiguous property owner, or bona fide prospective purchaser, see 
CERCLA (1980), SARA (1986), “Lender Liability Act” (1996), and “Brownfields Amendments” 
(2001). 
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5.1  Historical Use Information on the Subject Property 

Table of Historical Subject Property Usage

Current Use/Location Prior Use Source Comments 
Northwest portion: 
Vacant lot (Rear entrances 
to Buildings 1 and 2) 
450 Fernando Court 

Two single-family 
residences and two water 
tanks
Prior to 1908 to late 1910s 

Two single-family 
residences and associated 
outbuildings
Late 1910s to mid-1920s 

National Ice Company 
(ice plant) 
Mid-1920s to late 1930s 

California Consumers 
Late 1930s to early 1940s 

Quality Col-Pak 
(apple processing) 
Early 1940s to late 1970s 

Vacant lot 
Late 1970s to mid-1990s 

Various tenants (including 
International Cargo 
Services, America 
Shipping, Pico Windsor 
Corporation, Mr. Potato, 
Nichols Enterprises, Cross 
Town Towing, Monarch 
Plumbing, M&D Supply, 
Byron’s Auto, and Pyramid 
Marble) 
Mid-1990s to 2005 

Vacant lot 
2005 to present 

A, CD, I, PR, T, 
GFR, HFI 

National Ice Company, Quality Col-
Pak, and Byron’s Auto present 
suspect recognized environmental 
conditions to the subject property as 
discussed below. 
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Table of Historical Subject Property Usage

Current Use/Location Prior Use Source Comments 
Northeast portion: 
Vacant building (Building 4) 
434 Fernando Court 

Single-family residences 
and associated outbuildings 
Prior to 1908 to early 1960s 

Expansion of Quality Col-
Pak
Early 1960s to late 1970s 

Centry Service Company 
Late 1970s to early 1980s 

Ludford Fruit Produce 
Early 1980s to mid-1980s 

Vacant building 
Mid-1980s to mid-1990s 

Abbey Moving & Storage, 
Allied Van Lines, Security 
Moving and Storage 
Mid-1990s to 1998 

Glendale Rotary Offset 
Printing
1998 to 2005 

Vacant building 
2005 to present 

A, CD, I, PR, T, 
GFR, HFI 

Glendale Rotary Offset Printing 
presents a suspect recognized 
environmental condition to the 
subject property as discussed below. 
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Table of Historical Subject Property Usage

Current Use/Location Prior Use Source Comments 
Southeast portion: 
Vacant buildings (Buildings 
3, 5, and 6) 
Historical addresses 435 to 
449 West Los Feliz Road 

Vacant lot 
Prior to 1908 to mid-1920s 

A florist  and single-family 
residence
Mid-1920s

Richardson Oil Company 
(service station), T&W 
Poultry Market, Cummings 
& Harris, and Campbell-
Land-Pearson Inc. (used 
cars) 
Mid-1920s to early 1930s 

E J Bartel (service station) 
and Cummings & Harris 
Early 1930s to mid-1950s 

Blankenship Lumber and 
Door
Mid-1930s to mid-1950s 

Various tenants (including 
Blankenship Lumber and 
Door, antique dealer, 
cabinet maker, a sheet 
metal company, Pratty 
Rubbish Service, Western 
Plastics, Pacific Piano 
Supply Company, Western 
Heat and Air Conditioning, 
Carcook Company, 
Morrow-Richards Company, 
and Turner-Yourec Press) 
Late 1930s to late 1950s 

See Southwest Portion* 
Late 1950s to present 

A, CD, I, PR, T, 
GFR, HFI 

*The 435 to 449 West Los Feliz Road 
addresses do not appear to be used 
after the late 1950s.  Activities still 
occurred on the southeast portion of 
the subject property under the 465 
West Los Feliz Road address.  Since 
it is not feasible to accurately 
determine which activities at the 465 
West Los Feliz Road address 
occurred on the southeast portion of 
the subject property, the tenants 
listed at 465 West Los Feliz Road are 
discussed as part of the “southwest 
portion” of the subject property 
below.  

Richardson Oil Company and E J 
Bartel were listed on the Historical 
Auto Stations regulatory database.  
Richardson Oil Company, Campbell-
Land-Pierce, E J Bartel, Pratty 
Rubbish Service, and Turner-Yourec 
Press present suspect recognized 
environmental conditions to the 
subject property as discussed below. 
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Table of Historical Subject Property Usage

Current Use/Location Prior Use Source Comments 
Southwest portion: 
Vacant buildings (Buildings 
1 and 2) 
465 West Los Feliz Road 

Tropico Lumber Company 
Planing Mill 
Prior to 1908 to late 1910s 

Single-family residence 
Late 1910s to early 1920s 

Beverage Manufacturer 
(various names include 
General Brewing Company, 
Park Beverage Company, 
Comalt Company, and 
Lucky Lager Brewing 
Company) 
Early 1920s to early 1950s 

Al Fresco Café and Christo 
Dulos Antiques 
Early 1930s 

Glenn-Webb Company 
Early 1950s to late 1970s 

Melody Baby Laundry 
Mid-1950s

Mason Electric and food 
manufacturers (including 
Leslie Food Sales and 
Wilsey Foods) 
Late 1970s to mid-1980s 

Various tenants (including 
Mason Electric, Bob Welch 
Electric, Chaci’s Ice Cream, 
Chef’s Select, Ed Man 
Furniture, Tetracolor, V.V.V. 
Electric Company, Casey 
Foods, Green Life 
International Cargo, Han’s 
Pool Supply, Meyer and 
Sons Freight Systems, 
Paper Supply Company, 
and Mountain Valley Water) 
Mid-1980s to mid-1990s 

Various tenants (including 
Pacific Processing, Art & 
Oils for Less, Jamai Spices, 
Art Construction Studio, 
Southland Bread 
Distribution, L.A. Daily 
News, American Bakery 
Products, Ray Pierce 
Productions, and BTSP-
TMM)
Mid-1990s to 2005 

Vacant buildings 
2005 to present 

A, CD, I, PR, T, 
GFR, HFI 

Based on the 1970 Sanborn map and 
the continuous presence of food 
manufacturers on-site, the subject 
property buildings were almost 
entirely occupied by food production 
and storage buildings during the time 
period Mason Electric, Bob Welch 
Electric, and V.V.V. Electric 
Company were listed on-site.  These 
companies likely occupied limited 
office space for local electricians.  A 
Mason Electric Company existed in 
the Los Angeles area at the time of 
QORE’s assessment.  QORE 
contacted this company, and the 
receptionist stated the current Mason 
Electric Company had not historically 
been located in Glendale. 

Melody Baby Laundry was listed at 
447B West Los Feliz Road on a 
handwritten note from 1955 in the 
regulatory records for the subject 
property.  The only other information 
on the page was “Clarifier?”  Other 
information was not present in the 
regulatory file to suggest a clarifier 
was used by Melody Baby Laundry.  
Based on the name of the business, 
this was likely a diaper service and 
does not present a suspect 
recognized environmental condition
to the subject property. 

Tropico Lumber Company Planing 
Mill, Glenn-Webb Company, Chef’s 
Select, Mountain Valley Water 
Company, and Leslie Foods present 
suspect recognized environmental 
conditions to the subject property as 
discussed below. 

A - Aerial Photographs CD - City Directories GFR – Government File Reviews  I - Interviews  
HFI – Historical Fire Insurance Maps PR - Previous Report T - Topographic Map 
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Discussion
QORE obtained an Environmental Lien/AUL Search for the subject property from Banks 
dated October 3, 2007.  No documented environmental liens or AULs since 1985 (liens 
typically began being filed in the mid-1980s) were indicated on the information provided. 
According to the environmental lien/AUL search, Urban Housing Alliance, LLC was the 
owner of the subject property at the time the search was conducted.  The environmental 
lien/AUL Search is included in Appendix C of this report. 

QORE obtained information documenting prior conditions at the subject property from 
several sources including prior reports (Phase I ESAs, subsurface assessments and 
geotechnical investigations), regulatory files and standard historical sources.  Phase I 
ESA reports reviewed included a 2004 EP Associates (EP) Phase I ESA and a 2005 EP 
Addendum Phase I ESA.  QORE obtained information from numerous regulatory files 
and the previous consultants from the Glendale Fire Department, City of Glendale 
Building Department, and various state agencies.  QORE also obtained information from 
review of historical aerial photographs, Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, historical city 
directories, and a topographic map. 

Subsurface assessments provided to QORE included a 1997 geophysical survey (using 
ground penetrating radar [GPR] and/or electromagnetic devices to identify subsurface 
structures such as USTs or pipe chases) which was included in the 2004 EP ESA, a 
2004 TRAK Environmental Group (TRAK) geophysical survey and subsurface soil 
assessment, a 2004 Geosystems, Inc. geotechnical assessment, and a 2005 EP 
geophysical survey and subsurface soil assessment.   

The 1997 geophysical survey included the northwest parking lot on-site and another 
location that did not appear to be part of the subject property.  The 2004 TRAK 
assessment included: a geophysical survey of the southeast portion of the subject 
property; seven soil borings inside Building 4 and in the exterior storage area of Building 
4 (A-series and B-series borings); 17 soil borings on the southeast parking lot (C-series 
borings); eight soil borings on the southwest side of Building 6 (D-series borings); a 
boring near a compressor on the south side of Building 1 (boring E1); and 11 borings on 
the northwest portion of the subject property (F-series borings).  The 2005 EP 
assessment included: a geophysical survey of the western half of the parking lot 
northeast of Building 1; 18 soil borings within the geophysical survey area; and four soil 
borings inside Building 1 (GP-series borings).   

The TRAK Geophysical Survey identified three subsurface anomalies in the southeast 
portion of the subject property.  Significant soil contamination was not identified during 
the previous subsurface assessments. Groundwater was not encountered during the 
previous subsurface assessments.  QORE has summarized the prior reports in Section 
5.3.  QORE presents information obtained from the referenced sources by area of the 
subject property in the following paragraphs. 

The low-level contamination reported during the previous assessments was compared 
by QORE to EPA Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) for residential soils.  
TPH does not have a PRG; therefore, QORE compared the reported TPH results to a 
LARWQCB UST Closure guidance document.  QORE also compared the low-level soil 
contamination to California RWQCB Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) where 
applicable.  ESLs are another guidance criteria for the state of California. The 

465 Los Feliz  November 2007 
QORE Project No. 150-1421 

20

constituents detected in analysis of soil samples during the prior assessments at the 
subject property did not exceed the applicable PRGs or ESLs. 

Suspect recognized environmental conditions identified in the table above included the 
occupants and/or uses presented below discussed by approximate quadrants 
(northwest, northeast, southeast, and southwest) as presented in the table above.  A 
Historical Site Plan, included in Appendix A, depicts the approximate locations of the 
historical tenants on the subject property.  On the Historical Site Plan, red dashed lines 
indicate former on-site structures, and dashed green lines indicate approximate areas of 
geophysical surveys.   

Northwest Portion 
National Ice Company was located on the northwest portion of the subject property from 
the mid-1920s to late 1930s.   A building permit from 1924 indicated the installation of a 
gas pump at the National Ice Company facility, although the use and location were not 
provided.  The 1925 Sanborn map indicated an “oil house” on the northeast corner of the 
ice plant building.  The oil house (which appeared to be relatively small in size) was 
likely a storage room for the lubricants used by machinery in the plant.  The oil house 
may have contained drums, ASTs, or potentially a UST and the previously mentioned 
gas pump.  The geophysical survey of the northwestern parking lot in 1997 did not 
identify the presence of anomalies consistent with a UST in this area.  The former 
location of the ice plant structure was a paved parking area with an office trailer for 
Pyramid Marble at the time of QORE’s site visit.   The lack of an identified UST in the 
area of the former oil house indicates that petroleum storage would have been above 
ground.  Soil sampling has not been conducted in this area.  It is QORE’s opinion that 
based on 1) the redevelopment of the site which likely disturbed and redistributed soil in 
this area, 2) the time elapsed since oil storage (over 80 years), and 3) that groundwater 
is located at depths of at least 48 to 52 feet bgs, the oil storage is not considered to 
present a recognized environmental condition to the subject property. However, there is 
potential for localized soil impact in the vicinity of the former oil house.  If such impact is 
identified during redevelopment activities, the impacted soil should be disposed in 
accordance with local, state, and federal regulations. 

Quality Col-Pak was an apple processing plant located on the subject property from the 
early 1940s to late 1970s.  This facility initially occupied the building vacated by National 
Ice Company, and through expansions occupied the entire northern portion of the 
subject property by 1970.  A 9’x3’x3’ clarifier was noted in building department records in 
1959 at the Quality Col-Pak facility, though the specific location was not provided.  The 
records indicated the clarifier was used for apple processing waste and floor and 
equipment wash water before being discharged to the sanitary sewer.  A clarifier used 
for food processing waste is not considered a suspect recognized environmental 
condition to the subject property.   

A permit dated 1950 indicated a 1,000-gallon gasoline UST was installed for Quality Col-
Pak, and a 1962 permit indicated this UST had been removed.  However, a third permit 
indicated a 1,000-gallon “flammable liquid” UST (likely gasoline or diesel) was installed 
in 1975.  Removal of this second 1,000-gallon UST was not documented, indicating the 
UST may be present at the subject property.  The presence of the former and possible 
current UST is considered a suspect recognized environmental condition.  Based on the 
building configuration on the 1970 Sanborn map, the USTs were likely located along the 
northern boundary of the subject property, north of the current Building 1.  No USTs 
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were identified in this area on the Sanborn Map.  As previously discussed, the 
geophysical survey of the northwestern parking lot in 1997 did not identify the presence 
of anomalies consistent with a UST.   

Eight soil borings installed to depths of 10 feet bgs by TRAK (F-1 through F-8) along the 
northwestern property boundary in 2004 did not encounter a subsurface feature.  The 
eight borings appeared to be installed in the area where a UST would have been 
expected to be located.  The borings were installed close enough  to one another that if 
a 1,000-gallon UST was present where the borings were installed, it likely would have 
been encountered.  However, if the tank would have been located to the northwest of the 
line or to the southwest of the line, oriented in a direction of southwest to northeast, the 
tank could have been parallel to the borings and not detected. Given that a specific tank 
location and orientation was not provided, that the borings were depicted in the figure in 
a line, and that the subject property configuration has changed since the tank was 
reportedly present, it is possible that a UST may remain in the vicinity of that location.  
Samples were collected in four borings from two to four feet bgs and in the remaining 
four borings from six to 10 feet bgs.  The sample analysis did not indicate the presence 
of TPH in the soil samples; the soil samples were not analyzed for VOCs.  QORE noted 
a small area on the northern portion of the subject property that was not assessed by the 
geophysical survey or soil borings and that was not covered by buildings during the 
installation of the UST in 1975; however, this area appeared to be the main entrance 
and exit for the Quality Col-Pak facility and is unlikely to be the location of the UST 
indicated from review of the permits.   

Based on QORE’s review, the 2004 TRAK assessment borings were installed at 
locations along the northern boundary of the subject property which, based upon the 
configuration of the former buildings, would have been the most likely location of the 
permitted USTs.  QORE notes that the soil samples were collected from intervals of two 
to four feet which would have been expected to detect residual impact from above 
ground dispensers associated with the UST system in this area.  QORE notes that soil 
samples were also collected from the six to 10 feet bgs interval which would have been 
expected to detect residual impact from the reported USTs.  QORE is of the opinion that 
the assessment appropriately addressed suspect findings in this area and the analysis of 
soil samples did not identify impact to soil along this portion of the subject property. 

Based on 1) the results of the 1997 GPR survey, 2) the results of the 2004 TRAK 
subsurface assessment, and 3) depth to groundwater, the permitted USTs associated 
with Quality Col-Pak are not considered to present a recognized environmental condition
to the subject property.  However, there is potential for localized soil impact in 
northwestern portion of the subject property from former on-site activities in this area.  If 
such impact is identified during redevelopment activities, the impacted soil should be 
disposed in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations. 

Byron’s Auto was a subject property tenant from approximately 1997 to 2005 (Buildings 
1 and 2).  In 2004, EP observed staining in the automobile service bay in the vicinity of a 
parts washer, air compressor, and used oil drums.  EP also referred to the parts washer 
as a “parts-cleaning above ground solvent tank”.  These features were depicted on EP’s 
site plan and are shown to be in the vicinity of borings F-10 and F-11 discussed below.  
It has been QORE’s experience that parts washers used by automobile service 
companies typically consist of a self-contained cleaning system comprised of a drum 
(typically 30 to 55-gallons in size) which is used to store a petroleum based solvent such 
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as mineral spirits with a removable sink and hand sprayer.  Solvent from the drum is 
recycled until replaced by the waste disposal company, in this instance, Safety-Kleen.  
EP’s interviews with Mr. Byron Rosas of Byron’s Auto indicated waste solvent, oil, and 
oil filters were removed from the subject property by Safety-Kleen.  EP did not report 
indications of improper waste disposal associated with Byron’s Auto.   

QORE did not observe substantial staining in the area of the former Byron’s Auto at the 
time of this assessment.  Subsurface assessment in 2004 by TRAK (F-10, F-11) 
included two hand-auger borings near the parts washer, air compressor, and used oil 
drums.  The soil samples collected were analyzed for TPH-diesel, TPH-oil, and VOCs.  
The boring on the north side of this area (F-10) indicated low levels of TPH-oil (362 ppm 
compared to 1,000 ppm PRG and 500 ppm ESL) at one foot bgs; the boring on the west 
side of this area (F-11) indicated low levels of TPH-oil (61 ppm compared to 1,000 ppm 
PRG and 500 ppm ESL), ethylbenzene (2 ppb compared to 400,000 ppb PRG and 3,300 
ppb ESL), and xylenes (14 ppb compared to 480,000 ppb PRG and 2,300 ppb ESL) at 
one foot bgs.  Other TPH constituents or VOCs were not detected in the two hand-auger 
borings, including a four foot bgs sample collected from F-10.    

Based on QORE’s review, the 2004 TRAK assessment borings were installed in service 
bays at locations within the vicinity of the former parts washer, air compressor, and used 
oil drums that would have been the most likely location to detect material impact from 
these features and operations at Byrons.  QORE notes that the soil samples were 
collected from intervals of one and four feet which would have been expected to 
detected material residual impact, if any, from these features.  As indicated above, 
impact in shallow soil was detected, further supporting the conclusion that the soil 
samples were collected in locations where chemicals were stored and spills occurred 
and the most likely location to detect material impact.  Additionally, the impact detected 
was petroleum (TPH), as is typical of parts washers, and not chlorinated solvents.  A 
deeper sample from this location did not indicate impact. QORE is of the opinion that the 
assessment appropriately addressed suspect findings in this area from Byron’s Auto and 
the analysis of soil samples did not identify material impact to soil in this area.  QORE 
considers the detected presence of petroleum constituents at concentrations below 
regulatory screening levels to be a de minimis condition.

Based on 1) the conditions reported by the EP Phase I ESA, 2) QORE’s on-site 
observations, 3) dates of operations (1997 through 2005), 4) the results of the 2004 
TRAK subsurface assessment, and 5) depth to groundwater, Byron’s Auto is not 
considered to present a recognized environmental condition to the subject property.  
However, there is potential for localized soil impact in the former Byron’s Auto service 
bays.  If such impact is identified during redevelopment activities, the impacted soil 
should be disposed in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations. 

Northeast Portion 
Glendale Rotary Offset Printing occupied Building 4 from late 1997 to 2005.  In 2004, EP 
observed storage of new and spent solvents and inks in various sizes of containers and 
empty 55-gallon drums stored in the fenced area south of Building 4.  This area is 
depicted on QORE’s Historical Site Plan as “Q”.  Drum storage was also indicated by EP 
to be located in a storage area at the northern corner of the building.  An “indirect waste 
receptor drain/container” was identified on the floor in the film development room of 
Building 4 by EP. At the time of QORE’s assessment, ink staining was observed on the 
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concrete floor in the area of the former printing presses inside Building 4.  QORE did not 
observe stains elsewhere inside Building 4 or in the exterior storage areas.    

According to interview information reported by EP, Glendale Rotary Offset Printing 
purchased the subject property in 1981 and rented the buildings to other tenants until 
Glendale Rotary Offset Printing moved into Building 4 in 1998.  Glendale Rotary Offset 
Printing was listed on the HAZNET regulatory database from 1997 to 1999 for 
generation and disposal of photochemical and photo processing waste.  The HAZNET 
listing did not identify the use of chlorinated solvents.  Additionally, neither QORE nor EP 
identified a RCRA hazardous waste generator listing for this facility during the regulatory 
research, which would be expected if chlorinated solvents were used at Glendale 
Rotary.  MSDS sheets and the hazardous materials inventory maintained by the 
Glendale Fire Department for this facility included various inks, oils, and solvents; 
chlorinated solvents were not included in the materials listed.  An inspection conducted 
by the Glendale Fire Department in 2000 listed several waste storage violations 
including storing waste inks and oils beyond 180 days, lack of secondary containment 
for drums stored outside, and leaking containers stored outside.  Violations after 2000 
were not noted.

Information obtained from a Southern California-specific document prepared by the 
Institute for Research and Technical Assistance for the DTSC found on the internet 
discussing printers indicated the primary solvents used in the printing industry included 
mineral spirits, methyl ethyl ketone, toluene, xylene, glycol ethers, terpenes, heptane, 
and hexane.  QORE’s research also identified PCE, methyl isobutyl ketone, and 1,1,1-
trichloroethane as solvents potentially used in the printing industry generally from the 
1970’s to the present.  MSDS sheets provided by the former on-site printer in 2004 
indicated the cleaning solvents used at the subject property were generally alcohol-
based, with the exception of one petroleum-based cleaner.  The information provided in 
the 2004 EP ESA did not identify chlorinated solvent use by the on-site printer at that 
time.   Based on the limited length of time the printer was located on-site (late 1997 to 
2005), that the most common chemicals used are petroleum based solvents, and that 
data indicates the use of petroleum based solvents in 1997, 1998, 1999 and 2004, it is 
likely that the cleaning solvents used for the remaining years were also petroleum 
based.  Review of the information provided does not indicate that Glendale Rotary 
(operating from 1997 to 2005) used chlorinated solvents at the subject property.  

Subsurface assessment in 2004 by TRAK included borings to depths of three to 11 feet 
bgs on the interior of Building 4 near a printing press and the drain in the film 
development room, on the exterior of the building near the compressors and solvent 
storage on the north side of Building 4, and three borings in the drum storage area on 
the south side of Building 4 (A and B-series samples).  The soil samples collected were 
analyzed for TPH-diesel (with the exception of boring A2), TPH-oil (with the exception of 
boring A2), and VOCs (with the exception of A2-5’, B1-10’, B2-6’, and B3-10’).  TPH-
diesel, TPH-oil, and VOCs were not detected in the samples collected, with the 
exception of boring A1-4’.  This boring was located near a printing press inside Building 
4, and identified a TPH-oil concentration of 74 ppm, below the comparison criteria of 
1,000 ppm.

Based on QORE’s review, the 2004 TRAK assessment borings were installed at 
locations that would have been most likely to detect material impact from former 
activities and chemical storage areas associated with Glendale Rotary Offset Printing.  
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QORE notes that the soil samples were collected from depths of three to 11 feet bgs 
which would have been expected to detect material residual impact, if any, from these 
activities.  Other than one low concentration of TPH, soil impact was not detected.  
QORE is of the opinion that the soil assessment appropriately addressed suspect 
findings in this area and the analysis of soil samples did not identify material impact to 
soil in this area.  QORE considers the detected presence of petroleum constituents at 
concentrations below regulatory screening levels to be a de minimis condition.

To assess groundwater conditions at the up-gradient and down-gradient boundaries of 
the subject property in areas that were accessible to drilling equipment, QORE installed 
four groundwater monitoring wells.  One of the four wells (MW-2) was located 
immediately south and topographically cross-gradient of a drum storage area used by 
Glendale Rotary Offset Printing.  A second well (MW-4) was installed approximately 150 
feet topographically down-gradient of MW-2 and the former Glendale Rotary Offset 
Printing facility.  Groundwater was encountered by QORE at 48 feet to 52 feet bgs.  The 
groundwater assessment and QORE’s conclusions are discussed in Section 7.15.   As 
indicated in Section 7.15, contamination detected in these wells was likely attributable to 
off-site sources or the former on-site gasoline service stations and not from Glendale 
Rotary Offset.    

Based on 1) QORE’s on-site observations and regulatory review, 2) the type of 
chemicals likely used at Glendale Rotary Offset, 3) depth to groundwater, 4) QORE’s 
groundwater assessment results, 5) review of EP’s Phase I ESA, and 6) the results of 
the 2004 subsurface assessment by TRAK, the former Glendale Rotary Offset Printing is 
not considered to present a recognized environmental condition to the subject property.  
However, there is potential for localized soil impact in the former printing press and drum 
storage areas.  If such impact is identified during redevelopment activities, the impacted 
soil should be disposed in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations. 

Southeast Portion 
Richardson Oil Company (service station), Campbell-Land-Pierce (used cars), E J Bartel 
(service station), and Pratty Rubbish Service were located on the southeast portion of 
the subject property at various times from the mid-1920s to the mid-1950s.  These four 
historical tenants may have used hazardous substances and petroleum products at the 
subject property during this time and are considered suspect recognized environmental 
conditions.  A permit for the installation of a gas pump and tanks was issued to 
Richardson Oil Company in 1927.  A small building labeled “gas & oil” was located on 
the southeast corner of the subject property in the 1950 Sanborn map which 
corresponds to the address and time period of E J Bartel.  Additionally, a 1952 permit for 
Pratty Rubbish Service indicated a 10,000-gallon gasoline UST was installed at the 
subject property, presumably for refueling garbage trucks.  Based on the size of the 
subject property and the numerous other tenants on-site during the same time period as 
Pratty Rubbish Service, it is unlikely that solid waste was stored or disposed on-site by 
this tenant.  No records of removal of these USTs were identified during review of the 
referenced sources, presenting the potential for at least three USTs to remain on-site.  
During QORE’s site visit, Buildings 3, 5, and 6 were located on the southeastern portion 
of the subject property.  The eastern corner of the subject property  and portions of the 
site to the southeast of these buildings were paved storage/parking areas.  No evidence 
of former or current UST systems was observed by QORE in this area during the area 
reconnaissance. 
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In 2004, TRAK conducted a geophysical survey and subsurface assessment on the 
southeast portion of the subject property.  The geophysical survey indicated the 
presence of three anomalies under the southeast parking lot.  One anomaly was of a 
size and shape consistent with the 10,000-gallon UST installed by Pratty; the second 
anomaly was not readily identifiable and may be a small UST, buried utility vault, or 
abandoned piping.  The third anomaly was reportedly a small metallic object buried 
directly beneath the asphalt pavement and is not likely a UST.   

TRAK installed 25 soil borings (C and D-series) to depths of four to 10 feet bgs on the 
southeast portion of the subject property.  Soil borings in the area of the anomaly 
presumed to be a large UST encountered refusal at four feet bgs, confirming the 
presence of a subsurface structure or UST.  The borings installed by TRAK were 
analyzed for the full range of TPH (with the exception of D1-2’ and D4-2’, which were 
analyzed for TPH-gas), and select borings were analyzed for the presence of VOCs (C3-
2’, C5-4’, C7-2’, C9-4’, C12-4’, D1-2’, and D4-2’).  Laboratory analysis indicated the 
presence of TPH-diesel in one boring (27 ppm in C15-6’ compared to the Soil Screening 
Level of 100 ppm) and TPH-oil in three borings (113 ppm, 438 ppm, and 761 ppm in 
C16-2’, C12-4’, and C15-6’, respectively, compared to the Soil Screening Level of 1,000 
ppm).  These borings were generally located in close proximity to the location where the 
geophysical anomalies were identified.   

Tetrachloroethene (PCE) was identified in two borings during the 2004 TRAK 
assessment: C12-4’ at 35 ppb and D4-2’ at 11 ppb.  Deeper soil samples from these 
borings were not analyzed for VOCs.  The concentrations detected were well below the 
California PRG for PCE in Residential Soil of 480 ppb and the ESL of 87 ppb.  QORE 
has not identified a specific on-site source of PCE.  However, PCE could have been 
present in a cleaning solvent used by one of the former subject property tenants.  The 
subject property is also located within the boundaries of the Crystal Springs Wellfield 
NPL VOC plume as discussed in Section 6.1.  QORE does not expect that the regional 
chlorinated solvent plume would be the source of the PCE detection in soil on-site.  
QORE considers the detected concentrations of PCE to be a de minimis condition.  
Based on the depth to groundwater and the low levels of PCE detected in soil, it is 
unlikely that the subject property has significantly contributed to the groundwater impact.   

Based on QORE’s review, the 2004 TRAK assessment borings were installed borings at 
locations that would have been most likely to detect material impact from the former 
gasoline service stations located on the southeastern portion of the subject property.  
QORE notes that the soil samples were collected from depths of four to 10 feet bgs 
which would have been expected to detect material residual impact, if any, from 
dispenser and surface spills and also to indicate impact from USTs.  QORE notes that 
no samples were collected beneath the anomalies.  If the anomalies are USTs, higher 
levels of contamination may be encountered in soils beneath the USTs.  

To assess groundwater conditions at the up-gradient and down-gradient boundaries of 
the subject property in areas that were accessible to drilling equipment, QORE installed 
four groundwater monitoring wells.  One of the four wells (MW-3) was located 
topographically down-gradient and within 75 feet of the anomalies. A groundwater 
sample from this well indicated a low concentration of TPH-diesel.  The groundwater 
assessment  and QORE’s conclusions are discussed in Section 7.15.  
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Based on 1) the former presence of a gasoline service station and fuel storage facilities, 
2) the presence of the two identified subsurface anomalies by GPR that could be USTs 
and a third subsurface anomaly by GPR of unknown origin, 3) that some soil samples 
were found to contain low levels of petroleum and that no soil samples were collected 
beneath the anomalies, and 4) that petroleum was detected in groundwater located in 
close proximity and topographically down-gradient of former fuel storage activities, 
QORE considers the former use of the southeastern property to be a suspect recognized 
environmental condition. QORE recommends further assessment of the three 
anomalies.  If underground features are encountered, QORE recommends removal of 
the features and associated impacted soil, if any, in accordance with state and federal 
regulations. 

QORE also notes that there is a potential for localized soil impact in this area from 
former subject property use as gasoline service stations.  If such impact is identified 
during redevelopment activities, the impacted soil should be disposed in accordance 
with local, state, and federal regulations. 

In addition to the gasoline service stations, QORE identified a former business, Turner-
Yourec Press, to have been located southeast of Building 6 from the 1940s to the early 
1950’s.  The Sanborn Map labeled this facility as “printing” indicating the facility 
conducted printing activities.  This facility was demolished prior to construction of 
Building 6 in the mid-1950s.  QORE was unable to obtain information concerning 
operations of this facility.  Additionally soil sampling was not conducted within the 
footprint of the building by prior consultants.  This facility was depicted on a Sanborn 
map with no additional details other than the footprint of the building. 

As indicated previously, to assess groundwater conditions at the up-gradient and down-
gradient boundaries of the subject property in areas that were accessible to drilling 
equipment, QORE installed four groundwater monitoring wells.  One of the four wells 
(MW-3) was located topographically cross-gradient and within 50 feet of the former 
printer.  Constituents expected to be associated with a former printer were not detected 
in the groundwater sample from this well at concentrations exceeding regulatory 
screening levels. The groundwater assessment and QORE’s conclusions regarding 
groundwater are discussed in Section 7.15.  

Based on 1) the time span since the last date of operation, 2) that the subject property 
was redeveloped which would have disturbed surface soils in this area, 3) depth to 
groundwater and 4) the results of the groundwater assessment, QORE does not 
consider the former Turner-Yourec Press to be a recognized environmental condition to 
the subject property.  However, QORE notes that there is a potential for localized soil 
impact in this area from the former printer.  If such impact is identified during 
redevelopment activities, the impacted soil should be disposed in accordance with local, 
state, and federal regulations. 

Southwest Portion 
Tenants of concern located on the southwestern portion of the subject property included 
Tropico Lumber, Leslie Foods, Chef’s Select, Mountain Valley Water Company and the 
Glenn-Webb Company.  Tropico Lumber Company Planing Mill and an associated 100-
gallon oil UST were located on the southwest portion of the subject property in the 1908 
Sanborn map.  By 1919, this portion of the subject property was vacant land.  Leslie 
Foods was a tenant of the subject property in the 1970s; Chef’s Select and Mountain 
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Valley Water Company were tenants from the mid-1980s to early 1990s.  Glenn-Webb 
Company was located on the subject property from the early 1950s to the late 1970s.  
Buildings 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6 were all addressed 465 West Los Feliz Road, and the spaces 
occupied by Leslie Foods and Mountain Valley Water Company were not specified.  
Chef’s Select occupied Building 1 and Glenn-Webb Company appeared to occupy all 
five buildings.  These companies were food production companies with the exception of 
Mountain Valley Water Company, which distributed bottled water.   

Concerns associated with these facilities included the presence of USTs, WIP regulatory 
listings and the presence of clarifiers.  These are each discussed as follows: 

USTs/ASTs
Tropico Lumber Company Planing Mill and an associated 100-gallon oil UST was 
located on the southwest portion of the subject property in the 1908 Sanborn map.  By 
1919, this portion of the subject property was vacant land.  A geophysical survey and 
subsurface soil assessment conducted by EP in 2005 did not identify the presence of 
USTs in the western portion of the parking lot between Building 1 and Building 6.  
Twenty-five soil borings (GP-series) were installed to depths of 20 to 25 feet bgs in the 
western portion of the lot by EP in 2005.  Soil samples were selected from various 
intervals including 5 feet, 10 feet, 15 feet and 20 feet.  Selected soil samples were 
analyzed for the full range of TPH and BTEX.  The presence of TPH or BTEX was not 
identified in the laboratory results. 

A building permit for Leslie Foods in the 1970s was issued for construction of a concrete 
pad and installation of a tank.  Based on the construction of a concrete pad, it appears 
that the tank installed was likely an AST.  QORE did not observe an AST or evidence of 
a previous AST during the subject property reconnaissance.  Numerous permits were 
provided for the Glenn-Webb Company.  Permits from 1954 and 1955 indicated the 
presence of a 550-gallon gasoline UST; a November 1955 permit indicated the 550-
gallon UST was removed from the property.  A 1959 permit indicated a 1,000-gallon 
gasoline UST was installed for Glenn-Webb, and a 1963 permit indicated the 1,000-
gallon UST was filled in place.  A 1963 permit indicated a 10,000-gallon gasoline UST 
was installed at the subject property; no removal records were identified for the 10,000-
gallon UST.

As previously discussed, the 2005 EP geophysical survey and subsurface assessment 
did not identify the presence of underground structures or soil contamination on the 
southwestern portion of the subject property.  QORE notes that the USTs associated 
with Glenn-Webb could be on the southwestern portion of the subject property or could 
be associated with the anomaly on the southeast corner of the subject property identified 
as a potential 10,000-gallon UST during the 2004 TRAK geophysical survey and 
subsurface assessment.   

To assess groundwater conditions at the up-gradient and down-gradient boundaries of 
the subject property in areas that were accessible to drilling equipment, QORE installed 
four groundwater monitoring wells.  One of the four wells (MW-4) was located 
immediately south and topographically down-gradient of the area where the former on-
site USTs may have been located.  A groundwater sample from MW-4 identified the 
presence of TPH-diesel at a concentration of 120 ppb that exceeds regulatory screening 
criteria of 100 ppb.  The groundwater assessment and QORE’s conclusions are 
discussed in Section 7.15.  
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Based on QORE’s review, the 2005 EP assessment borings were installed at locations 
that would have been most likely to detect material impact from the former USTs located 
on the southwestern portion of the subject property.  QORE notes that the soil samples 
were collected in each of the borings at five foot intervals.  EP selected certain samples 
from each boring for analysis.  Based on QORE’s review of the data, the soils selected 
would have been expected to detected material residual impact, if any, from the former 
dispensers and also to indicate impact from USTs.  QORE notes that no soil samples 
were found to contain BTEX or TPH.  

Based on 1) the former and possibly current USTs, 2) lack of specific information 
indicating the location of the USTs and 3) the results of QORE’s groundwater 
assessment indicating petroleum impact in groundwater in close proximity in a down-
gradient direction, QORE considers the former use of the southwestern portion of the 
subject property to be a recognized environmental condition.  QORE recommends that 
trenching be conducted in the storage/parking area between Buildings 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6.  
QORE recommends that the trenching extend at least five feet into the ground.   If 
encountered, UST (s) and/or impacted soil should be removed in accordance with state 
and federal regulations. 

WIP Regulatory Listings
Chef’s Select and Mountain Valley Water Company were identified on the WIP 
regulatory database as historical facilities.  According to Mr. Arthur Heath with the 
LARWQCB, the WIP database was composed of facilities that were identified as 
responsible parties in the San Fernando Valley NPL plume (discussed in Section 6.1), 
were identified as using chlorinated solvents or heavy metals, or were identified as 
potentially utilizing chlorinated solvents or heavy metals.  QORE attempted to contact 
these two former tenants to ascertain what activities were conducted on-site by the two 
companies.  Ms. Maria (last name withheld) with Mountain Valley Water Company 
indicated the company had rented warehouse space for the distribution of bottled water, 
and no equipment cleaning or bottling activities were conducted at the subject property.  
Chef’s Select did not appear to be a currently operating business based on QORE’s 
research.  However, building department records indicated Chef’s Select was a potato 
baking company, which would be unlikely to utilize chlorinated solvents or heavy metals.   

The subject property addresses and tenants were not identified on the lists of Potentially 
Responsible Parties for the San Fernando Valley NPL plume provided to QORE by 
David Stensby of U.S. EPA Region IX.  QORE obtained WIP file information for these 
facilities from the LARWQCB.  The WIP files indicated both facilities were contacted due 
to the subject property’s location within the documented regional VOC plume and not 
due to suspect activities conducted by these tenants.  The LARWQCB provided a 
chemical use questionnaire to both tenants; neither tenant identified chemical use in 
their operations at the subject property on the questionnaires.  Both tenants received “no 
further action” letters from the LARWQCB in February 1997.  Based on 1) information 
provided in the WIP files, 2) interview information from a representative of Mountain 
Valley Water Company, and 3) building department records for Chef’s Select, these 
facilities are not considered to present a recognized environmental condition to the 
subject property. 
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Clarifiers
A note dated 1959 in the Glenn-Webb regulatory file indicated the presence of a clarifier 
at the facility, and a 1985 industrial waste discharge permit for Chef’s Select indicated 
the use of an existing clarifier for floor and equipment washwater from potato baking 
activities.  At the time of QORE’s site visit, a three-stage clarifier was observed in 
Building 1; it was evident the clarifier had not been used recently.  The 2005 EP 
Addendum Phase I ESA indicated the presence of the clarifier observed by QORE, and 
a concrete patch was identified as a potential former clarifier or drain system located 
near the southeast corner of Building 1.  QORE did not observe the concrete patch 
during the site visit; however, the subject property buildings had been vandalized, and 
the floors were not clearly visible due to the presence of trash and debris.  Based on the 
historical sources reviewed, the tenants at the subject property that utilized the clarifier 
were food production companies, and the wastewater disposed in the clarifier consisted 
of food debris and equipment washdown water.   

In 2005, EP installed two direct push soil borings to depths of 10 and 15 feet bgs in the 
vicinity of the existing clarifier (GP12 and GP13) and two direct push soil borings to 
depths of three and eight feet bgs in the vicinity of the concrete patch suspected to be a 
former clarifier (GP21 and GP22).  The soil samples were analyzed for the full range of 
TPH, BTEX, VOCs, and CAM 22 Metals.  Laboratory analysis did not detect these 
constituents in samples from the four direct push borings.   

Based on QORE’s review, the 2005 EP assessment borings were installed at locations 
that would have been most likely to detect material impact from the existing and former 
clarifiers.  QORE notes that the soil samples were collected from depths ranging from 
three to 15 feet bgs which would have been expected to detect material residual impact, 
if any, from these activities.  QORE is of the opinion that the soil assessment 
appropriately addressed suspect findings in this area and the analysis of soil samples 
did not identify material impact to soil in this area.  

Based on 1) QORE’s on-site observations, 2) historical review, 3) regulatory review, and 
4) review of EP’s Phase I ESA, and 5) the results of the 2005 subsurface assessment by 
EP, the current and former clarifiers are not considered to present a recognized 
environmental condition to the subject property.  Local regulations require that the 
removal of the clarifiers be permitted through the Glendale Fire Department.  QORE 
recommends that the clarifiers be removed prior to redevelopment of the subject 
property in accordance with applicable regulations.  QORE notes that there is potential 
for localized soil impact in the vicinity of the clarifiers.  This potential soil impact is not 
expected to be significant because the use of the clarifiers appears to have been 
restricted to food processing companies.  If such impact is identified during 
redevelopment activities, the impacted soil should be disposed in accordance with local, 
state, and federal regulations. 

Summary of Conclusions: 
QORE’s review of the prior assessment data indicates that soil sampling and 
geophysical surveys have been conducted in the areas where former features (USTs 
and clarifiers) were most likely to have been.  The results of the soil assessment have 
not indicated significant material impact.  The geophysical surveys indicate the likely 
presence of subsurface features on the southeastern portion of the subject property.  
Given the general limitations of geophysical surveys and that several USTs have been 
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documented to have been on-site, it is QORE’s opinion that additional USTs may be 
present on-site. QORE notes that some of the documented USTs were removed prior to 
current regulations governing tank removal and therefore, impacted soil from the former 
USTs may also be present on-site.   The presence of USTs and/or impact from existing 
or former USTs, except where noted above, presents a recognized environmental 
condition to the subject property.  

QORE conducted a subsurface assessment of groundwater on the up-gradient and 
down-gradient boundaries of the subject property to assess the potential that the on-site 
recognized environmental conditions have significantly impacted groundwater.  QORE’s 
Phase II groundwater assessment is discussed in Section 7.15 of this report. 

Based on the extent of prior assessment and that additional soil assessment may not 
provide meaningful results due to lack of identified specific locations of source areas, 
QORE did not recommend additional soil assessment.  However, QORE anticipates that 
USTs and impacted soil will likely be identified during redevelopment activities.  QORE 
recommends that JPI consider in its development budget the cost of removal of the 
USTs and/or impacted soil and regulatory involvement to obtain closure of the USTs, if 
identified.  QORE notes that removal of clarifiers will also require regulatory oversight.   
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5.2  Historical Use Information on Adjoining Properties 

Table of Historical Surrounding Land Usage

Current Use/Location Prior Use Source Comments 
Northwest (west to east, 
beyond Fernando Court):  
Topanga Lumber and Hardware 
449 Fernando Court  

Temperature Technology 
Heating and Air Conditioning 
440 West Cypress Street 

Project Achieve 
437 Fernando Court 

Glendale Studios 
433 Fernando Court 

Warehouse, single-family 
residences, and/or vacant 
land
Prior to 1928 to mid-
1950s

Pacific States Box and 
Basket Company 
Mid-1950s to late 1990s 

Mechanical Engineering 
Company 
Early 1960s to mid-2000s 

Various other occupants 
(including single- and 
multifamily residences, 
Engineered Metals of 
California, Bar Aids, 
Floormart Bargain Carpet, 
and Fulfillment House) 
Early 1960s to mid-2000s 

Topanga Lumber and 
Hardware 
Late 1990s to present 

Project Achieve 
Early 2000s to present 

Temperature Technology 
Heating and Air 
Conditioning
Early 2000s to present 

Glendale Studios
Mid-2000s to present 

A, CD, PR, T, I Mechanical Engineering Company 
was identified during the regulatory 
review as a suspect recognized 
environmental condition and is 
discussed in Section 6.1. 

North (beyond the 
intersection of Fernando 
Court and Gardena Avenue): 
Mechanical Concepts 
429 Fernando Court 

Nova Automotive 
421 Fernando Court

Single-family residences 
and/or vacant land 
Prior to 1928 to mid-
1950s

United Staff and Stone 
Mid-1950s to mid-1970s 

Various tenants (including 
Mohr’s International 
Enterprises, Bar Aids, 
Celestial Products, and 
General Auto and Brake) 
Mid-1970s to early 1990s 

Mechanical Concepts 
Mid-1980s to present 

Nova Automotive 
Early 1990s to present 

A, CD, PR, T, I Mechanical Concepts and Nova 
Automotive were identified during 
regulatory review as suspect 
recognized environmental 
conditions and are discussed in 
Section 6.1. 
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Table of Historical Surrounding Land Usage

Current Use/Location Prior Use Source Comments 
Northeast (north to south, 
beyond Gardena Avenue):  
Trans Aid Ambulance 
1300 Gardena Avenue 

Gateway Animal Hospital 
431 West Los Feliz Road 

Single-family residences 
with associated 
outbuildings and vacant 
land
Prior to 1908 to the mid-
1920s

Single-family residences, 
vacant land, and a 
service station 
Mid-1920s to late 1920s 

Single-family residences 
and/or vacant land 
Late 1920s to mid-1950s 

Animal hospital (most 
recently Gateway Animal 
Hospital) and a parking 
lot
Mid-1950s to early 1980s 

Office/warehouse 
structure (including 
tenants Guardian X-Ray 
Services, Sentry 
Industries, and Fleming 
Jacquet & Miller) and 
Gateway Animal Hospital 
Early 1980s to mid-1990s 

Office/warehouse 
structure (including 
tenants Backflow 
Prevention Device 
Services, Alcadia 
Plumbing, Patton and 
Maloney Plumbing, 
Central Services 
Plumbing, Earthquake 
Store, PRC Mechanical, 
and Wired Rite Electric) 
and Gateway Animal 
Hospital
Mid-1990s to mid-2000s 

Trans Aid Ambulance and 
Gateway Animal Hospital 
Mid-2000s to present 

A, CD, PR, T, 
HFI

Gardena Avenue was constructed 
adjoining northeast of the subject 
property in the 1940s. 

The historical service station 
present from the mid- to late 1920s 
presents a suspect recognized 
environmental condition as 
discussed below. 

Guardian X-Ray Services and 
Fleming Jacquet & Miller were 
identified during regulatory review 
as suspect recognized 
environmental conditions and are 
discussed in Section 6.1. 
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Table of Historical Surrounding Land Usage

Current Use/Location Prior Use Source Comments 
Southeast (beyond West Los 
Feliz Road):  
Technicolor
440 West Los Feliz Road 

Undeveloped land 
Prior to 1908 to late 
1910s

Various occupants 
(including fruit store, 
cabinet shop, sheet metal 
works, brass and copper 
works, offices, and other 
stores)
Late 1910s to early 1950s 

L W Binkley service 
station
Early 1940s to mid-1950s 

Condick Company 
Mid-1950s to early 1960s 

Genge Gordon Company 
Early 1960s to mid-1960s 

Industrial Displays 
Mid-1960s to late 1970s 

Mason Electric
Mid-1970s to early 2000s 

Floormart Commercial 
Systems 
Early 2000s to mid-2000s 

Technicolor
Mid-2000s to present 

A, CD, PR, T, 
HFI

In the 1950s, West Los Feliz Road 
was re-routed south of its current 
location for construction of the 
underpass beneath the railroad 
tracks that was present at the time 
of QORE’s site visit.  After 
construction was complete, the road 
was moved back to its original 
position.

The southeast-adjoining L W 
Binkley service station presents a 
suspect recognized environmental 
condition to the subject property as 
discussed below. 

Based on down-gradient 
topographic relationship, the 
remaining southeast-adjoining 
facilities are not considered to 
present suspect recognized 
environmental conditions to the 
subject property. 

Technicolor
1411 Railroad Street 

Various lumber 
companies (including 
Tropico Lumber, Tropico-
Glendale Lumber, Bentley 
Lumber, and Hammond 
Lumber)
Prior to 1908 to mid-
1960s

Vacant land 
Mid-1960s to early 1990s 

Office/warehouse  
(Technicolor from mid-
2000s)
Early 1990s to present 

A, CD, PR, T, 
HFI

Suspect recognized environmental 
conditions were not identified. 

Southwest (beyond the 
Southern Pacific Railroad 
easement): 
Costco
2901 Los Feliz Boulevard 

Ceramics manufacturing 
facility (including 
Gladding-McBean, 
International Pipe-
Ceramics, Dura 
Ceramics, and 
Franciscan Ceramics) 
1905 to 1988 

Vacant land (under 
remediation activities)
1988 to early 2000s 

Costco
Early 2000s to present 

A, CD, PR, T Franciscan Ceramics was identified 
during the regulatory review as a 
suspect recognized environmental 
condition and is discussed in 
Section 6.1. 

465 Los Feliz  November 2007 
QORE Project No. 150-1421 

34

A - Aerial Photographs  CD - City Directories GFR – Government File Reviews  
HFI – Historical Fire Insurance Maps I - Interviews   PR - Previous Report  
T - Topographic Map 

Discussion

Suspect recognized environmental conditions identified in the table above and not 
discussed in the regulatory review in Section 6.1 included the occupants and/or uses 
presented below. 

A service station was noted on the 1925 Sanborn map located adjoining the subject 
property to the northeast, near West Los Feliz Road in the location of what is now 
Gardena Avenue.  The service station was not noted on the 1919 Sanborn map or the 
1928 historical aerial photograph, indicating the service station was likely present from 
the early to mid-1920s.  This service station was located topographically up- to cross-
gradient of the subject property.  Previous soil borings on the southeast portion of the 
subject property did not identify significant soil contamination in that area.  However, the 
nearest soil boring along the southeastern subject property boundary was extended to 
10 feet bgs and located approximately 20 feet down-gradient from the area of the 
northeast-adjoining former service station.  Due to the shallow depth of the boring and 
distance of the boring from the former service station, samples from this boring may not 
have encounter soil contamination from the former northeast-adjoining service station, if 
present.

The area of this former service station was redeveloped as Gardena Avenue.  USTs 
and/or soil contamination from the former northeast-adjoining service station were likely 
encountered and addressed during construction of Gardena Avenue.  Based on 1) short 
duration of the presence of the former service station (less than 10 years), 2) length of 
time since the service station was present (over 80 years), 3) depth to groundwater, 4) 
that the highest detected concentration of TPH was in MW-4, cross-gradient to this 
facility, and 5) development of Gardena Avenue, the former northeast-adjoining service 
station is not considered to present a recognized environmental condition to the subject 
property.

The subject property also had on-site service stations and/or fuel USTs during the time 
period the northeast-adjoining service station was present.  Potential releases from the 
on-site and northeast-adjoining fuel storage present the possibility for commingled 
plumes at the subject property.  As indicated previously, to assess groundwater 
conditions at the up-gradient and down-gradient boundaries of the subject property in 
areas that were accessible to drilling equipment, QORE installed four groundwater 
monitoring wells.  One of the four wells (MW-3) was located topographically down-
gradient of the on-site service station and this off-site gasoline service station.  A 
groundwater sample from this well did not indicate the presence of petroleum 
constituents above screening comparison criteria.  The groundwater assessment and 
QORE’s conclusions regarding groundwater are discussed in Section 7.15.  Based on 
the results of the groundwater assessment, it does not appear that a commingled plume 
from this off-site facility with the on-site facilities, if present, would be migrating further 
down-gradient and impacting off-site facilities.  

Another service station was noted on the 1950 Sanborn map on the southeast-adjoining 
property, on the southwest corner of the intersection of West Los Feliz Road and 
Gardena Avenue.  The 1940 historical aerial photograph indicated the service station 
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was present at that time; in the 1956 historical aerial photograph, the location of the 
service station had been paved over with the re-routed West Los Feliz Road.  This 
historical service station was identified during regulatory review as the L W Binkley 
service station.  Based on its down gradient position, the former southeast-adjoining 
service station is not considered to present a recognized environmental condition to the 
subject property.  However, the subject property also had on-site service stations and/or 
fuel USTs during this time period.  Potential releases from the on-site and southeast-
adjoining fuel storage present the possibility for commingled plumes down-gradient from 
the subject property.  As indicated above, based on the groundwater assessment 
conducted by QORE, it does not appear that this down-gradient property has been 
impacted by petroleum constituents migrating from the subject property. 

An assessment as to whether or not historical adjoining land use was considered to 
present a suspect recognized environmental condition to the subject property was based 
on whether or not the property or current and past occupants were listed on the 
regulatory databases reviewed (Section 6.1), interviews with local agency personnel 
(Section 6.2), information obtained from prior reports (Section 5.3), QORE's area 
reconnaissance observations, and interviews with the site contact and/or owner’s 
representative (Sections 7.0).  Based on information obtained by QORE and as 
presented in the above-referenced sections, other than discussed above, prior historical 
surrounding land usage is not considered a suspect recognized environmental condition
to the subject property. 

5.3  Review of Previous Reports 

QORE reviewed a previous Phase I ESA that was provided by JPI:  Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment, 465 West Los Feliz Road and 434-450 Fernando 
Court, Glendale, California.  This report was prepared by EP and was dated July 14, 
2004.  Excerpts from this report are included in Appendix C of this report.  Pertinent 
information is summarized as follows: 

� Based on drawings and information provided in EP’s report, QORE 
concluded that the boundaries of the property assessed by this consultant 
corresponded to the boundaries of the subject property. 

� At the time of EP’s assessment, the subject property had been improved with 
the six commercial warehouse currently located on-site.  Building 1 was 
occupied by Jamai Spicehouse, Inc., a spice distribution warehouse; Art 
Construction Studio, a construction and design studio; Southland Bread 
Distribution, a bread distribution warehouse; and the Los Angeles Daily 
News, a packaging and distribution facility for a newspaper publishing 
company.  Building 2 was occupied by offices for Byron’s Auto, an automobile 
repair shop, and M&D Supply, a plumbing company.  Building 3 was a parts 
warehouse for M&D Supply, and Building 4 was occupied by Glendale Rotary 
Offset Printing, a printing services company.  Building 5 was used as storage 
warehouses for Patrick Budowski, an entrepreneur, and Ray Pierce, a 
magician.  Building 6 was occupied by American Bakery Products, a bread 
distribution warehouse, and Art and Oils for Less, a retail oil painting shop.  
The northwest parking lot on the subject property stored an office trailer for 
Pyramid Marble, a marble and granite fabrication workshop.  Work space for 
Byron’s Auto was also located in the northwest parking lot. 
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� EP identified multiple on-site USTs from former tenants in historical records 
for the subject property addresses as listed below.  EP did not identify visual 
evidence of the presence of USTs at the subject property. 

� EP identified multiple recognized environmental conditions and historical
recognized environmental conditions associated with the subject property: 

o On-site USTs associated with the former service station and rubbish 
collection company located at 435 West Los Feliz Road; 

o On-site USTs associated with the former service station located at 447-
449 West Los Feliz Road; 

o An on-site UST potentially located at 450 Fernando Court;  
o Oil-stained areas at Byron’s Auto and at a location of a compressor located 

south of Building 1; and 
o Westward migration of possible subsurface petroleum hydrocarbon 

contamination from the former service station located at 433 West Los 
Feliz Road (currently Gardena Avenue). 

QORE’s discussion of these issues is located in Sections 5.1 and 7.0 of this 
report.

� EP observed typical maintenance and cleaning supplies, paints, acids, inks, 
solvents, and other chemicals stored in the various tenant spaces on the 
subject property.  EP did not observe evidence of significant chemical 
releases at the subject property, with the exception of oil staining associated 
with Byron’s Auto and a compressor south of Building 1 as discussed above. 

� EP observed chemicals stored in drums and containers of various size in the 
Glendale Rotary Offset Printing waste storage area.  EP did not report 
evidence of spills or leaks from these containers.  EP did not report the 
presence of substances in Building 4 or the waste storage area that were not 
listed on the MSDS sheets provided to EP by Glendale Rotary Offset Printing. 

� EP identified Glendale Rotary Offset Printing on the HAZNET regulatory 
database for photochemical and photoprocessing waste.  EP did not identify 
violations in conjunction with disposal of hazardous wastes by Glendale 
Rotary Offset Printing.  QORE’s discussion of this facility is located in Section 
5.1 of this report. 

� EP did not identify sumps or clarifiers at the subject property during their site 
visit.  However, EP identified an “indirect waste receptor drain/container” on 
the floor inside the film development area of Glendale Rotary Offset Printing.  
Silver-containing waste was reportedly temporarily stored in the indirect 
waste receptor which served as a small sump.  The silver-containing waste 
was reportedly removed from the containment approximately once per month 
by an independent waste removal company. 

� EP observed a “parts-cleaning aboveground solvent tank” and used motor oil 
drums and filters in the Byron’s Auto service bay.  EP also observed oil and 
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grease staining on the concrete associated with Byron’s Auto in the vicinity of 
the parts cleaner and used motor oil drums and filters. 

� EP interviewed Mr. Jerry Bir, a partner of Glendale Rotary Offset Printing.  
According to EP, Mr. Bir reportedly stated that Glendale Rotary Offset 
Printing had purchased the subject property in 1981, but did not occupy the 
subject property until 1998.  Mr. Bir also reportedly stated that there was a 
possible fuel UST utilized at the northwest portion of the subject property at 
some time in the past. 

� EP interviewed Mr. Byron Rosas of Byron’s Auto.  According to EP, Mr. 
Rosas reportedly stated he had occupied space at 450 Fernando Court for 
approximately seven years where he performed automobile repair activities.  
Mr. Rosas reportedly stated waste solvent, oil, and oil filters were removed 
from the subject property by Safety-Kleen for off-site disposal and recycling. 

� EP was provided with a GPR survey conducted by Manness Environmental 
Services, Inc. in 1997 in the paved area of 450 Fernando Court on the 
northwest portion of the subject property, and another area that did not 
appear to be part of the subject property.  The GPR survey did not identify 
UST-like structures in the survey area.  The approximate area of the 1997 
GPR survey is outlined in green on the northwest portion of the subject 
property on QORE’s Historical Site Plan in Appendix A. 

� EP stated groundwater in the area of the subject property was expected to be 
approximately 40 feet bgs and generally flowed to the south. 

EP recommended subsurface soil sampling to assess the potential presence of 
petroleum products and other contaminants, a search to locate possible USTs remaining 
on the subject property from former occupants, a contingency plan to manage USTs 
encountered during future construction activities, proper removal and disposal of 
chemical substances and hazardous wastes prior to activities that would potentially 
cause a release, an asbestos survey, identification and disposal of PCB-containing light 
ballasts, and proper disposal of fluorescent light tubes. 

QORE reviewed a previous subsurface assessment that was provided by JPI:  Report of 
Environmental Investigation, 465 West Los Feliz Road and 434-450 Fernando Court, 
Glendale, California.  This report was prepared by TRAK and was dated November 20, 
2004.  Excerpts from this report are included in Appendix C of this report.  Pertinent 
information is summarized as follows: 

� Based on drawings and information provided in TRAK’s report, QORE 
concluded that the boundaries of the property assessed by this consultant 
corresponded to the boundaries of the subject property. 

� The TRAK subsurface investigation consisted of a geophysical survey to 
evaluate the possible presence of USTs in open areas reported to have 
formerly been UST locations and to evaluate subsurface soils for the possible 
presence of petroleum products or hazardous substances in areas of 
potential concern. 
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� TRAK installed 44 soil borings (A-, B-, C-, D-, E-, and F-series borings) 
utilizing a direct-push rig to depths of one to 10 feet bgs at various locations 
on the subject property as shown on the figures in Appendix C.  Soils 
encountered reportedly included sandy silt, silt, clayey silt, silty sand, sand, 
and sand with gravel. 

� Laboratory analysis for TPH, VOCs, and/or metals did not identify soil 
contamination above regulatory criteria.  Specific concentrations and 
locations identified by TRAK are discussed in Section 5.1 of this report. 

� Groundwater reportedly was not encountered during TRAK’s subsurface 
investigation. 

� TRAK subcontracted GeoVision to conduct a geophysical survey of suspect 
UST areas at the southeastern and south-central areas of the subject 
property.  The geophysical survey identified a likely 10,000-gallon UST; a 
small UST, buried utility vault, or abandoned piping; and a small metal plate 
under the asphalt on the southeastern portion of the subject property.  The 
soil borings in the area of the likely 10,000-gallon UST encountered refusal at 
approximately four feet bgs, confirming the presence of a large subsurface 
structure or UST.  The geophysical survey is further discussed in Section 5.1 
of this report. 

TRAK’s report concluded, “TRAK recommends that the large geophysical anomaly in the 
Southeastern Parcel Area be further investigated, and if verified to be a UST, removal of 
the UST in accordance with the proper permits is recommended.  At the time of further 
activities in this area, verification of the identity of the small geophysical anomaly 
adjacent to Gardena Avenue is also suggested.” 

QORE reviewed a previous geotechnical subsurface assessment that was provided by 
JPI: Preliminary Soils Engineering Investigation for Proposed Four to Six-Story Mixed-
Use Commercial/Residential Building with Three-Level Subterranean Garage, 435 Los 
Feliz Road, Glendale, California.  This report was prepared by GeoSystems, Inc. 
(GeoSystems) and was dated December 17, 2004.  Excerpts from this report are 
included in Appendix C of this report.  Pertinent information is summarized as follows: 

� Based on drawings and information provided in the GeoSystems report, 
QORE concluded that the boundaries of the property assessed by this 
consultant corresponded to the boundaries of the subject property. 

� The GeoSystems geotechnical subsurface investigation consisted of the 
installation of five soil borings to depths of 30 to 55 feet bgs as shown on the 
figure in Appendix C.  Soils encountered reportedly included sandy silt, silty 
sand, fine to medium sand, and medium sand with gravels.  The geotechnical 
subsurface investigation did not include environmental analysis of soils. 

� Groundwater reportedly was not encountered during GeoSystems’ 
subsurface investigation. 
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GeoSystems did not make recommendations or conclusions regarding environmental 
conditions.

QORE reviewed a previous Addendum Phase I ESA that was provided by JPI:  
Addendum Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report, 465 West Los Feliz Road 
and 434-450 Fernando Court, Glendale, California.  This report was prepared by EP and 
was dated April 19, 2005.  Excerpts from the 2005 EP report are included in Appendix C 
of this report.  The 2005 EP report was generated after EP obtained additional records 
for the subject property from the Glendale Fire Department and a subsequent site visit 
confirmed the presence of an industrial wastewater clarifier and a potential former 
clarifier in Building 1.  EP recommended an additional geophysical survey and 
subsurface soil sampling in areas not previously assessed by TRAK in 2004 in order to 
assess the remainder of the southern portion of the subject property for the presence of 
USTs, evidence of contamination from former USTs, or evidence of contamination from 
clarifiers in Building 1.  QORE’s discussion of the historical fire department records for 
the subject property is located in Section 5.1 of this report. 

QORE reviewed a previous subsurface assessment that was provided by JPI:  
Subsurface Geophysical and Soil Investigation, 465 West Los Feliz Road, Glendale, 
California.  This report was prepared by EP and was dated June 24, 2005.  Excerpts 
from this report are included in Appendix C of this report.  Pertinent information is 
summarized as follows: 

� Based on drawings and information provided in EP’s report, QORE 
concluded that the boundaries of the property assessed by this consultant 
corresponded to the boundaries of the subject property. 

� The EP subsurface investigation consisted of a geophysical survey to 
evaluate the possible presence of USTs in open areas not previously 
assessed by TRAK and to evaluate subsurface soils for the possible 
presence of petroleum products or hazardous substances in areas of 
potential concern not previously assessed by TRAK. 

� EP installed 25 soil borings (GP-series borings) utilizing a direct-push rig to 
depths of three to 25 feet bgs in the parking lot south of Building 2 and east of 
Building 1 and adjacent to a clarifier and suspect clarifier in Building 1 as 
shown on the figure in Appendix C.  Soils encountered reportedly included 
silty sand, sand, and sand with gravel.  Refusal was encountered at 20 to 25 
feet bgs in several of the borings in the parking lot.  This was likely due to 
rocky, dense soil conditions in those areas.  Refusal was encountered in the 
vicinity of GP11 at several locations at approximately five feet bgs.  The tip of 
the probe appeared to contain red brick fragments at one location where 
refusal was encountered near GP11; EP indicated the possible presence of a 
buried brick structure or debris. 

� Laboratory analysis for TPH and VOCs did not identify the presence of these 
constituents.  Laboratory analysis for metals indicated the presence of metals 
within background concentrations.  Specific boring locations installed by EP 
are discussed in Section 5.1 of this report. 
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� Groundwater reportedly was not encountered during EP’s subsurface 
investigation. 

� EP subcontracted GeoVision to conduct a geophysical survey of the western 
portion of the parking area south of Building 2 and east of Building 1.  The 
geophysical survey did not identify suspect USTs.  The geophysical survey is 
further discussed in Section 5.1 of this report. 

EP’s report concluded, “Although EP Associates has made every effort to identify 
existing subsurface structures at the Site such as clarifiers and USTs…EP Associates 
recommends that any previously unidentified structures discovered during future 
redevelopment activities at the Site be properly removed and disposed of in accordance 
with all applicable laws and regulations, and that subsurface soils associated with such 
structures be assessed for environmental contamination, as appropriate.” 

6.0 RECORDS REVIEW 

6.1  Standard Environmental Record Sources 

QORE reviewed selected federal and state regulatory lists from Environmental Data 
Resources, Inc. (EDR).  The EDR report is attached as Appendix D. 

Federal and State Lists

The following table includes approximate minimum search distances and a list of the 
databases reviewed.  These databases were selected based on minimum requirements 
in the JPI/GECRE Scope of Work.  The number of facilities listed indicates the number 
of regulated facilities confirmed by QORE to be present within the JPI/GECRE minimum 
search distance for a particular database.   

ASTM FEDERAL, STATE, & TRIBAL DATABASE LISTS 

Database Approximate Minimum Search 
Distance 

No. of 
Facilities  

NPL/Equivalents One Mile 2 
Delisted NPL One-half Mile 0 
CERCLIS/Equivalents One Mile 2 
CERC-NFRAP Sites One-half Mile 1 
CORRACTS or Violators/ Enforcement One Mile 0 
RESPONSE One Mile 2 
RCRA Generators/Equivalents Subject property and adjoining LQG - 0 

SQG - 1 
RCRA TSD Facilities One Mile 0 
ERNS Subject property 0 
ENVIROSTOR/HIST CAL-SITES One Mile 8 
SWF/LF Report One-half Mile 1 
CORTESE One-half Mile 8 
SLIC List One-half Mile 7 
LUST List One-half Mile 7 
UST/HIST UST Subject Property and Adjoining 3 
VCP List One-half Mile 0 
HAZNET Subject Property and Adjoining 10 
AST Subject Property and Adjoining 0 
CHMIRS Subject Property and Adjoining 0 
Drycleaners One-half Mile 3 
EMI Subject Property and Adjoining 0 
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ASTM FEDERAL, STATE, & TRIBAL DATABASE LISTS 

Database Approximate Minimum Search 
Distance 

No. of 
Facilities  

WIP Subject Property and Adjoining 6 
Institutional Control/Engineering Control Registries Subject Property and Adjoining 1 
Brownfields Sites One-half Mile 0 

Significant facilities identified within the specified minimum search distances are 
included in the following table.  Facilities that are not considered to be suspect 
recognized environmental conditions based on information presented in the table are not 
further discussed.  Facilities considered to be suspect recognized environmental 
conditions are discussed in text following the table. 
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Significant Facilities Identified Within Approximate Minimum Search Distance

Facility Name and 
Address 

~Distance & 
Direction Database 

Apparent 
Hydrologic 

Relationship 
Database Information Additional Information SREC?

 (Y/N) 

Colour Grow 
440 West Cypress 
Street

Adjoining
NW

HAZNET Up- to cross-
gradient

Waste generated included unspecified solvent mixture waste. See discussion below. Y 

Mechanical
Engineering
Company 
433 Fernando 
Court

Adjoining
NNW

HAZNET, WIP Up-gradient Wastes generated at the facility included liquids with halogenated 
organic compounds > 1,000 mg/L and oil/water separation sludge.  WIP 
file status was listed as historical. 

See discussion below. Y 

Mechanical
Concepts, Inc. 
429 Fernando 
Court

Adjoining N HAZNET, WIP Up-gradient Wastes generated at the facility included waste oil and mixed oil and 
unspecified solvent mixture waste.  WIP file status was listed as 
historical.

See discussion below. Y 

Nova Automotive 
421 Fernando 
Court

Adjoining N HAZNET, WIP Up-gradient Waste generated at the facility included contaminated soil from site 
cleanups.  WIP file status was listed as historical. 

See discussion below. Y 

Fleming Jacquet & 
Miller, Inc. 
1300 Gardena 
Avenue

Adjoining NE HAZNET Up-gradient Wastes generated at the facility included unspecified solvent mixture 
waste, hydrocarbon solvents, and other organic solids. 

See discussion below. Y 

Mason Electric 
Company, Inc. 
440 West Los Feliz 
Road

Adjoining SE HAZNET, WIP Down-
gradient

Wastes generated at the facility included waste oil and mixed oil and 
oxygenated solvents.  WIP file status was listed as active. 

At the time of QORE’s area 
reconnaissance, this facility address was 
observed to be occupied by Technicolor.  
Based on topographic relationship and 
QORE’s observations, this facility is not 
considered to present a suspect recognized 
environmental condition to the subject 
property. 

N

Amtreat
Corporation 
1405 Railroad 
Street

Adjoining SE 
(property 
boundary 
145 feet S) 

HIST UST Down-
gradient

A waste oil UST of unspecified size was listed.  Installation and removal 
dates were not provided.  Facility identified as a “heat treating” facility. 

At the time of QORE’s area 
reconnaissance, this facility address was 
observed to be occupied by Technicolor.  
Based on topographic relationship and 
QORE’s observations, this facility is not 
considered to present a suspect recognized 
environmental condition to the subject 
property. 

N

Vege Kurl 
4115 San 
Fernando Road 
and 410-414 West 
Cypress Street 

265 feet NE WIP, SLIC, 
CHMIRS

Up-gradient WIP file statuses were listed as historical and backlog.  SLIC listing 
indicated a release of VOCs with a “reopen previously closed case” 
status.  CHMIRS incident in 1995 consisted of a spill of 250 gallons of 
hair conditioner from a forklift. 

See discussion below. Y 
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Significant Facilities Identified Within Approximate Minimum Search Distance

Facility Name and 
Address 

~Distance & 
Direction Database 

Apparent 
Hydrologic 

Relationship 
Database Information Additional Information SREC?

 (Y/N) 

Former ARCO 
#0051 and Prestige 
Stations, Inc. #513 
3941 San 
Fernando Road 

280 feet E HAZNET, L.A. 
County HMS, 
HIST UST, 
SWEEPS UST, 
LUST, Cortese, 
WIP

Cross-
gradient

Wastes generated at the facility included aqueous solution with 10% or 
more total organic residues, unspecified aqueous solution, hydrocarbon 
solvents, asbestos-containing waste, and tank bottom waste. 

LUST incident occurred in 1995 with a gasoline release and the case 
was closed in 1999.  Monitoring wells were destroyed in 2000.  SLIC 
listing indicated case was open for releases of VOCs and “MET.” 

Historical USTs included an 8,000-gal and two 10,000-gal USTs 
installed in 1972.  HMS indicated the facility and permit had been 
removed.  WIP file statuses were listed as historical and backlog. 

At the time of QORE’s area 
reconnaissance, this facility address was a 
CVS Pharmacy.  Based on distance, 
topographic relationship, and QORE’s 
observations, this facility is not considered 
to present a suspect recognized 
environmental condition to the subject 
property. 

N

Guardian X-Ray 
Services (Merry X-
Ray Chemical 
Corporation) 
1422 Gardena 
Avenue

300 feet SE HAZNET, 
SQG, SLIC, 
WIP, FINDS 

Cross-
gradient

No RCRA violations identified.  Wastes generated at the facility included 
metal sludge, other inorganic solid waste, photochemicals/ 
photoprocessing waste, unspecified oil-containing waste, and aqueous 
solution with less than 10% total organic residues.  WIP file status was 
listed as backlog. 

SLIC listing indicated a release of VOCs with a “reopen previously 
closed case” status. 

Guardian X-Ray Services was formerly 
located adjoining northeast of the subject 
property at 1300 Gardena Avenue.  See 
discussion below. 

Y

SQG-Small Quantity Generator of Hazardous Waste 
LQG-Large Quantity Generator of Hazardous Waste
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Based on information provided in the table above, QORE considers the following 
facilities to be suspect recognized environmental conditions to the subject property.  
Additional information concerning these suspect recognized environmental conditions is 
presented below.  As indicated in the table, the remaining facilities are not considered to 
be suspect recognized environmental conditions and are not further discussed. 

San Fernando Valley Crystal Springs Wellfield (Area 2) & Pollock Wellfield (Area 4) 
According to the EPA San Fernando Valley Superfund Sites Update in 2003, TCE and 
PCE were detected in numerous drinking water wells in the San Fernando Valley above 
the MCL (five ppb) in the early 1980s.  In 1986, the San Fernando Valley was added to 
the NPL list.  The valley was divided into four study areas; the subject property is located 
within the Crystal Springs operating unit (OU).  In 1989, the EPA found elevated 
concentrations of VOCs in the groundwater in the Glendale area.  Two groundwater 
plumes were discovered and named the Glendale North and Glendale South OUs within 
the Crystal Springs OU; the subject property is located within the Glendale South OU.  A 
Record of Decision in 1993 determined the remediation plan was to extract groundwater 
at a rate of 5,000 gallons per minute and remove VOCs using air stripping, liquid-phase 
granulated activated carbon, and vapor-phase granulated activated carbon.  In 1994, the 
EPA signed an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) with 25 potentially responsible 
parties (PRPs) to conduct the remedial design phase of the project, which was 
completed in 1996.  In 2000, the EPA entered into a consent decree with the PRPs who 
had signed the AOC, as well as additional PRPs, to voluntarily complete the remedial 
action.  The City of Glendale was not a PRP, but was elected to perform operation and 
maintenance activities at the groundwater extraction and treatment plant.  QORE 
obtained lists of PRPs from Mr. David Stensby with U.S. EPA Region IX.  One list 
contained recipients of General Notice Letters (GNL) and Special Notice Letters (SNL) 
and was approximately four pages long.  A GNL notified an entity that EPA had identified 
the entity as a PRP for the purpose of Superfund response actions. An SNL, in addition 
to designating an entity as a PRP, initiated a formal settlement process between EPA 
and the PRPs.  The second list provided by Mr. Stensby included facilities which had 
received “no further action” letters (NFA) from the EPA for the VOC contamination; this 
list was over 50 pages long.  The subject property addresses and historical tenants were 
not found on either list by QORE.  The GNL and SNL list is included in Appendix D; the 
NFA list was not included in this report.  Mr. Stensby stated the “lead” responsible party 
for the VOC contamination for the Glendale South OU was Lockheed Martin.   

The most recent information on the San Fernando Valley Basin VOC plume QORE was 
able to obtain from the internet was TCE and PCE groundwater plume maps dated 
2002.  The 2002 plume maps indicated the presence of PCE between 5.01 ppb and 50 
ppb and TCE below five ppb in shallow groundwater in the area of the subject property.  
Mr. Stensby provided 2005 plume maps as well as well-specific information for three 
groundwater wells near the subject property.  The 2005 plume maps indicated the 
presence of both PCE and TCE from 5.01 ppb to 50 ppb in shallow groundwater in the 
area of the subject property.  However, the well-specific information provided by Mr. 
Stensby indicated the concentrations of PCE and TCE in the nearby monitoring wells 
were both below the five ppb MCL (TCE at 0.14 to 1.3 ppb and PCE at 0.49 to 1.6 ppb).  
Two of the three wells were located approximately 700 feet down-gradient of the subject 
property, and the third well was located approximately 2,000 feet down- to cross-
gradient of the subject property.  Based on the shapes of the groundwater plumes on the 
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plume maps, concentrations of PCE and TCE are likely higher at the subject property 
than in the down-gradient wells.   

To assess groundwater conditions at the up-gradient and down-gradient boundaries of 
the subject property in areas that were accessible to drilling equipment, QORE installed 
four groundwater monitoring wells.  The groundwater assessment and QORE’s 
conclusions are discussed in Section 7.15.  As indicated in Section 7.15, the subject 
property has been impacted by chlorinated solvents from up-gradient sources.  Based 
on 1) the results of QORE’s groundwater assessment and 2) QORE’s regulatory review, 
the NPL plume is considered a recognized environmental condition to the subject 
property.

Franciscan Promenade/ Franciscan Ceramics (2901 Los Feliz Boulevard) 
The 45-acre former Franciscan Ceramics facility was used to manufacture ceramic tile, 
dinnerware, and clay pipe from approximately 1905 to 1988.  Excess unfired glazing 
material that contained hazardous concentrations of lead, cadmium, and zinc had been 
deposited in low-lying areas of the facility property.  Remediation work conducted in 
1990 included excavation and off-site disposal of contaminated soil and placement of a 
clay cap over contaminated soil that remained at the facility property.  The DTSC 
established a groundwater monitoring program for the former Franciscan Ceramics 
facility which included the sampling and analysis of groundwater monitoring wells along 
the perimeter of the facility boundaries.  The purpose of the groundwater monitoring 
program was to determine whether heavy metals were migrating vertically and impacting 
groundwater.  According to the November 2006 Groundwater Monitoring Report, the 
monitoring well closest to the subject property was HMW-1R.  Cadmium was detected at 
0.0001 ppm (compared to the MCL of 0.005 ppm), Lead was detected at 0.00012 ppm 
(compared to 0.015 ppm), and Zinc was detected at 0.012 ppm (no current MCL).  
According to the figure included in the November 2006 report, the area of capped 
contaminated soil was located over 975 feet west-northwest (cross-gradient) of the 
subject property.  The figure also indicated a measured south-southwest groundwater 
gradient.  At the time of QORE’s area reconnaissance, the southern portion of the former 
Franciscan Ceramics facility was occupied by a Costco, Toys R Us, Best Buy, and 
multitenant retail business and restaurant buildings.  Based on 1) its cross-gradient 
location, 2) status as of the November 2006 Groundwater Monitoring Report, and 3) 
QORE’s observations, the former Franciscan Ceramics facility is not considered to 
present a recognized environmental condition to the subject property. 

Colour Grow (440 West Cypress Street) 
According to file information provided by the DTSC, the unspecified solvent mixture 
listed on the HAZNET database was a one-time shipment in 1998.  QORE’s research 
indicated Colour Grow was a European-based company that produced non-toxic, 
biodegradable, hydroponic crystals in which house plants could be grown as an 
alternative to soil.  It is likely that the warehouse adjoining the subject property was a 
distribution center for Colour Grow.  At the time of QORE’s area reconnaissance, this 
facility was observed to be occupied by Temperature Technology, a heating and air 
conditioning service company.  Based on 1) current regulatory status, 2) facility 
operations based on QORE’s research, and 3) occupancy at the time of QORE’s area 
reconnaissance, Colour Grow is not considered to present a recognized environmental 
condition to the subject property. 
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Mechanical Engineering Company (433 Fernando Court) 
At the time of QORE’s area reconnaissance, this facility was occupied by Glendale 
Studios, a production company.  According to file information obtained from the DTSC, 
liquid with halogenated organic compounds greater than 1,000 ppm was generated from 
2000 through 2003; oil/water separation sludge was a one-time shipment in 2003.  
Historical research indicated Mechanical Engineering Company (Mechanical) was a 
metalworking facility conducting precision machining and stamping activities.  This 
facility was present from the early 1960s to the early 2000s.  This indicates petroleum 
products and/or hazardous substances were likely utilized at the adjoining facility for 
over 40 years.

QORE obtained the WIP file for this facility from the LARWQCB.  The WIP file included 
records of an inspection in December 1994 by the LARWQCB that indicated liquid and 
stains in the vicinity of a parts washer and 55-gallon steel drum.  MSDS sheets reviewed 
by the LARWQCB representative indicated previous use of 1,1,1-trichloroethane  by 
Mechanical.  Based on the results of the inspection, LARWQCB required a soil gas 
survey at the Mechanical facility.  Two soil gas surveys were conducted at the 
Mechanical facility in 1995.  While the soil gas surveys showed chlorinated solvent 
contamination likely originated from the Mechanical facility and a facility to the east of 
the Mechanical facility, the LARWQCB reviewed the data and determined the 
Mechanical facility had not significantly contributed to the regional VOC plume.  The 
Mechanical facility received a NFA letter regarding the WIP listing from the LARWQCB 
in October 1995.

To assess groundwater conditions at the up-gradient and down-gradient boundaries of 
the subject property in areas that were accessible to drilling equipment, QORE installed 
four groundwater monitoring wells.  The groundwater assessment and QORE’s 
conclusions are discussed in Section 7.15.  Based on the results of the assessment, it 
appears that the subject property has been impacted by chlorinated solvents from a local 
up-gradient source as well as a regional VOC plume.  In consideration of 1) the results 
of QORE’s groundwater assessment, 2) close proximity, 3) topographic up-gradient 
location and 4) review of the regulatory file for the Mechanical Engineering Company, 
QORE considers this facility to be a recognized environmental condition to the subject 
property.

Mechanical Concepts, Inc. (429 Fernando Court) 
At the time of QORE’s area reconnaissance, Mechanical Concepts, Inc. (Concepts) was 
present at the listed address.  According to file information obtained from the DTSC, 
hydrocarbon solvents, unspecified solvent mixture, waste oil and mixed oil, and/or 
unspecified oil-containing waste have been generated from 1997 to the present.  
Historical research indicated the Concepts facility had been present since the mid-1980s 
and conducted design and fabrication of custom engineered machinery.  Petroleum 
products and/or hazardous substances were likely utilized at the facility for 
approximately 20 years.   

QORE obtained the WIP file for this facility from the LARWQCB.  The WIP file indicated 
limited amounts of petroleum waste (approximately five gallons) were stored at the 
facility.  An inspection of the Concepts facility by LARWQCB staff in November 1994 did 
not identify USTs, ASTs, or clarifiers.  Two floor drains were identified at the Concepts 
facility, but they were reportedly observed to be covered with concrete and no longer in 
use.  The Concepts facility received a NFA letter from the LARWQCB in December 1994 
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regarding the WIP regulatory listing.  However, Concepts’ continued use of petroleum 
products and/or hazardous substances presents the possibility of releases at the facility 
since the time of the LARWQCB inspection.   

To assess groundwater conditions at the up-gradient and down-gradient boundaries of 
the subject property in areas that were accessible to drilling equipment, QORE installed 
four groundwater monitoring wells.  The groundwater assessment and QORE’s 
conclusions are discussed in Section 7.15.  Based on the results of the assessment, it 
appears that the subject property has been impacted by chlorinated solvents from a local 
up-gradient source as well as a regional VOC plume.  In consideration of 1) the results 
of QORE’s groundwater assessment, 2) close proximity, 3) topographic up-gradient 
location and 4) review of the regulatory file for Concepts, QORE considers this facility to 
be a recognized environmental condition to the subject property. 

Nova Automotive (421 Fernando Court) 
At the time of QORE’s area reconnaissance, Nova Automotive (Nova) was present at 
the listed address which was identified adjoining north of the subject property. The 
database report indicated that waste generated at this facility included contaminated soil 
from a cleanup on the property.  WIP file status was listed as historical.  According to file 
information obtained from the DTSC, the contaminated soil was a one-time shipment of 
over 40 tons of soil in 1993.  Mr. Guy Devorris, subject property owner, indicated Nova 
was an auto parts distributor.  QORE’s research confirmed Nova Automotive was a 
wholesale automotive parts distributor.  QORE noted Nova Automotive was first listed as 
a tenant at the listed address in the early 1990s.  Prior to occupancy by Nova, the facility 
address was vacant from the early 1980s.  United Staff and Stone was present at the 
facility address from at least the mid-1950s to the early 1980s.  Based on the 
corresponding dates of Nova’s first occupancy of the facility and the shipment of the 
contaminated soils, it is likely that Nova cleaned up contamination from a previous 
occupant and not from Nova’s activities at the facility.  The source of the impact at the 
Nova facility was not included in the information reviewed by QORE. 

To assess groundwater conditions at the up-gradient and down-gradient boundaries of 
the subject property in areas that were accessible to drilling equipment, QORE installed 
four groundwater monitoring wells.  The groundwater assessment and QORE’s 
conclusions are discussed in Section 7.15.  Based on the results of the assessment, it 
appears that the subject property has been impacted by chlorinated solvents from a local 
up-gradient source as well as a regional VOC plume.  In consideration of 1) the results 
of QORE’s groundwater assessment, 2) close proximity, 3) topographic up-gradient 
location and 4) review of the regulatory file for Nova, QORE considers the documented 
impact at this facility to be a recognized environmental condition to the subject property. 

Fleming Jacquet & Miller, Inc. (1300 Gardena Avenue) 
At the time of QORE’s area reconnaissance, this facility address was occupied by Trans 
Aid Ambulance.  According to file information obtained from the DTSC, Fleming Jacquet 
and Miller, Inc. (Fleming) generated hydrocarbon solvents, unspecified solvent mixture, 
and/or other organic solids from 1993 to 2000.  Historical research confirmed Fleming 
was at this location in the early 1990s.  Research indicated Fleming was related to NBC 
Universal (entertainment industry), but specific activities conducted by Fleming are 
unknown.
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To assess groundwater conditions at the up-gradient and down-gradient boundaries of 
the subject property in areas that were accessible to drilling equipment, QORE installed 
four groundwater monitoring wells.  The groundwater assessment and QORE’s 
conclusions are discussed in Section 7.15.  Based on the results of the assessment, it 
appears that the subject property has been impacted by chlorinated solvents from a local 
up-gradient source as well as a regional VOC plume.  In consideration of 1) the results 
of QORE’s groundwater assessment, 2) close proximity, 3) topographic up-gradient 
location and 4) review of the regulatory information for Fleming Jacquet & Miller,  QORE 
considers the this facility to be a recognized environmental condition to the subject 
property.

Vege Kurl (4115 San Fernando Road and 410-414 West Cypress Street) 
At the time of QORE’s area reconnaissance, Vege Kurl was observed to be an active 
facility located 265 feet northeast of the subject property.  Research indicated Vege Kurl 
produced organic health and beauty products.  The database report identified the WIP 
file status as historical and backlog.  The SLIC listing indicated a release of VOCs with a 
“reopen previously closed case” status.  Additional file information was not available on 
the DTSC SLIC database.  The CHMIRS incident in 1995 was reported to consist of a 
spill of 250 gallons of hair conditioner from a forklift. 

QORE noted that if a VOC release at the Vege Kurl facility reached groundwater, it 
would likely be difficult to distinguish from the regional San Fernando Valley groundwater 
VOC plume.  QORE did not obtain a regulatory file for this facility and therefore, no 
additional information was obtained. QORE installed groundwater monitoring wells at up-
gradient and down-gradient locations on the subject property in order to help determine 
groundwater contaminant distribution across the subject property as discussed in 
Section 7.15.  Based on the information obtained, it is possible that this facility has 
contributed to groundwater impact in the area and the subject property and is therefore 
considered a recognized environmental condition.

Guardian X-Ray Services (Merry X-Ray Chemical Corporation) (1422 Gardena 
Avenue)
At the time of QORE’s area reconnaissance, this facility address was observed to be 
located 300 feet southeast and cross gradient to the subject property.  This facility was 
observed to be a warehouse with pallets of materials (buckets, boxes, etc.) visible on 
racks through open bay doors located 300 feet southeast (cross-gradient).  The name of 
the facility was not publicly displayed.  Wastes generated by Guardian X-Ray Services 
(Guardian) from 1993 to 2000 included metal sludge, other inorganic solid waste, 
photochemicals/ photoprocessing waste, unspecified oil-containing waste, and aqueous 
solution with less than 10% total organic residues.  Based on distance and topographic 
relationship, the facility at 1422 Gardena Avenue does not present a suspect recognized 
environmental condition to the subject property.  However, historical research indicated 
Guardian occupied 1300 Gardena Avenue (adjoining northeast of the subject property) 
in the early to mid-1980s.  It is probable that Guardian generated wastes similar to those 
listed in the regulatory database during that time period.  QORE installed groundwater 
monitoring wells at up-gradient and down-gradient locations on the subject property in 
order to assess groundwater contaminant distribution across the subject property as 
discussed in Section 7.15. 

The remaining facilities identified within their respective approximate minimum search 
distance included one or more CERC-NFRAP, Hist Cal-Sites, SWF/LF, Cortese, LUST, 
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SLIC, CHMIRS, Dry Cleaners, Response, and Envirostor facilities.  These facilities were 
located at least 530 feet from the subject property in topographically down- to cross-
gradient positions.  Based on distance, location, and other facility-specific 
characteristics, these facilities are not considered to present suspect recognized 
environmental conditions to the subject property. 

Several other facilities were identified on the database report.  Area research did not 
indicate that these facilities were located within their respective approximate minimum 
search distances. 

The database report listed 20 “orphan” facilities (facilities that were not mapped in the 
database report due to poor or inadequate address information).  With the exception of 
Pacific States Box and Basket Company (discussed above), the orphan facilities did not 
appear to be present within the approximate search radius for the database listings 
shown.  Based upon QORE’s area reconnaissance, distances of the listed facilities, type 
of regulatory listings identified for these facilities, and conditions typical of the identified 
facility activities; the orphan facilities do not present suspect recognized environmental 
conditions to the subject property.  QORE reviewed the historical cleaners and auto 
stations databases.  Three facilities were identified to be suspect recognized
environmental conditions, E J Bartels, H F Richardson, and L W Binkley service stations.  
E J Bartels and H F Richardson were located on the subject property; L W Binkley was 
located on the southeast-adjoining property.  These facilities were not identified on 
current regulatory databases and are discussed in Sections 5.1 and 5.2. 

6.2  Additional Environmental Record Sources 

QORE selected the following additional federal, state, or local sources of environmental 
records to enhance and supplement the ASTM E-1527-05 sources discussed above. 

Additional Environmental Record Sources/Local Inquiries 

Database/Source Entity Facility 
Response 
Received 

Y/N
Information Available 

Y/N

Municipal Inquiry City of Glendale Fire Department Subject Property Y Y-See Section 5.1. 
County Inquiry Los Angeles County Public 

Health Department 
Subject Property Y N 

Regional Inquiry LARWQCB Subject Property Y Y-See Sections 5.1 and 
6.1.

State Inquiry DTSC File Request Subject Property Y N 

Copies of the requests and records of communication for these inquiries are included in 
Appendix E of this report. 

7.0  SUBJECT PROPERTY RECONNAISSANCE 

7.1  Methodology and Limiting Conditions 

The subject property reconnaissance was performed on September 28, 2007, by Ms. 
Karen Harvey.  Limitations imposed by physical obstructions or other limiting conditions 
included:
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The buildings on the subject property were not provided with electricity and the interiors 
were in poor condition due to vandalism; floor drains, areas of staining, or concrete 
patches may have been obscured by darkness or debris.  Additionally, due to conditions 
noted in Buildings 5 and 6 including poor lighting conditions, a large amount of debris 
constituting trip hazards, and a strong odor indicating bacterial growth was present in 
Buildings 5 and 6, QORE elected not to access Buildings 5 and 6 due to health and 
safety concerns.  A portion of Building 5 was observed from an open doorway; the 
observed areas did not differ significantly from other subject property buildings entered 
by QORE.  Mr. Devorris indicated conditions in Building 6 were similar to those observed 
in Building 5.  Based on the limited area of Building 5 observed by QORE and types of 
historical occupants of Buildings 5 and 6 (no recorded manufacturing or chemical 
storage activities), QORE does not consider lack of observations in these two buildings 
to be a significant data gap. 

7.2  Above and Underground Storage Tanks 

No current storage tanks were observed or reported to be present on the subject 
property.  However, review of historical information indicated past usage of ASTs and/or 
USTs on the subject property as discussed in Section 5.1.  Neither the subject property 
nor adjoining properties were identified on the state or federal databases for facilities 
with ASTs or USTs. 

7.3  Lead-Based Paint

The on-site improvements were constructed prior to 1979 and may contain lead-based 
paint.  During the area reconnaissance, QORE noted that the majority of painted 
surfaces were in good condition.  However, the paint on the uppermost ceiling of 
Building 1 was noted to be significantly damaged and was likely to be the original paint 
from when the building was constructed (prior to 1940 based on historical aerial 
photographs).  A lead-based paint survey was not conducted as part of QORE’s 
services.  QORE understands that demolition of the buildings is planned and future 
occupancy is not expected.  QORE’s discussions with JPI indicated manual demolition 
(hand scraping, blowtorching, etc.) was not planned at the subject property.  However, if 
manual demolition of the subject property buildings occurs, a demonstration that the 
paint does not contain lead will be warranted, or JPI can assume the paint contains lead 
and treat it accordingly.   

7.4  Asbestos Survey 

A limited asbestos survey of the subject property was performed on September 28, 
2007, by Mr. Doug Kochanowski, an EPA-certified and California-licensed asbestos 
inspector experienced in regulations and procedures governing asbestos.  This survey 
consisted of a walk-through of limited building areas, and the collection and analysis of 
20 samples of suspect ACM.  Mr. Guy Devorris, the subject property owner, provided 
access to the areas observed by QORE.  No Asbestos Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M) program was provided or reported to exist for the subject property.  Buildings 5 
and 6 were not accessed as part of the limited asbestos survey.  A portion of Building 5 
was observed from an open doorway; the building materials in observed areas did not 
differ significantly from other subject property buildings entered by QORE.  Mr. Devorris 
indicated conditions in Building 6 were similar to those observed in Building 5. 
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The limited asbestos survey scope of work is intended to identify the potential presence 
of major classes of accessible ACM at the subject property and addresses very limited 
objectives relating to the characterization of asbestos within the project.  Estimation and 
determination of exact quantities and locations of these materials at the subject property 
were beyond the scope of this survey.  These data alone are not appropriate for 
planning specific response actions or for health hazard assessment, nor are they 
sufficient for renovation or demolition activities.  In the event renovation or demolition 
activities are planned, a comprehensive asbestos survey would be required prior to 
initiation of such activities. 

The National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) regulations 
consider certain building materials that have not been thoroughly tested to be suspect 
ACM regardless of the date of construction.  Such materials number in excess of 30,000 
products, but those commonly encountered in modern building systems include flooring 
materials, mastics, sealants, finish textures, ceiling tiles, non-fiberglass thermal and 
other insulation, roofing components, and fireproofing.  NESHAP regulations require that 
all ACM be identified prior to potential disturbance of suspect ACM such as demolition or 
renovation activities.  The degree and thoroughness of assessment is similar to that 
required in accordance with Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA - 40 
CFR 763), plus certain additional requirements.  The limited asbestos survey performed 
as part of this project was not intended to meet the performance standard established 
under NESHAP regulations for demolition and renovation.  

Revisions to regulations issued by OSHA require that all thermal system insulation, 
surfacing materials, and resilient flooring materials installed prior to 1981 be considered 
Presumed Asbestos-Containing Materials (PACM) and treated accordingly.  In order to 
rebut the designation as PACM, OSHA requires that these materials be surveyed, 
sampled and assessed in accordance with AHERA.  The limited asbestos survey scope 
of services was not intended to be sufficient to rebut the PACM designation. 

Observations and Sample Collection

The subject property contained multiple tenant spaces that had likely been improved and 
renovated at various times since construction of the on-site buildings as early as 1940.  
It is likely that the materials in each of the tenant spaces were not homogenous to each 
other.  Suspect ACM observed included numerous types of floor tile with mastic, 
linoleum, ceiling tiles, ceiling tile mastic, and several different wall systems (comprising 
wallboard, joint compound, and texture).

Samples were collected using reasonable efforts by Mr. Kochanowski from readily 
accessible, representative suspected ACM.  This was a non-destructive service.  
Therefore, no attempt was made to disassemble equipment or demolish structural or 
finish materials. Unreported ACM may be present in wall voids, above ceilings behind 
paneling, beneath carpet, within building cavities, in roofing materials, and within 
mechanical parts and in other concealed or inaccessible areas.   Twenty samples of 
suspect ACM were collected by Mr. Kochanowski and submitted for analysis, including 
wall and ceiling systems, floor tile and floor tile mastic, linoleum, ceiling tiles, and ceiling 
tile mastic.   
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Laboratory Procedures

NESHAP regulations clarify the analytical procedures for determining the percentage of 
asbestos in bulk samples to permit the use of visual area estimation.  The regulations 
further indicate that regulated asbestos-containing materials (RACM) - materials that are 
friable or may become friable - be further analyzed by point counting when the results 
indicate less than 10 percent asbestos by visual area estimation.  This is non-mandatory 
if the owner/operator elects to assume that the amount of asbestos in a material is 
greater than one percent, regardless of the amount determined by visual estimation, and 
the material is treated as asbestos-containing.  The scope of services utilizes visual area 
estimation on a routine basis and does not include point counting unless specifically 
requested.

Vinyl floor tile and other resinously bound materials, when analyzed by the EPA method, 
may yield false negative results because of limitations in separating closely bound fibers 
and in detecting asbestos fibers of small length and diameter.  When a definitive result is 
required, QORE recommends utilizing alternative methods of identifications, including 
Transmission Electron Microscopy (TEM). 

The building material samples were submitted to Steve Moody Micro Services, Inc. for 
analysis by Polarized Light Microscopy (PLM).   

Analysis Results

Laboratory analysis of the sampled suspect building materials confirmed the presence 
asbestos in five of the 20 samples as discussed in the following table: 

Sample
ID

Material
Description Friable Condition Quantity Asbestos 

Content Sample Location

01-1 Drywall No Fair Throughout None Detected 
Building 4, main large 

room, north wall, west of 
exit door 

02-1 Joint Compound and 
Tape No Fair Throughout None Detected 

Building 4, main large 
room, north wall, corner 

west of exit 

03-1a Gray Mottled 12” 
Floor Tile No Good 3,025 Square 

Feet None Detected Building 4, east office area, 
center

03-1b Glue Below Gray 
Mottled 12” Floor Tile No Good 3,025 Square 

Feet None Detected Building 4, east office area, 
center

04-1 Drywall No Fair Throughout None Detected 
Building 1, southeast 

corner room, south wall, by 
east entrance 

05-1 Joint Compound and 
Tape No Fair Throughout None Detected 

Building 1, southeast 
corner room, south wall, by 

east entrance or office 

06-1 Wall Plaster No Good 1,000-Square 
Feet None Detected 

Building 1, southeast 
corner room, south wall, 

center

07-1a
Tan 12” Square 

Pattern Linoleum 
Flooring

No Good 50 SF None Detected Building 1, mezzanine, 
bathroom, by commode 

07-1b

Fiber Backing Below 
Tan 12” Square 

Pattern Linoleum 
Flooring

Yes Good 50 SF None Detected Building 1, mezzanine, 
bathroom, by commode 

08-1a
Tan 2” Square 

Pattern Linoleum 
Flooring

No Good 100 SF None Detected 
Building 1, mezzanine, 

bathroom, along center of 
east wall 
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Sample
ID

Material
Description Friable Condition Quantity Asbestos 

Content Sample Location

08-1b

Fiber Backing Below 
Tan 2” Square 

Pattern Linoleum 
Flooring

Yes Good 100 SF None Detected 
Building 1, mezzanine, 

bathroom, along center of 
east wall 

09-1 Wall and Ceiling 
Textured Paint No Good Throughout 

Office Area None Detected 
Building 1, central offices, 

east office, west wall, south 
end

10-1 Covebase and Mastic No Good Throughout None Detected Building 1, central offices, 
hallway, northeast corner 

11-1a Wood Pattern 
Linoleum Flooring No Good 400 SF None Detected Building 1, south offices by 

loading dock, center 

11-1b
Fiber Backing Below 

Wood Pattern 
Linoleum Flooring 

Yes Good 400 SF None Detected Building 1, south offices by 
loading dock, center 

12-1a Beige 9” Floor Tile No Good 900 SF 5% Chrysotile 
Building 1, north office 

by loading dock, 
southwest corner 

12-1b Mastic Below Beige 
9” Floor Tile No Good 900 SF 10% Chrysotile 

Building 1, north office 
by loading dock, 
southwest corner 

13-1 Wall and Ceiling Tile 
Glue Dots No Good 700 SF None Detected Building 1, north office by 

loading dock, west wall 

14-1 Tan With Blue 
Streaks 9” Floor Tile No Good 50 SF None Detected 

Building 1, bathroom near 
the northwest corner, 

hallway, center 

15-1a Orange Mottled 
Linoleum Flooring No Good 150 SF None Detected Building 1, by northwest 

bathroom, hallway, by door

15-1b
Fiber Backing 
Below Orange 

Mottled Linoleum 
Yes Good 150 SF 45% Chrysotile 

Building 1, by northwest 
bathroom, hallway, by 

door

16-1a Tan Mottled 12” 
Floor Tile No Good 250 SF 3% Chrysotile 

Building 1, northwest 
storage room across 

from bathroom, by north 
door

16-1b Mastic Below Tan 
Mottled 12” Floor Tile No Good 250 SF None Detected 

Building 1, northwest 
storage room across from 
bathroom, by north door  

17-1 Wall and Ceiling 
Textured Paint No Good 1,800 SF 2% Chrysotile Building 1, north offices, 

south wall, center 

18-1
2’x4’ Drop Ceiling 
Tile With Dots & 

Fissures 
Yes Poor 800 SF None Detected Building 2, center north 

office, center 

19-1 Drywall Joint 
Compound and Tape No Good Throughout None Detected Building 2, center north 

office, southwest corner 

20-1 Drywall Joint 
Compound and Tape No Good Throughout None Detected 

Building 3. northwest 
corner of woman’s 

bathroom

A description of the material samples, locations, and analytical results (including 
percentage and type of asbestos in each material), chain-of-custody sheets, and 
qualifications are presented in Appendix F. 

Based on the presence of confirmed ACM and QORE’s understanding that the subject 
property buildings are to be demolished, asbestos is considered to be a business 
environmental risk to the subject property due to the cost of asbestos abatement.  The 
asbestos survey was not comprehensive and should not be relied upon in preparation of 
renovation or demolition projects.  Prior to demolition/renovation activities or other 
activities that could potentially disturb suspect ACM, additional sampling and analysis of 
the materials using protocols specified in the AHERA should be performed.  
Alternatively, the material can be assumed to contain asbestos and treated accordingly.  
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Future activities that involve the disturbance or removal of confirmed or suspect ACM 
are required to be conducted in accordance with the NESHAP and other applicable 
local, state, and federal regulations.   

7.5  Solid (Non-Hazardous) Waste

Solid waste dumpsters were not present on the subject property due to its lack of 
occupancy.  The interiors of the subject property buildings contained debris left by 
tenants and brought into the buildings by vandals.    

Review of historical information did not indicate past use of the subject property that 
would indicate private landfill, municipal landfill, oil recycling, or oil burning activities on 
the subject property.  Review of regulatory databases did not indicate database listings 
for the subject property or adjoining properties that would be consistent with landfill 
activities.

7.6  Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Waste and Petroleum Products  

Significant quantities of hazardous substances or petroleum products were not observed 
or reported to be present on-site.     

Staining of soils and concrete other than typical parking lot staining, abnormally stressed 
vegetation, concrete etching, or other evidence of current and past chemical and 
petroleum product use was not observed or reported to be present on the subject 
property except as follows:   

Ink staining was observed on the concrete floor in Building 4 in the area of the former 
printing presses.  This staining was previously assessed by TRAK in 2004 as discussed 
in Section 5.1.  Approximately 10 five-gallon containers of carbon black ink were 
observed in the entry to Building 1.  At the time of QORE’s site visit, one of the ink 
containers was observed to be spilled onto the concrete floor.  The incident appeared to 
be recent since the ink was wet and limited in scope (less than one gallon).  QORE was 
unable to locate a brand-specific MSDS for the ink.  The spilled ink observed was not in 
the vicinity of a floor drain and was unlikely to reach a floor drain.  Based on the amount 
of ink observed (less than one gallon), the likely non-hazardous nature of the ink, and 
the lack of floor drains in the vicinity of the spill, the ink staining observed near the 
entrance of Building 1 is considered a de minimis condition and not a recognized 
environmental condition to the subject property. 

An abandoned wood lathe was observed in Building 1 with oil staining around the base 
on the end containing the motor.  It was evident the motor oil had leaked from the motor 
of the lathe onto the concrete floor.  The lathe motor was not expected to contain more 
than two to three quarts of oil.  Floor drains were not observed in the vicinity of the wood 
lathe.  The limited oil staining from the wood lathe is considered a de minimis condition 
and not a recognized environmental condition to the subject property. 

At the time of QORE’s site visit, oil staining was observed on the concrete near the 
compressor on the south side of Building 1.  Similar staining was noted in the 2004 EP 
ESA, and a hand-auger boring was installed in the vicinity of the stain during the 2004 
TRAK subsurface assessment.  A soil sample was reportedly collected at one foot bgs 
and analyzed for TPH-diesel, TPH-oil, and VOCs.  The analytes were reportedly not 
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detected during laboratory analysis, with the exception of 60 ppm TPH-oil.  This 
detection is well below the most stringent Soil Screening Level of 1,000 ppm for TPH-oil 
(from a LARWQCB UST Closure guidance document).  Based on QORE’s on-site 
observations and the results of the 2004 shallow soil assessment in the area of the 
compressor, the limited staining is considered a de minimis condition and not a 
recognized environmental condition to the subject property. 

7.7  Potential Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) Containing Equipment 

QORE observed four pad-mounted electrical transformers on the south side of Building 
4.  The transformers were in undamaged physical condition and displayed no visible 
evidence of leakage.  The transformers were labeled as “Non-PCB Units.”  The apparent 
owning utility (Glendale Water and Power) typically is responsible for leaks or spills 
associated with its equipment. 

QORE observed fluorescent light ballasts at various locations throughout the subject 
property buildings.  Some ballasts were observed to be labeled “Non-PCB,” but other 
ballasts were either not labeled “Non-PCB” or the labels were too far away to be read.  
Based on the age of the subject property buildings, PCB-containing fluorescent light 
ballasts may be present.  Prior to demolition activities, the demolition contractor should 
remove the fluorescent light ballasts and mercury switches from the subject property 
buildings and dispose them in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations. 

7.8  Water and Wastewater/Stormwater 

7.8.1 Groundwater Resources

QORE did not observe uses of groundwater on the subject property.  Groundwater 
monitoring wells, water supply wells, or irrigation wells were not observed or reported on 
the subject property.  QORE installed four groundwater monitoring wells at the subject 
property as discussed in Section 7.15. 

7.8.2 Surface Water

Pits, ponds, lagoons, or surface waters were not observed or reported to be present on 
the subject property.  Surface water runoff from the subject property was expected to 
drain onto Fernando Court to the north, into a stormwater gutter along the southern 
property boundary, or onto Gardena Avenue to the east, then into curbside drops along 
West Los Feliz Avenue.   

7.8.3 Wastewater

The City of Glendale provided sanitary sewer disposal services to the subject property 
area.  Wastewater was not produced at the subject property at the time of QORE’s site 
visit because the site was unoccupied.  Historical industrial wastewater discharges, 
including at least two clarifiers and an indirect waste receptor, are discussed in Section 
5.1 of this report. 

Sumps or drains, other than floor drains in Building 1 and stormwater drains in the 
parking lot, were not observed or reported to be present on the subject property, with the 
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exception of those discussed in Section 5.1.  QORE did not observe stains, foul odors, 
or evidence of improper disposal of material associated with these drains. 

Evidence of septic tanks or leach fields was not observed or reported to be present on 
the subject property.  Mr. Devorris was unaware of septic systems associated with the 
subject property.  However, given the presence of businesses and residences on the 
subject property as early as 1908, it is likely that septic systems were utilized by the 
business occupants and residents.  These septic systems were likely removed during 
previous redevelopments of the subject property.  However, during future proposed 
construction activities, if a septic system is identified, QORE recommends proper closure 
and disposal of septic tanks discovered on-site, including notification of the appropriate 
governmental agencies.   

7.9  Drinking Water 

Drinking water for the subject property area was supplied by the City of Glendale.  QORE 
reviewed the recent consumer confidence water system report for water distributed by 
the City of Glendale.  Data published for 2006 did not identify health-based violations 
associated with lead in water supplied by this system.  

7.10  Wetlands/Endangered Species 

During the subject property reconnaissance, on-site marshy areas, ponds of water, low-
lying areas, or streams were not identified by QORE or reported to exist by the property 
manager.  It was noted that the subject property was paved or covered by buildings, with 
the exception of small landscaped areas.  Review of historical aerial photographs, 
topographic maps, and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory Map 
did not indicate the presence of wetlands, ponds, lakes, or streams located on the subject 
property.   

As indicated in Section 3.1, the subject property was not located within the 100-year 
floodplain.

7.11  Radon 

According to the EDR Radius Map with Geocheck, 465 Los Feliz, Los Angeles County is 
located in EPA Radon Zone 2 (average indoor level between 2 pCi/L and 4 pCi/L).  For 
properties in EPA Radon Zone 2, JPI’s internal policy requires that, if a radon mitigation 
system is not included in the building design, radon testing of the residential structures 
must be conducted after construction.   

7.12  Air Emissions

Obvious sources of regulated or non-regulated gaseous and particulate air emissions 
were not observed or reported to be present during the subject property reconnaissance. 

7.13  Dry Cleaning Operations 

On-site dry cleaning operations were not observed during the site reconnaissance.  No 
dry cleaning operations were observed on adjoining and nearby properties. 
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7.14  Site-Specific Environmental Issues 

Site-specific environmental issues are not included in QORE’s assessment services for 
GECRE.  

7.15  Phase II Environmental Assessment

7.15.1 Reasons for Conducting Phase II Assessment

QORE conducted a Phase II subsurface assessment that included the installation of four 
soil borings which were converted to groundwater monitoring wells.  Sampling locations 
were selected in an attempt to identify the potential presence of petroleum or hazardous 
substances in groundwater associated with the subject property and/or nearby, up-
gradient facilities.  The sampling locations were positioned in up-gradient and down-
gradient locations near the northern and southern subject property boundaries.  Specific 
sampling locations were positioned so as not to interfere with the subject property 
improvements and in consideration of areas without access or room to maneuver a drilling 
rig.  These inaccessible areas included the northern sides of Building 4 and the southern 
sides of Building 1.  The approximate locations of the soil borings/monitoring wells are 
depicted on the Groundwater Laboratory Results figure in Appendix A.  Groundwater 
samples were collected from each monitoring well and submitted for laboratory analysis 
of VOCs and TPH.     

7.15.2  QORE’s Phase II Assessment Objective

QORE conducted a Phase II subsurface assessment from October 24 through October 
26, 2007 that included the installation of four soil borings which were converted to 
groundwater monitoring wells.  QORE’s objective was to collect groundwater samples in 
up-gradient and down-gradient locations in accessible areas near subject property 
boundaries.  QORE intended to compare conditions in groundwater coming onto the 
subject property to conditions leaving the subject property in an attempt to identify 
contamination migrating onto the subject property; detect the potential on-site source 
areas that may have contributed to contamination, if present; and to assess off-site 
migration of contamination from the subject property in consideration of the limitations of 
site access.   

7.15.2.1  Soil Sampling Activities

Prior to the field activities, QORE prepared a site-specific Health and Safety Plan.  QORE 
exercised caution to prevent damage to subsurface structures, utilities, or other obstacles.  
Local public utility providers were contacted through a standard one-call system.  QORE 
also obtained monitoring well construction permits from Los Angeles County. 

A subcontracted drilling crew utilized a truck-mounted rotary drilling rig to install eight-
inch outside diameter (OD) hollow-stem auger borings to total depths of approximately 
70 feet bgs as depicted on the Site Plan and Boring Logs. Soil cores were collected either 
continuously or at approximate five-foot intervals during advancement of the soil borings 
utilizing 1.5- and two-foot core barrels.  Organic vapor concentrations were estimated by 
headspace screening of the soil cores at intervals utilizing a PID (Mini-Rae 2000 
Photoionization Detector).  PID readings from these samples ranged from background to 
548 needle deflection units (approximately ppm).  QORE made observations of the soil 
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types encountered in each of the borings continuously to depths of 25 feet bgs, and in 
MW-3 to the total depth of 70 feet bgs.  Soils were collected and observed at five-foot 
intervals from 25 feet bgs to 50 feet bgs in the three borings that were not sampled 
continuously.  Soil material at the subject property consisted of sandy or silty clay from the 
ground surface to approximately seven to 13.5 feet bgs, followed by interbedded layers of 
silty clay, sandy clay, clayey sand, sand, gravel, and sand with gravel and cobbles to 
total boring depths of 70 feet bgs.   

Soil samples were collected from borings MW-1 through MW-4 at selected depths and 
held pending groundwater laboratory analysis.  The soil samples were transferred to 
laboratory-prepared glass containers, secured with Teflon lined lids, labeled, placed in 
an insulated container with ice, and transported to Calscience Laboratories, Inc. in 
Garden Grove, California, accompanied by completed chain-of-custody and analytical 
request documentation.  Because the locations of the borings were not in areas known 
to be source areas, these samples were placed on hold and were not analyzed. 

The remaining soil not collected for submittal to the analytical laboratory and the soil 
cuttings generated during the drilling activities were placed in 19 55-gallon drums as 
investigation-derived waste (IDW).  These closed and labeled drums were stored on-site 
pending results of laboratory analysis. 

Before, during, and after installation of each soil boring, the drilling augers, core barrels, 
and other non-disposable sampling tools were decontaminated utilizing a power washer.  
The wash water generated during the decontamination procedure was collected in two 
closed, labeled 55-gallon drums as IDW.   

7.15.2.2  Groundwater Monitoring Well Installation

Upon completion of the soil boring and soil sampling activities, the borings were 
converted to two-inch diameter, Schedule 40 PVC, permanent groundwater monitoring 
wells (MW-1 through MW-4) to total depths of 70 feet bgs. The monitoring wells were 
constructed as illustrated in the well boring logs (Appendix I) and in accordance with the 
requirements of Los Angeles County.  Groundwater was encountered from 48 feet to 52 
feet bgs. 

Following installation of the groundwater monitoring wells, each monitoring well was 
developed prior to groundwater sampling.    Wells were developed by purging at least 
three casing volumes utilizing a new, single-use, dedicated PVC bailer and/or a 
decontaminated submersible pump with new, single-use, dedicated tubing.  This process 
was intended to remove groundwater disturbed during well installation, reduce the quantity 
of suspended solids, and facilitate the collection of groundwater samples more 
representative of formation fluids.  Approximately 15 to 20 gallons of groundwater were 
purged from each of the monitoring wells prior to sample collection.  The purged 
groundwater IDW was collected and secured in two closed, labeled 55-gallon drums as 
described above, awaiting analytical results.   

Groundwater samples were collected from each of the monitoring wells utilizing new, 
dedicated, disposable PVC bailers.  The groundwater samples were transferred from the 
bailers into laboratory-prepared glass containers (containing appropriate chemical 
preservatives), secured with Teflon lined lids, labeled, and placed in an insulated container 
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with ice.  The groundwater samples were transported and submitted for laboratory 
analysis as described previously.   

7.15.2.3  Analytical Results

Groundwater samples from the October 2007 sampling event were collected and 
submitted for analysis from each of the four monitoring wells.  The groundwater samples 
were analyzed for VOCs (EPA Method 8260b), and TPH (EPA Method 8015B [M]).  The 
groundwater sample results and comparison criteria are presented in the Groundwater 
Analytical Data table.

Groundwater samples from the October 2007 sampling event did not indicate the 
presence of TPH in the groundwater wells with the exception of TPH-diesel at 64 ppb in 
MW-3, and TPH-gasoline at 68 ppb and TPH-diesel at 120 ppb in MW-4.  The ESL for 
TPH-diesel is 100 ppb.  With the exception of the 120 ppb TPH-diesel in MW-4, these 
low concentrations were below the ESL for groundwater deeper than three meters from 
the ground surface in an area where groundwater is a current or a potential source of 
drinking water.  A MCL for TPH had not been established by the State of California.   

Groundwater samples from the October 2007 sampling event did not indicate the 
presence of VOCs exceeding MCLs in the groundwater wells with the exception of PCE  
in MW-1 (26 ppb) and MW-4 (9.6 ppb) compared to the ESL and MCL of 5 ppb.  PCE 
was  detected at lower concentrations (below the ESL and MCL) in MW-2 (3.7 ppb) and 
MW-3 (3.9 ppb).

Other notable VOCs detected in the groundwater included TCE and Toluene.  TCE was 
detected in MW-1 (4.6 ppb) and MW-4 (2.3 ppb) below the TCE MCL and ESL of 5 ppb.  
Toluene was detected in MW-2 (6.8 ppb), MW-3 (1.6 ppb), and MW-4 (24 ppb) below 
the MCL (150 ppb) and ESL (40 ppb).   

Other VOCs which included chloroform and its daughter products were detected at 
concentrations significantly below their respective ESLs.  MCLs were not established by 
the State of California for these chemicals.  Chloroform has a number of uses, most 
notably in dyes.  However, chloroform was not listed in the MSDS sheets provided for 
the former on-site printer and is not likely attributable to an on-site source.   

The laboratory data sheets and chain-of-custody documentation are also included in 
Appendix H. 

7.15.3  Comparison Criteria

PRGs were not developed for groundwater by the U.S. EPA Region IX.  Therefore, 
QORE compared the results of the assessment to the California Department of Health 
Services MCLs and also to the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
ESLs.  The MCLs were established as allowable concentrations for contaminants in 
drinking water.  MCLs are commonly utilized as non-enforceable criteria for screening as 
a point of reference for evaluation of groundwater data. 

Remediation of soil and groundwater in California is typically driven by human health 
exposure/risk calculated on a site-specific basis.  To create a more general health-based 
standard, the San Francisco Regional Water Board formulated ESLs to screen detected 
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chemicals from further concern when the concentrations are not considered to be 
harmful to human health under a wide range of conditions.  The San Francisco Regional 
Water Board ESLs are commonly utilized as conservative screening criteria for impact to 
groundwater across the state.   

QORE considers that the current ESLs are applicable screening criteria for groundwater 
at the subject property. QORE notes that future development activities at the subject 
property are not expected to result in conditions that are less protective than conditions 
that would result from typical residential development considered in calculating the 
existing ESLs.  Specifically, depth to groundwater is at least 50 feet, there are no 
planned subsurface living areas or subsurface garages, and there is no planned or 
anticipated use of groundwater at the subject property. Both MCLs (for available 
constituents) and ESLs have been included as comparison criteria on the Groundwater 
Analytical Data table. 

7.15.4  Conclusions of QORE’s Subsurface Assessment 

QORE’s Phase I ESA identified multiple suspect recognized environmental conditions
associated with current and historical uses of the subject property and nearby properties.  
In an attempt to assess groundwater conditions flowing onto and from the subject 
property, QORE conducted a Phase II subsurface assessment that included installation 
of four soil borings converted to groundwater monitoring wells and collection of 
groundwater samples from each of the four borings/monitoring wells for VOCs and TPH 
analysis.

� Groundwater samples from the October 2007 sampling event did not indicate the 
presence of TPH in the groundwater wells with the exception of TPH-diesel at 64 
ppb in MW-3 and TPH-gasoline at 68 ppb and TPH-diesel at 120 ppb in MW-4.  
With the exception of the 120 ppb TPH-diesel in MW-4, these low concentrations 
were below the most stringent ESL of 100 ppb TPH-D.  The presence of gasoline 
and diesel/or diesel in MW-3 and MW-4 (down-gradient wells) and not in MW-1 
and MW-2 (up-gradient wells) indicate an on-site source for the petroleum 
detected in groundwater.   

� Groundwater samples from the October 2007 sampling event did not indicate the 
presence of VOCs exceeding MCLs in the groundwater wells with the exception 
of PCE (MCL 5 ppb) in MW-1 (26 ppb) and MW-4 (9.6 ppb).  TCE was detected 
in MW-1 (4.6 ppb) and MW-4 (2.3 ppb) below the ESL and MCL for TCE (5 ppb).  
The decreasing concentrations of PCE and TCE from MW-1 (up-gradient) to 
MW-4 (down-gradient) indicate an off-site, up-gradient source.  However, the 
concentrations of PCE in MW-1 and MW-4, without similar concentrations in MW-
2 and MW-3, indicate the PCE in these two wells is likely from a local offsite, up-
gradient source in addition to impact associated with the regional groundwater 
plume.  PCE was detected in MW-2 (3.7 ppb) and MW-3 (3.9 ppb); these low 
detections below the ESL and MCL for PCE are likely attributable to the regional 
groundwater plume. 

� Toluene was detected at levels well below the MCL (150 ppb) and ESL (40 ppb) 
in MW-2 (6.8 ppb), MW-3 (1.6 ppb), and MW-4 (24 ppb).  These detections are 
likely attributable to a combination of on-site and off-site sources of petroleum.   
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Other VOCs were detected at concentrations significantly below their respective 
ESLs; MCLs were not established for these chemicals.  These constituents were 
generally chloroform and its daughter products.  Chloroform has a number of 
uses, most notably in dyes.  However, chloroform was not listed in the MSDS 
sheets provided for the former on-site printer, and the low detections in 
groundwater were not expected to be attributable to an on-site source. 

Based on the results of QORE’s subsurface assessment, the documented historical 
gasoline service stations/fuel storage on the southwestern and southeastern portions of 
the subject property present recognized environmental conditions to the subject 
property.

Based on the results of QORE’s subsurface assessment, the chlorinated solvent (PCE 
and TCE) detections in groundwater at the subject property indicating impact from one 
or more nearby up-gradient sources, as well as the regional groundwater plume, present 
a recognized environmental condition to the subject property. 

QORE identified several of the prior on-site tenants that were not considered to be a 
suspect recognized environmental condition as the companies did not appear to have 
utilized or stored significant quantities of chemicals.  QORE based this conclusion on 
several factors including the name of the company, time period of occupancy, whether 
the company was listed on the regulatory database, information presented in prior 
reports and information on the Sanborn Maps.  The results of the Phase II subsurface 
assessment further supports the conclusion that these prior occupants of the subject 
property did not present a suspect recognized environmental condition.

8.0  REVIEW OF NEARBY/ADJACENT PROPERTIES 

Observed current uses of adjoining properties are discussed below according to their 
respective geographic relationship to the subject property. 

Northwest
The subject property was bordered to the northwest by Fernando Court, followed by 
multiple office-warehouses occupied by (from west to east) Topanga Lumber and 
Hardware (distribution), Temperature Technology Heating and Air Conditioning (repair 
services), Project Achieve (homeless shelter), and Glendale Studios (production 
company).   

North
The subject property was bordered to the north by the intersection of Fernando Court 
and Gardena Avenue, followed by Nova Automotive and Mechanical Concepts.  Both of 
these tenants were identified during regulatory database review as suspect recognized
environmental conditions and are discussed in Section 6.1. 

Northeast
The subject property was bordered to the northeast by Gardena Avenue, followed by 
(from north to south) Trans Aid Ambulance and Gateway Animal Hospital.  Trans Aid 
Ambulance was an ambulance service with no visual indications of vehicle maintenance 
at the facility. 
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Southeast
The subject property was bordered to the southeast by West Los Feliz Road, followed by 
Technicolor.  According to the Technicolor web page, this location of Technicolor mainly 
performed sound design and restoration activities for the entertainment industry.  
QORE’s observations of the Technicolor facilities did not indicate manufacturing 
activities or significant chemical storage. 

Southwest
The subject property was bordered to the southwest by a Southern Pacific Railroad 
easement, followed by a parking lot for Costco and other nearby retail businesses.   

Other than as indicated above, no current adjoining land uses were observed during the 
area reconnaissance to be a suspect recognized environmental condition with respect to 
the subject property.  Historical usage of adjoining properties is discussed in Sections 
5.2 and 6.1. 

9.0  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the information obtained by QORE to date, known or suspect recognized 
environmental conditions associated with the subject property are summarized as 
follows:

� QORE’s Phase I ESA identified multiple suspect recognized environmental 
conditions associated with current and historical uses of the subject property and 
nearby properties.  These included the potential presence of former facilities that 
utilized USTs on the northeast, southeast and southwest portions of the subject 
property, a former vehicle maintenance facility (Byron’s) on the northwest portion 
of the subject property, a former printer located on the southeast portion of the 
subject property, Glendale Rotary Offset Printers located on the northeast portion 
of the subject property and clarifiers associated with prior food processing 
companies on the southwest portion of the subject property.  QORE also 
identified regulatory listings for two prior on-site tenants that were considered to 
be suspect recognized environmental conditions: Chef’s Select, and Mountain 
Valley Water Company.   

Prior assessment conducted by TRAK in 2004 and EP Associates in 2005 
included installation of over 60 soil borings, the collection and analysis of soil 
samples throughout the subject property and geophysical surveys in the 
northwest, southwest and southeast portions of the subject property.  The TRAK 
and EP investigations did not identify impact exceeding regulatory screening 
criteria in the soil samples.  The geophysical surveys identified three anomalies 
on the southeast portion of the subject property, two of which were suspected to 
be USTs.  Based on the information obtained during QORE’s Phase I ESA, 
including review of the prior assessment results, QORE concluded that prior 
gasoline service stations/fuel storage activities on the southwest and southeast 
portions of the subject property were recognized environmental conditions.

� Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) was identified in two borings during the 2004 TRAK 
assessment at concentrations well below the Environmental Screening Limits 
(ESL) and the California Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) for PCE in 
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Residential Soil.  QORE has not identified a specific on-site source of PCE.  
However, PCE could have been present in a cleaning solvent used by one of the 
former subject property tenants.  QORE considers the detected concentrations of 
PCE to be a de minimis condition.  However, the presence of PCE in shallow soil 
indicates a potential on-site source.  It may be difficult to demonstrate that the 
subject property did not contribute to the documented chlorinated solvent 
regional groundwater plume.  Based on depth to groundwater and the low levels 
of PCE detected in soil, it is unlikely that the subject property has significantly 
contributed to the regional groundwater plume. 

� QORE identified several regulatory facilities on adjoining properties to the 
northwest and north of the subject property to be suspect recognized 
environmental conditions due to the long term use of petroleum products and/or 
hazardous substances.  QORE also noted that the subject property was located 
within the San Fernando Valley (Crystal Spring Wellfield) NPL chlorinated solvent 
plume where Lockheed Martin has been identified as the primary responsible 
party.  Based on facility specific characteristics, depth to groundwater, distance 
and/or topographic gradient, the remaining regulatory facilities in the subject 
property vicinity were not considered to be recognized environmental conditions.

� In an attempt to assess groundwater conditions flowing onto and from the subject 
property, QORE conducted a Phase II subsurface assessment that included 
installation of four soil borings converted to groundwater monitoring wells and 
collection of groundwater samples from each of the four borings/monitoring wells 
for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) and Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon 
(TPH) analysis.

� Groundwater samples from the October 2007 sampling event did not 
indicate the presence of TPH in the groundwater wells with the exception of 
TPH-diesel at 64 ppb in MW-3 and TPH-gasoline at 68 ppb and TPH-diesel 
at 120 ppb in MW-4.  With the exception of the 120 ppb TPH-diesel in MW-
4, these low concentrations were below the most stringent Environmental 
Screening Level (ESL).  The presence of gasoline and diesel/or diesel in 
MW-3 and MW-4 (down-gradient wells) and not in MW-1 and MW-2 (up-
gradient wells) indicate an on-site source for the petroleum detected in 
groundwater.

� Groundwater samples from the October 2007 sampling event did not 
indicate the presence of VOCs exceeding the ESL and MCL in the 
groundwater wells with the exception of PCE in MW-1 (26 ppb) and MW-4 
(9.6 ppb) compared to the PCE ESL and MCL of 5 parts per billion (ppb).  
Trichloroethene (TCE) was detected in MW-1 (4.6 ppb) and MW-4 (2.3 ppb) 
below the ESL and MCL for TCE (5 ppb).  The decreasing concentrations 
of PCE and TCE from MW-1 (up-gradient) to MW-4 (down-gradient) 
indicate an off-site, up-gradient source.  However, the high concentrations 
of PCE in MW-1 and MW-4, without similar concentrations in MW-2 and 
MW-3, indicate the PCE in these two wells is likely from a local, up-gradient 
source separate from the impact associated with the regional groundwater 
plume.
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� PCE was detected in MW-2 (3.7 ppb) and MW-3 (3.9 ppb); these low 
detections below the ESL and MCL for PCE are likely attributable to the 
regional groundwater plume associated with the San Fernando Valley 
(Crystal Spring Wellfield) NPL site. 

� Toluene was detected at levels well below the ESL and MCL (150 ppb) in 
MW-2 (6.8 ppb), MW-3 (1.6 ppb), and MW-4 (24 ppb).  These detections 
are likely attributable to a combination of on-site and off-site sources of 
petroleum.

Other VOCs were detected at concentrations significantly below their 
respective ESLs; MCLs were not established for these chemicals.  These 
constituents were generally chloroform and its daughter products.  
Chloroform has a number of uses, most notably in dyes.  However, 
chloroform was not listed in the MSDS sheets provided for the former on-
site printer, and the low detections in groundwater were not expected to be 
attributable to an on-site source. 

� The results of QORE’s subsurface assessment supported QORE’s conclusion 
that the documented historical gasoline service stations/fuel storage on the 
southwest and southeast portions of the subject property present recognized 
environmental conditions to the subject property.   

Based on the results of QORE’s subsurface assessment, the chlorinated solvent 
(PCE and TCE) detections in groundwater at the subject property indicated 
impact from one or more local up-gradient sources, as well as the regional 
groundwater plume associated with the San Fernando Valley (Crystal Springs 
Wellfield) NPL site.  This finding confirmed that the up-gradient local regulated 
facilities including Mechanical Engineering Company, Mechanical Concepts, Inc. 
(Concepts), Nova Automotive (Nova) and Fleming Jacquet & Miller, Inc. 
(Fleming), and the San Fernando Valley (Crystal Springs Wellfield) NPL plume 
identified as suspect recognized environmental condition were recognized 
environmental conditions to the subject property. 

As listed in Section 5.1, QORE identified several of the prior on-site tenants that 
were not considered to be a suspect recognized environmental condition as the 
companies did not appear to have utilized or stored significant quantities of 
chemicals.  QORE based this conclusion on several factors including the name 
of the company, time period of occupancy, whether the company was listed on 
the regulatory database, information presented in prior reports and information 
on the sanborn maps.  The results of the Phase II subsurface assessment further 
supports the conclusion that these prior occupants of the subject property did not 
present a suspect recognized environmental condition.

� The on-site improvements were constructed prior to 1979 and may contain 
damaged lead-based paint.  QORE understands that demolition of the buildings 
is planned and future occupancy is not expected.  If manual demolition (hand 
scraping, blowtorching, etc.) of the subject property buildings occurs, a 
demonstration that the paint does not contain lead will be warranted, or JPI can 
assume the paint contains lead and treat it accordingly.   
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� QORE conducted a limited asbestos survey of the subject property that identified 
the presence of asbestos in flooring and wall and ceiling systems.  Based on the 
presence of confirmed asbestos-containing materials (ACM) and QORE’s 
understanding that the subject property buildings are to be demolished, asbestos 
is considered to be a business environmental risk to the subject property due to 
the cost of asbestos abatement.  The asbestos survey was not comprehensive 
and should not be relied upon in preparation of renovation or demolition projects.  
Prior to demolition/renovation activities or other activities that could potentially 
disturb suspect ACM, additional sampling and analysis of the materials using 
protocols specified in the AHERA should be performed.  Alternatively, the 
material can be assumed to contain asbestos and treated accordingly.  Future 
activities that involve the disturbance or removal of confirmed or suspect ACM 
are required to be conducted in accordance with the NESHAP and other 
applicable local, state, and federal regulations.   

� According to the EDR Radius Map with Geocheck, 465 Los Feliz, Los Angeles 
County is located in EPA Radon Zone 2 (average indoor level between 2 pCi/L 
and 4 pCi/L).  For properties in EPA Radon Zone 2, JPI’s internal policy requires 
that, if a radon mitigation system is not included in the building design, radon 
testing of the residential structures must be conducted after construction. 

� QORE conducted assessments of lead-in-drinking water, wetlands, and air 
emissions in accordance with the JPI/GECRE scope of work.  No business
environmental risks associated with the scope of work issues were identified by 
QORE. 

QORE has performed a Phase I and II ESA and Additional Services of 465 Los Feliz, 
located at 435 to 465 West Los Feliz Road and 434 to 450 Fernando Court in Glendale, 
Los Angeles County, California in general conformance with the scope and limitations of 
the GECRE scope of work, the JPI MECA and ASTM Practice E 1527-05.  Exceptions 
to, or deletions from, this practice are described in Section 10.0 of this report.   

Based upon the information obtained, as reflected in this report, this assessment has 
revealed evidence of recognized environmental conditions in connection with the subject 
property:

� The presence of potential USTs, and petroleum detections in groundwater at the 
subject property indicating impact from former on-site gasoline service 
stations/fuel storage activities; and 

� The presence of chlorinated solvent (PCE and TCE) detections in groundwater at 
the subject property indicating impact from one or more up-gradient sources, as 
well as the regional groundwater plume.

QORE recommends trenching on the southwestern portion of the subject property in an 
attempt to locate USTs or material soil impact associated with former USTs.  QORE 
recommends that the three subsurface anomalies identified on the southeastern portion 
of the subject property be further assessed, even though only two were considered to be 
potential USTs.  If USTs, buried features and/or impacted soil is identified, they should 
be removed in accordance with state and federal regulations. 
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One and possibly more clarifiers may be present on-site.  Local regulations require that 
the removal of the clarifiers be permitted through the Glendale Fire Department.  QORE 
recommends that the clarifiers be removed prior to redevelopment of the subject 
property in accordance with applicable regulations.  QORE notes that there is potential 
for localized soil impact in the vicinity of the clarifiers.  This potential soil impact is not 
expected to be significant because the use of the clarifiers appears to have been 
restricted to food processing companies.  If such impact is identified during 
redevelopment activities, the impacted soil should be disposed in accordance with local, 
state, and federal regulations.   

QORE identified prior activities that utilized petroleum substances and may have 
resulted in localized soil impact.  If such impact is identified during redevelopment 
activities, the impacted soil should be disposed in accordance with local, state, and 
federal regulations. 

QORE does not recommend additional assessment of the chlorinated solvents detected 
in groundwater.  Based on the low concentrations detected and that groundwater was 
noted during QORE’s assessment to be 48 to 52 feet bgs, the detected concentrations 
are not considered to present a risk to future occupants of the subject property.  If JPI’s 
development plans result in excavation activities that will require dewatering activities, 
JPI should include sufficient budget to treat the groundwater prior to discharging or to 
obtain a permit from the city to discharge into the sanitary sewer.  

10.0  DATA GAPS AND DEVIATIONS  

Data gaps are defined as a lack of or inability to obtain information required by this 
practice despite good faith efforts. Significant data gaps that affected the ability of the 
environmental provisional to identify recognized environmental conditions were not 
identified.

Known deviations or deletions from the scope of work defined by the GE/JPI scope or 
work and/or ASTM E 1527-05 include the following:   

QORE has modified the report format requested by GE and ASTM E 1527-05. 

The earliest reasonably available historical source reviewed was from 1908.  QORE was 
unable to research the subject property back to its first development.  However, based 
on QORE’s findings, it does not appear that this data failure would change the findings, 
opinion, conclusions or recommendations. 

11.0  REFERENCES 

� Burbank, California Quadrangle, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5 minute 
series Topographic Map, dated 1994; 

� Soil Survey of Los Angeles County, California, United States Department of 
Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service (formerly Soil 
Conservation Service), dated 1969; 
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� EDR-Radius Map with Geocheck, 465 Los Feliz, Inquiry Number 2037078.2s, 
dated September 25, 2007; 

� Aerial photographs purchased from EDR, dated 1928, 1938, 1940, 1956, 
1965, 1976, 1989, 1994, and 2002; 

� Aerial photograph obtained from Google Earth, dated 2006; 

� Glendale, Burbank, and Crescenta Street Address Directories, dated 1955, 
1961, 1964, and 1967, reviewed at the Sherman Gardens Library in Corona 
Del Mar, California; 

� Haines Criss-Cross Reference Directories, dated 1971, 1976, 1981, 1986, 
1991, 1995, 2000, and 2005, reviewed at the Haines facility in Fullerton, 
California;

� Historical Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps purchased from EDR, dated 1908, 
1919, 1925, 1950, and 1970; 

� Environmental Lien Search purchased from Banks Environmental Data, 
dated October 3, 2007; 

� Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 465 West Los Feliz Road and 434-
450 Fernando Court, Glendale, California, EP Project No. 13350201, dated 
July 14, 2004, prepared by EP Associates; 

� Report of Environmental Investigation, 465 West Los Feliz Road and 434-450 
Fernando Court, Glendale, California, dated November 20, 2004, prepared by 
TRAK Environmental Group; 

� Preliminary Soils Engineering Investigation for Proposed Four to Six-Story 
Mixed-Use Commercial/Residential Building with Three-Level Subterranean 
Garage, 435 West Los Feliz Road, Glendale, California, GeoSystems Project 
No. GS04-1026, dated December 17, 2004, prepared by GeoSystems, Inc.; 

� Addendum Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report, 465 West Los 
Feliz Road and 434-450 Fernando Court, Glendale, California, EP Project 
No. 13350201, dated April 19, 2005, prepared by EP Associates; 

� Subsurface Geophysical and Soil Investigation, 465 West Los Feliz Road, 
Glendale, California, EP Project No. 13350202, dated June 24, 2005, 
prepared by EP Associates; 

� Regulatory files obtained from the DTSC web page for multiple facilities; 

� Regulatory file information for the subject property obtained from the 
Glendale Fire Department; 



465 Los Feliz                                                    November 2007 
QORE Project No. 150-1421 

69

� Regulatory files for the San Fernando Valley NPL site obtained from the U.S. 
EPA;

� National Wetland Inventory Map for the subject property area;  

� 2006 Water Quality Report published by the City of Glendale Water and 
Power department; 

� Legal description of the subject property in a Preliminary Report by Chicago 
Title Company; 

� Evaluation of Low- and Non-VOC Technologies: Application to South Coast 
Air Quality Management District Cleaning Rules, dated September 1999, 
obtained from http://home.earthlink.net/~irta/rprt0007.html;

� Printing industry information obtained from Printer’s National Environmental 
Assistance Center at http://www.pneac.org;

� Interviews with Mr. Guy Devorris, subject property owner; 

� Interview with Mr. David Stensby of the U.S. EPA;   

� Interview with Dr. Arthur Heath of the LARWQCB; 

� Interviews with Captain Tom Propst and Ms. Loni Calitri of the Glendale Fire 
Department;  

� Interview with Ms. Maria (last name withheld) of Mountain Valley Water 
Company; and 

� Interview with the receptionist (name withheld) at Mason Electric Company. 

12.0  SIGNATURES OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROFESSIONAL(S) 

I declare that, to the best of my professional knowledge and belief, I meet the definition 
of an environmental professional as defined in Section 312.10 of 40 CFR 312, and I 
have the specific qualifications based on education, training, and experience to assess a 
property of the nature, history, and setting of the subject property.  I have developed and 
performed the all appropriate inquiries in conformance with the standards and practices 
set forth in 40 CFR Part 3.12. 

Amy Smith     
Environmental Professional    
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13.0  QUALIFICATIONS OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROFESSIONAL(S) 

In accordance with ASTM E 1527-05, this report includes the qualifications of the 
environmental professional, and the qualifications of the personnel conducting the 
subject property reconnaissance and interviews, if conducted by someone other than an 
environmental professional.  These qualifications are documented in Appendix F. 



The following is a list of selected acronyms and abbreviations that may have been used 
in the preceding report: 

Federal Databases

CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Information System 

CERCLIS-NFRAP "No Further Remedial Action Planned" CERCLIS 
Sites

CONSENTCERCLA Consent Decrees 
CORRACTS Corrective Action Sites  
Delisted NPL National Priority List Deletions 
DOD Department of Defense Sites 
ENG CONTROLS Engineering Controls 
ERNS Emergency Response Notification System  
FIFRA Federal Insecticide Fungicide Rodenticide Act 
FINDS Facility Index System 
FRDS Federal Reporting Data System 
FTTS FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System 
FUDS Formerly Used Defense Sites 
FURS Federal Underground Injection Control 
HMIRS Hazardous Materials Information Reporting System 
INST CONTROL Sites with Institutional Controls 
MINES Mines Master Index File 
MLTS Material Licensing Tracking System 
NPL National Priorities List (Superfund) 
NPL Recovery Federal Superfund Liens 
ODI Open Dump Inventory 
PADS  PCB Activity Database System 
PCS Permit Compliance System 
Proposed NPL Proposed National Priority List Sites 
RAATS RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System 
RCRAInfo Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Information 

System
RCRA-LQG RCRA Large Quantity Generators 
RCRA-SQG A Small Quantity Generators 
RCRA-TSDF RCRA Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facilities 
ROD Record of Decision 
SIA Surface Impoundments 
SSTS Section 7 Tracking Systems 
TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act Database 
UMTRA Uranium Mill Tailings Sites 
TRIS Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System 

California State, Local, and Tribal Databases

AST Above-ground Storage Tank Database 
CA FID  Facility Inventory Database 
CA SLIC Spills, Leaks, Investigation, and Cleanup Listings 

CORTESE Hazardous Waste & Substances Sites List 
DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control 
DWP Department of Water and Power 
EMI Emissions Database 
HIST Cal-Sites Historical Calsites Database 
INDIAN RESERV Indian Reservations 
INDIAN UST USTs on Indian Land 
HAZNET Facility and Manifest Data 
DEED Deed Restriction Listing 
LARWQCB Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tank Incident Reports 
ENVIROSTOR State Superfund Registry 
SWEEPS Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning 

System Database 
SWF/LF Solid Waste Facilities/Landfill Sites 
SWRCY Listing of Recycling Facilities in California 
VCP Voluntary Cleanup Sites 
WIP Well Investigation Program 
UST Underground Storage Tank Database 
CHMIRS California Hazardous Material Incident Report System 

General Terms

ACM Asbestos-containing material 
AHERA Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act 
AST Above-ground storage tank 
ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials 
AUL Activity and use limitation 
Bgs Below ground surface 
BTEX Benzene, Toluene, Ethyl benzene, Xylene 
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, 

Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
EPCRA Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know 

Act (SARA Title III) 
ESA Environmental Site Assessment 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
FOIA United States Freedom of Information 
FR Federal Register 
IAQ Indoor Air Quality 
LLPs Landowner liability protections 
MCLs Maximum Concentration Limits 
MSDS Material Safety Data Sheet 
NCP National Contingency Plan 
NESHAP National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air 

Pollutants
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
NWI National Wetlands Inventory 
O&M Operations & Maintenance Program 



General Terms

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
OVM Organic Vapor Meter 
PACM Presumed asbestos-containing material 
PAHs Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons 
PCBs Polychlorinated biphenyls 
PCL  Protective Concentration Levels 
PRP Potentially Responsible Party 
RACM Regulated asbestos-containing material 
SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 

1986
SHPO State Historic Preservation Office 
TCEQ Texas Commission of Environmental Quality 
TPH Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 
TCLP Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 
TRRP Texas Risk Reduction Program 
US EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USC United States Code 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS United States Geological Survey 
UST Underground storage tank 
VOC Volatile Organic Compound 
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Figures



Source: Burbank, California  USGS 7.5 minute series Topographic Map, dated 1994 
Scale:   1”=785’
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Fernando Court 435

West Los
Feliz Road

447-479
West Los

Feliz Road

MW-1

MW-2

MW-3

MW-4

MW-1
Diesel ND

Toluene ND
PCE 26
TCE 4.6

MW-2
Diesel ND

Toluene 6.8
PCE 3.7
TCE ND

MW-3
Diesel 64

Toluene 1.6
PCE 3.9
TCE ND

MW-4
Diesel 120

Toluene 24
PCE 9.5
TCE 2.3

9.5
ND

Notes: Results shown in ug/L.
See Table 1 for a complete list of contaminants detected.



Appendix B 
Photographs

  465 Los Feliz 
  Project 150-1421 
  Photograph Dates: Sep. 28 & Oct. 24-26, 2007 

1.  View of typical 
ink staining on the 
floor of Building 4, 
the former 
Glendale Rotary 
Offset Printing. 

2.  View of 
materials stored in 
Building 4 by the 
property owner. 



  465 Los Feliz 
  Project 150-1421 
  Photograph Dates: Sep. 28 & Oct. 24-26, 2007 

3.  View of de
minimis ink spill in 
Building 1. 

4.  View of the 
three-stage
clarifier in Building 
1.

  465 Los Feliz 
  Project 150-1421 
  Photograph Dates: Sep. 28 & Oct. 24-26, 2007 

5.  View of de
minimis oil 
staining under an 
abandoned lathe 
in Building 1. 

6.  View of de
minimis oil 
staining under an 
air compressor 
located south of 
Building 1. 



  465 Los Feliz 
  Project 150-1421 
  Photograph Dates: Sep. 28 & Oct. 24-26, 2007 

7.  View of the 
installation of 
MW-3.

8.  View of the 
installation of 
MW-1.
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Historical Research Documentation 
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LIEN SEARCH REPORT 
 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 
 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: See Attached 
SUBJECT PARCEL 

NUMBER: 
5640-020-020, 5640-020-021, 5640-020-024 

CURRENT OWNER(S): Housing Alliance, LLC 
 

Lien Search Result  
No environmental liens found for subject property from 1985 to current. California appears not to be a Superlien 
State. 
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LIEN SEARCH REPORT 
 

RESEARCH NOTES 
 

Notes:  
  
ASTM Notes: ASTM E 1527-05, on Historical Use Information requires a review of “Reasonably 

Ascertainable standard historical sources.” 
 
“Reasonably Ascertainable means information that is publicly available, obtainable from a 
source with reasonable time and cost constraints, and practically reviewable.” 
 
This task requires reviewing only as many of the standard historical sources as are 
necessary, and that are reasonably ascertainable and likely to be useful. 
 
Banks Environmental Data, Inc. has determined that the ASTM E 1527-05, requirements 
has been met for the subject property searched in this report.  Land title records required 
to obtain additional information regarding the subject property were not “reasonably 
ascertainable” at the time of this report. 

 
Environmental Liens: No environmental liens/activity use limitations (AUL’s) identified. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 

RESOURCES & LIMITATIONS 
 
Banks Environmental Data, Inc. (Banks) has completed you request for an Environmental Lien Search for 
the above site.  The information in this report has been produced from a limited search of the public land 
records and/or real property records of the county back to at least the mid 1980’s up through the indicated 
date as shown on this report.  This limited search includes only environmental liens and restrictions.  This 
report is being provided for use only as a limited part of an overall Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
as performed by a qualified Environmental Engineer/Consultant as specified in the ASTM Standard E 
1527-05 and as specified in the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liabilities 
Act of 1980, as amended, and may not be relied upon for any other purpose.   
 
This report is not to be considered an Abstract, a Title Commitment, Title Opinion, Title Guaranty, or a 
representation of the legal status of the property.  The information presented is simply a report of 
instruments filed of record pertaining to the above property and was obtained from the county public 
records.  No guaranty as to the integrity or correctness of said records is implied. 
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LIEN SEARCH REPORT 
 

GLOSSARY 
 
There are certain terms used in Chain of Title searches, which may require clarification.  This glossary is 
designed to provide definitions for some of the most common terms. 
 
1.  ENVIRONMENTAL LIEN: The Environmental Lien is a record of a document/instrument filed by the City, 

County, State or Federal Government that prevents the conveyance of a property 
because of severe environmental problems existing on the premises. 

2.  BREAK IN CHAIN: There may appear to be a break in the chain of title as indicated when the 
sequential tracing of ownership fails.  An example of a break would be:  Smith to 
Jones. . .Jones to Wilson. . .White to Black.  The missing link is from Wilson to 
White.  There are several possible reasons for this occurrence. 
� Due to the size or other physical characteristics of the property, there  could 

be multiple owners at any time when tracing the history of the ownership of 
the property. 

� There could be an “easement title” over some portion of the property, 
allowing for use of that portion for a specific purpose. 

� There could be a “multi-percentage interest” in the property, with concurrent 
multiple owners making up 100% of the fee title.  Then, a percentage owner 
deeds out his particular interest or a percentage of this interest to one or more 
parties.  This causes a perceived break in the chain. 

3.  EASEMENT: 
 

An easement is the right to enter and use another person’s property:  a non-
possessor right to use another person’s real property.  Traditionally easements are 
granted to utility companies and other service organizations or as a right of access 
to another property. 

4.  MULTIPLE OWNERS: When “others” or “et al” appears on the report in the owner category, it indicates 
multiple ownership of a single parcel, with too many names to record in summary.  
It is frequently used to denote more than a single owner.  If the owners are a 
married couple, both names may appear on the report or may be denoted by “et 
ux”. 
The term “owners’ is usually used to indicate owners of multiple parcels, all 
recorded under a document that covers the multiple parcels. 

5.  MULTIPLE PARCELS: Some properties are created by combining several adjoining parcels into one large 
parcel.  When this occurs; there might be several different owners until the time of 
unification of the property.  Sometimes the ownership appears to be cloudy until 
each owner conveys his/her interest to the single owner of the new larger parcel. 

 
 
DISCLAIMER 
The information contained in this report has been obtained from publicly available sources and other secondary sources of information 
produced by entities other than Banks Environmental Data, Inc (Banks).  Although great care has been taken by Banks in compiling 
and checking the information contained in this report to insure that it is current and accurate, Banks disclaims any and all liability for 
any errors, omissions, or inaccuracies in such information and data, whether attributable to inadvertence or otherwise, and for any 
consequences arising therefrom.  The data provided hereunder neither purports to be nor constitutes legal or medical advice.  It is 
further understood that Banks makes no representations or warranties of any kind. Including, but not limited to, the warranties of 
fitness for a particular purpose of merchantability, nor any such representations or warranties to be implied with respect to the data 
furnished, and banks assumes no responsibility with respect to our customer’s, its employees’, clients’, or customers’ use thereof.  
Banks shall not be liable for any special, consequential, or exemplary damages resulting in whole or in part, from customer’s use of 
the data.  Liability on the part of Banks Environmental Data, Inc (Banks) is limited to the monetary value paid for this report.  The 
report is valid only for the geographical parameters specified on the cover page of this report, and any alteration or deviation from this 
description will require a new report.  This report does not constitute a legal or licensed opinion. 
 
 
 





















































































































































































































































































Appendix D 
Regulatory Records Documentation 
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR DRINKING WATER
The water delivered to you by Glendale Water & Power  

continuously passes tough State and Federal quality standards.

This booklet is a detailed report on the water we delivered to you  

in 2006.  You can be assured that your Glendale water is of the highest  

quality and is SAFE TO DRINK.



A Message From  
Ignacio Troncoso 
Director of Glendale Water & Power

Every year, GWP provides you 
with a report on the quality of 
the drinking water we delivered 
to you the previous year. This 
booklet is our report for 2006. 
As you read through it, you will 
see that Glendale’s water con-
tinues to meet all Federal and State quality standards.

It is not a simple task to maintain a healthy, reliable, safe drinking water  
supply. It requires a large investment in infrastructure and resources as 
well as people.  In 2006, we made great strides in all of these areas.

We installed a new circulating system in all our reservoirs that will  
help maintain our top-quality water. This improved technology, the 
SolarBee, takes the place of our bottom piping circulation system  
(see page 3).

On the chemical side, we are investigating different approaches in the 
chemical treatment of our water. We are studying the use of chlorite, 
a new technology that could enhance the effectiveness and stability 
of the chemicals presently used and minimize the amount of chlorine  
needed (see page 5).

GWP is also continuing our leadership role in the development of a  
technology to remove chromium 6 from drinking water. The objective 
of the final stage of a three phase program is to construct full-capacity  
demonstration facilities at the Glendale Water Treatment Plant.

We could not continue to deliver our high quality water if it weren’t  
for our GWP employees’ sense of responsibility in serving you, our  
customers. Through their commitment to ongoing training and  
education, our GWP employees have become certified specialists in their 
fields and bring expert skills to safeguarding the quality of your water.

 
 

  is the level of a contaminant in drinking  
  water below which there is no known  
  or expected risk to health. MCLGs are  
  set by the U.S. Environmental Protection  
  Agency (USEPA).

 
  is the level of a contaminant in drinking  
  water below which there is no known  
  or expected risk to health. PHGs are set  
  by the California Environmental  
  Protection  Agency.

  is the highest level of a contaminant that  
  is allowed in drinking water. Primary  
  MCLs are set as close to the PHGs (or  
  MCLGs) as is economically and  
  technologically feasible. Secondary MCLs  
  are set to protect the odor, taste, and  
  appearance of drinking water.

 
 

  is the level of a disinfectant added for  
  water treatment that may not be  
  exceeded at the consumer’s tap.

 
 

  is the level of a disinfectant added for  
  water treatment below which there is  
  no known or expected risk to health.  
  MRDLGs are set by the USEPA.

  is the advisory levels developed by  
  California Dept. of Health Services  
  (DHS).

 

  is the maximum contaminant and  
  maximum disinfection residual  level for  
  contaminants that affect health. This  
  standard reflects monitoring, reporting,  
  and water treatment requirements.

  is the concentration of a contaminant  
  which, if exceeded, triggers treatment  
  or other requirements that a water  
  system must follow.

WHAT WE ACCOMPLISHED IN 2006

There are 380 miles of water mains in Glendale with the  
average age of 55 years. Glendale Water & Power has an  
ongoing citywide program of improving our water system with 
main replacement and cleaning and lining projects. By the end 
of 2006, we had replaced over 8,000 feet of water mains for the 
year.  In many areas where the structural integrity of the pipe is in  
question, we are replacing 4-inch diameter cast iron mains with 
new 8-inch ductile iron mains. The goal of this ongoing program  
is to increase water flow, improve water quality and expand fire 
protection for all our GWP customers.

In 2006, Glendale Water & Power delivered 10.24 billion gallons of potable 
(drinking water quality) water to the City’s customers. 71% of that water 
was purchased from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD).  This water 
is imported from Northern California. Before it is delivered to Glendale, it 
is treated at MWD’s treatment plant in Granada Hills and is monitored by 
MWD in their water quality laboratory.

Eight percent (8%) of  GWP water came from the City’s Glorietta Wells and 
the Verdugo Park Water Treatment Plant.  Groundwater extracted from the 
San Fernando Basin and conveyed through the Glendale Water Treatment 
Plant accounted for 21% of our supplies.  Water from both the Verdugo Basin 
and the San Fernando Basin is blended with MWD water before being deliv-
ered throughout the City.

Source water assessments were conducted in 2000, and updated in 2006,  
for wells in the Verdugo Basin. Located in primarily urban areas, they are  
considered to be most vulnerable to contamination from underground  
gasoline storage tanks and installed sewer lines. Programs to control  
contamination from fertilizers and pesticides were put in place in 2000  
and private septic systems have been eliminated. Two of the wells are  
potentially vulnerable to contamination from a gasoline station that was  
previously located in the basin. Before being introduced into the system, 
water from two of the wells is treated at the Verdugo Park Water Treatment 
Plant and water from three of the wells is blended with water from MWD.

In addition, GWP also delivered 380 million gallons of recycled water.  
This is not included in the chart above as it is used for irrigation purposes only 
and not for drinking water.

COMMON CONTAMINANTS  
IN DRINKING WATER
The sources of drinking water for both tap water and bottled  
water include rivers, lakes, streams, ponds, reservoirs, springs, and 
wells. As water travels over the surface of the land or through  
the ground, it dissolves naturally occurring minerals, and in some  
cases, radioactive material. It can also pick up substances resulting  
from the presence of animals or from human activity. Contaminants  
that may be present in source water include:

Water & Power

WATER QUALITY
Sustaining top-quality water in Glendale requires a dedicated joint  
effort to meet your drinking water expectations.
The Glendale City Council and the Glendale Water & Power Commission regularly address issues that affect the quality  
of your water.

The GWP Water Section, through constant attention, maintains an excellent water system that continuously meets all State  
and Federal drinking water regulations. This is accomplished by on-going testing of our water and continual improvements to our 
water system facilities. Through these water quality maintenance programs, we make certain that we continue our tradition of  
providing you with a reliable, safe, high-quality supply of water.

The tables inside this report list all the chemicals that were detected in Glendale's water during the 2006 calendar year.  
The presence of these in the water does not indicate that the water poses a health risk. This data reflects testing done  
between January 1, 2006 through December 31, 2006, 
unless otherwise noted. We tested your water for  
over 165 contaminants in 2006. 

In 2006, work continued on a major infrastructure project in 
the Chevy Chase Canyon area – the replacement of a 14.5  
million gallon concrete reservoir constructed in the 1920’s.  
The Environmental Review was completed in early 2006, 
a design consultant was hired as well as a construction  
management consultant and, by the end of 2006, the  
Preliminary Design was nearly complete. In 2007, the final  
design will be completed and the project will be advertised for 
construction bids.  Construction is expected to begin by early 
2008 and requires two years to complete.

SOURCE ACRE FEET PERCENTAGE
Metropolitan Water District 22,258 71%

Glendale Water Treatment Plant 6,523 21%

Glorietta Wells and Verdugo Park 
Water Treatment Plant

2,648 8%

TOTAL DRINKING  WATER:  31,429 acre feet = 10.24 billion gallons



The newest “buzz” at Glendale Water & Power is the introduction of 
the SolarBee into our water system. A technology also used by other 
water agencies in California, the SolarBee is a solar-powered circulator 
that improves the quality of water stored in reservoirs by constantly  
circulating the water.

To maintain our high level of water quality, in 2006, GWP installed  
SolarBee water circulators in all our reservoirs and recycled water 
tanks. With the SolarBee floating in the reservoir, up to 10,000 gallons  
of water per minute can be constantly circulated with a minimum  
amount of turbulence. Solar panels atop the reservoir charge a large  
battery which then powers the pump motor to keep water circulating  
inside the reservoir. Since  
the battery is always fully  
charged, the SolarBee works 
continuously even on rainy 
and cloudy days.

To maintain a safe and 
healthy water system, dif-
ferent levels of disinfectant 
are added to our reservoirs 
each week. It’s important 
that the water inside our  
reservoirs circulates so that  
the disinfectant mixes evenly. 

IMPORTANT INFORMATION FOR PEOPLE  
WITH COMPROMISED IMMUNE SYSTEMS

Some people may be more vulnerable to contaminants in  
drinking water than the general population. Immuno- 
compromised persons such as persons with cancer undergoing 
chemotherapy, persons who have undergone organ transplants, 
people with HIV/AIDS or other immune system disorders, some 
elderly, and infants can be particularly at risk from infections. 

People with weakened immune systems should seek advice 
about drinking water from their health care providers. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the Centers 
for Disease Control (CDC) provide guidelines on appropriate 
means to lessen the risk of infection from Cryptosporidium and 
other microbial contaminants. Information is also available from 
the Safe Drinking Water Hotline (1-800-426-4791). 

1. Source waters are blended to decrease 
the concentrations of contaminants which 
results in an increase in the quality of the 
water we deliver to your homes  
and businesses.
2. Chlorate has a DHS Notification Level 
of 800 ppb. Chlorate was formed during 
the chlorite study in Glenoaks Canyon 
and observed to be a by-product of  
liquid chlorine.

 levels in the Glendale distribution system do not exceed the 45 parts per million (ppm) limit established by State and Federal  
regulations. Nitrate in drinking water at levels above 45 ppm is a health risk for infants of less than six months of age. It can interfere with 
the capacity of the infant’s blood to carry oxygen, resulting in a serious illness. Symptoms include shortness of breath and blueness of the 
skin. Nitrate levels above 45 ppm may also affect the ability of the blood to carry oxygen in other individuals, such as pregnant women and 
those with certain specific enzyme deficiencies. If you are caring for an infant or you are pregnant, you should ask for advice from your health  
care provider.

NA = Not Analyzed
ND = None Detected
NL = Notification Level
NS = No Standard
AL = Regulatory Action Level
PHG = Public Health Goal
ppb = parts per billion
ppm = parts per million
pCi/L = picoCurries per liter

NTU = Nephelometric Turbidity Units
DLR = Detection Limits for purposes of 
reporting
MCL = Maximum Contaminant Level
MCLG = Maximum Contaminant Level Goal
MRDL = Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level
MRDLG = Maximum Residual Disinfectant 
Level Goal
MWD = Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California

a) Aluminum has a secondary MCL of  
 200 ppb.
b) State MCL is 45 ppm as nitrate which is  
 equal to10 ppm as N.
c) Standard is for Radium-226 and -228  
 combined.
d) These results were before blending  
 unless otherwise noted.

     Range  ND ND ND - 3.5 ND Discharge from factories,
 Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) ppb 5 0.06

  Average   0.44   dry cleaners, and auto shops

     Range  ND - 110 ND -39 ND - 65.6 12.2 - 62.6 Residue from water treatment
 Aluminum (a) ppb 1000 600

  Average 81 1  20.86 37.4 process; natural deposits erosion
     Range   ND - 3.7   Petroleum refinery discharges;
 Antimony ppb 6 20  

Average 
ND

 0.7  
ND

 
ND

 fire retardants; solder; electronics
     Range   ND - 2.2  ND - 2.53 Natural deposits erosion, glass
 Arsenic ppb 10 

0.004  Average 
ND

 0.08  
ND

 1.27 and electronics production wastes
     Range   0.056 - 0.080 0.086 - 0.150 0.08 - 0.14 Oil and metal refinery;aerospace discharges;
 Barium ppm 1 2

  Average 
ND

 0.070 0.120 0.11 natural deposits erosion
     Range   ND - 1.4   Discharge from metal refineries;
 Beryllium ppb 4 0.1  

Average 
ND

 0.03 
ND

 
ND

 aerospace, and defense industries
     Range   ND - 1.4   Internal corrosion of galvanized pipes;
 Cadmium ppb 5 0.04  

Average 
ND

 0.03 
ND

 
ND

 natural deposits erosion
     Range   3.2 - 17.0 ND - 2.19 ND - 1.66 Discharge from steel and pulp mills;
 Total Chromium ppb 50 (100)

  Average 
ND

 10.0  1.12 0.83 natural deposits erosion
     Range  0.16 - 0.22  0.157 - 0.203 0.224 - 0.227 Erosion of natural deposits;
 Fluoride ppm 2 1

  Average 0.18 
NA 

 0.180  0.230  water additive for dental health
     Range   ND - 28 ND - 0.0064 ND - 0.005 Erosion of natural deposits;
 Nickel ppm 100 12

  Average 
ND

 1.5 0.0033 0.003 discharge from metal factories
     Range  ND - 0.54 3.1 - 6.3   Runoff and leaching from fertilizer use;
 Nitrate (as N) (b) ppm 10 10

  Average 0.47 5.3 
NA

 
NA

 sewage; natural erosion
     Range   ND - 5.5 ND - 3.88 ND - 6.2 Refineries, mines, and chemical
 Selenium ppb 50 (50)

  Average 
ND

 0.11 0.92 3.1 waste discharges; runoff; natural deposits
     Range   ND - 1.4   Leaching from ore-processing
 Thallium ppb 2 0.1

  Average 
ND

 0.06 
ND

 
ND

 electronics factory discharges

     Range  ND - 4.2   7.78 - 8.71 
 Gross Alpha Particle Activity pCi/L 15 0

  Average ND 
NA

 
NA

  8.07  
Erosion of natural deposits

     Range     1.83 - 2.39 Decay of natural and man-made
 Gross Beta Particle Activity pCi/L 50 0

  Average 
ND

 
NA

  
NA

 2.11 deposits
     Range    ND - 2.53 ND - 1.01
 Combined Radium (c) pCi/L 5 0

  Average 
ND

 
NA

  0.86 0.69 
Erosion of natural deposits

     Range  1.1 - 1.2     
 Uranium pCi/L 20 0.43

  Average 1.2 
NA

 
NA

 
ND

  
Erosion of natural deposits

     Range  44 - 56 31 - 64 95.7 - 137 117 - 120 Runoff/leaching from natural
 Chloride  ppm 500 NS

  Average 54 58 122.33  118.5  deposits; seawater influence
     Range     ND - 2.56 Leaching from natural deposits;
 Iron ppb 300 NS

  Average 
ND

 
ND

 
ND

 1.28 industrial wastes
     Range   ND - 3.7 ND - 2.18  
 Manganese ppb 50 NL = 500

  Average ND 0.51 0.73 
ND

 
Leaching from natural deposits

     Range   ND - 0.74   
 Silver ppb 100 NS  

Average 
ND

 0.01 
ND

 
ND

 
Industrial discharges

     Range  56 - 86 71 - 150 160 - 191 250 - 303  Runoff/leaching from natural
 Sulfate ppm 500 NS

  Average 69 128 176.43  276.5 deposits; industrial wastes
     Range  236 - 304 512 - 556 540 - 738  759 - 846 Runoff/leaching from natural
 Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) ppm 1000 NS

  Average 273 536 664  802.5  deposits; seawater influence
     Range  0.04 ND - 0.15  ND - 0.24 
 Turbidity NTU 5 NS

  Average 0.04 0.07 
ND

 0.03 
Soil runoff

     Range    2.14 - 9.87 7.26 - 44.5 Runoff/leaching from natural deposits;
 Zinc ppb 5000 NS

  Average 
ND

 
ND

 5.81 25.88 industrial wastes

Units State 
MCL

PHG 
or 

(MCLG)

 
 MWD 

Jensen Plant

Major Sources of  
Contaminants in  
Drinking Water

Glorietta Wells 
(d)

Verdugo Park 
Water Treatment 

Plant (d)

Glendale Water 
Treatment 
Plant (d)



 (US EPA)

The Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Regulation is a revision to the Safe Drinking Water Act. It requires 
Glendale to monitor for 11 contaminants that are currently unregulated. The contaminants are listed below 
and all analyses have been non-detect. Glendale sampled four groundwater sources requiring semi-annual test 
and one surface water source requiring quarterly test. An administrative order was received from EPA because 
two quarterly tests were incomplete due to laboratory interaction and one semi-annual test was late.

2,4-Dinitroluene DCPA di and mono-acid degratate Molinate Perchlorate

2,6-Dinitroluene Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene (4,4'-DDE) MTBE (d) Terbacil

Acetochlor s-ethyl dipropylthiocarbamate (EPTC) Nitrobenzene

 (California Department of Health Services)

The California Department of Health Services required the monitoring of nine unregulated chemicals. Six that 
were below detectable levels are listed below. The results from the remaining three are tabulated at right.

Dichlorodifluoromethane (Freon 12) Perchlorate tert-Butyl alcohol (TBA) 
Ethyl-tert-butyl-ether (ETBE) tert-Amyl-methyl-ether (TAME) Trichloropropane (1,2,3-TCP)

To ensure that tap water is safe to drink, the California Department of Health Services (CDHS) and the  
USEPA prescribe regulations that limit the amount of certain contaminants in water provided by public  
water systems. CDHS regulations also establish limits for contaminants in bottled water that must provide  
the same protection for public health.

State and Federal agencies thoroughly regulate the water we deliver to our customers by requiring  
significant water quality sampling. They require over 8,000 tests each year. The laboratory testing costs alone  
are over $100,000 annually, plus staff time involved in collecting the water samples. Additionally, the  
State inspects our water system and reviews the test results to ensure that required sampling is occurring and  
that we meet all regulatory requirements.

WATER QUALITY MAINTENANCE AND REGULATION
 Some locations may alternate from  

chloramines to chlorine depending on operating conditions. Customers with special water quality needs  
such as kidney dialysis or aquariums should prepare for removal of chloramines as well as chlorine.  
GWP also uses additional programs to maintain the high quality of our water including: flushing  distribution water  
mains, maintaining an effective cross-connection control program, cleaning reservoirs and tanks, and conducting 
water quality testing in storage facilities and water mains throughout the City.

In 1995, California enacted legislation that requires 
large public water systems to fluoridate their water 
supply if funding is provided. Metropolitan Water 
District (MWD) received funding for this process and 
is planning to begin adding fluoride to their treated 
water supply. Public notices will be issued when the 
exact date has been determined. Because Glendale 
receives 70% of our water from MWD, this will affect 
our water supplies as well.

According to extensive research conducted over 
the past 50 years, drinking water fluoridation is  
safe and healthy. Fluoride benefits people of all ages.  
Fluoridated water, as part of your diet, will provide  
about 60 percent of the protection necessary to  
fight against cavities. Fluoride strengthens tooth 
enamel making teeth more resistant to decay. It  
also prevents cavities in the root surfaces of teeth  
for older adults when their gums begin to recede.

As always, please contact our Water Quality Section  
if you have any questions about your water supply.

The drinking water Glendale Water & Power purchases  
from Metropolitan Water District contains the dis-
infectant chloramines, a chlorine/ammonia mixture 
that provides continuous disinfection throughout the  
distribution system.

Every week, GWP staff members test the level of dis-
infectant in our distribution system. Based on this 
monitoring, GWP staff determine the amount of  
chlorine that needs to be added to the water to help 
maintain the stability of the chloramines. The higher 
temperatures in the summer months necessitate our 
increasing the chlorine additions to help maintain the 
chloramines residual level.

Working with the California Department of Health  
Services, GWP is studying the use of chlorite, a  
new technology that will enhance the effectiveness  
and stability of chloramines while minimizing the  
amount of chlorine that needs to be added to the 
distribution system. Chlorite is added at 0.6 ppm.
This study, which is intended to continue through  
the summer and fall of 2007, is being conducted in the 
Glenoaks Canyon area of Glendale.

Drinking water, including bottled water, may reasonably be expected to contain at least small  
amounts of some contaminants. The presence of contaminants does not necessarily indicate  
that water poses a health risk. More information about contaminants and potential health  

effects can be obtained by calling the USEPA’s Safe Drinking Water Hotline (1-800-426-4791).

e) Total coliform MCLs: no more  
 than 5% of the monthly samples  
 may be total coliform-positive.  
 Compliance is based on combined  
 distribution system sampling.  
 In 2006, 1,964 samples were  
 analyzed. The MCL was not  
 violated.
f) Lead and Copper Rule compliance  
 is based on 90th percentile being  
 below the Action Level.
g) Copper has a secondary MCL  
 of 1000 ppb.
h) Analysis was on sample blended  
 with MWD supply.
i) Compliance is based on  
 system-wide annual average.
j) Bromate has an MCL of 10 ppb.
k) Hardness in grains/gallon can be  
 found by dividing the ppm by  
 17.1. 120 ppm = 7.02 grains/gallon.

Units Notification 
Level

State 
DLR

 MWD 
Jensen Plant

Major Sources of  
Contaminants in  
Drinking Water

Glorietta Wells 
(d)

Verdugo Park 
Water Treatment 

Plant (d)

Glendale Water 
Treatment 
Plant (d)

     Range  150 - 210 0.16 - 0.24   Runoff/leaching from natural deposits;
 Boron ppb 1000 100

  Average 190 0.20 
NA

 
NA

 industrial wastes
     Range  0.07 - 0.10 3.6 - 12.0   
 Chromium VI ppb NS 1

  Average 0.09 9.6 (h) 
NA

 
ND

 
Industrial waste discharge

     Range   ND - 7.7   Naturally occurring; industrial
 Vanadium ppb 50 3

  Average 
ND

 5.4 
NA

 
NA

 waste discharge

    Range 76 - 87 235 201 - 254 220.00
 Alkalinity ppm   

Average 82   226.5 
    Range 3.3 - 7.2
 Bromate (j) ppb   

Average 5.6 
NA

  
NA

 
NA

 
    Range 24 - 29   94.2 - 150.0 130 - 185
 Calcium ppm  

 Average 27 
NA

 123.9 157.5 
    Range 26 - 76 ND - 377
 Chlorate ppb 

  Average  164 
NA

 
NA

    Range 110 - 128   420 - 550 480 - 570
 Hardness (k) ppm

   Average 120 
NA

 479.33  375
    Range 11 - 13   31.8 - 46.3 53.9 - 46.1
 Magnesium ppm

   Average 12 
NA

 40.63  50 
    Range ND - 3.0
 N - Nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA) ppt

   Average  
ND NA NA

  pH  Range 8.1 - 8.3 8.0 - 8.4 6.4 - 7.6 6.5 - 8.9
 pH

 Units   Average 8.2 8.2   6.9 6.98 
    Range 2.3 - 2.8   3.57 - 4.85 4.47 - 5.12
 Potassium ppm

   Average 2.6 
NA

 4.38  4.80 
    Range 39 - 56   27.3 - 54.6 35.1 - 62.3
 Sodium ppm

   Average 47 
NA

 38.96 48.7
    Range 2.2 - 2.8   
 TOC ppm

   Average 2.4 
NA

 
NA

 
NA

Units  MWD 
Jensen 
Plant

Glendale Water 
Treatment 
Plant (d)

Glorietta Wells 
(d)

Verdugo Park 
Water Treatment 

Plant (d)

 
 Copper (g)  ppb 1300 170 51 400 Internal corrosion of household pipes; erosion of natural deposits
 
 Lead  ppb 15 2 51 4.5 Internal corrosion of household pipes; erosion of natural deposits

Units Action 
Level PHG Number of 

Samples
90th 

Percentile Major Sources of Contaminants in Drinking Water

 
 Total Coliform Bacteria % 5.0 (e) 0 0.06% 0 - 0.66 Naturally present in the environment
 
 Fecal Coliform and E. Coli  (e)  0 0 Human and animal fecal waste
 
 Total Trihalomethanes (TTHM) (i) ppb 80 NS 27.9  3.7 - 81.9 By-product of drinking water chlorination
 
 Haloacetic Acids (HAA5) (i) ppb 60 NS 12.9  2.0 - 30.3 By-product of drinking water chlorination
 
 Total Chlorine Residual ppm [4] [4] 1.35 0.02 - 3.67 Drinking water disinfectant added for treatment

Units State MCL 
[MRDL]

PHG 
(MCLG) 

[MRDLG]
Average Range Major Sources of Contaminants in Drinking Water



Glendale Water & Power 
141 North Glendale Ave., 2nd Level 
Glendale, CA 91206

   Water & Power 
2006 Water Quality Report to Our Customers

 Please have someone translate it for you  
or contact the City for a translation as follows:

 Por favor pidale a alguien que se lo tradusca.  
O llame a la Ciudad para una traduccion. Leonardo Bocanegra (818) 548-2062.

Comments from the public are welcome and may be presented at the Glendale Water and Power Commission meetings held the first Monday  
of each month, at 4:00 PM, in the Glendale City Council Chambers, 613 E. Broadway. 

If you have any questions regarding the quality of your drinking water or would like more information about Glendale water, please write to:  
Ray Notario  
Water Quality Section, Glendale Water & Power  
141 N. Glendale Avenue, Level 4, Glendale, CA 91206 or call (818) 548-3962 or 548-2062. 
After hours and for water emergencies call (818) 548-2011.

You may also visit our website at www.GlendaleWaterAndPower.com

More information about contaminants and potential health effects can be obtained by calling  
the USEPA’s Safe Drinking Water Hotline (1-800-426-4791).

Nancy Park (818) 548-2041.
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Appendix E 
Interviews



































Appendix F 
Resumes



RESUME
Karen L. Harvey 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSIONAL

Education:
Bachelor of Science, Earth Science Major, Texas A&M University-Commerce, 2002 
       Environmental Science Minor, Texas A&M University-Commerce, 2002 
    
Master of Science, Earth Science Major, Texas A&M University-Commerce, 2005 

Experience:

Karen Harvey has worked in the environmental industry since 2005.  She has performed 
various projects which have included Phase I environmental site assessments, Phase II 
subsurface site assessments, subsurface soil and ground-water investigations, and 
remediation project planning and implementation.   

Professional Registrations / Certifications / Technical Training: 

OSHA 40-Hour Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response Training, 29 
CFR 1910.120 

Texas DSHS Asbestos Inspector, License 602807 
ASTM Environmental Site Assessments for Commercial Real Estate Certification 

Career Summary:  

Ms. Harvey began her environmental career at Texas A&M University-Commerce as a 
graduate assistant laboratory instructor for the Biological, Earth, and Environmental 
Sciences Department.  Ms. Harvey’s thesis research was entitled “The Impact of Nitrate 
and Phosphate Runoff on Cooper Lake, Hopkins County, Texas.”  Ms. Harvey continues 
her career with QORE Property Sciences located in Dallas, TX.    

Representative Projects: 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessments
Ms. Harvey has evaluated various properties including vacant/undeveloped land, retail 
centers, office buildings, light industrial facilities, and multifamily residences.  Projects 
have included services relating to lead-based paint, drinking water quality, potential 
historical impact, wetlands, endangered species, indoor air quality, radon, and regulatory 
compliance.  Responsibilities have included technical oversight, project coordination, and 
regulatory agency interaction in several states. 

Phase II Environmental Site Assessments
Ms. Harvey has been involved with numerous Phase II Environmental Site Assessments 
on properties that have been identified as potentially impacted by adverse environmental 
conditions, including dry cleaning solvents and other volatile organic compounds, metals, 
and petroleum hydrocarbons.  These projects included the collection of soil and 
groundwater samples from the identified sites for laboratory analyses, followed by making 
recommendations based on comparison of laboratory data to regulatory action limits, 
contaminants of concern, and extent of contamination. 

Site Remediation 
Ms. Harvey has been involved with the remediation of a former multi-facility auto-service 
property, including identification and removal of contaminated soils. 

Mold and Indoor-Air Quality
Ms. Harvey has performed numerous on-site visual observations, moisture surveys, 
biological sampling, and associated data evaluation and reporting. 



RESUME
AMY L. SMITH

SENIOR ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTIST

Education:
B.S. Microbiology 1984 Texas A & M University

Experience:
Ms. Smith has over sixteen years of experience in environmental consulting. During this time 
she has conducted and managed a broad range of environmental projects on a nationwide 
basis. Ms. Smith has also been responsible for the technical training, direction, development 
and management of personnel. The types of projects she has been involved with include; 
asbestos surveys and analysis; asbestos and lead O&M programs; preparation of
stormwater pollution prevention plans (SWPPPs); Phase I and II ESAs; petroleum
underground storage tank (UST) assessment and removal; assessment, remediation and 
closure including projects addressed through the Texas Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) 
and Innocent Owner/Operator Program (IOP). These projects have been conducted on a 
variety of properties ranging from vacant land to manufacturing and industrial facilities.

Professional Registrations / Affiliations / Certifications:
Accredited Asbestos Inspector/Management Planner
Certified OSHA 40-Hour Hazardous Waste Operations

Career Summary:
After graduation Ms. Smith began working for a Dallas laboratory conducting failure analysis 
and material identification. This included identification of asbestos in building materials using 
polarizing light microscopy and scanning electron microscopy. In 1987, Ms. Smith
established an asbestos laboratory for an asbestos consulting firm and later became the 
manager of both the laboratory and technical services.

In 1991, Ms. Smith was hired by a national engineering and environmental consulting firm to 
assist in the laboratory analysis of building materials for asbestos and to conduct ESAs, later 
becoming the Phase I ESA department manager. In 1995, Ms. Smith was hired by another 
national consulting firm as a project manager in the environmental group.  Ms. Smith was 
later promoted to the position of resource manager for the environmental, facilities and 
asbestos departments.

In October 1999, Ms. Smith joined QORE’s Dallas office as an environmental principal.
Responsibilities at QORE are similar to those conducted for previous consultants. In these 
various roles, Ms. Smith has been responsible for the technical aspects of environmental
projects as well as training, professional development, utilization and supervision of
professionals and maintenance of client relationships.

Representative Projects:

Phase I Environmental Site Assessments

Conducted, trained and supervised professionals in hundreds of Phase I ESAs. Has been 
responsible for the project management of institutional clients and their nationwide portfolios 
as well as technical responsibility for the quality and consistency of reports. Prepared
standardized ESA format and accompanying instruction manual for implementation.
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Environmental Compliance Assessment

Oilfield service facilities, OK, CA, AZ - Managed environmental due-diligence compliance 
assessments for acquisitions of oil field service facilities in Louisiana, and various
commercial facilities in Oklahoma, California and Arizona. These projects included the
evaluation of environmental liability and identification of required compliance and facility
improvements.

Site Contamination Assessment

Ms. Smith has conducted and/or managed Phase II ESAs on properties identified to have 
recognized environmental conditions during the completion of Phase I ESAs.  These projects 
have typically included collection of soil and ground-water samples from the site for
laboratory analysis. Based on comparison of laboratory data with regulatory action limits, 
recommendations have been formulated for further sampling, remedial action or no further 
assessment.  Some examples of these projects include:

A pre-foreclosure Phase I ESA on a metal storage rack manufacturer identified recognized 
environmental conditions including improper storage of hazardous waste, buried debris and 
potential releases of solvents from an onsite paint booth. Conducted Phase II subsurface 
investigation that identified buried debris as well as solvent impact to soil and ground water. 
Based on findings the bank did not foreclose on the site.

Conducted Phase II subsurface investigation to assess potential landfilled areas and impact 
to the subject property from historic onsite and adjacent gasoline service stations. Excavated 
test pits that confirmed the presence of buried debris.  Due to the presence of this debris a 
portion of the site was considered to be a regulated landfill that restricted future development.

Managed numerous Phase II subsurface investigations in Texas, California, Florida, Georgia, 
Maryland and North Carolina to detect the potential presence of soil or ground-water
contamination from onsite and off site potential environmental concerns.  Assessments were 
conducted associated with concerns associated with metals, herbicides and pesticides, 
USTs and volatile organic compounds from on-site and off-site activities. For some
properties, interacted with state agencies to obtain concurrence that no further assessment 
was warranted.  Consulted with client to assess potential risk associated with properties.

Underground Storage Tank Removals

Commercial building, Ft. Worth, TX - Observed the removal of two gasoline USTs , the 
scope of services included interaction with regulatory agencies to facilitate the removal of the 
tanks, coordination with the tank removal contractor, over excavation of impacted soil and 
performance of confirmatory soil sampling and laboratory analysis. A release impacting soil 
and ground water was identified. The project resulted in the determination of the extent and 
degree of contamination, and a demonstration supporting no additional corrective action was 
warranted and closure was obtained using a Plan B Risk Assessment.

Urban “brownfield” redevelopment, Dallas, TX – During the course of extensive
sampling and analysis of soil and groundwater multiple former USTs and petroleum
contamination were identified in soil and groundwater. Ms. Smith managed coordinated
removal and closure assessment of these former UST systems. A total of approximately 
1,500 cubic yards of Impacted soil was excavated, with roughly 75% being retained for on-
site land-based treatment. Two de-watering / ground-water recovery systems (one per area)
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were installed and operated for a period of several months to remove and treat ground water 
prior to discharging into the storm sewer system. Post-work sampling and analysis
supported achievement of a VCP Certificate for the excavated area. Additional Plan B risk 
assessment, combined with future land use restrictions of the other area supported a state 
UST closure (No Further Action) determination.

Voluntary Cleanup Programs

Ms. Smith has been the Project Manager and provided technical support for over a dozen 
properties that have been accepted into the TNRCC VCP and IOP. Some examples of these 
projects include:

Urban “brownfield” redevelopment, Ft. Worth, TX - Conducted soil and ground-water
sampling and analysis at a large inner-city tract of land, portions of which were historically 
utilized as retail service station, bulk fuel oil storage and wholesale, a rail yard, a fleet 
automotive repair and maintenance facility, and an ice manufacturer. Major aspects of this 
project included the assessment and removal of leaking petroleum storage tanks and the 
excavation and transportation of 12,000 cubic yards of soil impacted by polyaromatic
hydrocarbon to an off site disposal facility. A Certificate of Completion for the site has been 
obtained.

Urban “brownfield” redevelopment, Dallas, TX - Conducted soil and ground-water
sampling and analysis on an inner-city tract of land previously occupied by residences, a 
morgue, a retail facility and an appliance repair facility. On-site soils were impacted by heavy 
metals.  Ground water was demonstrated to have been impacted by a large plume
emanating from a historical dry cleaning plant located approximately ¼ mile from the site. 
Obtained an IOP certificate for the ground-water impact, received No Further Action letter 
supportive of multi-family residential occupancy for heavy metal impact to soil.

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans

U.S. Postal Service, AR, OK, TX - Acted as the project manager and as a member of the 
survey team in the completion of 40 SWPPPs for vehicle maintenance facilities. The project 
included performing on site compliance evaluations, providing recommendations to address 
areas of non-compliance, development of Best Management Practices (BMPs), and
providing assistance with implementation of the plans. Provided plans and training so that 
client personnel could implement monitoring and plans with minimal consultant support.

Texas Cable manufacturer - Provided technical support for preparation of SWPPPs for two 
manufacturing facilities. Provided plans and training so that client personnel could implement 
plans with minimal consultant support.
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Asbestos Consulting Services

Ms. Smith has conducted numerous AHERA and limited asbestos surveys on schools as 
well as commercial properties and prepared asbestos O&M programs. She has managed 
multiple projects that involved comprehensive asbestos surveys and asbestos abatement 
followed by building demolition. She has conducted and routinely manages air monitoring and 
contractor observation / site documentation for asbestos abatement projects. Some
examples of these and related projects include:

Garland ISD, TX - Preparation of over 65 O&M programs for schools and their supporting 
and instructional facilities.

Urban redevelopment, Dallas, TX - Managed a project that included comprehensive 
asbestos surveys, abatement and demolition of over 38 residential structures and three 
commercial structures.

Urban redevelopment, Dallas, TX - Managed comprehensive asbestos surveys,
abatement and demolition of six residential structures and two commercial structures.

Office building, Dallas, TX - Coordinated and conducted air monitoring and contractor 
observation/site documentation for a six month O&M program for a 26 story, occupied, 
commercial building. Site activities included contractor installation of telephone lines and 
computer cables, and HVAC ducting adjustments in areas that contained ACM.  This project 
also included small scale short duration asbestos abatement in damaged areas or areas that 
required significant disturbance of ACMs.

Historic Urban Hotel, Dallas, TX - Conducted air monitoring, and contractor
observation/site documentation during various asbestos abatement projects including the 
main ball room of a hotel in downtown Dallas, various tenant spaces within a mall, the 
common area of an office building/shopping mall.

Mold and Indoor-Air Quality

Together with outside counsel and in-house technical staff, Ms. Smith assisted in preparation 
of a mold and moisture guidance document and policy manual. She assisted in the
preparation of these documents which have been implemented as statement of policy by a 
realty advisor for U.S. properties owned by over a dozen institutional investors. Prepared field 
worksheets for classification and remedy selection by on-site personnel. Subsequently 
revised document to meet multiple applications and worked with client to adapt policy to a 
slimmed-down, more user-friendly document for field use.

She has prepared training outlines and presented short seminars to client staff to assist in 
their implementation of these policies. These procedures are also adapted to pre-acquisition
due diligence, and are applied when tenant complaints are identified, and where mold or 
unusual moisture conditions are found to require corrective action. She has guided the 
development of response actions, prepared work procedures, provided oversight and post-
job documentation for dozens of such projects for owners, managers, and their insurers.

Supervised the preparation of a mold and moisture assessment guidance document
implemented as statement of policy by a nationwide developer and operator of luxury
apartments and student housing. Conduct periodic training for in-house client personnel to 
support uniform implementation of company policy.
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Managed multiple Phase I ESAs incorporating limited, pre-acquisition mold and moisture 
assessments for various institutional investors and conservative developers.

Student Housing project, CA – QORE was engaged by our developer client to review a 
pre-acquisition mold assessment conducted by potential buyer of non-air conditioned
renovated property. That assessment was based on mixed samples of total spores and 
fragments in air and non-quantified surface sample results with no benchmark comparisons. 
Amy crafted a scope of work for establishment of baseline (outdoor reference) conditions to 
form the basis for an objective evaluation of viable indoor bioaerosols by standard methods 
and procedures. The results of this assessment demonstrated that indoor conditions
conformed with baseline conditions as established from outdoor air. Buyer and seller were 
satisfied with this objective assessment of conditions and executed the transaction with 
minimal delay.

Multi-Family property, Dallas, TX Supervised the assessment of a multi-family residential 
property in which tenants had complained of mold growth and unusual moisture conditions 
within their living unit. Prepared and coordinated contractor removal of affected materials and 
provided extensive assessment, including biological testing as confirmation of successful 
completion of work. Conveyed factual assessment information and relayed QORE’s opinion 
to tenants on behalf of client / owner.

Multi-Family property, Atlanta, GA - Planned and supervised mold and moisture
assessment of ground-level apartment units with substantial water damage and heavy mold 
growth. Identified areas of abnormal water entry along an upslope crawlspace requiring an 
engineered control. Expended assessment to include a NESHAP asbestos survey prior to 
mold abatement. Prepared specifications and provided contractor monitoring, oversight,
administration, and confirmation asbestos testing. Property manager’s mis-diagnosis of 
limited points of water entry allowed project to be expanded to expose additional areas 
requiring permanent prevention of water entry.

G:\Standard\Boilerplates\Phase I gobys \New Resumes\ASmithStdRes.doc
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LIMITED ASBESTOS TESTING, OFFICE/WAREHOUSE BUILDINGS 
LOS FELIZ ROAD and FERNANDO COURT, GLENDALE, CA 

Sample
ID

Material
Description Friable Condition Quantity Asbestos 

Content Sample Location

01-1 Drywall No Fair Throughout None Detected Building 4, main large room, north 
wall, west of exit door 

02-1 Joint Compound and 
Tape No Fair Throughout None Detected Building 4, main large room, north 

wall, corner west of exit 

03-1a Gray Mottled 12” Floor 
Tile No Good 3,025 Square 

Feet None Detected Building 4, east office area, center 

03-1b Glue Below Gray 
Mottled 12” Floor Tile No Good 3,025 Square 

Feet None Detected Building 4, east office area, center 

04-1 Drywall No Fair Throughout None Detected Building 1, southeast corner room, 
south wall, by east entrance 

05-1 Joint Compound and 
Tape No Fair Throughout None Detected 

Building 1, southeast corner room, 
south wall, by east entrance or 

office

06-1 Wall Plaster No Good 1,000-Square 
Feet None Detected Building 1, southeast corner room, 

south wall, center 

07-1a Tan 12” Square Pattern 
Linoleum Flooring No Good 50 SF None Detected Building 1, mezzanine, bathroom, 

by commode 

07-1b
Fiber Backing Below 

Tan 12” Square Pattern 
Linoleum Flooring 

Yes Good 50 SF None Detected Building 1, mezzanine, bathroom, 
by commode 

08-1a Tan 2” Square Pattern 
Linoleum Flooring No Good 100 SF None Detected Building 1, mezzanine, bathroom, 

along center of east wall 

08-1b
Fiber Backing Below 

Tan 2” Square Pattern 
Linoleum Flooring 

Yes Good 100 SF None Detected Building 1, mezzanine, bathroom, 
along center of east wall 

09-1 Wall and Ceiling 
Textured Paint No Good Throughout 

Office Area None Detected Building 1, central offices, east 
office, west wall, south end 

10-1 Covebase and Mastic No Good Throughout None Detected Building 1, central offices, hallway, 
northeast corner 

11-1a Wood Pattern Linoleum 
Flooring No Good 400 SF None Detected Building 1, south offices by loading 

dock, center 

11-1b
Fiber Backing Below 

Wood Pattern Linoleum 
Flooring

Yes Good 400 SF None Detected Building 1, south offices by loading 
dock, center 

12-1a Beige 9” Floor Tile No Good 900 SF 5% Chrysotile Building 1, north office by loading 
dock, southwest corner 

12-1b Mastic Below Beige 9” 
Floor Tile No Good 900 SF 10% Chrysotile Building 1, north office by loading 

dock, southwest corner 

13-1 Wall and Ceiling Tile 
Glue Dots No Good 700 SF None Detected Building 1, north office by loading 

dock, west wall 

14-1 Tan With Blue Streaks 
9” Floor Tile No Good 50 SF None Detected Building 1, bathroom near the 

northwest corner, hallway, center 

15-1a Orange Mottled 
Linoleum Flooring No Good 150 SF None Detected Building 1, by northwest bathroom, 

hallway, by door 

15-1b
Fiber Backing Below 

Orange Mottled 
Linoleum

Yes Good 150 SF 45% Chrysotile Building 1, by northwest bathroom, 
hallway, by door 

16-1a Tan Mottled 12” Floor 
Tile No Good 250 SF 3% Chrysotile 

Building 1, northwest storage room 
across from bathroom, by north 

door

16-1b Mastic Below Tan 
Mottled 12” Floor Tile No Good 250 SF None Detected 

Building 1, northwest storage room 
across from bathroom, by north 

door

17-1 Wall and Ceiling 
Textured Paint No Good 1,800 SF 2% Chrysotile Building 1, north offices, south wall, 

center

18-1 2’x4’ Drop Ceiling Tile 
With Dots & Fissures Yes Poor 800 SF None Detected Building 2, center north office, 

center

19-1 Drywall Joint 
Compound and Tape No Good Throughout None Detected Building 2, center north office, 

southwest corner 

20-1 Drywall Joint 
Compound and Tape No Good Throughout None Detected Building 3. northwest corner of 

woman’s bathroom 

PLM Summary Report
NVLAP Lab No. 102056

TDH License No. 30-0084

Client :

Project :

Project # :

Identification :

Test Method :

QORE Property Sciences - Farmers Branch, TX

Limited ACM Testing

150-1421

Asbestos, Bulk Sample Analysis

Polarized Light Microscopy / Dispersion Staining (PLM/DS)

EPA Method 600 / R-93 / 116

Sample Number Client Sample Description / Location Asbestos Content

Sample Date :

On 10/1/2007, twenty (20) bulk material samples were submitted by a representative of QORE Property Sciences - Farmers Branch, TX for asbestos 
analysis by PLM/DS. The PLM Detail Report is attached; additional information may be found therein. The results are summarized below:

Page 1 of  2

Steve Moody Micro Services, Inc.

Lab Job No. :

Report Date :

x7B-09992

09/28/2007

10/01/2007

2051 Valley View Lane

Farmers Branch, TX 75234  (Phone 972-241-8460)

01-1 Drywall None Detected - Bottom Plaster
None Detected - Top Plaster

02-1 Drywall Joint Compound and Tape None Detected - Joint Compound

03-1 Floor Tile and Glue None Detected - Floor Tile
None Detected - Yellow Mastic

04-1 Drywall None Detected - Drywall Material

05-1 Joint Compound and Tape None Detected - Drywall Material
None Detected - Joint Compound

06-1 Plaster None Detected - Plaster

07-1 Linoleum None Detected - Sheet Flooring
None Detected - Fiber Backing

08-1 Linoleum None Detected - Sheet Flooring
None Detected - Fiber Backing

09-1 Texture None Detected - Texture

10-1 Cove Base and Mastic None Detected - Cove Base
None Detected - Cream Mastic

11-1 Linoleum None Detected - Sheet Flooring
None Detected - Fiber Backing

12-1 Floor Tile and Mastic 5% Chrysotile - Floor Tile
10% Chrysotile - Black Mastic

13-1 Glue Dots None Detected - Brown Mastic

14-1 Floor Tile and Glue None Detected - Floor Tile
Insufficient Mastic

15-1 Linoleum None Detected - Sheet Flooring
45% Chrysotile - Fiber Backing

16-1 Floor Tile and Mastic 3% Chrysotile - Floor Tile
None Detected - Black Mastic
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NVLAP Lab No. 102056

TDH License No. 30-0084

Client :

Project :

Project # :

Identification :

Test Method :

QORE Property Sciences - Farmers Branch, TX

Limited ACM Testing

150-1421

Asbestos, Bulk Sample Analysis

Polarized Light Microscopy / Dispersion Staining (PLM/DS)

EPA Method 600 / R-93 / 116

Sample Number Client Sample Description / Location Asbestos Content

Sample Date :

On 10/1/2007, twenty (20) bulk material samples were submitted by a representative of QORE Property Sciences - Farmers Branch, TX for asbestos 
analysis by PLM/DS. The PLM Detail Report is attached; additional information may be found therein. The results are summarized below:

Page 2 of  2

Steve Moody Micro Services, Inc.

Lab Job No. :

Report Date :

x7B-09992

09/28/2007

10/01/2007

2051 Valley View Lane

Farmers Branch, TX 75234  (Phone 972-241-8460)

17-1 Texture None Detected - Drywall Material
2% Chrysotile - Old Texture
None Detected - New Texture

18-1 Ceiling Tile None Detected - Acoustic Tile

19-1 Joint Compound and Tape None Detected - Joint Compound

20-1 Joint Compound and Tape None Detected - Joint Compound

Heather DeinesAnalyst(s):

Lab Director : Steve Moody Approved Signatory :
Thank you for choosing Steve Moody Micro Services

These samples were analyzed by layers. Quantification, unless otherwise noted, is performed by calibrated visual
estimate. Results may not be reproduced except in full.  This test report relates only to the samples tested. These
test results do not imply endorsement by NVLAP or any agency of the U.S. Government. Accredited by the
National Voluntary Laboratory Accreditation Program for Bulk Asbestos Fiber Analysis under Lab Code 102056.

Lab Manager : Bruce Crabb Approved Signatory :
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Project # :

Lab Job No. :

Report Date :

QORE Property Sciences - Farmers Branch, TX

Limited ACM Testing

150-1421
Page 1 of 3

Sample Number Layer Components
% Of 

Sample
Analysis 

Date
% of 
Layer

Analyst

Supplement to PLM Summary Report

x7B-09992

10/01/2007

2051 Valley View Lane

Farmers Branch, TX 75234

Aggregate01-1 Bottom Plaster (Off-White) 50% 10/0165% HD

Calcite / Binders01-1 10/0135% HD

Pumice01-1 Top Plaster (White) 50% 10/0165% HD

Calcite / Binders01-1 10/0135% HD

Calcite / Talc / Binders02-1 Joint Compound (White) 100% 10/01100% HD

Calcite / Vinyl Binders03-1 Floor Tile (Light Tan) 80% 10/01100% HD

Glue Binders03-1 Yellow Mastic (Yellow) 5% 10/01100% HD

Calcite / Binders03-1 Leveling Compound (Off-White) 15% 10/01100% HD

Cellulose Fibers04-1 Drywall Material (White) 95% 10/012% HD

Gypsum / Binders04-1 10/0198% HD

Cellulose Fibers04-1 DW Paper Facing (Tan) 5% 10/01100% HD

Cellulose Fibers05-1 Drywall Material (White) 55% 10/015% HD

Gypsum / Binders05-1 10/0195% HD

Cellulose Fibers05-1 DW Paper Facing (Tan) 35% 10/01100% HD

Binders / Fillers05-1 Joint Compound (Orange) 10% 10/01100% HD

Cellulose Fibers06-1 Plaster (White) 100% 10/015% HD

Gypsum / Binders06-1 10/0195% HD

Synthetic Foam07-1 Sheet Flooring (Off-White) 50% 10/0170% HD

Vinyl Binders07-1 10/0130% HD

Cellulose Fibers07-1 Fiber Backing (Light Grey) 50% 10/0150% HD

Glass Wool Fibers07-1 10/015% HD

Binders / Fillers07-1 10/0145% HD

Synthetic Foam08-1 Sheet Flooring (Off-White) 50% 10/0170% HD

Vinyl Binders08-1 10/0130% HD

Cellulose Fibers08-1 Fiber Backing (Light Grey) 50% 10/0150% HD

Glass Wool Fibers08-1 10/015% HD

Binders / Fillers08-1 10/0145% HD

Calcite / Talc / Binders09-1 Texture (White) 100% 10/01100% HD
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Report Date :

QORE Property Sciences - Farmers Branch, TX

Limited ACM Testing

150-1421
Page 2 of 3

Sample Number Layer Components
% Of 

Sample
Analysis 

Date
% of 
Layer

Analyst

Supplement to PLM Summary Report

x7B-09992

10/01/2007

2051 Valley View Lane

Farmers Branch, TX 75234

Calcite / Vinyl Binders10-1 Cove Base (Blue) 95% 10/01100% HD

Calcite10-1 Cream Mastic (Cream) 5% 10/0150% HD

Glue Binders10-1 10/0150% HD

Synthetic Foam11-1 Sheet Flooring (Brown) 50% 10/0170% HD

Vinyl Binders11-1 10/0130% HD

Cellulose Fibers11-1 Fiber Backing (Light Grey) 50% 10/0150% HD

Glass Wool Fibers11-1 10/015% HD

Binders / Fillers11-1 10/0145% HD

Chrysotile12-1 Floor Tile (Beige) 97% 10/015% HD

Calcite / Vinyl Binders12-1 10/0195% HD

Chrysotile12-1 Black Mastic (Black) 3% 10/0110% HD

Tar Binders12-1 10/0190% HD

Glue Binders13-1 Brown Mastic (Brown) 100% 10/01100% HD

Calcite / Vinyl Binders14-1 Floor Tile (Light Beige) 100% 10/01100% HD

14-1 Insufficient Mastic 10/01 HD

Calcite / Vinyl Binders15-1 Sheet Flooring (Tan / Orange) 50% 10/01100% HD

Chrysotile15-1 Fiber Backing (Light Grey) 50% 10/0145% HD

Cellulose Fibers15-1 10/0130% HD

Binders / Fillers15-1 10/0125% HD

Chrysotile16-1 Floor Tile (Tan) 98% 10/013% HD

Calcite / Vinyl Binders16-1 10/0197% HD

Tar Binders16-1 Black Mastic (Black) 2% 10/01100% HD

Cellulose Fibers17-1 Drywall Material (White) 70% 10/015% HD

Gypsum / Binders17-1 10/0195% HD

Cellulose Fibers17-1 DW Paper Facing (Tan) 10% 10/01100% HD

Chrysotile17-1 Old Texture (White) 10% 10/012% HD

Calcite / Talc / Binders17-1 10/0198% HD

Calcite / Talc / Binders17-1 New Texture (White) 10% 10/01100% HD

Steve Moody Micro Services, Inc. PLM Detail Report
NVLAP Lab No. 102056

TDH License No. 30-0084

Client :

Project :

Project # :

Lab Job No. :

Report Date :

QORE Property Sciences - Farmers Branch, TX

Limited ACM Testing

150-1421
Page 3 of 3

Sample Number Layer Components
% Of 

Sample
Analysis 

Date
% of 
Layer

Analyst

Supplement to PLM Summary Report

x7B-09992

10/01/2007

2051 Valley View Lane

Farmers Branch, TX 75234

Cellulose Fibers18-1 Acoustic Tile (Light Grey) 100% 10/0150% HD

Mineral Wool Fibers18-1 10/0130% HD

Perlite18-1 10/0120% HD

Calcite / Talc / Binders19-1 Joint Compound (White) 100% 10/01100% HD

Calcite / Talc / Binders20-1 Joint Compound (White) 100% 10/01100% HD
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aboratories, Inc.
nvironmental

alscience

October 26, 2007

Karen Harvey
Qore Property Sciences
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710
P

07-10-1857Calscience Work Order No.:Subject:
465 Los FelizClient Reference:

Dear Client:

Enclosed is an analytical report for the above-referenced project.  The samples
included in this report were received 10/25/2007 and analyzed in accordance with
the attached chain-of-custody.

Unless otherwise noted, all analytical testing was accomplished in accordance with
the guidelines established in our Quality Systems Manual, applicable standard
operating procedures, and other related documentation.  The original report of
subcontracted analysis, if any, is provided herein, and follows the standard Calscience
data package. The results in this analytical report are limited to the samples tested
and any reproduction thereof must be made in its entirety.

If you have any questions regarding this report, please do not hesitate to contact
the undersigned.

Sincerely,

Calscience Environmental
Laboratories, Inc.

Virendra Patel
Project Manager

7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .
...CA-ELAP ID: 1230 NELAP ID: 03220CA CSDLAC ID: 10109 SCAQMD ID: 93LA0830

Page 1 of 15

Analytical Reportnvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/25/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1857Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 3510CPreparation:

EPA 8015B (M)Method:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 1 of 1

Lab Sample
Number

Date
Collected QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Date
Prepared

Date
AnalyzedInstrument

10/25/07 10/25/07 10/26/07Aqueous 071026B02MW-3 Water 07-10-1857-8 GC 23

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Motor Oil 250 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

Decachlorobiphenyl 68-14098

10/25/07N/A 10/26/07Aqueous 071026B02Method Blank 099-12-234-156 GC 23

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Motor Oil 250 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

Decachlorobiphenyl 68-140104

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers

Page 2 of 15



Analytical Reportnvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/25/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1857Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 3510CPreparation:

EPA 8015B (M)Method:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 1 of 1

Lab Sample
Number

Date
Collected QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Date
Prepared

Date
AnalyzedInstrument

10/25/07 10/25/07 10/26/07Aqueous 071026B01MW-3 Water 07-10-1857-8 GC 23

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Diesel 50 164

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

Decachlorobiphenyl 68-14098

10/25/07N/A 10/26/07Aqueous 071026B01Method Blank 099-12-330-410 GC 23

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Diesel 50 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

Decachlorobiphenyl 68-140104

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers

Page 3 of 15

Analytical Reportnvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/25/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1857Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 5030BPreparation:

EPA 8015B (M)Method:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 1 of 1

Lab Sample
Number

Date
Collected QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Date
Prepared

Date
AnalyzedInstrument

10/25/07 10/25/07 10/25/07Aqueous 071025B01MW-3 Water 07-10-1857-8 GC 18

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Gasoline 50 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

1,4-Bromofluorobenzene 38-13489

10/25/07N/A 10/25/07Aqueous 071025B01Method Blank 099-12-436-1,061 GC 18

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Gasoline 50 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

1,4-Bromofluorobenzene 38-13490

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers

Page 4 of 15



Analytical Report

aboratories, Inc.
nvironmental

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/25/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1857Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 5030BPreparation:

EPA 8260BMethod:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 1 of 2
Lab Sample

Number
Date

Collected
Date

Prepared
Date

Analyzed QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Units: ug/L

Instrument

10/25/07 10/25/07 10/25/07Aqueous 071025L01MW-3 Water 07-10-1857-8 GC/MS T

ResultResult ParameterQual QualParameter RL RLDF DF
Acetone   50 1ND c-1,3-Dichloropropene     0.50 1ND
Benzene     0.50 1ND t-1,3-Dichloropropene     0.50 1ND
Bromobenzene     1.0 1ND Ethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
Bromochloromethane     1.0 1ND 2-Hexanone   10 1ND
Bromodichloromethane     1.0 1ND Isopropylbenzene     1.0 1ND
Bromoform     1.0 1ND p-Isopropyltoluene     1.0 1ND
Bromomethane   10 1ND Methylene Chloride   10 1ND
2-Butanone   10 1ND 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone   10 1ND
n-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND Naphthalene   10 1ND
sec-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND n-Propylbenzene     1.0 1ND
tert-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND Styrene     1.0 1ND
Carbon Disulfide   10 1ND 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane     1.0 1ND
Carbon Tetrachloride     0.50 1ND 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane     1.0 1ND
Chlorobenzene     1.0 1ND Tetrachloroethene     1.0 13.9
Chloroethane     1.0 1ND Toluene     1.0 11.6
Chloroform     1.0 11.2 1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND
Chloromethane   10 1ND 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND
2-Chlorotoluene     1.0 1ND 1,1,1-Trichloroethane     1.0 1ND
4-Chlorotoluene     1.0 1ND 1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-Trifluoroethane   10 1ND
Dibromochloromethane     1.0 1ND 1,1,2-Trichloroethane     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane     5.0 1ND Trichloroethene     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dibromoethane     1.0 1ND Trichlorofluoromethane   10 1ND
Dibromomethane     1.0 1ND 1,2,3-Trichloropropane     5.0 1ND
1,2-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
1,3-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
1,4-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND Vinyl Acetate   10 1ND
Dichlorodifluoromethane     1.0 11.9 Vinyl Chloride     0.50 1ND
1,1-Dichloroethane     1.0 1ND p/m-Xylene     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dichloroethane     0.50 1ND o-Xylene     1.0 1ND
1,1-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Methyl-t-Butyl Ether (MTBE)     1.0 1ND
c-1,2-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Tert-Butyl Alcohol (TBA)   10 1ND
t-1,2-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Diisopropyl Ether (DIPE)     2.0 1ND
1,2-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Ethyl-t-Butyl Ether (ETBE)     2.0 1ND
1,3-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Tert-Amyl-Methyl Ether (TAME)     2.0 1ND
2,2-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Ethanol 100 1ND
1,1-Dichloropropene     1.0 1ND

REC (%)REC (%) QualSurrogates:QualSurrogates: Control
Limits

Control
Limits

Dibromofluoromethane 74-140107 1,2-Dichloroethane-d4 74-146108
Toluene-d8 88-112101 1,4-Bromofluorobenzene 74-11098

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers

. .

Page 5 of 15

Analytical Report

aboratories, Inc.
nvironmental

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/25/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1857Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 5030BPreparation:

EPA 8260BMethod:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 2 of 2
Lab Sample

Number
Date

Collected
Date

Prepared
Date

Analyzed QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Units: ug/L

Instrument

10/25/07N/A 10/25/07Aqueous 071025L01Method Blank 099-10-006-23,230 GC/MS T

ResultResult ParameterQual QualParameter RL RLDF DF
Acetone   50 1ND c-1,3-Dichloropropene     0.50 1ND
Benzene     0.50 1ND t-1,3-Dichloropropene     0.50 1ND
Bromobenzene     1.0 1ND Ethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
Bromochloromethane     1.0 1ND 2-Hexanone   10 1ND
Bromodichloromethane     1.0 1ND Isopropylbenzene     1.0 1ND
Bromoform     1.0 1ND p-Isopropyltoluene     1.0 1ND
Bromomethane   10 1ND Methylene Chloride   10 1ND
2-Butanone   10 1ND 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone   10 1ND
n-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND Naphthalene   10 1ND
sec-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND n-Propylbenzene     1.0 1ND
tert-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND Styrene     1.0 1ND
Carbon Disulfide   10 1ND 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane     1.0 1ND
Carbon Tetrachloride     0.50 1ND 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane     1.0 1ND
Chlorobenzene     1.0 1ND Tetrachloroethene     1.0 1ND
Chloroethane     1.0 1ND Toluene     1.0 1ND
Chloroform     1.0 1ND 1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND
Chloromethane   10 1ND 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND
2-Chlorotoluene     1.0 1ND 1,1,1-Trichloroethane     1.0 1ND
4-Chlorotoluene     1.0 1ND 1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-Trifluoroethane   10 1ND
Dibromochloromethane     1.0 1ND 1,1,2-Trichloroethane     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane     5.0 1ND Trichloroethene     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dibromoethane     1.0 1ND Trichlorofluoromethane   10 1ND
Dibromomethane     1.0 1ND 1,2,3-Trichloropropane     5.0 1ND
1,2-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
1,3-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
1,4-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND Vinyl Acetate   10 1ND
Dichlorodifluoromethane     1.0 1ND Vinyl Chloride     0.50 1ND
1,1-Dichloroethane     1.0 1ND p/m-Xylene     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dichloroethane     0.50 1ND o-Xylene     1.0 1ND
1,1-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Methyl-t-Butyl Ether (MTBE)     1.0 1ND
c-1,2-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Tert-Butyl Alcohol (TBA)   10 1ND
t-1,2-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Diisopropyl Ether (DIPE)     2.0 1ND
1,2-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Ethyl-t-Butyl Ether (ETBE)     2.0 1ND
1,3-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Tert-Amyl-Methyl Ether (TAME)     2.0 1ND
2,2-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Ethanol 100 1ND
1,1-Dichloropropene     1.0 1ND

REC (%)REC (%) QualSurrogates:QualSurrogates: Control
Limits

Control
Limits

Dibromofluoromethane 74-140106 1,2-Dichloroethane-d4 74-146102
Toluene-d8 88-112100 1,4-Bromofluorobenzene 74-11098

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers

. .
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alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - Spike/Spike Duplicate

Work Order No: 07-10-1857

Method: EPA 8015B (M)

12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

Qore Property Sciences

465 Los FelizProject

EPA 5030BPreparation:

10/25/07Date Received:

Quality Control Sample ID

07-10-1797-1

MS/MSD Batch
Number

071025S01

Matrix

Aqueous

Date
Analyzed

10/25/07

Date
Prepared

10/25/07

Instrument

GC 18

MS %REC MSD %REC %REC CL QualifiersRPD CLParameter RPD

0-18TPH as Gasoline 1883 68-122100

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit

Page 7 of 15

alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - Spike/Spike Duplicate

Work Order No: 07-10-1857

Method: EPA 8260B

12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

Qore Property Sciences

465 Los FelizProject

EPA 5030BPreparation:

10/25/07Date Received:

Quality Control Sample ID

07-10-1716-2

MS/MSD Batch
Number

071025S01

Matrix

Aqueous

Date
Analyzed

10/25/07

Date
Prepared

10/25/07

Instrument

GC/MS T

MS %REC MSD %REC %REC CL QualifiersRPD CLParameter RPD

0-7Benzene 0101 88-118101
0-11Carbon Tetrachloride 499 67-14596
0-7Chlorobenzene 0102 88-118102
0-301,2-Dibromoethane 395 70-13092
0-81,2-Dichlorobenzene 1103 86-116101
0-251,1-Dichloroethene 094 70-13094
0-30Ethylbenzene 3105 70-130102
0-8Toluene 2103 87-123101
0-10Trichloroethene 298 79-12796
0-13Vinyl Chloride 277 69-12975
0-13Methyl-t-Butyl Ether (MTBE) 493 71-13189
0-45Tert-Butyl Alcohol (TBA) 9100 36-168110
0-9Diisopropyl Ether (DIPE) 196 81-12397
0-12Ethyl-t-Butyl Ether (ETBE) 1093 72-12684
0-12Tert-Amyl-Methyl Ether (TAME) 1094 72-12685
0-31Ethanol 12102 53-149115

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit

Page 8 of 15



alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - LCS/LCS Duplicate

Method: EPA 8015B (M)

07-10-1857

465 Los Feliz

EPA 3510CPreparation:
Work Order No:
Date Received:

Project:

Qore Property Sciences
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

N/A

10/25/07

Matrix

Aqueous

Instrument
LCS/LCSD Batch

Number

GC 23 071026B02

Date
Prepared

Date
Analyzed

10/26/07

Quality Control Sample ID

099-12-234-156

Parameter QualifiersRPD CLRPD%REC CLLCS %REC LCSD %REC

109 0-13275-117TPH as Motor Oil 107

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit

Page 9 of 15

alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - LCS/LCS Duplicate

Method: EPA 8015B (M)

07-10-1857

465 Los Feliz

EPA 3510CPreparation:
Work Order No:
Date Received:

Project:

Qore Property Sciences
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

N/A

10/25/07

Matrix

Aqueous

Instrument
LCS/LCSD Batch

Number

GC 23 071026B01

Date
Prepared

Date
Analyzed

10/26/07

Quality Control Sample ID

099-12-330-410

Parameter QualifiersRPD CLRPD%REC CLLCS %REC LCSD %REC

110 0-13475-117TPH as Diesel 115

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit

Page 10 of 15



alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - LCS/LCS Duplicate

Method: EPA 8015B (M)

07-10-1857

465 Los Feliz

EPA 5030BPreparation:
Work Order No:
Date Received:

Project:

Qore Property Sciences
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

N/A

10/25/07

Matrix

Aqueous

Instrument
LCS/LCSD Batch

Number

GC 18 071025B01

Date
Prepared

Date
Analyzed

10/25/07

Quality Control Sample ID

099-12-436-1,061

Parameter QualifiersRPD CLRPD%REC CLLCS %REC LCSD %REC

100 0-10678-120TPH as Gasoline 94

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit

Page 11 of 15

alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - LCS/LCS Duplicate

Method: EPA 8260B

07-10-1857

465 Los Feliz

EPA 5030BPreparation:
Work Order No:
Date Received:

Project:

Qore Property Sciences
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

N/A

10/25/07

Matrix

Aqueous

Instrument
LCS/LCSD Batch

Number

GC/MS T 071025L01

Date
Prepared

Date
Analyzed

10/25/07

Quality Control Sample ID

099-10-006-23,230

Parameter QualifiersRPD CLRPD%REC CLLCS %REC LCSD %REC

99 0-8084-120Benzene 99
95 0-10063-147Carbon Tetrachloride 95
102 0-7189-119Chlorobenzene 104
95 0-20380-1201,2-Dibromoethane 93
103 0-9189-1191,2-Dichlorobenzene 102
95 0-16077-1251,1-Dichloroethene 95
103 0-20180-120Ethylbenzene 103
103 0-9283-125Toluene 101
96 0-8089-119Trichloroethene 97
76 0-13263-135Vinyl Chloride 75
93 0-13382-118Methyl-t-Butyl Ether (MTBE) 90
101 0-32446-154Tert-Butyl Alcohol (TBA) 105
96 0-11081-123Diisopropyl Ether (DIPE) 96
92 0-12774-122Ethyl-t-Butyl Ether (ETBE) 87
95 0-10976-124Tert-Amyl-Methyl Ether (TAME) 86
106 0-32960-138Ethanol 116

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit

Page 12 of 15



alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Glossary of Terms and Qualifiers

Work Order Number:

Qualifier Definition

07-10-1857

See applicable analysis comment.*
Surrogate compound recovery was out of control due to a required sample dilution,
therefore, the sample data was reported without further clarification.

1

Surrogate compound recovery was out of control due to matrix interference.  The
associated method blank surrogate spike compound was in control and, therefore, the
sample data was reported without further clarification.

2

Recovery of the Matrix Spike (MS) or Matrix Spike Duplicate (MSD) compound was out of
control due to matrix interference.  The associated LCS and/or LCSD was in control and,
therefore, the sample data was reported without further clarification.

3

The MS/MSD RPD was out of control due to matrix interference.  The LCS/LCSD RPD
was in control and, therefore, the sample data was reported without further clarification.

4

The PDS/PDSD associated with this batch of samples was out of control due to a matrix
interference effect. The associated batch LCS/LCSD was in control and, hence, the
associated sample data was reported with no further corrective action required.

5

Result is the average of all dilutions, as defined by the method.A
Analyte was present in the associated method blank.B
Analyte presence was not confirmed on primary column.C
Concentration exceeds the calibration range.E
Sample received and/or analyzed past the recommended holding time.H
Analyte was detected at a concentration below the reporting limit and above the
laboratory method detection limit.  Reported value is estimated.

J

Nontarget Analyte.N
Parameter not detected at the indicated reporting limit.ND
Spike recovery and RPD control limits do not apply resulting from the parameter
concentration in the sample exceeding the spike concentration by a factor of four or
greater.

Q

Undetected at the laboratory method detection limit.U
% Recovery and/or RPD out-of-range.X
Analyte presence was not confirmed by second column or GC/MS analysis.Z

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

Page 13 of 15 Page 14 of 15
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aboratories, Inc.
nvironmental

alscience

October 29, 2007

Karen Harvey
Qore Property Sciences
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710
P

07-10-1947Calscience Work Order No.:Subject:
465 Los FelizClient Reference:

Dear Client:

Enclosed is an analytical report for the above-referenced project.  The samples
included in this report were received 10/26/2007 and analyzed in accordance with
the attached chain-of-custody.

Unless otherwise noted, all analytical testing was accomplished in accordance with
the guidelines established in our Quality Systems Manual, applicable standard
operating procedures, and other related documentation.  The original report of
subcontracted analysis, if any, is provided herein, and follows the standard Calscience
data package. The results in this analytical report are limited to the samples tested
and any reproduction thereof must be made in its entirety.

If you have any questions regarding this report, please do not hesitate to contact
the undersigned.

Sincerely,

Calscience Environmental
Laboratories, Inc.

Virendra Patel
Project Manager

7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .
...CA-ELAP ID: 1230 NELAP ID: 03220CA CSDLAC ID: 10109 SCAQMD ID: 93LA0830
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Analytical Reportnvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/26/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1947Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 3510CPreparation:

EPA 8015B (M)Method:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 1 of 1

Lab Sample
Number

Date
Collected QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Date
Prepared

Date
AnalyzedInstrument

10/26/07 10/27/07 10/29/07Aqueous 071027B06MW-4  WATER 07-10-1947-2 GC 23

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Motor Oil 250 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

Decachlorobiphenyl 68-140115

10/27/07N/A 10/29/07Aqueous 071027B06Method Blank 099-12-234-158 GC 23

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Motor Oil 250 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

Decachlorobiphenyl 68-140118

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers
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Analytical Reportnvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/26/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1947Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 3510CPreparation:

EPA 8015B (M)Method:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 1 of 1

Lab Sample
Number

Date
Collected QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Date
Prepared

Date
AnalyzedInstrument

10/26/07 10/27/07 10/29/07Aqueous 071027B05MW-4  WATER 07-10-1947-2 GC 23

-The sample chromatographic pattern for TPH does not match the chromatographic pattern of the specified standard.  Quantitation
of the unknown hydrocarbon(s) in the sample was based upon the specified standard.

Comment(s):

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Diesel 50 1120

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

Decachlorobiphenyl 68-140115

10/27/07N/A 10/29/07Aqueous 071027B05Method Blank 099-12-330-415 GC 23

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Diesel 50 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

Decachlorobiphenyl 68-140118

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers
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Analytical Reportnvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/26/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1947Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 5030BPreparation:

EPA 8015B (M)Method:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 1 of 1

Lab Sample
Number

Date
Collected QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Date
Prepared

Date
AnalyzedInstrument

10/26/07 10/26/07 10/26/07Aqueous 071026B03MW-4  WATER 07-10-1947-2 GC 24

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Gasoline 50 168

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

1,4-Bromofluorobenzene 38-13480

10/26/07N/A 10/26/07Aqueous 071026B03Method Blank 099-12-436-1,065 GC 24

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Gasoline 50 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

1,4-Bromofluorobenzene 38-13481

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers
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Analytical Report

aboratories, Inc.
nvironmental

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/26/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1947Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 5030BPreparation:

EPA 8260BMethod:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 1 of 2
Lab Sample

Number
Date

Collected
Date

Prepared
Date

Analyzed QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Units: ug/L

Instrument

10/26/07 10/27/07 10/27/07Aqueous 071027L01MW-4  WATER 07-10-1947-2 GC/MS T

ResultResult ParameterQual QualParameter RL RLDF DF
Acetone   50 1ND c-1,3-Dichloropropene     0.50 1ND
Benzene     0.50 1ND t-1,3-Dichloropropene     0.50 1ND
Bromobenzene     1.0 1ND Ethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
Bromochloromethane     1.0 1ND 2-Hexanone   10 1ND
Bromodichloromethane     1.0 1ND Isopropylbenzene     1.0 1ND
Bromoform     1.0 1ND p-Isopropyltoluene     1.0 1ND
Bromomethane   10 1ND Methylene Chloride   10 1ND
2-Butanone   10 1ND 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone   10 1ND
n-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND Naphthalene   10 1ND
sec-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND n-Propylbenzene     1.0 1ND
tert-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND Styrene     1.0 1ND
Carbon Disulfide   10 1ND 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane     1.0 1ND
Carbon Tetrachloride     0.50 1ND 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane     1.0 1ND
Chlorobenzene     1.0 1ND Tetrachloroethene     1.0 1  9.5
Chloroethane     1.0 1ND Toluene     1.0 124
Chloroform     1.0 1  1.4 1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND
Chloromethane   10 1ND 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND
2-Chlorotoluene     1.0 1ND 1,1,1-Trichloroethane     1.0 1ND
4-Chlorotoluene     1.0 1ND 1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-Trifluoroethane   10 1ND
Dibromochloromethane     1.0 1ND 1,1,2-Trichloroethane     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane     5.0 1ND Trichloroethene     1.0 1  2.3
1,2-Dibromoethane     1.0 1ND Trichlorofluoromethane   10 1ND
Dibromomethane     1.0 1ND 1,2,3-Trichloropropane     5.0 1ND
1,2-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
1,3-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
1,4-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND Vinyl Acetate   10 1ND
Dichlorodifluoromethane     1.0 1ND Vinyl Chloride     0.50 1ND
1,1-Dichloroethane     1.0 1ND p/m-Xylene     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dichloroethane     0.50 1ND o-Xylene     1.0 1ND
1,1-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Methyl-t-Butyl Ether (MTBE)     1.0 1ND
c-1,2-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Tert-Butyl Alcohol (TBA)   10 1ND
t-1,2-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Diisopropyl Ether (DIPE)     2.0 1ND
1,2-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Ethyl-t-Butyl Ether (ETBE)     2.0 1ND
1,3-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Tert-Amyl-Methyl Ether (TAME)     2.0 1ND
2,2-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Ethanol 100 1ND
1,1-Dichloropropene     1.0 1ND

REC (%)REC (%) QualSurrogates:QualSurrogates: Control
Limits

Control
Limits

Dibromofluoromethane 74-140108 1,2-Dichloroethane-d4 74-146107
Toluene-d8 88-112100 1,4-Bromofluorobenzene 74-11096

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers

. .
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Analytical Report

aboratories, Inc.
nvironmental

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/26/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1947Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 5030BPreparation:

EPA 8260BMethod:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 2 of 2
Lab Sample

Number
Date

Collected
Date

Prepared
Date

Analyzed QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Units: ug/L

Instrument

10/27/07N/A 10/27/07Aqueous 071027L01Method Blank 099-10-006-23,246 GC/MS T

ResultResult ParameterQual QualParameter RL RLDF DF
Acetone   50 1ND c-1,3-Dichloropropene     0.50 1ND
Benzene     0.50 1ND t-1,3-Dichloropropene     0.50 1ND
Bromobenzene     1.0 1ND Ethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
Bromochloromethane     1.0 1ND 2-Hexanone   10 1ND
Bromodichloromethane     1.0 1ND Isopropylbenzene     1.0 1ND
Bromoform     1.0 1ND p-Isopropyltoluene     1.0 1ND
Bromomethane   10 1ND Methylene Chloride   10 1ND
2-Butanone   10 1ND 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone   10 1ND
n-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND Naphthalene   10 1ND
sec-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND n-Propylbenzene     1.0 1ND
tert-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND Styrene     1.0 1ND
Carbon Disulfide   10 1ND 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane     1.0 1ND
Carbon Tetrachloride     0.50 1ND 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane     1.0 1ND
Chlorobenzene     1.0 1ND Tetrachloroethene     1.0 1ND
Chloroethane     1.0 1ND Toluene     1.0 1ND
Chloroform     1.0 1ND 1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND
Chloromethane   10 1ND 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND
2-Chlorotoluene     1.0 1ND 1,1,1-Trichloroethane     1.0 1ND
4-Chlorotoluene     1.0 1ND 1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-Trifluoroethane   10 1ND
Dibromochloromethane     1.0 1ND 1,1,2-Trichloroethane     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane     5.0 1ND Trichloroethene     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dibromoethane     1.0 1ND Trichlorofluoromethane   10 1ND
Dibromomethane     1.0 1ND 1,2,3-Trichloropropane     5.0 1ND
1,2-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
1,3-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
1,4-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND Vinyl Acetate   10 1ND
Dichlorodifluoromethane     1.0 1ND Vinyl Chloride     0.50 1ND
1,1-Dichloroethane     1.0 1ND p/m-Xylene     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dichloroethane     0.50 1ND o-Xylene     1.0 1ND
1,1-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Methyl-t-Butyl Ether (MTBE)     1.0 1ND
c-1,2-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Tert-Butyl Alcohol (TBA)   10 1ND
t-1,2-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Diisopropyl Ether (DIPE)     2.0 1ND
1,2-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Ethyl-t-Butyl Ether (ETBE)     2.0 1ND
1,3-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Tert-Amyl-Methyl Ether (TAME)     2.0 1ND
2,2-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Ethanol 100 1ND
1,1-Dichloropropene     1.0 1ND

REC (%)REC (%) QualSurrogates:QualSurrogates: Control
Limits

Control
Limits

Dibromofluoromethane 74-140112 1,2-Dichloroethane-d4 74-146113
Toluene-d8 88-112100 1,4-Bromofluorobenzene 74-11098

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers

. .

Page 6 of 15

alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - Spike/Spike Duplicate

Work Order No: 07-10-1947

Method: EPA 8015B (M)

12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

Qore Property Sciences

465 Los FelizProject

EPA 5030BPreparation:

10/26/07Date Received:

Quality Control Sample ID

07-10-1939-1

MS/MSD Batch
Number

071026S02

Matrix

Aqueous

Date
Analyzed

10/26/07

Date
Prepared

10/26/07

Instrument

GC 24

MS %REC MSD %REC %REC CL QualifiersRPD CLParameter RPD

0-18TPH as Gasoline 299 68-12297

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit

Page 7 of 15



alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - Spike/Spike Duplicate

Work Order No: 07-10-1947

Method: EPA 8260B

12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

Qore Property Sciences

465 Los FelizProject

EPA 5030BPreparation:

10/26/07Date Received:

Quality Control Sample ID

07-10-1832-1

MS/MSD Batch
Number

071027S01

Matrix

Aqueous

Date
Analyzed

10/27/07

Date
Prepared

10/27/07

Instrument

GC/MS T

MS %REC MSD %REC %REC CL QualifiersRPD CLParameter RPD

0-7Benzene 0100 88-118100
0-11Carbon Tetrachloride 0101 67-145101
0-7Chlorobenzene 2101 88-118103
0-301,2-Dibromoethane 793 70-130100
0-81,2-Dichlorobenzene 1103 86-116104
0-251,1-Dichloroethene 194 70-13094
0-30Ethylbenzene 3101 70-130104
0-8Toluene 1102 87-123103
0-10Trichloroethene 197 79-12797
0-13Vinyl Chloride 272 69-12971
0-13Methyl-t-Butyl Ether (MTBE) 492 71-13196
0-45Tert-Butyl Alcohol (TBA) 1117 36-168116
0-9Diisopropyl Ether (DIPE) 298 81-12399
0-12Ethyl-t-Butyl Ether (ETBE) 586 72-12691
0-12Tert-Amyl-Methyl Ether (TAME) 486 72-12690
0-31Ethanol 11116 53-149130

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit

Page 8 of 15

alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - LCS/LCS Duplicate

Method: EPA 8015B (M)

07-10-1947

465 Los Feliz

EPA 3510CPreparation:
Work Order No:
Date Received:

Project:

Qore Property Sciences
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

N/A

10/27/07

Matrix

Aqueous

Instrument
LCS/LCSD Batch

Number

GC 23 071027B06

Date
Prepared

Date
Analyzed

10/29/07

Quality Control Sample ID

099-12-234-158

Parameter QualifiersRPD CLRPD%REC CLLCS %REC LCSD %REC

106 0-13775-117TPH as Motor Oil 114

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit

Page 9 of 15



alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - LCS/LCS Duplicate

Method: EPA 8015B (M)

07-10-1947

465 Los Feliz

EPA 3510CPreparation:
Work Order No:
Date Received:

Project:

Qore Property Sciences
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

N/A

10/27/07

Matrix

Aqueous

Instrument
LCS/LCSD Batch

Number

GC 23 071027B05

Date
Prepared

Date
Analyzed

10/29/07

Quality Control Sample ID

099-12-330-415

Parameter QualifiersRPD CLRPD%REC CLLCS %REC LCSD %REC

98 0-13275-117TPH as Diesel 96

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit

Page 10 of 15

alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - LCS/LCS Duplicate

Method: EPA 8015B (M)

07-10-1947

465 Los Feliz

EPA 5030BPreparation:
Work Order No:
Date Received:

Project:

Qore Property Sciences
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

N/A

10/26/07

Matrix

Aqueous

Instrument
LCS/LCSD Batch

Number

GC 24 071026B03

Date
Prepared

Date
Analyzed

10/26/07

Quality Control Sample ID

099-12-436-1,065

Parameter QualifiersRPD CLRPD%REC CLLCS %REC LCSD %REC

97 0-10178-120TPH as Gasoline 96

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit
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alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - LCS/LCS Duplicate

Method: EPA 8260B

07-10-1947

465 Los Feliz

EPA 5030BPreparation:
Work Order No:
Date Received:

Project:

Qore Property Sciences
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

N/A

10/27/07

Matrix

Aqueous

Instrument
LCS/LCSD Batch

Number

GC/MS T 071027L01

Date
Prepared

Date
Analyzed

10/27/07

Quality Control Sample ID

099-10-006-23,246

Parameter QualifiersRPD CLRPD%REC CLLCS %REC LCSD %REC

99 0-8084-120Benzene 99
102 0-10163-147Carbon Tetrachloride 101
103 0-7289-119Chlorobenzene 104
101 0-20080-1201,2-Dibromoethane 101
106 0-9289-1191,2-Dichlorobenzene 104
99 0-16277-1251,1-Dichloroethene 97
104 0-20180-120Ethylbenzene 105
101 0-9083-125Toluene 101
97 0-8289-119Trichloroethene 99
76 0-13663-135Vinyl Chloride 72
98 0-13182-118Methyl-t-Butyl Ether (MTBE) 97
105 0-32746-154Tert-Butyl Alcohol (TBA) 112
96 0-11181-123Diisopropyl Ether (DIPE) 96
94 0-12474-122Ethyl-t-Butyl Ether (ETBE) 90
95 0-10276-124Tert-Amyl-Methyl Ether (TAME) 93
102 0-32860-138Ethanol 110

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit

Page 12 of 15

alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Glossary of Terms and Qualifiers

Work Order Number:

Qualifier Definition

07-10-1947

See applicable analysis comment.*
Surrogate compound recovery was out of control due to a required sample dilution,
therefore, the sample data was reported without further clarification.

1

Surrogate compound recovery was out of control due to matrix interference.  The
associated method blank surrogate spike compound was in control and, therefore, the
sample data was reported without further clarification.

2

Recovery of the Matrix Spike (MS) or Matrix Spike Duplicate (MSD) compound was out of
control due to matrix interference.  The associated LCS and/or LCSD was in control and,
therefore, the sample data was reported without further clarification.

3

The MS/MSD RPD was out of control due to matrix interference.  The LCS/LCSD RPD
was in control and, therefore, the sample data was reported without further clarification.

4

The PDS/PDSD associated with this batch of samples was out of control due to a matrix
interference effect. The associated batch LCS/LCSD was in control and, hence, the
associated sample data was reported with no further corrective action required.

5

Result is the average of all dilutions, as defined by the method.A
Analyte was present in the associated method blank.B
Analyte presence was not confirmed on primary column.C
Concentration exceeds the calibration range.E
Sample received and/or analyzed past the recommended holding time.H
Analyte was detected at a concentration below the reporting limit and above the
laboratory method detection limit.  Reported value is estimated.

J

Nontarget Analyte.N
Parameter not detected at the indicated reporting limit.ND
Spike recovery and RPD control limits do not apply resulting from the parameter
concentration in the sample exceeding the spike concentration by a factor of four or
greater.

Q

Undetected at the laboratory method detection limit.U
% Recovery and/or RPD out-of-range.X
Analyte presence was not confirmed by second column or GC/MS analysis.Z

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .
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aboratories, Inc.
nvironmental

alscience

October 30, 2007

Karen Harvey
Qore Property Sciences
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710
P

07-10-1981Calscience Work Order No.:Subject:
465 Los FelizClient Reference:

Dear Client:

Enclosed is an analytical report for the above-referenced project.  The samples
included in this report were received 10/27/2007 and analyzed in accordance with
the attached chain-of-custody.

Unless otherwise noted, all analytical testing was accomplished in accordance with
the guidelines established in our Quality Systems Manual, applicable standard
operating procedures, and other related documentation.  The original report of
subcontracted analysis, if any, is provided herein, and follows the standard Calscience
data package. The results in this analytical report are limited to the samples tested
and any reproduction thereof must be made in its entirety.

If you have any questions regarding this report, please do not hesitate to contact
the undersigned.

Sincerely,

Calscience Environmental
Laboratories, Inc.

Virendra Patel
Project Manager

7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .
...CA-ELAP ID: 1230 NELAP ID: 03220CA CSDLAC ID: 10109 SCAQMD ID: 93LA0830

Page 1 of 17

Analytical Reportnvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/27/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1981Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 3510CPreparation:

EPA 8015B (M)Method:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 1 of 1

Lab Sample
Number

Date
Collected QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Date
Prepared

Date
AnalyzedInstrument

10/26/07 10/27/07 10/28/07Aqueous 071027B05MW-1 WATER 07-10-1981-1 GC 23

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Motor Oil 250 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

Decachlorobiphenyl 68-14090

10/26/07 10/27/07 10/28/07Aqueous 071027B05MW-2 WATER 07-10-1981-2 GC 23

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Motor Oil 250 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

Decachlorobiphenyl 68-14097

10/27/07N/A 10/28/07Aqueous 071027B05Method Blank 099-12-234-157 GC 23

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Motor Oil 250 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

Decachlorobiphenyl 68-140117

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers
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Analytical Reportnvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/27/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1981Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 3510CPreparation:

EPA 8015B (M)Method:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 1 of 1

Lab Sample
Number

Date
Collected QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Date
Prepared

Date
AnalyzedInstrument

10/26/07 10/27/07 10/28/07Aqueous 071027B04MW-1 WATER 07-10-1981-1 GC 23

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Diesel 50 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

Decachlorobiphenyl 68-14090

10/26/07 10/27/07 10/28/07Aqueous 071027B04MW-2 WATER 07-10-1981-2 GC 23

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Diesel 50 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

Decachlorobiphenyl 68-14097

10/26/07N/A 10/28/07Aqueous 071027B04Method Blank 099-12-330-414 GC 23

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Diesel 50 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

Decachlorobiphenyl 68-140117

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers

Page 3 of 17

Analytical Reportnvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/27/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1981Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 5030BPreparation:

EPA 8015B (M)Method:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 1 of 1

Lab Sample
Number

Date
Collected QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Date
Prepared

Date
AnalyzedInstrument

10/26/07 10/27/07 10/27/07Aqueous 071027B01MW-1 WATER 07-10-1981-1 GC 11

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Gasoline 50 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

1,4-Bromofluorobenzene 38-13489

10/26/07 10/27/07 10/27/07Aqueous 071027B01MW-2 WATER 07-10-1981-2 GC 11

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Gasoline 50 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

1,4-Bromofluorobenzene 38-13487

10/27/07N/A 10/27/07Aqueous 071027B01Method Blank 099-12-436-1,066 GC 11

QualParameter Result RL UnitsDF

ug/LTPH as Gasoline 50 1ND

Surrogates: QualREC (%) Control Limits

1,4-Bromofluorobenzene 38-13489

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers
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Analytical Report

aboratories, Inc.
nvironmental

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/27/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1981Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 5030BPreparation:

EPA 8260BMethod:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 1 of 3
Lab Sample

Number
Date

Collected
Date

Prepared
Date

Analyzed QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Units: ug/L

Instrument

10/26/07 10/27/07 10/27/07Aqueous 071027L01MW-1 WATER 07-10-1981-1 GC/MS T

ResultResult ParameterQual QualParameter RL RLDF DF
Acetone   50 1ND c-1,3-Dichloropropene     0.50 1ND
Benzene     0.50 1ND t-1,3-Dichloropropene     0.50 1ND
Bromobenzene     1.0 1ND Ethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
Bromochloromethane     1.0 1ND 2-Hexanone   10 1ND
Bromodichloromethane     1.0 1ND Isopropylbenzene     1.0 1ND
Bromoform     1.0 1ND p-Isopropyltoluene     1.0 1ND
Bromomethane   10 1ND Methylene Chloride   10 1ND
2-Butanone   10 1ND 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone   10 1ND
n-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND Naphthalene   10 1ND
sec-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND n-Propylbenzene     1.0 1ND
tert-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND Styrene     1.0 1ND
Carbon Disulfide   10 1ND 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane     1.0 1ND
Carbon Tetrachloride     0.50 1ND 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane     1.0 1ND
Chlorobenzene     1.0 1ND Tetrachloroethene     1.0 126
Chloroethane     1.0 1ND Toluene     1.0 1ND
Chloroform     1.0 1  1.4 1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND
Chloromethane   10 1ND 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND
2-Chlorotoluene     1.0 1ND 1,1,1-Trichloroethane     1.0 1ND
4-Chlorotoluene     1.0 1ND 1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-Trifluoroethane   10 1ND
Dibromochloromethane     1.0 1ND 1,1,2-Trichloroethane     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane     5.0 1ND Trichloroethene     1.0 1  4.6
1,2-Dibromoethane     1.0 1ND Trichlorofluoromethane   10 1ND
Dibromomethane     1.0 1ND 1,2,3-Trichloropropane     5.0 1ND
1,2-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
1,3-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
1,4-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND Vinyl Acetate   10 1ND
Dichlorodifluoromethane     1.0 1ND Vinyl Chloride     0.50 1ND
1,1-Dichloroethane     1.0 1ND p/m-Xylene     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dichloroethane     0.50 1ND o-Xylene     1.0 1ND
1,1-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Methyl-t-Butyl Ether (MTBE)     1.0 1ND
c-1,2-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Tert-Butyl Alcohol (TBA)   10 1ND
t-1,2-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Diisopropyl Ether (DIPE)     2.0 1ND
1,2-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Ethyl-t-Butyl Ether (ETBE)     2.0 1ND
1,3-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Tert-Amyl-Methyl Ether (TAME)     2.0 1ND
2,2-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Ethanol 100 1ND
1,1-Dichloropropene     1.0 1ND

REC (%)REC (%) QualSurrogates:QualSurrogates: Control
Limits

Control
Limits

Dibromofluoromethane 74-140111 1,2-Dichloroethane-d4 74-146114
Toluene-d8 88-112101 1,4-Bromofluorobenzene 74-11096

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers

. .
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Analytical Report

aboratories, Inc.
nvironmental

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/27/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1981Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 5030BPreparation:

EPA 8260BMethod:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 2 of 3
Lab Sample

Number
Date

Collected
Date

Prepared
Date

Analyzed QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Units: ug/L

Instrument

10/26/07 10/27/07 10/27/07Aqueous 071027L01MW-2 WATER 07-10-1981-2 GC/MS T

ResultResult ParameterQual QualParameter RL RLDF DF
Acetone   50 1ND c-1,3-Dichloropropene     0.50 1ND
Benzene     0.50 1ND t-1,3-Dichloropropene     0.50 1ND
Bromobenzene     1.0 1ND Ethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
Bromochloromethane     1.0 1ND 2-Hexanone   10 1ND
Bromodichloromethane     1.0 11.2 Isopropylbenzene     1.0 1ND
Bromoform     1.0 11.2 p-Isopropyltoluene     1.0 1ND
Bromomethane   10 1ND Methylene Chloride   10 1ND
2-Butanone   10 1ND 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone   10 1ND
n-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND Naphthalene   10 1ND
sec-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND n-Propylbenzene     1.0 1ND
tert-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND Styrene     1.0 1ND
Carbon Disulfide   10 1ND 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane     1.0 1ND
Carbon Tetrachloride     0.50 1ND 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane     1.0 1ND
Chlorobenzene     1.0 1ND Tetrachloroethene     1.0 13.7
Chloroethane     1.0 1ND Toluene     1.0 16.8
Chloroform     1.0 11.7 1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND
Chloromethane   10 1ND 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND
2-Chlorotoluene     1.0 1ND 1,1,1-Trichloroethane     1.0 1ND
4-Chlorotoluene     1.0 1ND 1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-Trifluoroethane   10 1ND
Dibromochloromethane     1.0 11.8 1,1,2-Trichloroethane     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane     5.0 1ND Trichloroethene     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dibromoethane     1.0 1ND Trichlorofluoromethane   10 1ND
Dibromomethane     1.0 1ND 1,2,3-Trichloropropane     5.0 1ND
1,2-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
1,3-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
1,4-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND Vinyl Acetate   10 1ND
Dichlorodifluoromethane     1.0 11.7 Vinyl Chloride     0.50 1ND
1,1-Dichloroethane     1.0 1ND p/m-Xylene     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dichloroethane     0.50 1ND o-Xylene     1.0 1ND
1,1-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Methyl-t-Butyl Ether (MTBE)     1.0 1ND
c-1,2-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Tert-Butyl Alcohol (TBA)   10 1ND
t-1,2-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Diisopropyl Ether (DIPE)     2.0 1ND
1,2-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Ethyl-t-Butyl Ether (ETBE)     2.0 1ND
1,3-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Tert-Amyl-Methyl Ether (TAME)     2.0 1ND
2,2-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Ethanol 100 1ND
1,1-Dichloropropene     1.0 1ND

REC (%)REC (%) QualSurrogates:QualSurrogates: Control
Limits

Control
Limits

Dibromofluoromethane 74-140109 1,2-Dichloroethane-d4 74-146113
Toluene-d8 88-112101 1,4-Bromofluorobenzene 74-11097

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers

. .
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Analytical Report

aboratories, Inc.
nvironmental

alscience

Qore Property Sciences 10/27/07Date Received:
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807 07-10-1981Work Order No:
Dallas, TX 75234-6710 EPA 5030BPreparation:

EPA 8260BMethod:

Project: 465 Los Feliz Page 3 of 3
Lab Sample

Number
Date

Collected
Date

Prepared
Date

Analyzed QC Batch IDClient Sample Number Matrix

Units: ug/L

Instrument

10/27/07N/A 10/27/07Aqueous 071027L01Method Blank 099-10-006-23,246 GC/MS T

ResultResult ParameterQual QualParameter RL RLDF DF
Acetone   50 1ND c-1,3-Dichloropropene     0.50 1ND
Benzene     0.50 1ND t-1,3-Dichloropropene     0.50 1ND
Bromobenzene     1.0 1ND Ethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
Bromochloromethane     1.0 1ND 2-Hexanone   10 1ND
Bromodichloromethane     1.0 1ND Isopropylbenzene     1.0 1ND
Bromoform     1.0 1ND p-Isopropyltoluene     1.0 1ND
Bromomethane   10 1ND Methylene Chloride   10 1ND
2-Butanone   10 1ND 4-Methyl-2-Pentanone   10 1ND
n-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND Naphthalene   10 1ND
sec-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND n-Propylbenzene     1.0 1ND
tert-Butylbenzene     1.0 1ND Styrene     1.0 1ND
Carbon Disulfide   10 1ND 1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane     1.0 1ND
Carbon Tetrachloride     0.50 1ND 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane     1.0 1ND
Chlorobenzene     1.0 1ND Tetrachloroethene     1.0 1ND
Chloroethane     1.0 1ND Toluene     1.0 1ND
Chloroform     1.0 1ND 1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND
Chloromethane   10 1ND 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND
2-Chlorotoluene     1.0 1ND 1,1,1-Trichloroethane     1.0 1ND
4-Chlorotoluene     1.0 1ND 1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-Trifluoroethane   10 1ND
Dibromochloromethane     1.0 1ND 1,1,2-Trichloroethane     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane     5.0 1ND Trichloroethene     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dibromoethane     1.0 1ND Trichlorofluoromethane   10 1ND
Dibromomethane     1.0 1ND 1,2,3-Trichloropropane     5.0 1ND
1,2-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
1,3-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene     1.0 1ND
1,4-Dichlorobenzene     1.0 1ND Vinyl Acetate   10 1ND
Dichlorodifluoromethane     1.0 1ND Vinyl Chloride     0.50 1ND
1,1-Dichloroethane     1.0 1ND p/m-Xylene     1.0 1ND
1,2-Dichloroethane     0.50 1ND o-Xylene     1.0 1ND
1,1-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Methyl-t-Butyl Ether (MTBE)     1.0 1ND
c-1,2-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Tert-Butyl Alcohol (TBA)   10 1ND
t-1,2-Dichloroethene     1.0 1ND Diisopropyl Ether (DIPE)     2.0 1ND
1,2-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Ethyl-t-Butyl Ether (ETBE)     2.0 1ND
1,3-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Tert-Amyl-Methyl Ether (TAME)     2.0 1ND
2,2-Dichloropropane     1.0 1ND Ethanol 100 1ND
1,1-Dichloropropene     1.0 1ND

REC (%)REC (%) QualSurrogates:QualSurrogates: Control
Limits

Control
Limits

Dibromofluoromethane 74-140112 1,2-Dichloroethane-d4 74-146113
Toluene-d8 88-112100 1,4-Bromofluorobenzene 74-11098

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501

RL - Reporting Limit , DF - Dilution Factor , Qual - Qualifiers

. .
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alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - Spike/Spike Duplicate

Work Order No: 07-10-1981

Method: EPA 8015B (M)

12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

Qore Property Sciences

465 Los FelizProject

EPA 5030BPreparation:

10/27/07Date Received:

Quality Control Sample ID

MW-1 WATER

MS/MSD Batch
Number

071027S01

Matrix

Aqueous

Date
Analyzed

10/27/07

Date
Prepared

10/27/07

Instrument

GC 11

MS %REC MSD %REC %REC CL QualifiersRPD CLParameter RPD

0-18TPH as Gasoline 491 68-12295

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit
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alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - Spike/Spike Duplicate

Work Order No: 07-10-1981

Method: EPA 8260B

12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

Qore Property Sciences

465 Los FelizProject

EPA 5030BPreparation:

10/27/07Date Received:

Quality Control Sample ID

07-10-1832-1

MS/MSD Batch
Number

071027S01

Matrix

Aqueous

Date
Analyzed

10/27/07

Date
Prepared

10/27/07

Instrument

GC/MS T

MS %REC MSD %REC %REC CL QualifiersRPD CLParameter RPD

0-7Benzene 0100 88-118100
0-11Carbon Tetrachloride 0101 67-145101
0-7Chlorobenzene 2101 88-118103
0-301,2-Dibromoethane 793 70-130100
0-81,2-Dichlorobenzene 1103 86-116104
0-251,1-Dichloroethene 194 70-13094
0-30Ethylbenzene 3101 70-130104
0-8Toluene 1102 87-123103
0-10Trichloroethene 197 79-12797
0-13Vinyl Chloride 272 69-12971
0-13Methyl-t-Butyl Ether (MTBE) 492 71-13196
0-45Tert-Butyl Alcohol (TBA) 1117 36-168116
0-9Diisopropyl Ether (DIPE) 298 81-12399
0-12Ethyl-t-Butyl Ether (ETBE) 586 72-12691
0-12Tert-Amyl-Methyl Ether (TAME) 486 72-12690
0-31Ethanol 11116 53-149130

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit

Page 9 of 17

alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - LCS/LCS Duplicate

Method: EPA 8015B (M)

07-10-1981

465 Los Feliz

EPA 3510CPreparation:
Work Order No:
Date Received:

Project:

Qore Property Sciences
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

N/A

10/27/07

Matrix

Aqueous

Instrument
LCS/LCSD Batch

Number

GC 23 071027B05

Date
Prepared

Date
Analyzed

10/28/07

Quality Control Sample ID

099-12-234-157

Parameter QualifiersRPD CLRPD%REC CLLCS %REC LCSD %REC

108 0-13275-117TPH as Motor Oil 106

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit
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alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - LCS/LCS Duplicate

Method: EPA 8015B (M)

07-10-1981

465 Los Feliz

EPA 3510CPreparation:
Work Order No:
Date Received:

Project:

Qore Property Sciences
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

N/A

10/26/07

Matrix

Aqueous

Instrument
LCS/LCSD Batch

Number

GC 23 071027B04

Date
Prepared

Date
Analyzed

10/28/07

Quality Control Sample ID

099-12-330-414

Parameter QualifiersRPD CLRPD%REC CLLCS %REC LCSD %REC

116 0-13075-117TPH as Diesel 116

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit

Page 11 of 17

alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - LCS/LCS Duplicate

Method: EPA 8015B (M)

07-10-1981

465 Los Feliz

EPA 5030BPreparation:
Work Order No:
Date Received:

Project:

Qore Property Sciences
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

N/A

10/27/07

Matrix

Aqueous

Instrument
LCS/LCSD Batch

Number

GC 11 071027B01

Date
Prepared

Date
Analyzed

10/27/07

Quality Control Sample ID

099-12-436-1,066

Parameter QualifiersRPD CLRPD%REC CLLCS %REC LCSD %REC

96 0-10078-120TPH as Gasoline 96

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit
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alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Quality Control - LCS/LCS Duplicate

Method: EPA 8260B

07-10-1981

465 Los Feliz

EPA 5030BPreparation:
Work Order No:
Date Received:

Project:

Qore Property Sciences
12801 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 807
Dallas, TX 75234-6710

N/A

10/27/07

Matrix

Aqueous

Instrument
LCS/LCSD Batch

Number

GC/MS T 071027L01

Date
Prepared

Date
Analyzed

10/27/07

Quality Control Sample ID

099-10-006-23,246

Parameter QualifiersRPD CLRPD%REC CLLCS %REC LCSD %REC

99 0-8084-120Benzene 99
102 0-10163-147Carbon Tetrachloride 101
103 0-7289-119Chlorobenzene 104
101 0-20080-1201,2-Dibromoethane 101
106 0-9289-1191,2-Dichlorobenzene 104
99 0-16277-1251,1-Dichloroethene 97
104 0-20180-120Ethylbenzene 105
101 0-9083-125Toluene 101
97 0-8289-119Trichloroethene 99
76 0-13663-135Vinyl Chloride 72
98 0-13182-118Methyl-t-Butyl Ether (MTBE) 97
105 0-32746-154Tert-Butyl Alcohol (TBA) 112
96 0-11181-123Diisopropyl Ether (DIPE) 96
94 0-12474-122Ethyl-t-Butyl Ether (ETBE) 90
95 0-10276-124Tert-Amyl-Methyl Ether (TAME) 93
102 0-32860-138Ethanol 110

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .

RPD - Relative Percent Difference , CL - Control Limit

Page 13 of 17

alscience

nvironmental
aboratories, Inc.

Glossary of Terms and Qualifiers

Work Order Number:

Qualifier Definition

07-10-1981

See applicable analysis comment.*
Surrogate compound recovery was out of control due to a required sample dilution,
therefore, the sample data was reported without further clarification.

1

Surrogate compound recovery was out of control due to matrix interference.  The
associated method blank surrogate spike compound was in control and, therefore, the
sample data was reported without further clarification.

2

Recovery of the Matrix Spike (MS) or Matrix Spike Duplicate (MSD) compound was out of
control due to matrix interference.  The associated LCS and/or LCSD was in control and,
therefore, the sample data was reported without further clarification.

3

The MS/MSD RPD was out of control due to matrix interference.  The LCS/LCSD RPD
was in control and, therefore, the sample data was reported without further clarification.

4

The PDS/PDSD associated with this batch of samples was out of control due to a matrix
interference effect. The associated batch LCS/LCSD was in control and, hence, the
associated sample data was reported with no further corrective action required.

5

Result is the average of all dilutions, as defined by the method.A
Analyte was present in the associated method blank.B
Analyte presence was not confirmed on primary column.C
Concentration exceeds the calibration range.E
Sample received and/or analyzed past the recommended holding time.H
Analyte was detected at a concentration below the reporting limit and above the
laboratory method detection limit.  Reported value is estimated.

J

Nontarget Analyte.N
Parameter not detected at the indicated reporting limit.ND
Spike recovery and RPD control limits do not apply resulting from the parameter
concentration in the sample exceeding the spike concentration by a factor of four or
greater.

Q

Undetected at the laboratory method detection limit.U
% Recovery and/or RPD out-of-range.X
Analyte presence was not confirmed by second column or GC/MS analysis.Z

 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427       TEL:(714) 895-5494        FAX: (714) 894-7501. .
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Appendix I 
Soil Boring Logs and 

Monitoring Well Construction Details 
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/1
/0

7

24.0

7.0
7.5

10.0

12.5
13.5

15.0

20.0

28.5

39.0

19.0

Brown SAND, loose, slightly moist, no odor

Brown SANDY CLAY, soft, moist, no odor
Tan coarse GRAVELLY SAND, loose, dry

Brown SANDY CLAY, slightly moist, stiff, organic odor

Brown coarse SAND with gravel, moist, loose, light organic odor
Brown CLAYEY fine SAND, loose, moist, no odor

Tan SANDY GRAVEL, dry, loose, no odor

Brown coarse SAND with gravel, loose, slightly moist, no odor

GRAVEL, dry, loose, no odor

Tan to orange SAND with gravel and cobbles, slightly moist, loose, no
odor

Tan coarse SAND with gravel, slightly moist, loose, no odor

CONCRETE
Dark brown SANDY CLAY, dry, soft, no odor

CONTINUOUS FLIGHT AUGER

GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

SHELBY TUBE SAMPLES
CORE BARREL

PI
D

 (p
pm

)

CUTTINGS
DRIVEN SPLIT SPOON

SA
M

PL
E 

R
EC

O
VE

R
Y

(FT)
DEPTH

Screen> Type:

NO RECOVERY

Slot:

HAND AUGER

150-1421B

IN
TE

R
VA

L 
N

U
M

B
ER

K. HARVEYLogged By:

DESCRIPTION OF STRATUM

30.0'
SAND CEMENT/GROUT/BENTONITE

0.010"

SPLIT SPOON

PVC

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

465 LOS FELIZ

10/26/07

MW- 1

10/25/07

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

SAND

Gravel Pack:

Weather:

2.0"

FLUSH CURB BOX CEMENTWATER FINAL
WATER INITIAL

PVC 2.0" 40.0'

SO
IL

 S
YM

B
O

L

4

3.4

1.8

2.1

9.8

MONITOR WELL LEGEND

Length:

Project:

Sampling Method(s):

Seal:

Location:

19.8

70.0'

D
EP

TH
, (

FT
)

BENTONITE

Project No.:

8.25"

Boring/Well No.:

Casing> Type:

RECORD OF SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION

Dia.: Length:
Dia.:

Groundwater Information:

IN
TE

R
VA

L 
SA

M
PL

ED

Page 1 of 2

SUNNY & WARM

HOLLOW STEM AUGER
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Bottom of Test Boring at 70.0'

Location:

Brown SAND, loose, slightly moist, no odor

Interbedded layers of SAND, GRAVEL, COBBLES and CLAY, wet at
48.0', loose or soft, no odor

17

MONITOR WELL LEGEND

SPLIT SPOON K. HARVEY

IN
TE

R
VA

L 
N

U
M

B
ER

GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Seal:

465 LOS FELIZ MW- 1
150-1421B

10/26/07

45

50

55

60

65

70

75

D
EP

TH
, (

FT
)

INITIAL: 48.0'  FINAL:  51.08'

W
EL

L
C

O
M

PL
ET

IO
N

DESCRIPTION OF STRATUM

Groundwater Information:

Casing> Type: Dia.: Length:
Dia.: Length:Slot:

Gravel Pack:

CUTTINGS

45

50

55

60

65

70

75

SHELBY TUBE SAMPLES

10/25/07

NO RECOVERY
CORE BARREL

Logged By:

Screen> Type:

DEPTH
(FT) SA

M
PL

E 
R

EC
O

VE
R

Y

CONTINUOUS FLIGHT AUGER

DRIVEN SPLIT SPOON

Weather:

40.0'

CEMENT/GROUT/BENTONITESAND
30.0'2.0"PVC

2.0"PVC

WATER INITIAL
WATER FINAL CEMENT SANDFLUSH CURB BOX

0.010"



14

15

13

12

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

Q
O

R
E

LO
G

FI
D

  1
50

-1
42

1B
-M

W
.G

P
J 

   
11

/1
/0

7

0.3

38.5

33.5

22.0

18.5

14.0
13.5

Brown coarse SAND with gravel and cobbles, slightly moist, loose, no
odor
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Dark brown to brown SANDY CLAY, moist, soft, no odor

Coarse SAND AND GRAVEL, moist, no odor
Dark brown to brown SANDY CLAY, slightly moist, medium soft, no
odor

Brown SAND, loose, slightly moist, no odor
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Interbedded layers of SAND, GRAVEL, COBBLES and CLAY, wet at
52.0', loose or soft, no odor

Brown SAND, loose, moist, no odor

Brown SILTY CLAY, soft, moist, no odor
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Brown fine CLAYEY SAND, moist, soft, no odor

ASPHALT
Dark brown SILTY CLAY, soft, slightly moist, no odor

Brown coarse SAND, loose, moist, light hydrocarbon odor

Brown CLAYEY coarse SAND, moist, soft, no odor

Brown fine CLAYEY SAND grading to fine SANDY CLAY, moist, soft,
light organic odor

Brown fine GRAVELLY CLAY, soft, moist, no odor
Brown fine SANDY CLAY, moist, soft, no odor

Brown GRAVELLY SAND, moist, loose, no odor

Brown SILTY CLAY, moist, soft, moderate hydrocarbon odor

GRAVELLY CLAY, dry, light hydrocarbon odor
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Brown SILTY CLAY, moist, soft, moderate hydrocarbon odor

Brown CLAYEY SAND, moist, soft, no odor

GRAVELLY SAND with cobbles, moist, loose, no odor 24
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61.0
62.0Orange (oxidized) GRAVEL with cobbles, wet, no odor
63.0

SANDY GRAVEL with cobbles, wet, loose, no odor

Brown SILTY CLAY, wet, soft, no odor
Brown to orange GRAVEL with cobbles and clay, loose, no odor

Bottom of Test Boring at 70.0'
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Dark brown SILTY CLAY, soft, slightly moist, organic odor
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Brown SAND, moist, loose, light organic odor

Brown SILTY CLAY, moist, soft, no odor

Brown CLAYEY SAND with gravel and cobbles, slightly moist, no odor

Brown CLAYEY SAND, moist, soft, no odor

- dry at 17.5', no odor

- slightly moist at 12.0', light organic odor

Gravelly brown SANDY CLAY, dry, loose, no odor
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Bottom of Test Boring at 70.0'

Interbedded layers of SAND, GRAVEL, COBBLES and CLAY, wet, loose
or soft, no odor

Brown coarse SAND with gravel, moist, loose, no odor

Brown SAND, moist, loose, light organic odor
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CEMENT/GROUT/BENTONITESAND
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APPENDIX 4.5 

NOISE STUDY AND ROADWAY NOISE CALCULATIONS 
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January 16, 2013 
 
 
MITAA Management, LLC                                          
3200 Wilshire Blvd., North Tower, Suite 1100 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 
 
 
Attention: Mr. Dale S. Kim 
   
   
Subject:  Acoustical Analysis Report  
  Glen Village Apartments 
  435 West Los Feliz Blvd., Glendale, CA 
  V.A. Project No. 4962-001 
 
 
Dear Mr. Kim: 
 
On February 22, 2011 we visited the site of the proposed Glen Village Apartments project at 435 Los Feliz 
Boulevard, in Glendale, CA and performed a series of noise measurements. The purpose of the visit was to 
observe the present conditions and document the existing noise levels. The results of the noise survey have 
been used for   development of mitigation measures for reducing the noise impacts on the project due to 
rail and roadways traffic, in compliance with the prevailing guidelines, regulations. 
 
The project must comply with California Noise Insulation Standard (Title 24) and UBC standard.  These 
regulations require a maximum interior noise level of 45 CNEL. The project must also be in conformance 
with the City of Glendale land use compatibly requirements as part of the City’s Noise Element and General 
Plan guidelines. Tables 1 and 2 in the Appendix show these requirements. 
 
 Additionally the party walls and common floor-ceiling assemblies for the residential portion of the project 
must have minimum STC and IIC ratings of 50. 
 
The project site is located on the northwest corner of Los Feliz Road and Garden Avenue in the City of 
Glendale. A rail road line is located directly to the west property line of the site. The traffic on Los Feliz Road 
and operations of the trains are the major sources of noise at this location. San Fernando Road, which is 
another major noise corridor in the general area of the site, is located one block to the east of the project 
site. The noise levels due to traffic on this corridor are however reduced at the project site by the 
intervening structures which are located to the east of Garden Avenue. Therefore the San Fernando traffic 
does not have any significant noise impacts at the project site. 
 
 



Veneklasen Associates 
 

  
 

                     www.veneklasen.com 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 
The project consists of two independent structures, a five level garage and a six story residential building. 
The garage structure extends 130 feet eastward from the west property line of the site. An underground 
storm drain easement separates the residential structure from the garage structure. These structures are 
connected by bridges at each level. 
 
The enclosed Figure 1 shows the unimproved lot and the locations of noise measurements. Long term noise 
measurements were performed at L1 and L2 points. Hourly noise levels, minimum and maximum levels and 
various statistical levels were also measured and recorded for six hours at Location S.  
 
Based on these measurements the CNEL values, after construction of the project and at various facades of 
the structures were estimated. The noise reduction afforded by the garage structure was included in these 
estimates. The predicted CNEL values for various zones are included in the following Table.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

The architectural design drawings for the project and the exterior noise levels shown in the table above 
were used in estimating the interior noise levels.  The interior noise levels due to exterior sources must be 
below CNEL 45. The required STC rating for windows and sliding glass doors at various facades are shown in 
the following table. Various zones for which the STC ratings have been determined are shown in Figure2.  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The STC rating of the party wall between two independent units must be at least 50.  Typical details for 
party walls which yield STC rating of 50 and floor-ceiling assemblies which yield STC and IIC ratings of 50 or 
higher are enclosed. 
 
 
Based on the results of our analysis we have concluded that the project as designed will be in compliance 
with all relevant codes as related to land use requirements,  including the California Noise Insulation 
Standards, the City of Glendale General Plan and Noise Element.  
 
 
  
 
 
 
 

Zone 1 2 3 4 

CNEL 65-69 65 62 Below 60 

Zone 1 2 3 4 

STC Ratings 30 28 23 Non-Rated 
Fenestration 

Products  
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If you have any questions concerning the information contained in this report please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Veneklasen Associates, Inc. 
 
 
 
 
Hooshang Khosrovani, Ph.D., P.E. 
Associate Principal 
 
 
 
G:\MITTA\435WLosFeliz\Noise\12hk002 
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Table 2 
 
 

INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR NOISE STANDARDS 
 
 

LAND USE CATEGORIES NOISE STANDARDS 
 
 
CATEGORIES          USES              INTERIOR CNEL              EXTERIORCNEL 
 
RESIDENTIAL  Single Family         45 (1)                       65 (2) 
   Multi-Family                               45 (1)                                     65 (3) 
   Residential within  
   Mixed Use          45 (1)                                        _              
      
COMMERCIAL                       Hotel, Motel,  
                                                Transient Lodging                       45 (1)                                         _          
 
INSTITUTIONAL                     Hospital, School Class, 
                                                 Church, Library                            45                                              _                                                                                      
 
OPEN SPACE   Parks (4)                                            _                                             65 

 
 
 

Notes: 
 
1. Applies to the indoor environment excluding bathrooms, toilets, closets and corridors. 
 
2. Applies to the outdoor environment limited to the private yard of single family residences (Normally the 
rear yard). 
 
3. Applies to the patio area where there is an expectation of privacy (i.e., not a patio area which also serves 
as, or is adjacent to, the primary entrance to the unit). 
 
4. Only applies to parks where peace and quiet are determined to be of prime importance, such as hillside 
open space areas open to the public. Generally would not apply to urban parks or activeuse parks. 

 
 

 
 



Table N-1
NOISE LEVEL CONTOURS - Existing

Design Dist. from Barrier Vehicle Mix
ROADWAY NAME Median ADT Speed Center to A lpha Attn. Medium Heavy dB(A)
Segment Lanes Width Volume (mph) Receptor Factor (1 dB(A) Trucks Trucks CNEL
Los Feliz Road between UPRR and Gardena Avenue 4 0 29,200 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.6
Los Feliz Road between Gardena Avenue and San Fernando Road 4 0 26,000 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.7
Los Feliz Road east of San Fernando Road 4 0 17,600 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 64.0
Gardena Avenue north  of Los Feliz Road 2 0 1,500 25 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 50.6
Gardena Avenue south of Los Feliz Road 4 0 3,600 25 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 54.5
San Fernando Road between  Los Feliz Road and Fernando Court 6 0 19,900 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 64.8
San Fernando Road south of Los Feliz Road 6 0 16,300 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 63.9

Assumed 24-Hour Traffic Distribution: Day Evening Night
Total ADT Volumes 77.70% 12.70% 9.60%
Medium-Duty Trucks 87.43% 5.05% 7.52%
Heavy-Duty Trucks 89.10% 2.84% 8.06%

(1) Alpha Factor: Coefficient of absorption relating to the effects of the ground surface. An alpha factor of 0 indicates that the site is an
acoustically "hard" site such as aspalt. An alpha factor of 0.5 indicates that the site is an acoustically "soft" site such as vegetative ground
cover.



Table N-2
NOISE LEVEL CONTOURS - Existing + Project

Design Dist. from Barrier Vehicle Mix
ROADWAY NAME Median ADT Speed Center to A lpha Attn. Medium Heavy dB(A)
Segment Lanes Width Volume (mph) Receptor Factor (1 dB(A) Trucks Trucks CNEL
Los Feliz Road between UPRR and Gardena Avenue 4 0 29,300 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.6
Los Feliz Road between Gardena Avenue and San Fernando Road 4 0 27,000 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.9
Los Feliz Road east of San Fernando Road 4 0 18,100 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 64.1
Gardena Avenue north  of Los Feliz Road 2 0 2,600 25 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 53.0
Gardena Avenue south of Los Feliz Road 4 0 3,600 25 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 54.5
San Fernando Road between  Los Feliz Road and Fernando Court 6 0 20,200 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 64.9
San Fernando Road south of Los Feliz Road 6 0 16,700 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 64.0

Assumed 24-Hour Traffic Distribution: Day Evening Night
Total ADT Volumes 77.70% 12.70% 9.60%
Medium-Duty Trucks 87.43% 5.05% 7.52%
Heavy-Duty Trucks 89.10% 2.84% 8.06%

(1) Alpha Factor: Coefficient of absorption relating to the effects of the ground surface. An alpha factor of 0 indicates that the site is an
acoustically "hard" site such as aspalt. An alpha factor of 0.5 indicates that the site is an acoustically "soft" site such as vegetative ground
cover.



Table N-3
NOISE LEVEL CONTOURS - Cumulative

Design Dist. from Barrier Vehicle Mix
ROADWAY NAME Median ADT Speed Center to A lpha Attn. Medium Heavy dB(A)
Segment Lanes Width Volume (mph) Receptor Factor (1 dB(A) Trucks Trucks CNEL
Los Feliz Road between UPRR and Gardena Avenue 4 0 31,100 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.8
Los Feliz Road between Gardena Avenue and San Fernando Road 4 0 27,800 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 66.0
Los Feliz Road east of San Fernando Road 4 0 18,900 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 64.3
Gardena Avenue north  of Los Feliz Road 2 0 1,500 25 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 50.6
Gardena Avenue south of Los Feliz Road 4 0 3,700 25 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 54.6
San Fernando Road between  Los Feliz Road and Fernando Court 6 0 21,500 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.1
San Fernando Road south of Los Feliz Road 6 0 17,400 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 64.2

Assumed 24-Hour Traffic Distribution: Day Evening Night
Total ADT Volumes 77.70% 12.70% 9.60%
Medium-Duty Trucks 87.43% 5.05% 7.52%
Heavy-Duty Trucks 89.10% 2.84% 8.06%

(1) Alpha Factor: Coefficient of absorption relating to the effects of the ground surface. An alpha factor of 0 indicates that the site is an
acoustically "hard" site such as aspalt. An alpha factor of 0.5 indicates that the site is an acoustically "soft" site such as vegetative ground
cover.



Table N-4
NOISE LEVEL CONTOURS - Cumulative + Project

Design Dist. from Barrier Vehicle Mix
ROADWAY NAME Median ADT Speed Center to A lpha Attn. Medium Heavy dB(A)
Segment Lanes Width Volume (mph) Receptor Factor (1 dB(A) Trucks Trucks CNEL
Los Feliz Road between UPRR and Gardena Avenue 4 0 31,200 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.9
Los Feliz Road between Gardena Avenue and San Fernando Road 4 0 28,800 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 66.2
Los Feliz Road east of San Fernando Road 4 0 19,400 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 64.4
Gardena Avenue north  of Los Feliz Road 2 0 2,600 25 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 53.0
Gardena Avenue south of Los Feliz Road 4 0 3,700 25 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 54.6
San Fernando Road between  Los Feliz Road and Fernando Court 6 0 21,800 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.2
San Fernando Road south of Los Feliz Road 6 0 17,800 35 75 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 64.3

Assumed 24-Hour Traffic Distribution: Day Evening Night
Total ADT Volumes 77.70% 12.70% 9.60%
Medium-Duty Trucks 87.43% 5.05% 7.52%
Heavy-Duty Trucks 89.10% 2.84% 8.06%

(1) Alpha Factor: Coefficient of absorption relating to the effects of the ground surface. An alpha factor of 0 indicates that the site is an
acoustically "hard" site such as aspalt. An alpha factor of 0.5 indicates that the site is an acoustically "soft" site such as vegetative ground
cover.
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September 5, 2013 
 
Mill Creek 
949 South Coast Drive, Suite 900 
Costa Mesa, CA  92626 
 
Attention: Mr. Michael Genthe 
 
Subject:  Tropico Housing Project, Glendale, CA 

                Report-Updated  Noise Study 
 VA Project No. 4880-005-000 

 
Dear Mr. Genthe: 
 
We are in the receipt of the updated plans for the subject project (previously called “Glen Village 
Apartments”). We have reviewed these plans for determining any changes that might necessitate altering 
our recommendation. 
 
Based on our review and analysis we have determined that our recommendation regarding the STC rating 
of the windows and sliding glass doors are still valid and apply to the new plans. 
 
The enclosed Figure 1 shows various zones where different STC rated windows and sliding glass doors 
need to be installed. The figure includes the updated site plan with the corresponding zones for each 
recommended STC rating. 
 
We are also enclosing the original report for reference. 
 
If you have any questions concerning the information contained in this report please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Veneklasen Associates, Inc. 
 
 
 
 
Hooshang Khosrovani, Ph.D., P.E. 
Associate Principal 
 
 
 
G:\Mill Creek\435WLosFeliz\Tropico\Noise\13hk001 
 
 



Tropico Apartments
Veneklasen Associates

ZONE 1

ZO
N

E 
2

ZO
N

E 
3

ZONE 3

ZO
N

E 
2

ZO
N

E 
4

ZO
N

E 
4

ZONE 3

ZONE 1



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 4.9 
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Glen Village Apartments 
 

Traffic Impact Analysis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This  report  contains  the  traffic  impact  analysis  for  the  Glen  Village  Apartments  project.    The 
project site is located on the northwest corner of Gardena Avenue and Los Feliz Road in the City 
of Glendale.  The proposed development consists of 238 dwelling units of mid‐rise apartments. 
 
The  traffic  report  contains documentation of  existing  traffic  conditions,  trips  generated by  the 
project, distribution of the project traffic to roads outside the project, and an analysis of  future 
traffic conditions.  Each of these topics is contained in a separate section of the report.  The first 
section is “Findings”, and subsequent sections expand upon the findings.  In this way, information 
on any particular aspect of the study can be easily located by the reader. 
 
Although  this  is a  technical  report, every effort has been made  to write  the  report  clearly and 
concisely.  To assist the reader with those terms unique to transportation engineering, a glossary 
of terms is provided within Appendix A.   



I.        Findings 
 

 
This section summarizes the existing traffic conditions, project traffic  impacts, and the proposed 
mitigation measures. 
 
A.  Existing Traffic Conditions 

 
1. The  project  site  is  currently  vacant.    The  project  site  is  currently  leased  to  certain 

nearby  businesses  for  parking.    Parking  occupancy  surveys  indicate  as  many  as 
approximately 45 vehicles are parked on‐site during peak periods.   The project site  is 
not generating a significant amount of traffic. 
 

2. Based  upon  discussions with  the  City  of  Glendale  Traffic &  Transportation  Division 
staff, the study area includes the following 2 intersections: 
 

Gardena Avenue (NS) at: 
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #1 
 

San Fernando Road (NS) at: 
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #2 
 

3. The study area intersections currently operate at Level of Service E or better during the 
peak hours for existing traffic conditions (see Table 1). 
 

B.  Traffic Impacts 
 
1. Table 3 depicts  the Existing Plus Project  traffic  Levels of Service at  the 2  study area 

intersections.    As  shown  in  Table  3,  the  project  significantly  impacts  the  following 
study area intersection during the evening peak hour assuming no improvements: 
 

San Fernando Road (NS) at: 
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #2 – No Mitigation 

 
A significant and unmitigable impact would occur during the evening peak hour at this 
intersection.     The  increase  is 0.024 during the evening peak hour.   This  is a nominal 
increase over the City of Glendale threshold of 0.020. 
 

2. Table 7 depicts the Year 2012 With Project traffic Levels of Service at the 2 study area 
intersections.    As  shown  in  Table  7,  the  project  significantly  impacts  the  following 
study area intersection during the evening peak hour assuming no improvements: 
 

San Fernando Road (NS) at: 
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #2 
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A significant and unmitigable impact would occur during the evening peak hour at this 
intersection.     The  increase  is 0.024 during the evening peak hour.   This  is a nominal 
increase over the City of Glendale threshold of 0.020. 
 

C.  Mitigation Measures 
 
The following measures are recommended to mitigate project‐related traffic impacts in the 
immediate vicinity of the site: 
 
1. Site‐specific  circulation  and  access  requirements  of  the  City  of  Glendale  Traffic  & 

Transportation Division depicted on Figure 22. 
 

2. Eastbound  left‐turn  storage  modification  and  protected  left  turn  arrow  at  the 
intersection of Gardena Avenue and Los Feliz Road  specified by  the City of Glendale 
Traffic & Transportation Division. 

 
3. A  two  (2)  foot  widening,  restriping  and  an  associated  dedication  of  right‐of‐way 

adjacent  to  the  site’s entire  frontage on Gardena Avenue.    (It  should be noted  that 
approximately 9 parking spaces will be lost as a result of the street widening.) 
 

4. A five (5) foot widening, restriping and an associated dedication of right‐of‐way along 
the site’s entire frontage on Fernando Court.  (It should be noted that approximately 7 
parking spaces will be lost because of the street widening.) 
 

5. A two (2) foot widening and restriping along the south side of Fernando Court between 
Gardena Avenue and San Fernando Road. 
 

6. Sufficient on‐site parking shall be provided to meet the project’s peak parking demand.  
 

7. Sight distance at  the project accesses  should be  reviewed with  respect  to California 
Department  of  Transportation/City  of  Glendale  standards  in  conjunction  with  the 
preparation of final grading, landscaping, and street improvement plans. 
 

8. On‐site traffic signing and striping should be implemented in conjunction with detailed 
construction plans for the project. 
 

9. As  is the case for any roadway design, the City of Glendale should periodically review 
traffic operations in the vicinity of the project once the project is constructed to assure 
that the traffic operations are satisfactory. 
   



II.       Congestion Management Program Methodology 
 

 
This  section discusses  the County Congestion Management Program.    The purpose, prescribed 
methodology, and definition of a significant traffic impact are discussed. 
 
A.  County Congestion Management Program 

 
The Congestion Management Program is a result of Proposition 111 which was a statewide 
initiative approved by the voters in June 1990.  The proposition allowed for a nine cent per 
gallon state gasoline tax increase over a five‐year period. 
 
Proposition  111  explicitly  stated  that  the  new  gas  tax  revenues were  to  be  used  to  fix 
existing traffic problems and was not to be used to promote future development.  For a city 
to get its share of the Proposition 111 gas tax, it has to follow certain procedures specified 
by the State Legislature.  The legislation requires that a Traffic Impact Analysis be prepared 
for  new  development.    The  traffic  impact  analysis  is  prepared  to monitor  and  fix  traffic 
problems caused by new development. 
 
The  Legislature  requires  that  adjacent  jurisdictions  use  a  standard  methodology  for 
conducting a  traffic  impact analysis.   To assure  that adjacent  jurisdictions use a  standard 
methodology  in preparing traffic  impact analyses, one common procedure  is that all cities 
within a county, and the county agency itself, adopt and use one standard methodology for 
conducting traffic impact analyses. 
 
Although each county has developed standards for preparing traffic impact analyses, traffic 
impact  analysis  requirements  do  vary  in  detail  from  one  county  to  another,  but  not  in 
overall  intent or  concept.   The general approach  selected by each  county  for  conducting 
traffic impact analyses has common elements. 
 
The general approach for conducting a traffic impact analysis is that existing weekday peak 
hour traffic  is counted and the percent of roadway capacity currently used  is determined.  
Then  growth  in  traffic  is  accounted  for  and  added  to  existing  traffic  and  the  percent  of 
roadway  capacity  used  is  again  determined.    Then  the  project  traffic  is  added  and  the 
percent of roadway capacity used is again determined.  If the new project adds traffic to an 
overcrowded  facility,  then  the new project has  to mitigate  the  traffic  impact  so  that  the 
facility operates at a level that is no worse than before the project traffic was added. 
 
If the project size is below a certain minimum threshold level, then a project does not have 
to have a  traffic  impact analysis prepared, once  it  is  shown or agreed  that  the project  is 
below the minimum threshold.  If a project is bigger than the minimum threshold size, then 
a traffic impact analysis is required. 
 
According to the Congestion Management Program manual, the criterion for determining a 
significant transportation impact is listed below: 
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“A significant transportation  impact occurs when the proposed project  increases 
traffic demand on a Congestion Management Program  facility by 2% of capacity 
(V/C > 0.02), causing or worsening Level of Service F (V/C > 1.00)” 

 
The  Congestion Management  Program  criteria  apply  for  analysis  for  both  freeway  and 
intersection monitoring locations. 
 

B.  Prescribed Methodology for Intersection Traffic Impact Analysis 
 
There  are  no  Congestion Management  Program  intersection monitoring  locations  in  the 
project  vicinity.    The  Congestion  Management  Program  Traffic  Impact  Assessment 
guidelines require that intersection monitoring locations must be examined if the proposed 
project will add 50 or more trips during either the morning or evening weekday periods. 
 
The  traffic  impact  analysis must  include  all monitored  intersections  to which  the project 
adds  traffic  above  a  certain minimum  amount.    In  Los  Angeles  County,  the monitored 
intersections are contained in Appendix A of the Congestion Management Program for the 
County of Los Angeles. 
 
If a project adds more traffic than the minimum threshold amount to an intersection, then 
that intersection has to be analyzed for deficiencies. 
 
If  the  intersection  has  to  be  analyzed  for  deficiencies,  then mitigation  is  required  if  the 
existing  traffic plus anticipated  traffic growth plus project  traffic does cause  the Levels of 
Service to go above a certain point. 
 
In the City of Glendale, a significant impact would occur when a proposed project increases 
2% of capacity (V/C increase > 0.02) at a signalized intersection that would operate at Level 
of  Service  D  or  worse  with  project  added  traffic  volumes.    An  intersection  mitigation 
measure shall either fix the deficiency, or reduce the Levels of Service so that it is below the 
level that occurs without the project. 
 
In  the  City  of  Glendale,  the  signalized  intersection  analysis  technique  used  to  calculate 
Intersection Capacity Utilization  is as follows.   Lane capacity  is 1,600 vehicles per  lane per 
hour  for  all  through  and  turn  lanes  and  2,880  total  for  dual  turn  lanes.    A  total  yellow 
clearance time of 0.10 is added.  The technique used to assess the operation of a signalized 
intersection  is known as  Intersection Capacity Utilization, as described  in Appendix C.   To 
calculate  an  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  value,  the  volume  of  traffic  using  the 
intersection  is compared with  the capacity of  the  intersection.   The  Intersection Capacity 
Utilization  represents  that  portion  of  the  hour  required  to  provide  sufficient  capacity  to 
accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity. 
 
In the City of Glendale, the technique used to assess the capacity needs of an unsignalized 
intersection  is  known  as  the  Intersection Delay Method  (see  Appendix  C).    To  calculate 
delay,  the  volume  of  traffic  using  the  intersection  is  compared with  the  capacity  of  the 
intersection.    The  impact  is  considered  significant  for  unsignalized  intersections  if  the 
project related increase in the delay equals or exceeds 3 seconds that have Levels of Service 
D, E, or F. 

 5 
 



 6 
 

 
Project  traffic  is  generated  using  rates  and  procedures  contained  in  the  Institute  of 
Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 8th Edition, 2008 and San Diego Association of 
Governments, Traffic Generators, April 2002.   The project  trip distribution  is provided by 
the  reviewing  agency  or  is  agreed  to  in  advance  of  the  traffic  impact  analysis  being 
prepared.  The traffic impact analysis has to be prepared by a licensed Traffic Engineer. 
 
This  traffic  analysis  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  traffic  impact  analysis 
requirements  except  as  noted.    The  traffic  impact  analysis  not  only  examined  the 
Congestion Management Program system of roads and  intersections, but also other roads 
and intersections. 
 
The project‐generated traffic was added to intersections, and a full intersection analysis was 
conducted, even when the project added traffic failed to meet the minimum thresholds that 
require an intersection analysis. 
 

C.  Transit Impact Review 
 
A review has been made of the Congestion Management Program transit service.   Transit 
service is provided in the vicinity of the proposed Glen Village Apartments project. 
 
The  project  transit  calculations  are  based  upon  values  stated  in  the  Congestion 
Management Program to estimate the transit trip generation.  The person trips are equal to 
1.4 times vehicle trips and the transit trips are equal to 3.5 percent of the total person trips. 
 
Pursuant  to  the Congestion Management Program guidelines, over a 24‐hour period,  the 
proposed project  is  forecast  to generate demand  for 70 daily  transit  trips, 3 of which will 
occur during the morning peak hour and 5 of which will occur during the evening peak hour.  
The calculations for the morning, evening, and daily traffic conditions are as follows: 
 

Morning Peak Hour = 71 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 3 Transit Trips 
 

Evening Peak Hour = 93 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 5 Transit Trips 
 

Daily = 1,428 x 1.4 x 0.035 = 70 Transit Trips 
 
Transit service  is provided by  the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Authority and Beeline 
Bus.  The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Authority system includes Routes 180, 181, and 
780 along Los Feliz Road, and Routes 94, 201, 603, and 794 along San Fernando Road.  The 
Beeline Bus system includes Route 12 along San Fernando Road. 
 

D.  Mitigation Measures 
 
If a project  is  large enough to require that a traffic  impact analysis be prepared, and  if the 
project adds traffic to an intersection above a minimum threshold, and if the intersection is 
operating  at  above  an  acceptable  level  of  operation,  then  the  project must mitigate  its 
traffic impact. 
 



Traffic mitigation can be  in many  forms  including adding  lanes.   Lanes can  sometimes be 
obtained through restriping or elimination of parking, and sometimes require spot roadway 
widening. 
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III.      Project Description 
 

 
This  section  discusses  the  project’s  location  and  proposed  development.    Figure  1  shows  the 
project location map and Figure 2 illustrates the site plan. 
 
A.  Location 

 
The project site is located on the northwest corner of Gardena Avenue and Los Feliz Road in 
the City of Glendale. 
 

B.  Proposed Development 
 
The  proposed  development  consists  of  238  dwelling  units  of mid‐rise  apartments.    The 
project site will have driveway access via Fernando Court. 







IV.      Existing Conditions 
 

 
The traffic conditions as they exist today are discussed below and illustrated on Figures 3 to 6. 
 
A.  Surrounding Street System 

 
The City of Glendale  roadways  that will be utilized by  the development  include Gardena 
Avenue, San Fernando Road, and Los Feliz Road. 
 
Gardena Avenue:   This north‐south roadway currently  is  two  lanes undivided  in  the study 
area.  It currently carries approximately 1,500 to 3,600 vehicles per day in the study area. 
 
San  Fernando Road:    This  north‐south  roadway  currently  is  four  lanes  undivided  to  four 
lanes divided in the study area.  It currently carries approximately 16,300 to 19,900 vehicles 
per day in the study area. 
 
Los  Feliz  Road:    This  east‐west  roadway  currently  is  two  lanes  divided  to  four  lanes 
undivided  in  the  study area.    It currently carries approximately 17,600  to 29,200 vehicles 
per day in the study area. 
 

B.  Existing Travel Lanes and Intersection Controls 
 
Figure 3 identifies the existing roadway conditions for study area roadways.  The number of 
through lanes for existing roadways and the existing intersection controls are identified. 
 

C.  Existing Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
 
Figure 4 depicts the existing average daily traffic volumes.  The existing average daily traffic 
volumes have been factored from peak hour counts obtained by Kunzman Associates,  Inc. 
to Year 2012 (see Appendix B) using the following formula for each intersection leg: 
 

PM Peak Hour (Approach Volume + Exit Volume) x 10 = Leg Volume. 
 

D.  Existing Levels of Service 
 
In  the  City  of  Glendale,  the  technique  used  to  assess  the  operation  of  a  signalized 
intersection  is known as  Intersection Capacity Utilization, as described  in Appendix C.   To 
calculate  an  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  value,  the  volume  of  traffic  using  the 
intersection  is compared with  the capacity of  the  intersection.   The  Intersection Capacity 
Utilization  represents  that  portion  of  the  hour  required  to  provide  sufficient  capacity  to 
accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity. 
 
In the City of Glendale, the technique used to assess the capacity needs of an unsignalized 
intersection  is  known  as  the  Intersection Delay Method  (see  Appendix  C).    To  calculate 
delay,  the  volume  of  traffic  using  the  intersection  is  compared with  the  capacity  of  the 
intersection. 
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The Levels of Service for the existing traffic conditions have been calculated and are shown 
in Table 1.   Existing  Levels of Service are based upon manual morning and evening peak 
hour  intersection  turning  movement  counts  obtained  by  Kunzman  Associates,  Inc.  and 
factored to Year 2012 (see Figures 5 and 6) utilizing an annual growth rate of 1% per year.  
Traffic count worksheets are provided in Appendix B. 
 
There are two peak hours in a weekday.  The morning peak hour is typically between 7:00 
AM and 9:00 AM, and  the evening peak hour  is  typically between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM.  
The actual peak hour within the two hour interval is the four consecutive 15 minute periods 
with the highest total volume when all movements are added together.  Thus, the evening 
peak hour  at one  intersection may be  4:45  PM  to 5:45  PM  if  those  four  consecutive  15 
minute periods have the highest combined volume. 
 
The  study  area  intersections  currently operate  at  Level of  Service  E or better during  the 
peak hours for existing traffic conditions (see Table 1).  Existing Level of Service worksheets 
are provided in Appendix C. 
 

E.  Transit Service 
 
Transit service  is provided by  the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Authority and Beeline 
Bus.  The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Authority system includes Routes 180, 181, and 
780 along Los Feliz Road, and Routes 94, 201, 603, and 794 along San Fernando Road.  The 
Beeline Bus system includes Route 12 along San Fernando Road. 
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Traffic
Control3 L T R L T R L T R L T R Morning Evening

Gardena Avenue (NS) at:
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #1 TS 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 0.538‐A 0.721‐C

San Fernando Road (NS) at:
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #2 TS 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 0 0.971‐E 0.920‐E

Table 1

Existing Levels of Service

Intersection Approach Lanes1 Peak Hour
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Level of Service2

Intersection

1

2

3 TS = Traffic Signal

L = Left; T = Through; R = Right

Level of Service has been calculated using the following analysis software: Traffix, Version 7.9.0215 (2008). 
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V.       Project Traffic 
 

 
The proposed development  consists of 238 dwelling units of mid‐rise apartments.   The project 
site will have driveway access via Fernando Court. 
 
A.  Trip Generation 

 
The  trips  generated  by  the  project  is  determined  by  multiplying  an  appropriate  trip 
generation rate by the quantities of land uses.  Trip generation rates are predicated on the 
assumption  that  energy  costs,  the  availability  of  roadway  capacity,  the  availability  of 
vehicles to drive, and our life styles remain similar to what we know today.  A major change 
in these variables may affect trip generation rates. 
 
Trip  generation  rates were determined  for daily  traffic, morning peak hour  inbound  and 
outbound  traffic, and evening peak hour  inbound and outbound  traffic  for  the proposed 
land uses.   By multiplying  the  trip generation  rates by  the  land use quantities,  the  traffic 
volumes  are  determined.    Table  2  exhibits  the  trip  generation  rates,  project  peak  hour 
volumes, and project daily traffic volumes.  The trip generation rates are from the Institute 
of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 8th Edition, 2008 and San Diego Association 
of Governments, Traffic Generators, April 2002. 
 
The proposed development is projected to generate approximately 1,428 daily vehicle trips, 
71 of which will occur during the morning peak hour and 93 of which will occur during the 
evening peak hour. 
 

B.  Trip Distribution 
 
To determine the trip distributions for the proposed project, peak hour traffic counts of the 
existing directional distribution of traffic for existing areas in the vicinity of the site, the City 
of  Glendale  computerized  traffic  model,  and  other  additional  information  on  future 
development and traffic impacts in the area were reviewed. 
 
Figures 7 and 8 contain the directional distributions of the project traffic for the proposed 
land use.   
 

C.  Trip Assignment 
 
Based  on  the  identified  trip  generation  and  distributions,  project  average  daily  traffic 
volumes have been  calculated  and  shown on  Figure 9.   Morning  and  evening peak hour 
intersection turning movement volumes expected from the project are shown on Figures 10 
and 11, respectively. 



Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total

Trip Generation Rates
Mid‐Rise Apartment3 238 DU 0.09 0.21 0.30 0.23 0.16 0.39 6.00
Trips Generated
Mid‐Rise Apartment 238 DU 21 50 71 55 38 93 1,428

3 Source:  San Diego Association of Governments, Traffic Generators,  April 2002 for apartments daily rate.

1 Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 8th Edition, 2008, Land Use Category 223. 

2 DU = Dwelling Unit

 

Table 2

Project Trip Generation1

Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour
DailyLand Use Quantity Units2
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VI.      Existing Plus Project Traffic Conditions 
 

 
In  this section, Existing Plus Project  traffic conditions are discussed.   Existing Plus Project  traffic 
conditions are assumed  for Year 2012.   Figures 12  to 14 depict  the Existing Plus Project  traffic 
conditions. 
 
A.  Method of Projection 

 
To  assess  Existing  Plus  Project  traffic  conditions,  existing  traffic  is  combined  with  the 
project. 
 

B.  Existing Plus Project Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
 
Existing Plus Project average daily traffic volumes are as illustrated on Figure 12. 
 

C.  Existing Plus Project Levels of Service 
 
In  the  City  of  Glendale,  the  technique  used  to  assess  the  operation  of  a  signalized 
intersection  is known as  Intersection Capacity Utilization, as described  in Appendix C.   To 
calculate  an  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  value,  the  volume  of  traffic  using  the 
intersection  is compared with  the capacity of  the  intersection.   The  Intersection Capacity 
Utilization  represents  that  portion  of  the  hour  required  to  provide  sufficient  capacity  to 
accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity. 
 
In the City of Glendale, the technique used to assess the capacity needs of an unsignalized 
intersection  is  known  as  the  Intersection Delay Method  (see  Appendix  C).    To  calculate 
delay,  the  volume  of  traffic  using  the  intersection  is  compared with  the  capacity  of  the 
intersection. 
 
Existing  Plus  Project  morning  and  evening  peak  hour  intersection  turning  movement 
volumes are shown on Figures 13 and 14, respectively.  The Levels of Service for the Existing 
Plus Project traffic conditions have been calculated and are shown in Table 3.  Existing Plus 
Project Level of Service worksheets are provided in Appendix C. 
 

D.  Significant Transportation Impact for Intersections 
 
In the City of Glendale, the impact is considered significant for signalized intersections if the 
project  related  increase  in  the volume  to capacity  ratio equals or exceeds 0.02  that have 
Level  of  Service  D  or  worse.    The  impact  is  considered  significant  for  unsignalized 
intersections  if  the project related  increase  in  the delay equals or exceeds 3 seconds  that 
have Levels of Service D, E, or F. 
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Table  3  depicts  the  Existing  Plus  Project  traffic  Levels  of  Service  at  the  2  study  area 
intersections.  As shown in Table 3, the project significantly impacts the following study area 
intersection during the evening peak hour assuming no improvements: 
 

San Fernando Road (NS) at: 
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #2 – No Mitigation 

 
A  significant  and  unmitigable  impact would  occur  during  the  evening  peak  hour  at  this 
intersection.   The increase is 0.024 during the evening peak hour.  This is a nominal increase 
over the City of Glendale threshold of 0.020. 
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Peak Project Significant Project Significant
Hour Impact Impact? Impact Impact?

Gardena Avenue (NS) at:
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #1 Morning 0.538 ‐ A 0.573 ‐ A 0.035 No 0.540 ‐ A 0.002 No

Evening 0.721 ‐ C 0.742 ‐ C 0.021 No 0.714 ‐ C ‐0.007 No
San Fernando Road (NS) at:

Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #2 Morning 0.971 ‐ E 0.988 ‐ E 0.017 No 0.574 ‐ A ‐0.397 No
Evening 0.920 ‐ E 0.944 ‐ E 0.024 Yes 0.742 ‐ C ‐0.178 No

1 See Table 4 for mitigation.

2

Table 3

Existing Plus Project Levels of Service

Existing Plus Project
Existing Without Mitigation With Mitigation1

In the City of Glendale, the impact is considered significant for signalized intersections if the project related increase in the volume to capacity ratio equals or exceeds 0.02 that 

have Level of Service D or worse.  For nonsignalized intersections, the impact is considered significant if  the intersection delay increases by 3 seconds or more for Level of Service 

D or worse. 

Service

Peak Hour
Level of
ServiceIntersection

Peak Hour
Level of
Service

Peak Hour
Level of
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Traffic
Control3 L T R L T R L T R L T R Morning Evening

Gardena Avenue (NS) at:
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #1 TS 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 0.573‐A 0.742‐C
‐ With Improvements TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 0.540‐A 0.714‐C

San Fernando Road (NS) at:
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #2 TS 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 0 0.988‐E 0.944‐E

1

2

3

Existing Plus Project Mitigation Measures

Table 4

Intersection

TS = Traffic Signal

L = Left; T = Through; R = Right

Level of Service has been calculated using the following analysis software: Traffix, Version 7.9.0215 (2008). 

Intersection Approach Lanes1 Peak Hour
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Level of Service2
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VII.     Year 2014 Without Project Traffic Conditions 
 

 
In this section, Year 2014 Without Project traffic conditions are discussed.  Figures 15 to 18 depict 
the Year 2014 Without Project traffic conditions. 
 
A.  Method of Projection 

 
To  assess  Year  2014 Without  Project  traffic  conditions,  existing  traffic  is  combined with 
related projects and areawide growth.  Table 5 lists the proposed land uses for the related 
projects (see Figure 15). 
 
For Year 2014 Without Project traffic conditions, an annual growth rate has been utilized to 
account  for areawide growth on  study area  roadways.   Per  the City of Glendale Traffic & 
Transportation Division, the traffic counts have been applied with an annual growth rate of 
1% per year to Year 2014. 
 
Related  projects  and  areawide  growth  have  been  added  to  daily  and  peak  hour  traffic 
volumes on surrounding roadways. 
 

B.  Year 2014 Without Project Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
 
Year 2014 Without Project average daily traffic volumes are as illustrated on Figure 16. 
 

C.  Year 2014 Without Project Levels of Service 
 
In  the  City  of  Glendale,  the  technique  used  to  assess  the  operation  of  a  signalized 
intersection  is known as  Intersection Capacity Utilization, as described  in Appendix C.   To 
calculate  an  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  value,  the  volume  of  traffic  using  the 
intersection  is compared with  the capacity of  the  intersection.   The  Intersection Capacity 
Utilization  represents  that  portion  of  the  hour  required  to  provide  sufficient  capacity  to 
accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity. 
 
In the City of Glendale, the technique used to assess the capacity needs of an unsignalized 
intersection  is  known  as  the  Intersection Delay Method  (see  Appendix  C).    To  calculate 
delay,  the  volume  of  traffic  using  the  intersection  is  compared with  the  capacity  of  the 
intersection. 
 
Year 2014 Without Project morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movement 
volumes are shown on Figures 17 and 18, respectively.   The Levels of Service for the Year 
2014 Without  Project  traffic  conditions  have  been  calculated  and  are  shown  in  Table  6.  
Year 2014 Without Project Level of Service worksheets are provided in Appendix C.   
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TAZ Project Location Land Use2 Quantity Units3 Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total Daily

525 W. Elk Avenue Multi‐Family 71 DU 7 29 36 28 16 44 472
463 Salem Street Multi‐Family 10 DU 1 4 5 4 2 6 67

524 W. Colorado Street Multi‐Family 200 DU 20 82 102 80 44 124 1,330
544 W. Elk Avenue Commercial Retail 8.30 TSF 5 3 8 15 16 31 356
889 Americana Way Commercial Retail 119.12 TSF 73 46 119 218 226 444 5,115
370 Salem Street Multi‐Family 17 DU 2 7 9 7 4 11 113
604‐610 W. Broadway Office 12.80 TSF 17 2 19 3 16 19 141

Commercial Retail 1.62 TSF 1 1 2 3 3 6 70
352 W. Chevy Chase Drive Multi‐Family 7 DU 1 3 4 3 2 5 47
200 S. Louise Street Office 3.24 TSF 4 1 5 1 4 5 36
118 S. Kenwood Street Multi‐Family 35 DU 4 14 18 14 8 22 233
145 N Jackson Street Office 2.5 TSF 3 0 3 1 3 4 27
100 W. Wilson Commercial Retail 10.00 TSF 6 4 10 18 19 37 429

Multi‐Family 243 DU 24 100 124 97 53 150 1,616
327 Salem Street Multi‐Family 44 DU 4 18 22 18 10 28 293
224 S. Jackson Multi‐Family 17 DU 2 7 9 7 4 11 113

Commercial Retail 11.37 TSF 7 4 11 21 22 43 488
Office 11.33 TSF 15 2 17 3 14 17 125

111 N. Louise Street Multi‐Family 63 DU 6 26 32 25 14 39 419
128‐132 Kenwood Street Multi‐Family 28 DU 3 11 14 11 6 17 186
111 E. Wilson Avenue Multi‐Family 42 DU 4 17 21 17 9 26 279
and 215 N. Maryland Avenue Movie Theater 9.69 TSF 1 1 2 56 4 60 756
225 Wilson Avenue Hotel 172 RM 58 57 115 53 48 101 1,405

Restaurant 1.95 TST 12 11 23 13 9 22 248

Table 5

Related Projects Trip Generation1

Peak Hour
Morning Evening

2

1

300 N. Central Avenue Multi‐Family 80 DU 8 33 41 32 18 50 532
Commercial Retail 1.24 TSF 1 0 1 2 2 4 53

301 N. Central Avenue Multi‐Family 84 DU 8 34 42 34 18 52 559
Commercial Retail 3.00 TSF 2 1 3 5 6 11 129

320‐324 N. Central Avenue; Multi‐Family 310 DU 31 127 158 124 68 192 2,062
208 W. Lexington Drive; and
317‐345 N. Orange Street
185 N. Orange Street Multi‐Family 201 DU 20 82 102 80 44 124 1,337

Restaurant 2.65 TSF 16 15 31 17 12 29 337
200 E. Broadway Multi‐Family 248 DU 25 102 127 99 55 154 1,649

Restaurant 26.64 TSF 160 147 307 175 122 297 3,388
124 W. Colorado Street Multi‐Family 50 DU 5 21 26 20 11 31 333
432 Myrtle Street Multi‐Family 4 DU 0 2 2 2 1 3 27
1360 E. Colorado Street Office 1.82 TSF 2 0 2 0 2 2 20

Commercial Retail 12.09 TSF 7 5 12 22 23 45 519
228 S. Jackson  Multi‐Family 28 DU 3 11 14 11 6 17 186

Office 11.47 TSF 16 2 18 3 14 17 126
611 E. Acacia Avenue Multi‐Family 12 DU 1 5 6 5 3 8 80
810 S. Maryland Avenue City Park 0.49 AC 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

4 1110 S. Central Avenue Office 4.50 TSF 6 1 7 1 6 7 50
Total 591 1,038 1,629 1,348 967 2,315 25,752

1
Source:  City of Glendale List of Entitled and Reasonable Foreseeable Projects.

2
Source:  Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 8th Edition, 2008, Land Use Categories 220, 310, 411, 443,  710, 820, and 932.

3
DU = Dwelling Units; TSF = Thousand Square Feet; RM =  Rooms; AC = Acres

3
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Traffic
Control3 L T R L T R L T R L T R Morning Evening

Gardena Avenue (NS) at:
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #1 TS 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 0.564‐A 0.755‐C

San Fernando Road (NS) at:
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #2 TS 1 2 14 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 0 1.015‐F 0.976‐E

Intersection

Table 6

Year 2014 Without Project Levels of Service

Intersection Approach Lanes1 Peak Hour
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Level of Service2

1

2

3
TS = Traffic Signal

4

Level of Service has been calculated using the following analysis software: Traffix, Version 7.9.0215 (2008). 

L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; 1 = Improvement

The improvement is scheduled to be constructed by the Glendale Triangle project.
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VIII.    Year 2014 With Project Traffic Conditions 
 

 
In this section, Year 2014 With Project traffic conditions are discussed.  Figures 19 to 21 depict the 
Year 2014 With Project traffic conditions. 
 
A.  Method of Projection 

 
To  assess  Year 2014 With Project  traffic  conditions,  existing  traffic  is  combined with  the 
traffic of the project, related projects, and areawide growth. 
 
For Year 2014 With Project  traffic conditions, an annual growth  rate has been utilized  to 
account  for areawide growth on  study area  roadways.   Per  the City of Glendale Traffic & 
Transportation Division, the traffic counts have been applied with an annual growth rate of 
1% per year to Year 2014. 
 
Related  projects  and  areawide  growth  have  been  added  to  daily  and  peak  hour  traffic 
volumes on surrounding roadways, in addition to trips generated by the project. 
 

B.  Year 2014 With Project Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
 
Year 2014 With Project average daily traffic volumes are as illustrated on Figure 19. 
 

C.  Year 2014 With Project Levels of Service 
 
In  the  City  of  Glendale,  the  technique  used  to  assess  the  operation  of  a  signalized 
intersection  is known as  Intersection Capacity Utilization, as described  in Appendix C.   To 
calculate  an  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  value,  the  volume  of  traffic  using  the 
intersection  is compared with  the capacity of  the  intersection.   The  Intersection Capacity 
Utilization  represents  that  portion  of  the  hour  required  to  provide  sufficient  capacity  to 
accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity. 
 
In the City of Glendale, the technique used to assess the capacity needs of an unsignalized 
intersection  is  known  as  the  Intersection Delay Method  (see  Appendix  C).    To  calculate 
delay,  the  volume  of  traffic  using  the  intersection  is  compared with  the  capacity  of  the 
intersection. 
 
Year  2014 With  Project morning  and  evening  peak  hour  intersection  turning movement 
volumes are shown on Figures 20 and 21, respectively.   The Levels of Service for the Year 
2014 With Project traffic conditions have been calculated and are shown  in Table 7.   Year 
2014 With Project Level of Service worksheets are provided in Appendix C. 
 

D.  Significant Transportation Impact for Intersections 
 
In the City of Glendale, the  impact  is considered significant for  intersections  if the project 
related  increase  in the volume to capacity ratio equals or exceeds 0.02 that have Level of 
Service D or worse.  The impact is considered significant for unsignalized intersections if the 
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project related increase in the delay equals or exceeds 3 seconds that have Levels of Service 
D, E, or F. 
 
Table  7  depicts  the  Year  2012 With  Project  traffic  Levels  of  Service  at  the  2  study  area 
intersections.  As shown in Table 7, the project significantly impacts the following study area 
intersection during the evening peak hour assuming no improvements: 
 

San Fernando Road (NS) at: 
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #2 

 
A  significant  and  unmitigable  impact would  occur  during  the  evening  peak  hour  at  this 
intersection.      The  increase  is  0.024  during  the  evening  peak  hour.    This  is  a  nominal 
increase over the City of Glendale threshold of 0.020. 
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Peak Project Significant Project Significant
Hour Impact Impact? Impact Impact?

Gardena Avenue (NS) at:
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #1 Morning 0.564 ‐ A 0.600 ‐ A 0.036 No 0.566 ‐ A 0.002 No

Evening 0.755 ‐ C 0.777 ‐ C 0.022 No 0.749 ‐ C ‐0.006 No
San Fernando Road (NS) at:

Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #2 Morning 1.015 ‐ F 1.033 ‐ F 0.018 No
Evening 0.976 ‐ E 1.000 ‐ F 0.024 Yes

1 See Table 8 for mitigation.

2

Peak Hour Peak Hour
Level of
Service

Peak Hour
Level of
Service

Table 7

Year 2014 With Project Levels of Service

Year 2012 With Project
Without Project Without Mitigation With Mitigation1

Year 2012 

In the City of Glendale, the impact is considered significant for signalized intersections if the project related increase in the volume to capacity ratio equals or exceeds 0.02 that 

have Level of Service D or worse.  For nonsignalized intersections, the impact is considered significant if  the intersection delay increases by 3 seconds or more for Level of Service 

D or worse. 

Intersection
Level of
Service
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Traffic
Control3 L T R L T R L T R L T R Morning Evening

Gardena Avenue (NS) at:
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #1 TS 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 0.600‐A 0.777‐C
‐ With Improvements TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 0.566‐A 0.749‐C

San Fernando Road (NS) at:
Los Feliz Road (EW) ‐ #2 TS 1 2 14 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 0 1.033‐F 1.000‐F

1

2

3

4

Year 2014 With Project Mitigation Measures

Table 8

Intersection Approach Lanes1 Peak Hour

The improvement is scheduled to be constructed by the Glendale Triangle project.

Westbound Level of Service2

Intersection

TS = Traffic Signal

L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; 1 = Improvement

Level of Service has been calculated using the following analysis software: Traffix, Version 7.9.0215 (2008).

Northbound Southbound Eastbound
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IX.      Construction Traffic Analysis 
 

 
This section discusses the construction traffic analysis.   The project construction would generate 
traffic from construction worker travel, the arrival and departure of trucks delivering construction 
materials, and the removal of debris generated by on‐site demolition activities.  Both the number 
of construction workers and  trucks would vary  throughout  the construction process  in order  to 
maintain a reasonable schedule of completion. 
 
The  construction  of  the  project  is  anticipated  to  consist  of  three  phases:  (1)  demolition,  (2) 
grading/excavation,  and  (3)  above‐grade  building  construction.    The  project  does  not  have  a 
basement level.  The total construction period is anticipated to last approximately 18 months. 
 
A.  Construction Phases 
 

Demolition 
 
This  phase  of  construction  would  include  the  demolition  and  removal  of  the  existing 
foundation  structures.    Removal  of  materials  would  involve  the  use  of  standard 
construction  equipment  such  as  loaders,  dozers,  backhoes,  cranes,  and  other  related 
equipment.  The duration for this phase of construction is anticipated to be approximately 1 
week.    This  work  is  anticipated  to  produce  approximately  1,000  cubic  yards  of  export 
material.   This corresponds  to approximately 70  trucks, assuming  tandem  trucks with  the 
capacity to carry up to 14 cubic yards of material per truck.   With a  five day construction 
work week and 1 week duration,  this phase of construction  is anticipated  to generate no 
more than 70 truck loads as a whole. 
 
Grading/Excavation 
 
The grading phase would  include the excavation of existing  fill materials and replacement 
with properly  compacted  fill materials.   Heavy  construction equipment would be  located 
on‐site during grading activities and would not travel to and from the project site on a daily 
basis.    It  is  anticipated  that  equipment  needs  associated  with  grading  activities  would 
include  loaders, dozers,  scrapers,  compactors,  vibratory  rollers,  and other  related heavy‐
duty equipment.  Because there is no basement level, and the project site is relatively flat, 
the project would likely produce no more than an estimated 100 cubic yards of soil/material 
export.  This corresponds to approximately 7 truck loads, assuming tandem trucks with the 
capacity  to  carry 14  cubic yards of material per  truck.   Therefore, although  there will be 
grading work, there will be very little soil export from the project site, no more than a day’s 
worth  of  truck/trailer  loads  for  the  project  as  a whole.    The  phase  is  anticipated  to  be 
completed in approximately 1 month. 
 
Above‐Grade Building Construction 
 
This  phase  would  include  the  above‐grade  structure  construction  of  the  project.    It  is 
anticipated  that  equipment  needs  associated  with  above‐grade  construction  activities 
would  include  loaders,  dozers,  cranes, pumps,  and  various miscellaneous machinery  and 
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related equipment.  During the peak period of this construction phase, a work force of 150 
construction workers would be necessary, while a work  force of 100  to 150  construction 
workers are anticipated for the latter portion of this construction phase.  Material delivery 
trucks  and  other miscellaneous  trucks  are  anticipated  during  this  phase  of  construction.  
This work would likely produce approximately 6 to 7 material delivery trucks trips per day, 
although deliveries are not envisioned  to occur  for each day of  this phase.   This phase  is 
anticipated to be completed in approximately 14‐3/4 months. 
 

B.  Impact Analysis 
 
The  number  of  construction worker  vehicles  is  estimated  using  the  average  ridership  of 
1.135  persons  per  vehicle  per  the  CEQA  Air Quality  Handbook,  South  Coast  Air Quality 
Management District.   The  typical construction activity  is anticipated  to begin at 7:00 AM 
and end at 4:00 PM.   In general, the majority of the construction workers are expected to 
arrive  at  the  project  site  during  off‐peak  hours  (i.e.,  arrive  prior  to  7:00  AM).    It  is 
anticipated that the majority of the construction workers would remain on‐site throughout 
the day and would not leave the site for lunch via their vehicles.  The truck delivery period 
has been assumed for eight hours per day (beginning at 7:00 AM, with the  last delivery at 
3:00 PM).  A Passenger Car Equivalent factor of 2.0 has been assumed. 
 
Based on the information provided by the applicant, the construction workers will park off‐
site at a nearby church parking lot located within 0.5 miles from the site at the intersection 
of  Revere  Avenue/Los  Feliz  Boulevard.    Shuttle  services will  be  provided  by  the  project 
applicant between the off‐site parking area and the project site.  The shuttle bus(es) will use 
the following travel route to/from the site:  (1) Exit site at Gardena Avenue and travel west 
on Los Feliz Boulevard; (2) Turn north on Revere Avenue at Los Feliz Boulevard. 
 
The  proposed  development  construction  is  projected  to  generate  a  maximum  of 
approximately 346 daily vehicle trips, 4 which will occur during the morning peak hour and 
159 of which will occur during the evening peak hour, as follows: 
 
  Peak Hour   
  Employees  Trucks   

Time Period  Inbound  Outbound  Inbound  Outbound  Daily 
6:00 AM – 7:00 AM  159 0 0 0  159
7:00 AM – 8:00 AM  0 0 2 0  2
8:00 AM – 9:00 AM  0 0 2 2  4
9:00 AM – 10:00 AM  0 0 2 2  4
10:00 AM – 11:00 AM  0 0 2 2  4
11:00 AM – 12:00 NOON  0 0 2 2  4
12:00 NOON – 1:00 PM  0 0 0 2  2
1:00 PM – 2:00 PM  0 0 2 0  2
2:00 PM – 3:00 PM  0 0 2 2  4
3:00 PM – 4:00 PM  0 0 0 2  2
4:00 PM – 5:00 PM  0 159 0 0  159
Total  159 159 14 14  346
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In terms of construction‐related traffic  impacts during the critical 7:00 AM – 9:00 AM and 
4:00 PM – 6:00 PM peak periods, the preceding table indicates that the 4:00 PM – 5:00 PM 
peak hour could be significantly impacted by the 180 workers exiting the area (resulting in 
approximately 159 outbound vehicles).  Based upon the assumption that 55 percent of the 
workers would exit Revere Avenue onto westbound Los Feliz Boulevard and 45 percent of 
the  workers  would  exit  Revere  Avenue  onto  eastbound  Los  Feliz  Boulevard,  these  159 
vehicle trips were assigned to the study  intersections.   The Level of Service analyses were 
then  conducted  for  the  scenario  of  Existing  Plus  Project  Construction  traffic  conditions.  
Only the intersections listed below are required for analysis because less than 50 peak hour 
trips were forecasted at the other study area intersections. 
 

 
 
 

Intersection 

Peak Hour 
Level of Service 

Morning  Evening 
I‐5 Freeway NB Off‐Ramp (NS) at: 
     Los Feliz Boulevard (EW)  

 
N/A1 

 
0.610‐B 

Glenfeliz Boulevard (NS) at: 
     Los Feliz Boulevard (EW)  

 
N/A 

 
0.757‐C 

Brunswick Avenue (NS) at: 
     Los Feliz Boulevard (EW)  

 
N/A 

 
0.760‐C 

Revere Avenue (NS) at: 
     Los Feliz Boulevard (EW)  

 
N/A 

 
0.893‐D 

Gardena Avenue (NS) at: 
     Los Feliz Road (EW)  

 
N/A 

 
0.744‐C 

San Fernando Road (NS) at: 
     Los Feliz Road (EW)  

 
N/A 

 
0.936‐E 

 
Therefore, the traffic  impacts associated with construction activities are determined to be 
less than significant. 
 
The City of Glendale should approve a truck haul route program for the construction of the 
project  to  minimize  the  impact  caused  by  the  construction  of  the  project.    The 
implementation of the following features should be considered by the City of Glendale: 
 
1. Limit any potential lane closures to off‐peak travel periods. 
 
2. Schedule receipt of construction materials during non‐peak travel periods, to the extent 

possible. 
 
3. Maintain existing accesses for land uses in proximity of the project site. 
 
4. Require  the  construction workers  to park on  the predetermined off‐street parking  lot 

specified by the applicant. 
 

                                            
1 Less than 50 peak hour trips during the morning peak hour. 
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5. Coordinate deliveries to minimize loading and unloading time. 
   



X.       Elimination of On‐Street and Off‐Street Parking Analysis 
 

 
As tabulated below, the project site is currently leased to certain nearby businesses for off‐street 
parking.  Parking occupancy surveys indicate approximately 45 vehicles are parked on‐site during 
peak periods.  These parking spaces will be eliminated to accommodate the project.  In addition, 
approximately  29  on‐street  parking  spaces  will  be  eliminated  as  part  of  the  project’s  traffic 
mitigation measures. 
 
 
 

Location 

Approximate 
Number of 

Parked Vehicles 
On‐Site1  45 
South side of Fernando Court, west of Gardena Avenue  7 
West side of Gardena Avenue, north of Los Feliz Road  9 
East side of Gardena Avenue, south of Los Feliz Road  4 
San Fernando Road at Fernando Court  2 
South side of Fernando Court, east of Gardena Avenue  2 
Total  69 

 
Unless  replaced,  the  elimination  of  the  69  parking  spaces  would  constitute  a  significant  and 
adverse impact. 

                                            
1  The on‐site parking is leased by TransAid Ambulance and Gateway Animal Hospital (see Appendix D).   
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XI.      Recommendations 
 

 
A.  Site Access 

 
The project site will have driveway access via Fernando Court. 
 

B.  Roadway Improvements 
 
Site‐specific  circulation  and  access  requirements  of  the  City  of  Glendale  Traffic  & 
Transportation Division depicted on Figure 22. 
 
Eastbound  left‐turn storage modification and protected  left turn arrow at the  intersection 
of  Gardena  Avenue  and  Los  Feliz  Road  specified  by  the  City  of  Glendale  Traffic  & 
Transportation Division. 
 
A two (2) foot widening, restriping and an associated dedication of right‐of‐way adjacent to 
the  site’s entire  frontage on Gardena Avenue.    (It  should be noted  that approximately 9 
parking spaces will be lost as a result of the street widening.) 
 
A  five  (5)  foot widening, restriping and an associated dedication of right‐of‐way along the 
site’s entire frontage on Fernando Court.  (It should be noted that approximately 7 parking 
spaces will be lost because of the street widening.) 
 
A  two  (2)  foot widening  and  restriping  along  the  south  side of  Fernando Court between 
Gardena Avenue and San Fernando Road. 
 
Sufficient on‐site parking shall be provided to meet the project’s peak parking demand.  
 
Sight  distance  at  the  project  accesses  should  be  reviewed  with  respect  to  California 
Department  of  Transportation/City  of  Glendale  standards  in  conjunction  with  the 
preparation of final grading, landscaping, and street improvement plans. 
 
On‐site  traffic  signing  and  striping  should  be  implemented  in  conjunction  with  detailed 
construction plans for the project. 

 
As is the case for any roadway design, the City of Glendale should periodically review traffic 
operations  in the vicinity of the project once the project  is constructed to assure that the 
traffic operations are satisfactory 
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GLOSSARY OF TRANSPORTATION TERMS 
 
 
COMMON ABBREVIATIONS 
 
AC:  Acres 
ADT:  Average Daily Traffic 
Caltrans:  California Department of Transportation 
DU:  Dwelling Unit 
ICU:  Intersection Capacity Utilization 
LOS:  Level of Service 
TSF:  Thousand Square Feet 
V/C:  Volume/Capacity 
VMT:  Vehicle Miles Traveled 
 
TERMS 
 
AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC: The  total volume during a year divided by  the number of 
days in a year.  Usually only weekdays are included. 
 
BANDWIDTH:   The number of seconds of green time available for through traffic  in a 
signal progression. 
 
BOTTLENECK:   A constriction along a  travelway  that  limits  the amount of  traffic  that 
can proceed downstream from its location. 
 
CAPACITY:  The maximum number of vehicles that can be reasonably expected to pass 
over a given section of a lane or a roadway in a given time period. 
 
CHANNELIZATION:  The separation or regulation of conflicting traffic movements into 
definite  paths  of  travel  by  the  use  of  pavement markings,  raised  islands,  or  other 
suitable means  to  facilitate  the  safe  and  orderly movements  of  both  vehicles  and 
pedestrians. 
 
CLEARANCE INTERVAL:  Nearly same as yellow time.  If there is an all red interval after 
the end of a yellow, then that is also added into the clearance interval. 
 
CORDON:   An  imaginary  line around an area across which vehicles, persons, or other 
items are counted (in and out). 
 
CYCLE LENGTH:  The time period in seconds required for one complete signal cycle. 
 
CUL‐DE‐SAC STREET:  A local street open at one end only, and with special provisions 
for turning around. 



  
 

DAILY CAPACITY:   The daily volume of  traffic  that will  result  in a volume during  the 
peak hour equal to the capacity of the roadway. 
 
DELAY:  The time consumed while traffic is impeded in its movement by some element 
over which it has no control, usually expressed in seconds per vehicle. 
 
DEMAND RESPONSIVE SIGNAL:  Same as traffic‐actuated signal. 
 
DENSITY:    The number of  vehicles occupying  in  a  unit  length of  the  through  traffic 
lanes of a roadway at any given instant.  Usually expressed in vehicles per mile. 
 
DETECTOR:   A device  that  responds  to a physical  stimulus and  transmits a  resulting 
impulse to the signal controller. 
 
DESIGN SPEED:  A speed selected for purposes of design.  Features of a highway, such 
as  curvature,  superelevation,  and  sight  distance  (upon which  the  safe  operation  of 
vehicles is dependent) are correlated to design speed. 
 
DIRECTIONAL SPLIT:  The percent of traffic in the peak direction at any point in time. 
 
DIVERSION:  The rerouting of peak hour traffic to avoid congestion. 
 
FORCED FLOW:  Opposite of free flow. 
 
FREE  FLOW:    Volumes  are well  below  capacity.    Vehicles  can maneuver  freely  and 
travel is unimpeded by other traffic. 
 
GAP:  Time or distance between successive vehicles in a traffic stream, rear bumper to 
front bumper. 
 
HEADWAY:   Time or distance spacing between successive vehicles  in a traffic stream, 
front bumper to front bumper. 
 
INTERCONNECTED SIGNAL SYSTEM:  A number of intersections that are connected to 
achieve signal progression. 
 
LEVEL OF SERVICE:  A qualitative measure of a number of factors, which include speed 
and  travel  time,  traffic  interruptions,  freedom  to maneuver,  safety,  driving  comfort 
and convenience, and operating costs. 
 
LOOP DETECTOR:   A  vehicle detector  consisting of  a  loop of wire embedded  in  the 
roadway,  energized  by  alternating  current  and  producing  an  output  circuit  closure 
when passed over by a vehicle. 
 



  
 

MINIMUM ACCEPTABLE GAP:  Smallest time headway between successive vehicles in 
a traffic stream into which another vehicle is willing and able to cross or merge. 
 
MULTI‐MODAL:   More  than  one mode;  such  as  automobile,  bus  transit,  rail  rapid 
transit, and bicycle transportation modes. 
 
OFFSET:    The  time  interval  in  seconds  between  the  beginning  of  green  at  one 
intersection and the beginning of green at an adjacent intersection. 
 
PLATOON:    A  closely  grouped  component  of  traffic  that  is  composed  of  several 
vehicles moving, or standing ready to move, with clear spaces ahead and behind. 
 
ORIGIN‐DESTINATION  SURVEY:   A  survey  to  determine  the  point  of  origin  and  the 
point of destination for a given vehicle trip. 
 
PASSENGER CAR EQUIVALENTS  (PCE):   One  car  is one Passenger Car Equivalent.   A 
truck  is equal  to 2 or 3 Passenger Car Equivalents  in  that a  truck  requires  longer  to 
start, goes slower, and accelerates slower.  Loaded trucks have a higher Passenger Car 
Equivalent than empty trucks. 
 
PEAK HOUR:  The 60 consecutive minutes with the highest number of vehicles. 
 
PRETIMED  SIGNAL:   A  type  of  traffic  signal  that  directs  traffic  to  stop  and  go  on  a 
predetermined  time  schedule without  regard  to  traffic  conditions.   Also,  fixed  time 
signal. 
 
PROGRESSION:  A term used to describe the progressive movement of traffic through 
several signalized intersections. 
 
 
SCREEN‐LINE:  An imaginary line or physical feature across which all trips are counted, 
normally to verify the validity of mathematical traffic models. 
 
SIGNAL CYCLE:   The  time period  in  seconds  required  for one  complete  sequence of 
signal indications. 
 
SIGNAL  PHASE:    The  part  of  the  signal  cycle  allocated  to  one  or  more  traffic 
movements. 
 
STARTING DELAY:  The delay experienced in initiating the movement of queued traffic 
from a stop to an average running speed through a signalized intersection. 
 
TRAFFIC‐ACTUATED SIGNAL:  A type of traffic signal that directs traffic to stop and go 
in accordance with the demands of traffic, as registered by the actuation of detectors. 



  
 

TRIP:    The movement  of  a  person  or  vehicle  from  one  location  (origin)  to  another 
(destination).  For example, from home to store to home is two trips, not one. 
 
TRIP‐END:  One end of a trip at either the origin or destination; i.e. each trip has two 
trip‐ends.   A  trip‐end occurs when a person, object, or message  is  transferred  to or 
from a vehicle. 
 
TRIP GENERATION RATE:  The quality of trips produced and/or attracted by a specific 
land use stated in terms of units such as per dwelling, per acre, and per 1,000 square 
feet of floor space. 
 
TRUCK:   A vehicle having dual  tires on one or more axles, or having more  than  two 
axles. 
 
UNBALANCED FLOW:  Heavier traffic flow in one direction than the other.  On a daily 
basis, most  facilities  have  balanced  flow.    During  the  peak  hours,  flow  is  seldom 
balanced in an urban area. 
 
VEHICLE MILES  OF  TRAVEL:    A  measure  of  the  amount  of  usage  of  a  section  of 
highway, obtained by multiplying the average daily traffic by length of facility in miles. 
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EXPLANATION AND CALCULATION OF 
INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION 

 
 
Overview 
 
The  ability  of  a  roadway  to  carry  traffic  is  referred  to  as  capacity.    The  capacity  is 
usually greater between  intersections and  less at  intersections because  traffic  flows 
continuously between  them  and only during  the  green phase  at  them.   Capacity  at 
intersections  is  best  defined  in  terms  of  vehicles  per  lane  per  hour  of  green.    If 
capacity  is  1600  vehicles  per  lane  per  hour  of  green,  and  if  the  green  phase  is  50 
percent of  the  cycle  and  there  are  three  lanes,  then  the  capacity  is  1600  times  50 
percent times 3 lanes, or 2400 vehicles per hour for that approach. 
 
The technique used to compare the volume and capacity at an  intersection  is known 
as  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization.    Intersection  Capacity  Utilization,  usually 
expressed  as  a  percent,  is  the  proportion  of  an  hour  required  to  provide  sufficient 
capacity to accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity.  
If an  intersection  is operating at 80 percent of capacity (i.e., an  Intersection Capacity 
Utilization of 80 percent), then 20 percent of the signal cycle  is not used.   The signal 
could  show  red on  all  indications 20 percent of  the  time  and  the  signal would  just 
accommodate approaching traffic. 
 
Intersection Capacity Utilization analysis consists of (a) determining the proportion of 
signal  time  needed  to  serve  each  conflicting movement  of  traffic,  (b)  summing  the 
times for the movements, and (c) comparing the total time required to the total time 
available.    For  example,  if  for  north‐south  traffic  the  northbound  traffic  is  1600 
vehicles per hour, the southbound traffic is 1200 vehicles per hour, and the capacity of 
either direction  is 3200 vehicles per hour,  then  the northbound  traffic  is critical and 
requires  1600/3200  or  50  percent  of  the  signal  time.    If  for  east‐west  traffic,  30 
percent  of  the  signal  time  is  required,  then  it  can  be  seen  that  the  Intersection 
Capacity Utilization  is  50  plus  30,  or  80  percent.   When  left  turn  arrows  (left  turn 
phasing)  exist,  they  are  incorporated  into  the  analysis.    The  critical movements  are 
usually the heavy left turn movements and the opposing through movements. 
 
The  Intersection Capacity Utilization technique  is an  ideal tool to quantify existing as 
well  as  future  intersection  operation.    The  impact  of  adding  a  lane  can  be  quickly 
determined  by  examining  the  effect  the  lane  has  on  the  Intersection  Capacity 
Utilization. 
 
 
 



 

  

Intersection Capacity Utilization Worksheets That Follow This Discussion 
 
The  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  worksheet  table  contains  the  following 
information: 
 
1.  Peak hour turning movement volumes. 
 
2.  Number of lanes that serve each movement. 
 
3.  For right turn lanes, whether the lane is a free right turn lane, whether it has a 

right turn arrow, and the percent of right turns on red that are assumed. 
 
4.  Capacity assumed per lane. 
 
5.  Capacity available to serve each movement (number of lanes times capacity per 

lane). 
 
6.  Volume to capacity ratio for each movement. 
 
7.  Whether  the movement's  volume  to  capacity  ratio  is  critical  and  adds  to  the 

Intersection Capacity Utilization value. 
 
8.  The yellow time or clearance interval assumed. 
 
9.  Adjustments for right turn movements. 
 
10.  The Intersection Capacity Utilization and Level of Service. 
 
The  Intersection Capacity Utilization Worksheet  also has  two  graphics on  the  same 
page.  These two graphics show the following: 
 
1.  Peak hour turning movement volumes. 
 
2.  Number of lanes that serve each movement. 
 
3.  The approach and exit leg volumes. 
 
4.  The two‐way leg volumes. 
 
5.  An estimate of daily  traffic volumes  that  is  fairly  close  to actual  counts and  is 

based strictly on the peak hour leg volumes multiplied by a factor. 
 



 

  

6.  Percent of daily traffic in peak hours. 
 
7.  Percent of peak hour leg volume that is inbound versus outbound. 
 
A more  detailed  discussion  of  Intersection  Capacity Utilization  and  Level  of  Service 
follows. 
 
Level of Service 
 
Level of Service is used to describe the quality of traffic flow.  Levels of Service A to C 
operate quite well.  Level of Service C is typically the standard to which rural roadways 
are designed. 
 
Level of Service D is characterized by fairly restricted traffic flow.  Level of Service D is 
the standard to which urban roadways are typically designed.  Level of Service E is the 
maximum volume a facility can accommodate and will result in possible stoppages of 
momentary duration.    Level of Service F occurs when a  facility  is overloaded and  is 
characterized by stop‐and‐go traffic with stoppages of long duration. 
 
A  description  of  the  various  Levels  of  Service  appears  at  the  end  of  the  ICU 
description, along with the relationship between Intersection Capacity Utilization and 
Level of Service. 
 
Signalized and Unsignalized Intersections 
 
Although  calculating  an  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  value  for  an  unsignalized 
intersection  is  invalid,  the  presumption  is  that  a  signal  can  be  installed  and  the 
calculation  shows  whether  the  geometrics  are  capable  of  accommodating  the 
expected volumes with a signal.   A  traffic signal becomes warranted before Level of 
Service D is reached for a signalized intersection. 
 
Signal Timing 
 
The  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  calculation  assumes  that  a  signal  is  properly 
timed.    It  is  possible  to  have  an  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  well  below  100 
percent,  yet  have  severe  traffic  congestion.    This  would  occur  if  one  or  more 
movements is not getting sufficient green time to satisfy its demand, and excess green 
time  exists  on  other movements.    This  is  an  operational  problem  that  should  be 
remedied. 
 
 
 



 

  

Lane Capacity 
 
Capacity  is often defined  in  terms of  roadway width; however,  standard  lanes have 
approximately  the  same  capacity whether  they  are  11  or  14  feet wide.   Our  data 
indicates a typical  lane, whether a through  lane or a  left turn  lane, has a capacity of 
approximately 1750 vehicles per hour of green time, with nearly all locations showing 
a  capacity  greater  than 1600  vehicles per hour of green per  lane.   Right  turn  lanes 
have  a  slightly  lower  capacity;  however  1600  vehicles  per  hour  is  a  valid  capacity 
assumption for right turn lanes. 
 
This  finding  is  published  in  the  August,  1978  issue  of  Institute  of  Transportation 
Engineers  Journal  in  the  article  entitled,  "Another  Look  at  Signalized  Intersection 
Capacity" by William Kunzman, P.E.  A capacity of 1600 vehicles per hour per lane with 
no yellow time penalty, or 1700 vehicles per hour with a 3 or 5 percent yellow time 
penalty is reasonable. 
 
Yellow Time 
 
The yellow time can either be assumed to be completely used and no penalty applied, 
or  it  can  be  assumed  to  be  only  partially  usable.    Total  yellow  time  accounts  for 
approximately  10  percent  of  a  signal  cycle,  and  a  penalty  of  3  to  5  percent  is 
reasonable. 
 
During peak hour  traffic operation  the  yellow  times  are nearly  completely used.    If 
there  is no  left  turn phasing,  the  left  turn  vehicles  completely use  the  yellow  time.  
Even  if  there  is  left  turn  phasing,  the  through  traffic  continues  to  enter  the 
intersection on the yellow until just a split second before the red. 
 
Shared Lanes 
 
Shared lanes occur in many locations.  A shared lane is often found at the end of an off 
ramp where the ramp forms an intersection with the cross street.  Often at a diamond 
interchange off ramp, there are three lanes.  In the case of a diamond interchange, the 
middle lane is sometimes shared, and the driver can turn left, go through, or turn right 
from that lane. 
 
If one assumes a three lane off ramp as described above, and if one assumes that each 
lane has 1600 capacity, and if one assumes that there are 1000 left turns per hour, 500 
right turns per hour, and 100 through vehicles per hour, then how should one assume 
that the three lanes operate.  There are three ways that it is done. 
 



 

  

One way  is to  just assume that all 1600 vehicles (1000 plus 500 plus 100) are served 
simultaneously by  three  lanes.   When  this  is done,  the  capacity  is  3  times  1600 or 
4800,  and  the  amount  of  green  time  needed  to  serve  the  ramp  is  1600  vehicles 
divided by 4800 capacity or 33.3 percent.  This assumption effectively assumes perfect 
lane distribution between the three lanes that is not realistic.  It also means a left turn 
can be made from the right lane. 
 
Another way is to equally split the capacity of a shared lane and in this case to assume 
there are 1.33 left turn lanes, 1.33 right turn lanes, and 0.33 through lanes.  With this 
assumption, the critical movement is the left turns and the 1000 left turns are served 
by a capacity of 1.33 times 1600, or 2133.  The volume to capacity ratio of the critical 
move is 1000 divided by 2133 or 46.9 percent. 
 
The  first method  results  in  a  critical move of 33.3 percent  and  the  second method 
results in a critical move of 46.9 percent.  Neither is very accurate, and the difference 
in the calculated Level of Service will be approximately 1.5 Levels of Service (one Level 
of Service is 10 percent). 
 
The way Kunzman Associates, Inc. does  it  is to assign fractional  lanes  in a reasonable 
way.    In  this  example,  it would  be  assumed  that  there  is  1.1  right  turn  lanes,  0.2 
through  lanes,  and  1.7  left  turn  lanes.    The  volume  to  capacity  ratios  for  each 
movement would be 31.3 percent  for  the  through  traffic, 28.4 percent  for  the  right 
turn movement, and 36.8 percent for the left turn movement.  The critical movement 
would be the 36.8 percent for the left turns. 
 
Right Turn on Red 
 
Kunzman Associates, Inc. software treats right turn lanes in one of five different ways.  
Each right turn lane is classified into one of five cases.  The five cases are (1) free right 
turn  lane,  (2)  right  turn  lane with  separate  right  turn arrow,  (3)  standard  right  turn 
lane with no  right  turns on  red  allowed,  (4)  standard  right  turn  lane with  a  certain 
percentage  of  right  turns  on  red  allowed,  and  (5)  separate  right  turn  arrow  and  a 
certain percentage of right turns on red allowed. 
 
Free Right Turn Lane 
 
If it is a free right turn lane, then it is given a capacity of one full lane with continuous 
or 100 percent green  time.   A Free  right  turn  lane occurs when  there  is a  separate 
approach  lane  for  right  turning  vehicles,  there  is  a  separate departure  lane  for  the 
right turning vehicles after they turn and are exiting the intersection, and the through 
cross street traffic does not interfere with the vehicles after they turn right. 
 



 

  

Separate Right Turn Arrow 
 
If  there  is  a  separate  right  turn  arrow,  then  it  is  assumed  that  vehicles  are  given  a 
green indication and can proceed on what is known as the left turn overlap. 
 
The left turn overlap for a northbound right turn is the westbound left turn.  When the 
left turn overlap has a green indication, the right turn lane is also given a green arrow 
indication.  Thus, if there is a northbound right turn arrow, then it can be turned green 
for the period of time that the westbound left turns are proceeding. 
 
If  there  are more  right  turns  than  can  be  accommodated  during  the  northbound 
through  green  and  the  time  that  the  northbound  right  turn  arrow  is  on,  then  an 
adjustment  is made  to  the  Intersection Capacity Utilization  to account  for  the green 
time that needs to be added to the northbound through green to accommodate the 
northbound right turns. 
 
Standard Right Turn Lane, No Right Turns on Red 
 
 A standard  right  turn  lane, with no  right  turn on  red assumed, proceeds only when 
there is a green indication displayed for the adjacent through movement.  If additional 
green  time  is needed above  that amount of  time,  then  in  the  Intersection Capacity 
Utilization  calculation a  right  turn adjustment  green  time  is added above  the green 
time that is needed to serve the adjacent through movement. 
 
Standard Right Turn Lane, With Right Turns on Red 
 
A standard right turn lane with say 20 percent of the right turns allowed to turn right 
on a red indication is calculated the same as the standard right turn case where there 
is no  right  turn on  red allowed, except  that  the  right  turn adjustment  is  reduced  to 
account for the 20 percent of the right turning vehicles that can logically turn right on 
a red  light.   The right turns on red are never allowed to exceed the time the overlap 
left  turns  take  plus  the  unused  part  of  the  green  cycle  that  the  cross  street  traffic 
moving from left to right has. 
 
As  an  example  of  how  20  percent  of  the  cars  are  allowed  to  turn  right  on  a  red 
indication,  assume  that  the northbound  right  turn  volume needs 40 percent of  the 
signal cycle to be satisfied.  To allow 20 percent of the northbound right turns to turn 
right on red, then during 8 percent of the signal cycle (40 percent of signal cycle times 
20 percent that can turn right on red) right turns on red will be allowed if it is feasible. 
 
For  this  example,  assume  that  15  percent  of  the  signal  cycle  is  green  for  the 
northbound  through  traffic,  and  that means  that  15  percent  of  the  signal  cycle  is 



 

  

available to satisfy northbound right turns.   After the northbound through traffic has 
received  its  green,  25  percent  of  the  signal  cycle  is  still  needed  to  satisfy  the 
northbound  right  turns  (40 percent of  the  signal  cycle minus  the 15 percent of  the 
signal cycle that the northbound through used). 
 
Assume that the westbound left turns require a green time of 6 percent of the signal 
cycle.    This 6 percent of  the  signal  cycle  is used by northbound  right  turns on  red.  
After accounting for the northbound right turns that occur on the westbound overlap 
left turn, 19 percent of the signal cycle  is still needed for the northbound right turns 
(25 percent of  the  cycle was needed after  the northbound  through green  time was 
accounted for [see above paragraph], and 6 percent was served during the westbound 
left turn overlap).   Also, at this point 6 percent of the signal cycle has been used for 
northbound  right  turns  on  red,  and  still  2  percent more  of  the  right  turns will  be 
allowed to occur on the red if there is unused eastbound through green time. 
 
For purpose of this example, assume that the westbound through green is critical, and 
that 15 percent of  the  signal  cycle  is unused by eastbound  through  traffic.   Thus, 2 
percent more of  the  signal  cycle  can be used by  the northbound  right  turns on  red 
since there is 15 seconds of unused green time being given to the eastbound through 
traffic. 
 
At  this point, 8 percent of  the  signal  cycle was  available  to  serve northbound  right 
turning vehicles on red, and 15 percent of the signal cycle was available to serve right 
turning vehicles on the northbound through green.   So 23 percent of the signal cycle 
has been available for northbound right turns. 
 
Because  40  percent  of  the  signal  cycle  is  needed  to  serve  northbound  right  turns, 
there  is  still  a  need  for  17  percent  more  of  the  signal  cycle  to  be  available  for 
northbound  right  turns.   What  this means  is  the  northbound  through  traffic  green 
time  is  increased by 17 percent of  the cycle  length  to serve  the unserved  right  turn 
volume, and a 17 percent adjustment is added to the Intersection Capacity Utilization 
to account  for  the northbound  right  turns  that were not  served on  the northbound 
through green time or when right turns on red were assumed. 
 
Separate Right Turn Arrow, With Right Turns on Red 
 
A right  turn  lane with a separate right turn arrow, plus a certain percentage of right 
turns allowed on red  is calculated the same way as a standard right turn  lane with a 
certain percentage of right turns allowed on red, except the turns which occur on the 
right turn arrow are not counted as part of the percentage of right turns that occur on 
red. 
 



 

  

Critical Lane Method 
 
Intersection Capacity Utilization parallels another calculation procedure known as the 
Critical Lane Method with one exception.  Critical Lane Method dimensions capacity in 
terms of standardized vehicles per hour per lane.  A Critical Lane Method result of 800 
vehicles per hour means  that  the  intersection operates as  though 800 vehicles were 
using a single  lane continuously.   If one assumes a  lane capacity of 1600 vehicles per 
hour, then a Critical Lane Method calculation resulting in 800 vehicles per hour is the 
same as an Intersection Capacity Utilization calculation of 50 percent since 800/1600 
is  50  percent.    It  is  our  opinion  that  the  Critical  Lane  Method  is  inferior  to  the 
Intersection  Capacity  Utilization method  simply  because  a  statement  such  as  "The 
Critical  Lane Method  value  is  800  vehicles  per  hour" means  little  to most  persons, 
whereas  a  statement  such  as  "The  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  is  50  percent" 
communicates  clearly.    Critical  Lane  Method  results  directly  correspond  to 
Intersection Capacity Utilization results.  The correspondence is as follows, assuming a 
lane capacity of 1600 vehicles per hour and no clearance interval. 
 

Critical Lane Method Result  Intersection  Capacity 
Utilization Result 

 
  800 vehicles per hour         50 percent 
 
  960 vehicles per hour        60 percent 
   
1120 vehicles per hour       70 percent 
 
1280 vehicles per hour       80 percent 
 
1440 vehicles per hour       90 percent 
 
1600 vehicles per hour       100 percent 
 
1760 vehicles per hour       110 percent 

 



INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION 

LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTION1 
 
 

Level of 
Service  Description 

Volume to
Capacity Ratio 

A 
 
 
 
 
B 
 
 
 
C 
 
 
 
 
 
D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E 
 
 
 
 
F 

Level  of  Service  A  occurs  when  progression  is  extremely 
favorable and vehicles arrive during the green phase.   Most 
vehicles  do  not  stop  at  all.    Short  cycle  lengths may  also 
contribute to low delay. 
 
Level  of  Service  B  generally  occurs  with  good  progression 
and/or short cycle lengths.  More vehicles stop than for Level 
of Service A, causing higher levels of average delay. 
 
Level  of  Service  C  generally  results  when  there  is  fair 
progression  and/or  longer  cycle  lengths.    Individual  cycle 
failures may  begin  to  appear  in  this  level.    The  number  of 
vehicles  stopping  is  significant  at  this  level,  although many 
still pass through the intersection without stopping. 
 
Level of Service D generally results  in noticeable congestion.  
Longer  delays  may  result  from  some  combination  of 
unfavorable progression,  long cycle  lengths, or high volume 
to capacity ratios.  Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of 
vehicles not  stopping declines.    Individual  cycle  failures are 
noticeable. 
 
Level of Service E  is considered to be the  limit of acceptable 
delay.    These  high  delay  values  generally  indicate  poor 
progression,  long cycle  lengths, and high volume to capacity 
ratios.  Individual cycle failures are frequent. 
 
Level of Service F  is considered  to be unacceptable  to most 
drivers.    This  condition  often  occurs  when  oversaturation, 
i.e.,  when  arrival  flow  rates  exceed  the  capacity  of  the 
intersection.    It may  also  occur  at  high  volume  to  capacity 
ratios below 1.00 with many  individual  cycle  failures.   Poor 
progression  and  long  cycle  lengths  may  also  be  major 
contributing causes to such delay levels. 

0.600 and below
 
 
 
 

0.601 to 0.700 
 
 
 

0.701 to 0.800 
 
 
 
 
 

0.801 to 0.900 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0.901 to 1.000 
 
 
 
 

1.001 and up 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1   Source:  Highway Capacity Manual Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, National Research Council Washington 
D.C., 2000. 

  



 

  

EXPLANATION AND CALCULATION OF INTERSECTION 
LEVEL OF SERVICE USING DELAY METHODOLOGY 

 
 

The  levels of  service at  the unsignalized  intersections are  calculated using  the delay 
methodology  in  the  2000  Highway  Capacity  Manual.    This  methodology  views  an 
intersection as consisting of several lane groups.  A lane group is a set of lanes serving 
a movement.  If there are two northbound left turn lanes, then the lane group serving 
the northbound left turn movement has two lanes.  Similarly, there may be three lanes 
in  the  lane  group  serving  the northbound  through movement, one  lane  in  the  lane 
group serving  the northbound right  turn movement, and so  forth.    It  is also possible 
for one  lane to serve two  lane groups.   A shared  lane might result  in there being 1.5 
lanes in the northbound left turn lane group and 2.5 lanes in the northbound through 
lane group. 
 
For each lane group, there is a capacity.  That capacity is calculated by multiplying the 
number of lanes in the lane group times a theoretical maximum lane capacity per lane 
times 12 adjustment factors. 
 
Each of the 12 adjustment factors has a value of approximately 1.00.  A value less than 
1.00 is generally assigned when a less than desirable condition occurs. 
 
The 12 adjustment factors are as follows: 
 

1.  Peak hour factor (to account for peaking within the peak hour) 
 
2.  Lane utilization factor (to account for not all lanes loading equally) 
 
3.  Lane width 
 
4.  Percent of heavy trucks 
 
5.  Approach grade 
 
6.  Parking 
 
7.  Bus stops at intersections 
 
8.  Area type (CBD or other) 
 
9.   Right turns 
 
10.   Left turns 



 

  

11.   Pedestrian activity 
 
12.   Signal progression 
 

The maximum  theoretical  lane  capacity  and  the 12  adjustment  factors  for  it  are  all 
unknowns  for which  approximate  estimates  have  been  recommended  in  the  2000 
Highway Capacity Manual.  For the most part, the recommended values are not based 
on statistical analysis but rather on educated estimates.  However, it is possible to use 
the delay method and get reasonable results as will be discussed below. 
 
Once the lane group volume is known and the lane group capacity is known, a volume 
to capacity ratio can be calculated for the lane group. 
 
With a volume to capacity ratio calculated, average delay per vehicle  in a  lane group 
can be estimated.   The average delay per vehicle  in a lane group is calculated using a 
complex  formula  provided  by  the  2000  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  which  can  be 
simplified and described as follows: 
 
Delay per vehicle in a lane group is a function of the following: 
 

1.  Cycle length 
 
2.  Amount of red time faced by a lane group 
 
3.  Amount of yellow time for that lane group 
 
4.  The volume to capacity ratio of the lane group 

 
The  average  delay  per  vehicle  for  each  lane  group  is  calculated,  and  eventually  an 
overall  average  delay  for  all  vehicles  entering  the  intersection  is  calculated.    This 
average delay per vehicle is then used to judge Level of Service.  The Level of Services 
are defined in the table that follows this discussion. 
 
Experience has shown that when a maximum lane capacity of 1,900 vehicles per hour 
is used  (as  recommended  in  the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual),  little or no yellow 
time penalty is used, and none of the 12 penalty factors are applied, calculated delay is 
realistic.  The delay calculation for instance assumes that yellow time is totally unused.  
Yet experience shows that most of the yellow time is used. 
 
An  idiosyncrasy  of  the  delay methodology  is  that  it  is  possible  to  add  traffic  to  an 
intersection and reduce the average total delay per vehicle.  If the average total delay 
is 30 seconds per vehicle for all vehicles traveling through an intersection, and traffic is 



 

  

added to a movement that has an average total delay of 15 seconds per vehicle, then 
the overall average total delay is reduced. 
 
The delay calculation for a lane group is based on a concept that the delay is a function 
of the amount of unused capacity available.   As the volume approaches capacity and 
there is no more unused capacity available, then the delay rapidly increases.  Delay is 
not  proportional  to  volume,  but  rather  increases  rapidly  as  the  unused  capacity 
approaches zero. 
 
Because delay is not linearly related to volumes, the delay does not reflect how close 
an  intersection  is to overloading.    If an  intersection  is operating at Level of Service C 
and has an average  total delay of 18 seconds per vehicle, you know very  little as  to 
what percent the traffic can increase before Level of Service E is reached. 
 



 

  

 
DELAY LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTION1 

 
 

Level 
of 

Service 
 

Description 

Average Total Delay
Per Vehicle (Seconds) 
Signalized  Unsignalized

A 
 
 

Level of Service A occurs when progression  is extremely 
favorable  and  most  vehicles  arrive  during  the  green 
phase.   Most  vehicles  do  not  stop  at  all.    Short  cycle 
lengths may also contribute to low delay. 

0 to 10.00  0 to 10.00

B 
 

Level of Service B generally occurs with good progression 
and/or short cycle  lengths.   More vehicles stop than for 
Level of Service A, causing higher levels of average total 
delay. 

10.01 to 20.00  10.01 to 15.00

C 
 

Level  of  Service  C  generally  results when  there  is  fair 
progression and/or longer cycle lengths.  Individual cycle 
failures may begin to appear in this level.  The number of 
vehicles  stopping  is  significant  at  this  level,  although 
many  still  pass  through  the  intersection  without 
stopping. 

20.01 to 35.00  15.01 to 25.00

D 
 

Level  of  Service  D  generally  results  in  noticeable 
congestion.    Longer  delays  may  result  from  some 
combination  of  unfavorable  progression,  long  cycle 
lengths,  or  high  volume  to  capacity  ratios.    Many 
vehicles  stop,  and  the  proportion  of  vehicles  not 
stopping  declines.    Individual  cycle  failures  are 
noticeable. 

35.01 to 55.00  25.01 to 35.00

E 
 

Level  of  Service  E  is  considered  to  be  the  limit  of 
acceptable  delay.    These  high  delay  values  generally 
indicate  poor progression,  long  cycle  lengths,  and  high 
volume  to  capacity  ratios.    Individual  cycle  failures  are 
frequent occurrences. 

55.01 to 80.00  35.01 to 50.00

F 
 

Level  of  Service  F  is  considered  to  be  unacceptable  to 
most  drivers.    This  condition  often  occurs  with 
oversaturation,  i.e., when  arrival  flow  rates exceed  the 
capacity of  the  intersection.    It may  also occur  at high 
volume  to  capacity  ratios  below  1.00  with  many 
individual cycle failures.  Poor progression and long cycle 
lengths may  also be major  contributing  causes  to  such 
delay levels. 

80.01 and up  50.01 and up

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
1  Source:  Highway Capacity Manual Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, National Research 

Council, Washington, D.C., 2000. 
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On‐Site Parking Leases 
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May 13, 2013 
 
 
 
AVALON LAND COMPANY, LLC 
c/o Mr. Dale Kim, Project Executive 
MITAA MANAGEMENT, LLC 
3200 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1100 North Tower 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 
 
Dear Mr. Kim: 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The  firm of Kunzman Associates,  Inc.  is pleased to provide this traffic analysis addendum  for the Glen 
Village Apartments project  in  the City of Glendale.    This  traffic  analysis  is  an  addendum  to  the Glen 
Village  Apartments  Traffic  Impact  Analysis  prepared  by  Kunzman  Associates,  Inc.  (August  31,  2012).  
Based upon a discussion with City of Glendale staff,  this  traffic analysis  focuses on  the  intersection of 
Seneca Avenue/Los Feliz Boulevard  in the City of Los Angeles.   It should be noted that the Glen Village 
Apartments project  is not projected to add 50 or more trips to the Seneca Avenue/Los Feliz Boulevard 
intersection during either the morning or evening weekday peak periods requiring analysis based upon 
the Congestion Management Program criteria. 
 
The Glen Village Apartments project is located on the northwest corner of Gardena Avenue and Los Feliz 
Road  in  the  City  of Glendale.    The  proposed  development  consists  of  238  dwelling  units  of mid‐rise 
apartments. 
 
Although this is a technical report, every effort has been made to write the report clearly and concisely.  
To  assist  the  reader with  those  terms  unique  to  transportation  engineering,  a  glossary  of  terms  is 
provided in Appendix A. 
 
ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 
 
In the City of Los Angeles, the Transportation Research Board Critical Movement Analysis, Circular 212 
Planning Methodology, is used to analyze traffic operating conditions at the study intersections.  Critical 
Movement Analysis  is a method which determines the volume to capacity ratio on a critical  lane basis 
and Level of Service associated with each volume to capacity ratio at a signalized intersection. 
 
The  Levels  of  Service  have  been  calculated  for  the  Seneca  Avenue/Los  Feliz  Boulevard  intersection.  
Existing Levels of Service are based upon manual morning and evening peak hour  intersection turning 
movement  counts obtained by Kunzman Associates,  Inc.  in April 2013.   Traffic  count worksheets  are 
provided in Appendix B. 
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The Seneca Avenue/Los Feliz Boulevard  intersection currently operates at Level of Service B or better 
during the peak hours for Existing traffic conditions.  Existing Level of Service worksheets are provided in 
Appendix C. 
 
The  Seneca Avenue/Los  Feliz  Boulevard  intersection  is  projected  to  operate  at  Level  of  Service  B  or 
better during  the peak hours  for Existing Plus Project  traffic conditions.   Existing Plus Project Level of 
Service worksheets are provided in Appendix C. 
 
The  Seneca Avenue/Los  Feliz  Boulevard  intersection  is  projected  to  operate  at  Level  of  Service  B  or 
better  during  the  peak  hours  for  Year  2014 Without  Project  traffic  conditions.    Year  2014 Without 
Project Level of Service worksheets are provided in Appendix C. 
 
The  Seneca Avenue/Los  Feliz  Boulevard  intersection  is  projected  to  operate  at  Level  of  Service  B  or 
better during the peak hours for Year 2014 With Project traffic conditions.  Year 2014 With Project Level 
of Service worksheets are provided in Appendix C. 
 
DEFINITION OF DEFICIENCY 
 
If the  intersection has to be analyzed for deficiencies, then mitigation  is required  if the existing traffic 
plus anticipated traffic growth plus project traffic does cause the Levels of Service to go above a certain 
point. 
 
In  the City of  Los Angeles,  the  impact  is  considered  significant  for  intersections  if  the project  related 
increase in the volume to capacity ratio equals or exceeds the threshold shown below: 

 
City of Los Angeles Significant Impact Threshold for Signalized Intersections 

Level of Service   Volume/Capacity  Incremental Increase 
C  0.70‐0.79  0.04 or more 
D  0.80‐0.89  0.02 or more 
E/F  0.90 ‐ more  0.01 or more 

 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The proposed development  is not projected to generate a significant  impact at the City of Los Angeles 
intersection at Seneca Avenue/Los Feliz Boulevard. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
 

GLOSSARY OF TRANSPORTATION TERMS 
 
 

 



 

 

GLOSSARY OF TRANSPORTATION TERMS 
 
COMMON ABBREVIATIONS 
 
AC:  Acres 
ADT:  Average Daily Traffic 
Caltrans:  California Department of Transportation 
DU:  Dwelling Unit 
ICU:  Intersection Capacity Utilization 
LOS:  Level of Service 
TSF:  Thousand Square Feet 
V/C:  Volume/Capacity 
VMT:  Vehicle Miles Traveled 
 
TERMS 
 
AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC: The  total volume during a year divided by  the number of 
days in a year.  Usually only weekdays are included. 
 
BANDWIDTH:   The number of seconds of green time available for through traffic  in a 
signal progression. 
 
BOTTLENECK:   A constriction along a  travelway  that  limits  the amount of  traffic  that 
can proceed downstream from its location. 
 
CAPACITY:  The maximum number of vehicles that can be reasonably expected to pass 
over a given section of a lane or a roadway in a given time period. 
 
CHANNELIZATION:  The separation or regulation of conflicting traffic movements into 
definite  paths  of  travel  by  the  use  of  pavement markings,  raised  islands,  or  other 
suitable means  to  facilitate  the  safe  and  orderly movements  of  both  vehicles  and 
pedestrians. 
 
CLEARANCE INTERVAL:  Nearly same as yellow time.  If there is an all red interval after 
the end of a yellow, then that is also added into the clearance interval. 
 
CORDON:   An  imaginary  line around an area across which vehicles, persons, or other 
items are counted (in and out). 
 
CYCLE LENGTH:  The time period in seconds required for one complete signal cycle. 
 
CUL‐DE‐SAC STREET:  A local street open at one end only, and with special provisions 
for turning around. 



 

 

DAILY CAPACITY:   The daily volume of  traffic  that will  result  in a volume during  the 
peak hour equal to the capacity of the roadway. 
 
DELAY:  The time consumed while traffic is impeded in its movement by some element 
over which it has no control, usually expressed in seconds per vehicle. 
 
DEMAND RESPONSIVE SIGNAL:  Same as traffic‐actuated signal. 
 
DENSITY:    The number of  vehicles occupying  in  a  unit  length of  the  through  traffic 
lanes of a roadway at any given instant.  Usually expressed in vehicles per mile. 
 
DETECTOR:   A device  that  responds  to a physical  stimulus and  transmits a  resulting 
impulse to the signal controller. 
 
DESIGN SPEED:  A speed selected for purposes of design.  Features of a highway, such 
as  curvature,  superelevation,  and  sight  distance  (upon which  the  safe  operation  of 
vehicles is dependent) are correlated to design speed. 
 
DIRECTIONAL SPLIT:  The percent of traffic in the peak direction at any point in time. 
 
DIVERSION:  The rerouting of peak hour traffic to avoid congestion. 
 
FORCED FLOW:  Opposite of free flow. 
 
FREE  FLOW:    Volumes  are well  below  capacity.    Vehicles  can maneuver  freely  and 
travel is unimpeded by other traffic. 
 
GAP:  Time or distance between successive vehicles in a traffic stream, rear bumper to 
front bumper. 
 
HEADWAY:   Time or distance spacing between successive vehicles  in a traffic stream, 
front bumper to front bumper. 
 
INTERCONNECTED SIGNAL SYSTEM:  A number of intersections that are connected to 
achieve signal progression. 
 
LEVEL OF SERVICE:  A qualitative measure of a number of factors, which include speed 
and  travel  time,  traffic  interruptions,  freedom  to maneuver,  safety,  driving  comfort 
and convenience, and operating costs. 
 
LOOP DETECTOR:   A  vehicle detector  consisting of  a  loop of wire embedded  in  the 
roadway,  energized  by  alternating  current  and  producing  an  output  circuit  closure 
when passed over by a vehicle. 



 

 

MINIMUM ACCEPTABLE GAP:  Smallest time headway between successive vehicles in 
a traffic stream into which another vehicle is willing and able to cross or merge. 
 
MULTI‐MODAL:   More  than  one mode;  such  as  automobile,  bus  transit,  rail  rapid 
transit, and bicycle transportation modes. 
 
OFFSET:    The  time  interval  in  seconds  between  the  beginning  of  green  at  one 
intersection and the beginning of green at an adjacent intersection. 
 
PLATOON:    A  closely  grouped  component  of  traffic  that  is  composed  of  several 
vehicles moving, or standing ready to move, with clear spaces ahead and behind. 
 
ORIGIN‐DESTINATION  SURVEY:   A  survey  to  determine  the  point  of  origin  and  the 
point of destination for a given vehicle trip. 
 
PASSENGER CAR EQUIVALENTS  (PCE):   One  car  is one Passenger Car Equivalent.   A 
truck  is equal  to 2 or 3 Passenger Car Equivalents  in  that a  truck  requires  longer  to 
start, goes slower, and accelerates slower.  Loaded trucks have a higher Passenger Car 
Equivalent than empty trucks. 
 
PEAK HOUR:  The 60 consecutive minutes with the highest number of vehicles. 
 
PRETIMED  SIGNAL:   A  type  of  traffic  signal  that  directs  traffic  to  stop  and  go  on  a 
predetermined  time  schedule without  regard  to  traffic  conditions.   Also,  fixed  time 
signal. 
 
PROGRESSION:  A term used to describe the progressive movement of traffic through 
several signalized intersections. 
 
SCREEN‐LINE:  An imaginary line or physical feature across which all trips are counted, 
normally to verify the validity of mathematical traffic models. 
 
SIGNAL CYCLE:   The  time period  in  seconds  required  for one  complete  sequence of 
signal indications. 
 
SIGNAL  PHASE:    The  part  of  the  signal  cycle  allocated  to  one  or  more  traffic 
movements. 
 
STARTING DELAY:  The delay experienced in initiating the movement of queued traffic 
from a stop to an average running speed through a signalized intersection. 
 
TRAFFIC‐ACTUATED SIGNAL:  A type of traffic signal that directs traffic to stop and go 
in accordance with the demands of traffic, as registered by the actuation of detectors. 



 

 

TRIP:    The movement  of  a  person  or  vehicle  from  one  location  (origin)  to  another 
(destination).  For example, from home to store to home is two trips, not one. 
 
TRIP‐END:  One end of a trip at either the origin or destination; i.e. each trip has two 
trip‐ends.   A  trip‐end occurs when a person, object, or message  is  transferred  to or 
from a vehicle. 
 
TRIP GENERATION RATE:  The quality of trips produced and/or attracted by a specific 
land use stated in terms of units such as per dwelling, per acre, and per 1,000 square 
feet of floor space. 
 
TRUCK:   A vehicle having dual  tires on one or more axles, or having more  than  two 
axles. 
 
UNBALANCED FLOW:  Heavier traffic flow in one direction than the other.  On a daily 
basis, most  facilities  have  balanced  flow.    During  the  peak  hours,  flow  is  seldom 
balanced in an urban area. 
 
VEHICLE MILES  OF  TRAVEL:    A  measure  of  the  amount  of  usage  of  a  section  of 
highway, obtained by multiplying the average daily traffic by length of facility in miles. 
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Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
Day: WEDNESDAY

Date: 4/24/2013

   
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL

  LANES: 0 1 0 .5 .5 1 1 2 0 1 2 1

7:00 AM 2 4 3 13 0 8 6 92 2 3 221 11 365
7:15 AM 2 0 2 8 0 7 1 101 3 4 236 14 378
7:30 AM 3 1 5 12 0 9 6 136 2 0 250 5 429
7:45 AM 0 0 7 10 0 1 5 198 4 3 292 12 532
8:00 AM 2 1 3 7 0 4 4 170 3 2 286 12 494
8:15 AM 2 0 3 9 2 5 4 179 5 2 309 23 543
8:30 AM 3 0 4 8 0 12 7 182 5 2 283 16 522
8:45 AM 4 0 2 9 2 8 3 196 4 7 266 14 515

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 18 6 29 76 4 54 36 1254 28 23 2143 107 3778
APPROACH %'s : 33.96% 11.32% 54.72% 56.72% 2.99% 40.30% 2.73% 95.14% 2.12% 1.01% 94.28% 4.71%

nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d
PEAK HR START TIME : 745 AM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 7 1 17 34 2 22 20 729 17 9 1170 63 2091

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.963

CONTROL :

0.893 0.725 0.925

Signalized

Los Feliz Blvd

0.930

  WESTBOUND

NS/EW Streets:

  NORTHBOUND  SOUTHBOUND

Seneca Ave Seneca Ave

Project ID:

City:

CA13_5219_001

City of Glendale 

 EASTBOUND

AM

Los Feliz Blvd



Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
Day: WEDNESDAY

Date: 4/24/2013

   
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL

  LANES: 0 1 0 .5 .5 1 1 2 0 1 2 1

4:00 PM 7 5 10 71 11 55 32 222 4 6 232 62 717
4:15 PM 6 4 1 68 9 65 34 233 12 6 231 84 753
4:30 PM 3 4 6 76 11 65 39 263 5 12 233 84 801
4:45 PM 9 7 7 58 9 56 44 265 8 6 237 71 777
5:00 PM 4 4 8 85 10 55 41 230 12 9 271 84 813
5:15 PM 7 4 8 73 8 55 30 244 6 11 248 91 785
5:30 PM 5 1 9 60 9 57 26 236 5 7 251 64 730
5:45 PM 2 4 11 73 14 76 33 290 10 10 209 85 817

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 43 33 60 564 81 484 279 1983 62 67 1912 625 6193
APPROACH %'s : 31.62% 24.26% 44.12% 49.96% 7.17% 42.87% 12.01% 85.33% 2.67% 2.57% 73.43% 24.00%

nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d
PEAK HR START TIME : 430 PM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 23 19 29 292 38 231 154 1002 31 38 989 330 3176

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.977

CONTROL :

Project ID: CA13_5219_001

City: City of Glendale 

0.923

Signalized

Los Feliz BlvdNS/EW Streets: Los Feliz Blvd

PM

Seneca Ave

0.9360.772 0.932

  WESTBOUND  NORTHBOUND  SOUTHBOUND  EASTBOUND

Seneca Ave
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EXPLANATION AND CALCULATION OF 
INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION 

 
 
Overview 
 
The  ability  of  a  roadway  to  carry  traffic  is  referred  to  as  capacity.    The  capacity  is 
usually greater between  intersections and  less at  intersections because  traffic  flows 
continuously between  them  and only during  the  green phase  at  them.   Capacity  at 
intersections is best defined in terms of vehicles per lane per hour of green.  If capacity 
is 1600 vehicles per lane per hour of green, and if the green phase is 50 percent of the 
cycle and  there are  three  lanes,  then  the  capacity  is 1600  times 50 percent  times 3 
lanes, or 2400 vehicles per hour for that approach. 
 
The technique used to compare the volume and capacity at an  intersection  is known 
as  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization.    Intersection  Capacity  Utilization,  usually 
expressed  as  a  percent,  is  the  proportion  of  an  hour  required  to  provide  sufficient 
capacity to accommodate all  intersection traffic  if all approaches operate at capacity.  
If an  intersection  is operating at 80 percent of capacity (i.e., an  Intersection Capacity 
Utilization of 80 percent), then 20 percent of the signal cycle  is not used.   The signal 
could  show  red on  all  indications  20 percent of  the  time  and  the  signal would  just 
accommodate approaching traffic. 
 
Intersection Capacity Utilization analysis consists of (a) determining the proportion of 
signal  time  needed  to  serve  each  conflicting movement  of  traffic,  (b)  summing  the 
times for the movements, and (c) comparing the total time required to the total time 
available.    For  example,  if  for  north‐south  traffic  the  northbound  traffic  is  1600 
vehicles per hour, the southbound traffic is 1200 vehicles per hour, and the capacity of 
either direction  is 3200 vehicles per hour,  then  the northbound  traffic  is critical and 
requires  1600/3200  or  50  percent  of  the  signal  time.    If  for  east‐west  traffic,  30 
percent  of  the  signal  time  is  required,  then  it  can  be  seen  that  the  Intersection 
Capacity Utilization  is  50  plus  30,  or  80  percent.   When  left  turn  arrows  (left  turn 
phasing)  exist,  they  are  incorporated  into  the  analysis.    The  critical movements  are 
usually the heavy left turn movements and the opposing through movements. 
 
The  Intersection Capacity Utilization technique  is an  ideal tool to quantify existing as 
well  as  future  intersection  operation.    The  impact  of  adding  a  lane  can  be  quickly 
determined  by  examining  the  effect  the  lane  has  on  the  Intersection  Capacity 
Utilization. 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Intersection Capacity Utilization Worksheets That Follow This Discussion 
 
The  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  worksheet  table  contains  the  following 
information: 
 
1.  Peak hour turning movement volumes. 
 
2.  Number of lanes that serve each movement. 
 
3.  For right turn  lanes, whether the  lane  is a free right turn  lane, whether  it has a 

right turn arrow, and the percent of right turns on red that are assumed. 
 
4.  Capacity assumed per lane. 
 
5.  Capacity available to serve each movement (number of lanes times capacity per 

lane). 
 
6.  Volume to capacity ratio for each movement. 
 
7.  Whether  the movement's  volume  to  capacity  ratio  is  critical  and  adds  to  the 

Intersection Capacity Utilization value. 
 
8.  The yellow time or clearance interval assumed. 
 
9.  Adjustments for right turn movements. 
 
10.  The Intersection Capacity Utilization and Level of Service. 
 
The  Intersection  Capacity Utilization Worksheet  also  has  two  graphics  on  the  same 
page.  These two graphics show the following: 
 
1.  Peak hour turning movement volumes. 
 
2.  Number of lanes that serve each movement. 
 
3.  The approach and exit leg volumes. 
 
4.  The two‐way leg volumes. 
 
5.  An estimate of daily  traffic volumes  that  is  fairly  close  to actual  counts and  is 

based strictly on the peak hour leg volumes multiplied by a factor. 
 



 

 

6.  Percent of daily traffic in peak hours. 
 
7.  Percent of peak hour leg volume that is inbound versus outbound. 
 
A more  detailed  discussion  of  Intersection  Capacity Utilization  and  Level  of  Service 
follows. 
 
Level of Service 
 
Level of Service is used to describe the quality of traffic flow.  Levels of Service A to C 
operate quite well.  Level of Service C is typically the standard to which rural roadways 
are designed. 
 
Level of Service D is characterized by fairly restricted traffic flow.  Level of Service D is 
the standard to which urban roadways are typically designed.  Level of Service E is the 
maximum volume a facility can accommodate and will result  in possible stoppages of 
momentary duration.    Level of  Service  F occurs when a  facility  is overloaded and  is 
characterized by stop‐and‐go traffic with stoppages of long duration. 
 
A description of the various Levels of Service appears at the end of the ICU description, 
along  with  the  relationship  between  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  and  Level  of 
Service. 
 
Signalized and Unsignalized Intersections 
 
Although  calculating  an  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  value  for  an  unsignalized 
intersection  is  invalid,  the  presumption  is  that  a  signal  can  be  installed  and  the 
calculation  shows  whether  the  geometrics  are  capable  of  accommodating  the 
expected volumes with a  signal.   A  traffic  signal becomes warranted before Level of 
Service D is reached for a signalized intersection. 
 
Signal Timing 
 
The  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  calculation  assumes  that  a  signal  is  properly 
timed.    It  is  possible  to  have  an  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  well  below  100 
percent,  yet  have  severe  traffic  congestion.    This  would  occur  if  one  or  more 
movements is not getting sufficient green time to satisfy its demand, and excess green 
time  exists  on  other movements.    This  is  an  operational  problem  that  should  be 
remedied. 
 
 
 



 

 

Lane Capacity 
 
Capacity  is often defined  in  terms of  roadway width; however,  standard  lanes have 
approximately  the  same  capacity whether  they  are  11  or  14  feet wide.    Our  data 
indicates a typical  lane, whether a through  lane or a  left  turn  lane, has a capacity of 
approximately 1750 vehicles per hour of green time, with nearly all locations showing 
a capacity greater than 1600 vehicles per hour of green per lane.  Right turn lanes have 
a  slightly  lower  capacity;  however  1600  vehicles  per  hour  is  a  valid  capacity 
assumption for right turn lanes. 
 
This  finding  is  published  in  the  August,  1978  issue  of  Institute  of  Transportation 
Engineers  Journal  in  the  article  entitled,  "Another  Look  at  Signalized  Intersection 
Capacity" by William Kunzman, P.E.  A capacity of 1600 vehicles per hour per lane with 
no yellow  time penalty, or 1700 vehicles per hour with a 3 or 5 percent yellow  time 
penalty is reasonable. 
 
Yellow Time 
 
The yellow time can either be assumed to be completely used and no penalty applied, 
or  it  can  be  assumed  to  be  only  partially  usable.    Total  yellow  time  accounts  for 
approximately  10  percent  of  a  signal  cycle,  and  a  penalty  of  3  to  5  percent  is 
reasonable. 
 
During peak  hour  traffic operation  the  yellow  times  are nearly  completely used.    If 
there  is no  left  turn phasing,  the  left  turn  vehicles  completely use  the  yellow  time.  
Even if there is left turn phasing, the through traffic continues to enter the intersection 
on the yellow until just a split second before the red. 
 
Shared Lanes 
 
Shared lanes occur in many locations.  A shared lane is often found at the end of an off 
ramp where the ramp forms an intersection with the cross street.  Often at a diamond 
interchange off ramp, there are three lanes.  In the case of a diamond interchange, the 
middle lane is sometimes shared, and the driver can turn left, go through, or turn right 
from that lane. 
 
If one assumes a three lane off ramp as described above, and if one assumes that each 
lane has 1600 capacity, and if one assumes that there are 1000 left turns per hour, 500 
right turns per hour, and 100 through vehicles per hour, then how should one assume 
that the three lanes operate.  There are three ways that it is done. 
 
 



 

 

One way  is to  just assume that all 1600 vehicles (1000 plus 500 plus 100) are served 
simultaneously  by  three  lanes.   When  this  is  done,  the  capacity  is  3  times  1600  or 
4800, and the amount of green time needed to serve the ramp is 1600 vehicles divided 
by 4800 capacity or 33.3 percent.   This assumption effectively assumes perfect  lane 
distribution between the three lanes that is not realistic.  It also means a left turn can 
be made from the right lane. 
 
Another way is to equally split the capacity of a shared lane and in this case to assume 
there are 1.33 left turn lanes, 1.33 right turn lanes, and 0.33 through lanes.  With this 
assumption, the critical movement is the left turns and the 1000 left turns are served 
by a capacity of 1.33 times 1600, or 2133.  The volume to capacity ratio of the critical 
move is 1000 divided by 2133 or 46.9 percent. 
 
The  first method  results  in  a  critical move of  33.3 percent  and  the  second method 
results in a critical move of 46.9 percent.  Neither is very accurate, and the difference 
in the calculated Level of Service will be approximately 1.5 Levels of Service (one Level 
of Service is 10 percent). 
 
The way Kunzman Associates,  Inc. does  it  is to assign fractional  lanes  in a reasonable 
way.    In  this  example,  it would  be  assumed  that  there  is  1.1  right  turn  lanes,  0.2 
through  lanes,  and  1.7  left  turn  lanes.    The  volume  to  capacity  ratios  for  each 
movement would be 31.3 percent  for  the  through  traffic, 28.4 percent  for  the  right 
turn movement, and 36.8 percent for the left turn movement.  The critical movement 
would be the 36.8 percent for the left turns. 
 
Right Turn on Red 
 
Kunzman Associates, Inc. software treats right turn lanes in one of five different ways.  
Each right turn lane is classified into one of five cases.  The five cases are (1) free right 
turn  lane,  (2)  right  turn  lane with  separate  right  turn arrow,  (3)  standard  right  turn 
lane with no  right  turns on  red  allowed,  (4)  standard  right  turn  lane with  a  certain 
percentage  of  right  turns  on  red  allowed,  and  (5)  separate  right  turn  arrow  and  a 
certain percentage of right turns on red allowed. 
 
Free Right Turn Lane 
 
If it is a free right turn lane, then it is given a capacity of one full lane with continuous 
or 100 percent green  time.   A  Free  right  turn  lane occurs when  there  is a  separate 
approach  lane  for  right  turning  vehicles,  there  is  a  separate  departure  lane  for  the 
right turning vehicles after they turn and are exiting the intersection, and the through 
cross street traffic does not interfere with the vehicles after they turn right. 
 



 

 

Separate Right Turn Arrow 
 
If  there  is  a  separate  right  turn  arrow,  then  it  is  assumed  that  vehicles  are  given  a 
green indication and can proceed on what is known as the left turn overlap. 
 
The left turn overlap for a northbound right turn is the westbound left turn.  When the 
left turn overlap has a green indication, the right turn lane is also given a green arrow 
indication.  Thus, if there is a northbound right turn arrow, then it can be turned green 
for the period of time that the westbound left turns are proceeding. 
 
If  there  are more  right  turns  than  can  be  accommodated  during  the  northbound 
through  green  and  the  time  that  the  northbound  right  turn  arrow  is  on,  then  an 
adjustment  is made  to  the  Intersection Capacity Utilization  to account  for  the green 
time  that needs to be added to  the northbound  through green  to accommodate the 
northbound right turns. 
 
Standard Right Turn Lane, No Right Turns on Red 
 
 A  standard  right  turn  lane, with no  right  turn on  red assumed, proceeds only when 
there is a green indication displayed for the adjacent through movement.  If additional 
green  time  is needed  above  that  amount of  time,  then  in  the  Intersection Capacity 
Utilization  calculation  a  right  turn  adjustment  green  time  is  added  above  the  green 
time that is needed to serve the adjacent through movement. 
 
Standard Right Turn Lane, With Right Turns on Red 
 
A standard right turn lane with say 20 percent of the right turns allowed to turn right 
on a red indication is calculated the same as the standard right turn case where there 
is no  right  turn on  red allowed, except  that  the  right  turn adjustment  is  reduced  to 
account for the 20 percent of the right turning vehicles that can logically turn right on 
a red  light.   The right turns on red are never allowed to exceed the time the overlap 
left  turns  take  plus  the  unused  part  of  the  green  cycle  that  the  cross  street  traffic 
moving from left to right has. 
 
As  an  example  of  how  20  percent  of  the  cars  are  allowed  to  turn  right  on  a  red 
indication,  assume  that  the northbound  right  turn  volume needs  40 percent of  the 
signal cycle to be satisfied.  To allow 20 percent of the northbound right turns to turn 
right on red, then during 8 percent of the signal cycle (40 percent of signal cycle times 
20 percent that can turn right on red) right turns on red will be allowed if it is feasible. 
 
For  this  example,  assume  that  15  percent  of  the  signal  cycle  is  green  for  the 
northbound  through  traffic,  and  that means  that  15  percent  of  the  signal  cycle  is 



 

 

available to satisfy northbound right turns.   After the northbound through traffic has 
received  its  green,  25  percent  of  the  signal  cycle  is  still  needed  to  satisfy  the 
northbound  right  turns  (40 percent of  the  signal  cycle minus  the 15 percent of  the 
signal cycle that the northbound through used). 
 
Assume that the westbound  left turns require a green time of 6 percent of the signal 
cycle.    This  6 percent of  the  signal  cycle  is used by northbound  right  turns on  red.  
After accounting for the northbound right turns that occur on the westbound overlap 
left turn, 19 percent of the signal cycle  is still needed for the northbound right turns 
(25 percent of  the  cycle was needed  after  the northbound  through green  time was 
accounted for [see above paragraph], and 6 percent was served during the westbound 
left turn overlap).   Also, at this point 6 percent of the signal cycle has been used  for 
northbound  right  turns  on  red,  and  still  2  percent more  of  the  right  turns will  be 
allowed to occur on the red if there is unused eastbound through green time. 
 
For purpose of this example, assume that the westbound through green is critical, and 
that 15 percent of  the  signal  cycle  is unused by eastbound  through  traffic.   Thus, 2 
percent more of  the  signal  cycle  can be used by  the northbound  right  turns on  red 
since there is 15 seconds of unused green time being given to the eastbound through 
traffic. 
 
At  this point,  8 percent of  the  signal  cycle was  available  to  serve northbound  right 
turning vehicles on red, and 15 percent of the signal cycle was available to serve right 
turning vehicles on the northbound through green.   So 23 percent of the signal cycle 
has been available for northbound right turns. 
 
Because  40  percent  of  the  signal  cycle  is  needed  to  serve  northbound  right  turns, 
there  is  still  a  need  for  17  percent  more  of  the  signal  cycle  to  be  available  for 
northbound right turns.  What this means is the northbound through traffic green time 
is increased by 17 percent of the cycle length to serve the unserved right turn volume, 
and  a  17  percent  adjustment  is  added  to  the  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  to 
account  for  the  northbound  right  turns  that  were  not  served  on  the  northbound 
through green time or when right turns on red were assumed. 
 
Separate Right Turn Arrow, With Right Turns on Red 
 
A right  turn  lane with a separate right  turn arrow, plus a certain percentage of right 
turns allowed on red  is calculated the same way as a standard right turn  lane with a 
certain percentage of right turns allowed on red, except the turns which occur on the 
right turn arrow are not counted as part of the percentage of right turns that occur on 
red. 
 



 

 

Critical Lane Method 
 
Intersection Capacity Utilization parallels another calculation procedure known as the 
Critical Lane Method with one exception.  Critical Lane Method dimensions capacity in 
terms of standardized vehicles per hour per lane.  A Critical Lane Method result of 800 
vehicles per hour means  that  the  intersection operates as  though 800 vehicles were 
using a single  lane continuously.    If one assumes a  lane capacity of 1600 vehicles per 
hour, then a Critical Lane Method calculation resulting in 800 vehicles per hour is the 
same as an Intersection Capacity Utilization calculation of 50 percent since 800/1600 is 
50  percent.    It  is  our  opinion  that  the  Critical  Lane  Method  is  inferior  to  the 
Intersection  Capacity  Utilization method  simply  because  a  statement  such  as  "The 
Critical  Lane Method  value  is  800  vehicles  per  hour" means  little  to most  persons, 
whereas  a  statement  such  as  "The  Intersection  Capacity  Utilization  is  50  percent" 
communicates clearly.  Critical Lane Method results directly correspond to Intersection 
Capacity  Utilization  results.    The  correspondence  is  as  follows,  assuming  a  lane 
capacity of 1600 vehicles per hour and no clearance interval. 
 

Critical Lane Method Result  Intersection  Capacity 
Utilization Result 

 
  800 vehicles per hour         50 percent 
 
  960 vehicles per hour        60 percent 
   
1120 vehicles per hour        70 percent 
 
1280 vehicles per hour        80 percent 
 
1440 vehicles per hour        90 percent 
 
1600 vehicles per hour        100 percent 
 
1760 vehicles per hour        110 percent 

 



 

  

INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION 

LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTION1 
 
 

Level of 
Service  Description 

Volume to
Capacity Ratio 

A 
 
 
 
 
B 
 
 
 
C 
 
 
 
 
 
D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E 
 
 
 
 
F 

Level  of  Service  A  occurs  when  progression  is  extremely 
favorable and vehicles arrive during the green phase.   Most 
vehicles  do  not  stop  at  all.    Short  cycle  lengths may  also 
contribute to low delay. 
 
Level  of  Service  B  generally  occurs  with  good  progression 
and/or short cycle lengths.  More vehicles stop than for Level 
of Service A, causing higher levels of average delay. 
 
Level  of  Service  C  generally  results  when  there  is  fair 
progression  and/or  longer  cycle  lengths.    Individual  cycle 
failures may  begin  to  appear  in  this  level.    The  number  of 
vehicles  stopping  is  significant  at  this  level,  although many 
still pass through the intersection without stopping. 
 
Level of Service D generally results  in noticeable congestion.  
Longer  delays  may  result  from  some  combination  of 
unfavorable progression,  long cycle  lengths, or high volume 
to capacity ratios.  Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of 
vehicles not  stopping declines.    Individual  cycle  failures are 
noticeable. 
 
Level of Service E  is considered to be the  limit of acceptable 
delay.    These  high  delay  values  generally  indicate  poor 
progression,  long cycle  lengths, and high volume to capacity 
ratios.  Individual cycle failures are frequent. 
 
Level of Service F  is considered  to be unacceptable  to most 
drivers.    This  condition  often  occurs  when  oversaturation, 
i.e.,  when  arrival  flow  rates  exceed  the  capacity  of  the 
intersection.    It may  also  occur  at  high  volume  to  capacity 
ratios below 1.00 with many  individual  cycle  failures.   Poor 
progression  and  long  cycle  lengths  may  also  be  major 
contributing causes to such delay levels. 

0.600 and below
 
 
 
 

0.601 to 0.700 
 
 
 

0.701 to 0.800 
 
 
 
 
 

0.801 to 0.900 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0.901 to 1.000 
 
 
 
 

1.001 and up 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1   Source:  Highway Capacity Manual Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, National Research Council Washington 
D.C., 2000. 
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1111 Town & Country Road, Suite 34 
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August 23, 2013 
 
 
 
Mr. Michael Genthe, Managing Director 
MILL CREEK 
949 South Coast Drive, Suite 400 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 
 
Dear Mr. Genthe: 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The firm of Kunzman Associates,  Inc.  is pleased to provide this trip generation comparison analysis for 
the  Tropico  Apartments  project  in  the  City  of Glendale.    This  analysis  supplements  the Glen  Village 
Apartments  Traffic  Impact  Analysis  prepared  by  Kunzman  Associates,  Inc.  (August  31,  2012).    The 
Tropico Apartments project is located on the northwest corner of Gardena Avenue and Los Feliz Road in 
the City of Glendale. 
 
DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION 
 
The  previous  development  consisted  of  238  dwelling  units  of  mid‐rise  apartments  with  a  parking 
structure that had driveway access via Fernando Court. 
 
The current development consists of 225 dwelling units of mid‐rise apartments with a parking structure 
that has driveway access via Fernando Court.  The current project site plan is shown on Figure 1. 
 
TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON 
 
The trips generated by the project are determined by multiplying an appropriate trip generation rate by 
the quantity of land use.  Trip generation rates are predicated on the assumption that energy costs, the 
availability of roadway capacity, the availability of vehicles to drive, and our life styles remain similar to 
what we know today.  A major change in these variables may affect trip generation rates. 
 
Trip  generation  rates were  determined  for  daily  traffic, morning  peak  hour  inbound  and  outbound 
traffic, and evening peak hour inbound and outbound traffic for the project land use.  By multiplying the 
trip generation rates by the  land use quantity, the traffic volumes are determined.   Table 1 shows the 
trip generation rates, project peak hour volumes, and project daily traffic volumes.  The trip generation 
rates are from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012. 
 
The previous project was projected to generate approximately 1,428 daily vehicle trips, 71 of which will 
occur during the morning peak hour and 93 of which will occur during the evening peak hour (see Table 
1). 
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The  current project  is projected  to generate approximately 1,350 daily vehicle  trips, 67 of which will 
occur during the morning peak hour and 88 of which will occur during the evening peak hour (see Table 
1). 
 
Trip  generation  comparison  calculations  are  located  in  Table  1.    The  difference  in  vehicle  trips  and 
percent difference in vehicle trips are calculated.  The current project compared to the previous project 
is projected to generate approximately 78  less daily vehicle trips, 4  less of which will occur during the 
morning peak hour and 5  less of which will occur during  the evening peak hour.   The current project 
compared to the previous project  is projected to generate approximately 5.5 percent  less daily vehicle 
trips, 5.6 percent  less of which will occur during the morning peak hour and 5.4 percent  less of which 
will occur during the evening peak hour. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The  following measures  are  consistent with  the  recommendations with  the Glen Village Apartments 
Traffic  Impact  Analysis  prepared  by  Kunzman  Associates,  Inc.  (August  31,  2012)  to mitigate  project‐
related traffic impacts in the immediate vicinity of the site: 
 
1. Eastbound  left‐turn  storage  modification  and  protected  left  turn  arrow  at  the  intersection  of 

Gardena  Avenue  and  Los  Feliz  Road  specified  by  the  City  of  Glendale  Traffic &  Transportation 
Division. 

 
2. A  two  (2)  foot widening,  restriping and an associated dedication of  right‐of‐way adjacent  to  the 

site’s entire frontage on Gardena Avenue.  (It should be noted that approximately 9 parking spaces 
will be lost as a result of the street widening.) 

 
3. A  five  (5)  foot widening,  restriping and an associated dedication of  right‐of‐way along  the  site’s 

entire frontage on Fernando Court.  (It should be noted that approximately 7 parking spaces will be 
lost because of the street widening.) 

 
4. A two  (2) foot widening and restriping along the south side of Fernando Court between Gardena 

Avenue and San Fernando Road. 
 
5. Sufficient on‐site parking shall be provided to meet the project’s peak parking demand. 
 
6. Sight distance at the project accesses should be reviewed with respect to California Department of 

Transportation/City  of  Glendale  standards  in  conjunction with  the  preparation  of  final  grading, 
landscaping, and street improvement plans. 

 
7. On‐site  traffic  signing  and  striping  should  be  implemented  in  conjunction  with  detailed 

construction plans for the project. 
 
8. As  is  the  case  for  any  roadway  design,  the  City  of  Glendale  should  periodically  review  traffic 

operations  in  the vicinity of  the project once  the project  is constructed  to assure  that  the  traffic 
operations are satisfactory. 
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Land Use Quantity Units1 Inbound Outbound Total Inbound Outbound Total Daily

Previous Project
Mid‐Rise Apartments2 238 DU 21 50 71 55 38 93 1,428
Current Project
Mid‐Rise Apartments3 225 DU 20 47 67 52 36 88 1,350

Difference ‐1 ‐3 ‐4 ‐3 ‐2 ‐5 ‐78
Percent Difference ‐4.8% ‐6.0% ‐5.6% ‐5.5% ‐5.3% ‐5.4% ‐5.5%

1 DU = Dwelling Units

2  The previous project trip generation is from the Glen Village Apartments Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by Kunzman Associates, Inc. (August 31, 2012).

3  The current project trip generation is based on trip generation rates were from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012,

    Land Use Category 223.

Table 1

Trip Generation Comparison

Peak Hour
Morning Evening

 4
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