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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

A. Purpose of an Initial Study 
 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was enacted in 1970: to provide 
decision-makers and the public with information about environmental effects of 
proposed projects, as well as avoidance and minimization measures.  The Bureau of 
Engineering Environmental Management Group (EMG) has determined the proposed 
project is subject to CEQA and no exemptions apply.  Therefore, the preparation of an 
Initial Study (IS) is required. 
 
An IS contains a preliminary analysis, which is conducted by the lead agency, in 
consultation with other agencies (responsible or trustee agencies, as applicable), to 
determine whether there is substantial evidence that a project may have a significant 
effect on the environment.  If the IS concludes that the project, with mitigation, may 
have a significant effect on the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
should be prepared; otherwise the lead agency may adopt a Negative Declaration (ND) 
or Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). 
 
This IS has been prepared in accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code §21000 
et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of Regulations, §15000 
et seq.), and the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines (1981, amended July 31, 2002). 

 
B.  Document Format 

 
In this Final Initial Study, edits to the Draft Initial Study text are noted by strike through 
text for deletions and “underlined italicized text” for insertions as well as in a new added 
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section, Section IX, as described below. 
 
This IS is organized into nine sections and two appendices. Technical studies or 
technical information prepared and used in support of the IS preparation and findings 
are provided under a separate cover as listed in Attachment A.  
 
Section I, Introduction:  provides an overview of the project and the CEQA 
environmental documentation process.  
 
Section II, Project Description:  provides a description of the project location, project 
background, and project components.  
 
Section III, Existing Environment:  provides a description of the existing environmental 
setting with focus on features of the environment which could potentially affect the 
proposed project or be affected by the proposed project.   
 
Section IV, Potential Environmental Effects:  provides a detailed discussion of the 
environmental factors that would be potentially affected by this project as indicated by 
the screening checklist in Appendix A.   
 
Section V, Mitigation Measures Standard Conditions and Regulatory Requirements:  
provides the standard conditions and regulatory requirements that would be 
implemented to ensure that potential adverse impacts of the proposed project would be 
reduced to a less than significant level.  
 
Section VI, Preparation and Consultation: provides a list of key personnel involved in 
the preparation of this report and key personnel consulted.  
 
Section VII, Determination – Recommended Environmental Documentation:  provides 
the recommended environmental documentation for the proposed project; and,  
 
Section VIII, References:  provides a list of reference materials used during the 
preparation of this report.  
 
Section IX. Responses to Comments: presents public and agency comments on the 
draft IS/ND, and the City’s responses to those comments. Revisions and Clarifications, 
and Comments and Responses: a new section which together with the Draft Initial 
Study comprises the Final IS/Negative Declaration (ND). This section provides any 
updates, clarifications, or modifications to the information in the Draft Initial Study in 
response to the comments received during the public review period. This section also 
includes comments received during the public review and responses.  
 
Appendix A, Environmental Screening Checklist  
 
Appendix B, Notice of Availability and Notice of Community Meeting 
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Attachments: 

• Traffic Study, Parsons, 2018 

• Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2018 

• Natural Environment Study (Minimum Impact), Parsons, 2018 

• Air Quality Report, Parsons, 2019 

• Health Risk Assessment Screening, Parsons, 2019 

• Noise Study Report, Parsons, 2018 

• Historic Property Survey Report, Sapphos, 2019 
 

 
C.  CEQA Process 

 
Once the adoption of a Negative Declaration (or Mitigated Negative Declaration) has 
been proposed, a public comment period opens for no less than twenty (20) days, or 
thirty (30) days if there is state agency involvement.  The purpose of this comment 
period is to provide public agencies and the general public an opportunity to review the 
initial study and comment on the adequacy of the analysis and the findings of the lead 
agency regarding potential environmental impacts of the proposed project.  If a reviewer 
believes the project may have a significant effect on the environment, the reviewer 
should (1) identify the specific effect, (2) explain why it is believed the effect would 
occur, and (3) explain why it is believed the effect would be significant.  Facts or expert 
opinion supported by facts should be provided as the basis of such comments. 
 
After the close of the public review period, the Board of Public Works considers the ND 
or MND, together with any comments received during the public review process, and 
makes a recommendation to the City Council on whether to approve the project.  One 
or more Council committees may then review the proposal and documents and make its 
own recommendation to the full City Council.  The City Council is the decision-making 
body and also considers the ND or MND, together with any comments received during 
the public review process, in the final decision to approve or disapprove the project.    
 
During the project approval process, persons and/or agencies may address either the 
Board of Public Works or the City Council regarding the project. Public notification of 
agenda items for the Board of Public Works, Council committees, and City Council is 
posted 72 hours prior to the public meeting. The Council agenda can be obtained by 
visiting the Council and Public Services Division of the Office of the City Clerk at City 
Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Suite 395; by calling (213) 978-1073, (213) 978-1137 or 
via the internet at https://cityclerk.lacity.org/lacityclerkconnect/ 
index.cfm?fa=c.search&tab=cfi.   
 
If the project is approved, the City will file a Notice of Determination (NOD) with the 
County Clerk within 5 days.  The NOD will be posted by the County Clerk within 24 
hours of receipt.  This begins a 30-day statute of limitations on legal challenges to the 
approval under CEQA.  The ability to challenge the approval in court may be limited to 
those persons who objected to the approval of the project, and to issues which were 

https://cityclerk.lacity.org/lacityclerkconnect/%20index.cfm?fa=c.search&tab=cfi
https://cityclerk.lacity.org/lacityclerkconnect/%20index.cfm?fa=c.search&tab=cfi
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presented to the lead agency by any person, either orally or in writing, during the public 
comment period.   
 
As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los 
Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability and, upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services, and 
activities. 

 
 
II.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A.  Location 

The proposed project is located on the northern side of Magnolia Boulevard between 
Cahuenga Boulevard and Vineland Avenue in Council District 2 and in the North 
Hollywood – Valley Village community of the City of Los Angeles (Figures 1 and 2). The 
proposed project is on the Burbank 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey quadrangle 
(California-Los Angeles County 7.5-minute topographic map series). 

B.  Purpose 

The purpose of the proposed project is to improve traffic flow, reduce traffic congestion, 
and provide street infrastructure improvements along Magnolia Boulevard. The 
widening of the north side of Magnolia would complement the City’s prior improvements 
on the south side in 2011. 

 
C.  Description 

The City of Los Angeles (City) Bureau of Engineering proposes to widen a 2,600-foot 
stretch of the northern side of Magnolia Boulevard between Cahuenga Boulevard and 
Vineland Avenue to improve traffic flow and reduce traffic congestion. The proposed 
project would increase vehicular traffic safety by adding an east-bound through lane 
while maintaining a center turn lane.  

The right-of-way along this stretch of Magnolia Boulevard varies from 80 to 90 feet 
wide, with the northern side of the street generally consisting of a 25-foot-wide paved 
roadway and a sidewalk that varies in width from 15 to 25 feet along the alignment. In 
addition to one through lane eastbound and two through lanes westbound, Magnolia 
Boulevard has left-turn pockets at intersections and a parking lane on each side of the 
street. On the southern side of Magnolia Boulevard, the sidewalk is 7 feet wide. The 
southern side of this segment of Magnolia Boulevard was widened, reconstructed, and 
resurfaced in 2011. 
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Figure 1. Project Vicinity Map  
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Figure 2. Project Location Map (North Side of Magnolia) 
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The proposed project would reconfigure Magnolia Boulevard between Cahuenga 
Boulevard and Vineland Avenue to accommodate street parking on both sides, two 
travel lanes in each direction, and a center turn lane median. These changes would be 
accomplished by widening the northern half of the roadway by 7 feet to a width of 32 
feet, within an existing 40-foot-wide alignment, and narrowing the existing sidewalks on 
the northern side to 8 feet wide (sidewalk width would vary). Proposed project 
improvements would include: concrete curbs, gutters, and 7-foot to 8-foot wide 
sidewalk; asphalt-concrete pavement; storm drains and sanitary sewers; street trees 
and lighting; and traffic signals. Two new crossings with pedestrian hybrid beacons will 
be added to increase pedestrian safety at Cartwright Avenue and Satsuma Avenue. 
Additionally, the road would be restriped and the reconfigured and upgraded roadway 
would meet Avenue II Street standards.     

Construction of the proposed improvements is expected to start in January 2019 May 
2020 and to be completed within 12 months. During construction, one lane in each 
direction would be maintained and on-street parking would not be available. 
Construction would include grading, shoring, and resurfacing, as well as concrete 
forming and concrete pours. Approximately 16 18 street trees would be removed and 36 
new trees will be planted, 26 power poles would be relocated, and other utilities would 
be relocated as needed. Parking availability after completion of the project would be the 
same as present. 

Funding for the project would include both City local funds and federal Regional Surface 
Transportation Program (RSTP) funds. Federal funding triggers a requirement to 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in addition to compliance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

The analysis in this document assumes that, unless otherwise stated, the project would 
be designed, constructed, and operated following all applicable laws, regulations, 
ordinances, and formally adopted City standards including but not limited to: 

• Los Angeles Municipal Code (Reference 25) 

• Bureau of Engineering Standard Plans (Reference 33) 

• Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction (Reference 1) 

• Work Area Traffic Control Handbook (Reference 2) 

• Additions and Amendments to the Standard Specifications for Public Works 
Construction (Reference 32).  

 
 
 III.  EXISTING ENVIRONMENT 

The proposed project area is a long-established urban community within the City of Los 
Angeles. According to the Circulation Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Magnolia and Cahuenga Boulevards are classified as Secondary Highways, while Vineland 
Avenue is classified as a Major Highway - - Class III. Along Magnolia Boulevard there are 
traffic signals at Vineland Avenue, Riverton Avenue, and Cahuenga Boulevard.  
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The parcels adjacent to the proposed project alignment are zoned for commercial and light 
industrial uses, and are occupied by shopping, small businesses, and multi-family 
residential buildings. The proposed project alignment is within the North Hollywood-Valley 
Village Community Plan area. Among the goals of the Plan are the development of 
highways and local streets in accordance with standards and criteria contained in the 
Highways and Freeways Element of the General Plan and the City’s Standard Street 
Dimensions Plan.  

The proposed project alignment is in a former Redevelopment Project Area. The 
Community Redevelopment Agency of Los Angeles (CRA/LA) is the Designated Local 
Authority and successor to the former Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of 
Los Angeles. While Assembly Bill (AB) x1-26 abolished redevelopment agencies in 
California, the land use authorities in the Redevelopment Plans remain in effect, and will 
continue to be administered by the CRA/LA until transferred to the Department of City 
Planning. The Redevelopment Plan states that streets in the Plan Area may be widened as 
necessary. 

The North Hollywood (NoHo) Commercial and Artcraft District Overlay adopted July 16, 
1995 also applies to the proposed project alignment. Artcraft zoning districts, as defined by 
the Los Angeles Department of City Planning, are enclaves where the artisan segments of 
the population may live, create, and market their artifacts. 

IV.  POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, 
involving at least one impact as indicated by the checklist in Appendix A.  A detailed 
discussion of these potential environmental effects follows. 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology /Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

 Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology / Water 
Quality 

 Land Use / Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 

 Population / Housing  Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation/Traffic  Utilities / Service 
Systems 

 Mandatory Findings 
of Significance 
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A. Aesthetics 

Scenic Vistas 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project introduces incompatible visual 
elements within a field of view containing a scenic vista or substantially alters a view 
of a scenic vista. 

The project is in an urbanized area; no scenic vistas exist on or near the project 
alignment. Parcels adjacent to the proposed project alignment are zoned for 
commercial uses, and are occupied by shopping centers, small businesses, and 
multi-family residential buildings. The proposed project would narrow the existing 
sidewalk on the northern side of Magnolia Boulevard; utilities would be relocated and 
approximately 16 18 street trees would be removed. The project would not introduce 
incompatible visual elements along Magnolia Boulevard. No scenic vista would be 
affected by the proposed project, so no mitigation measures or further evaluation are 
required. 

Scenic Resources 

A significant impact may occur where scenic resources within a State Scenic 
Highway would be damaged by or removed for the proposed project. For purposes of 
this analysis, scenic resources include trees, rock outcrops, and historic buildings. 

The proposed project would be constructed within an older urban commercial 
streetscape. Scenic resources such as trees and historic structures are found in and 
adjacent to the proposed project alignment. Approximately 26 power poles within the 
project limits would be removed and reinstalled. Some historic streetlights dating 
from the 1930s would be temporarily removed and re-installed.  Non-historic light 
poles would be replaced with new light poles approved by the City. Approximately 16 
18 trees would be removed and replaced in accordance with City policies. Magnolia 
Boulevard is a local secondary highway and there are no designated State Scenic 
Highways are near the proposed project alignment. The nearest officially designated 
State Scenic Highway is Angeles Crest Highway (State Route 2), located about 8 
miles east of the project alignment. Because no scenic resources are present, no 
impacts on scenic resources would occur. No mitigation measures or further analysis 
of this issue are required. 

Visual Character and Quality 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project introduces incompatible visual 
elements to the project site or visual elements that would be incompatible with the 
character of the area surrounding the project site. 

The proposed project would not substantially change the existing visual character of 
the area within the project limits. Proposed project work would include narrowing the 
sidewalk to a width of 8 feet, widening, repaving, and restriping the northern side of 
Magnolia Boulevard to accommodate one additional through lane, and relocating 
utilities. Historical streetlights dating from the 1930s would be removed and 
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reinstalled.  

Approximately 30 trees are located along Magnolia Boulevard, along with some 
shrubs, some hedges, and some other small-scale plantings within and adjacent to 
the project site. The trees along Magnolia Boulevard include four mature southern 
magnolias, several deciduous and evergreen broadleaf trees, and two fan palms. An 
estimated 16 18 street trees at various stages of growth within the proposed project 
right-of-way would be removed and replaced with young trees. 

The design of the proposed project would be subject to review by the Board of 
Cultural Affairs Commissioners to ensure that it is aesthetically compatible with its 
surroundings. No substantial changes in visual character or quality of the proposed 
roadway segment are anticipated, so no impacts would occur. No mitigation 
measures or further analysis of this issue are required. 

Light and Glare 

A significant impact would occur if the proposed project caused a substantial 
increase in ambient illumination levels beyond the property line or caused new 
lighting to spill over onto light-sensitive land uses such as residential, some 
commercial and institutional uses that require minimum illumination for proper 
function, and natural areas. 

The proposed project would relocate or replace existing light poles and traffic signals, 
but would not substantially increase ambient light levels. Historic light poles dating 
from the 1930s would be temporarily removed and then reinstalled after construction, 
while new street lighting and traffic signals would replace the modern light poles and 
traffic signals within the project alignment. No additional light poles or other lighting 
sources are proposed. Light emitted by new light poles and traffic signals would 
follow the design standards and guidelines of the City of Los Angeles Bureau of 
Street Lighting, and would be limited to the minimum levels necessary for safety. 
New light fixtures would be designed to prevent spill-over. No substantial new 
sources of light or glare are included in the project, so no lighting or glare impacts 
would occur. No mitigation measures or further evaluation are required. 

Nighttime construction is not anticipated for the proposed project. Temporary impacts 
from construction lighting and signage are not expected. No mitigation measures or 
further evaluation are required. 

B. Agriculture and Forestry Resources  

The project alignment is not located within any State designated Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance identified in the California 
State Department Farmland Mapping and Conservation Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring databases. The project area is not zoned for agricultural uses. There is no 
forest land or timberland production zone within or near the project alignment. The 
project alignment lies within a well-established urban area that contains no 
observable agriculture or forestry resources. Because no farmland exists within the 
project limits, no impact on agriculture or forestry resources would occur as a result 
of the proposed project. 
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C. Air Quality 

Obstruct Implementation of Applicable Air Quality Plan 

A significant impact may occur if the project was inconsistent with or obstructed 
implementation of the Air Quality Element of the City’s General Plan or the Air 
Quality Management Plan (AQMP).   

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is responsible for 
establishing the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone (O3), 
carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate 
matter 10 microns or less in diameter (PM10) and 2.5 microns or less in diameter 
(PM2.5), and lead (Pb) under the Clean Air Act (CAA). USEPA also establishes 
emissions standards for on-road vehicles and off-road engines. USEPA has 
delegated enforcement of the NAAQS in California to regional and local air pollution 
control districts (APCDs). 

In California, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the APCDs share 
responsibility for enforcing air pollution regulations. APCDs have primary 
responsibility for regulating stationary emissions sources and achieving ambient air 
quality standards. CARB has primary responsibility for establishing the California 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and for regulating mobile sources.  

The proposed project is in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). The SCAB includes 
Orange County and the urban portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San 
Bernardino Counties. South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is the 
regional agency responsible for ensuring that federal and state ambient air quality 
standards are attained and maintained in the SCAB. Attainment of the NAAQS and 
CAAQS is determined via a network of regionally representative air quality 
monitoring stations located throughout the SCAB. Pollutants monitored include O3, 
particulate matter, CO, NO2, and SO2. Table 1 summarizes the federal and State 
attainment status of criteria pollutants for the SCAB based on the NAAQS and 
CAAQS, respectively. 

Table 1 – South Coast Air Basin Attainment Designations 

Pollutant / Averaging Period Area Designation 

National State 

Carbon Monoxide Maintenance – Serious Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide Maintenance Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Attainment 

Ozone, 1-hour Average Revoked Non-Attainment 

Ozone, 8-hour Average Non-Attainment, Extreme Non-Attainment 

Particulates < 2.5 microns – 24-hour Average Non-Attainment, Serious Non-Attainment 

Particulates< 2.5 microns – Annual Average Non-Attainment, 
Moderate 

Non-Attainment 

Particulates < 10 microns Maintenance – Serious Non-Attainment 

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

In areas where the NAAQS are not attained (federal nonattainment areas), the CAA 
requires preparation of a State Implementation Plan (SIP) detailing how the State of 
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California (State) will attain the NAAQS within mandated timeframes. In response to 
this requirement, local air quality agencies, such as SCAQMD, in collaboration with 
other agencies, such as CARB and the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG), prepare Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) designed to 
bring the area into attainment with federal requirements. The AQMP for each 
nonattainment area is then incorporated into the SIP, which is submitted by CARB to 
USEPA for approval.   

SCAQMD prepared AQMPs in 1997, 2003, 2007, 2012, and 2016. Each iteration of 
the AQMP is an update to the previous AQMP. The 2016 AQMP focuses primarily on 
addressing O3 standards, including a full 2023 attainment demonstration of the 8-
hour O3 standard.  

The AQMP proposes attainment strategies designed to bring the SCAB into 
attainment of the CAAQS and NAAQS. AQMP attainment strategies and control 
measures include mobile source control measures and clean fuel programs, and are 
enforced at the State and federal levels on engine manufacturers and petroleum 
refiners and retailers. SCAQMD also adopts AQMP control measures into the 
SCAQMD’s Rules and Regulations, which are then used to regulate sources of air 
pollution in the SCAB. 

Construction of the proposed project would adhere to applicable regulations 
established by the SCAQMD and the City pertaining to fugitive dust control and daily 
hours of activity. Upon completion, the proposed project would not result in increases 
in criteria air pollutant emissions. Because the proposed project would not result in 
growth or emissions beyond the forecasts incorporated into the AQMP, the proposed 
project would not obstruct or conflict with its implementation. 

The proposed project would have no impact on implementation of air quality plans 
and programs, and no mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

Potential Violations of Air Quality Standards  

For purposes of this analysis, CEQA thresholds developed by SCAQMD were used 
as thresholds of significance to determine if the proposed project would result in 
impacts on air quality. A significant impact may occur if the proposed project violated 
any SCAQMD air quality standard.  

The SCAQMD has set thresholds of significance for reactive organic gases (ROG), 
nitrogen oxides (NOx), CO, SO2, and PM10 emissions resulting from construction and 
operation in the SCAB. Table 2 presents the SCAQMD thresholds of significance for 
potential air quality impacts. 
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Table 2 – Proposed Project Peak Daily Construction Emissions  

Emissions Parameter  
Emissions by Pollutant (lb/day) 

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Construction Emissions 3 28 26 0.05 4.5 2.7 

SCAQMD Construction Threshold (regional 
emissions)  

75 100 550 150 150 55 

Exceed Threshold? NO NO NO NO NO NO 

SCAQMD LST, SRA #7 (local emissions) NA 114 786 NA 7 4 

Exceed Threshold?  NO NO  NO NO 

Notes: ROG – reactive organic compounds; NOx – nitrogen oxides; CO – carbon monoxide; SO2 – sulfur 
dioxide; PM10 – particulates under 10 microns; PM2.5 – particulates under 2.5 microns. lb – pound; NA – not 
applicable; SCAQMD – South Coast Air Quality Management District; LST – Localized Significance Threshold; 
SRA – Source Receptor Area. Project emissions were estimated using the CalEEMod screening model. 

Construction Related Impacts 

Construction sequence of the proposed project would consist of: mobilization, site 
preparation, site work, paving, finishing, and demobilization. Air quality impacts from 
construction activities would occur from: combustion emissions from fossil-fueled off-
road equipment and on-road vehicles, volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions 
from application of asphalt and pavement markings, fugitive dust emissions due to 
grading of exposed soils, and road dust.  Off-road construction equipment for the 
activities described above could include, but would not be limited to, cranes, forklifts, 
front end loaders, dump trucks, welders, generators, off-road vehicles, graders, 
rollers, vibrators, dewatering equipment, pumps, and air compressors. Typical on-
road vehicles would include, but would not be limited to, flat bed and haul trucks, 
concrete trucks, and asphalt trucks. These emissions sources would primarily use 
diesel fuel, resulting in combustion exhaust emissions in the form of VOC, CO, NOx, 
sulfur oxides (SOx), PM10, and PM2.5. 

Earth-disturbing activities, such as excavation and grading, would also generate 
PM10 and PM2.5. Paving and architectural coating activities would generate VOC 
emissions. Emissions were quantified for both on-site construction equipment and for 
off-site sources (haul trucks) transiting within the SCAB. Estimated peak-day 
emissions assume overlaps of construction tasks, based on the anticipated 
construction schedule and equipment utilization. 

The California Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s (CAPCOA), California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2013.2.2, was used to quantify 
emissions from anticipated construction activities (CAPCOA 2013). The CalEEMod 
model is approved by the SCAQMD. CalEEMod uses the emission factors for off-
road equipment and on-road vehicles using the CARB OFFROAD model and 
EMFAC2011 model. Project construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions 
estimated using CalEEMod were compared to SCAQMD’s regional daily emission 
thresholds for determination of significance. Emission calculations assume that the 
proposed project would comply with SCAQMD’s Rule 403, Fugitive Dust (SCAQMD 
2005a), by implementing the rule-stipulated best available control measures to 
minimize fugitive dust emissions.  
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Table 2 summarizes construction emissions for a peak construction day, on which 
the greatest number of construction equipment would be used and a considerable 
amount of haul trips would take place. The data demonstrate that at no time during 
construction of the proposed project would maximum daily emissions exceed any 
applicable SCAQMD thresholds of significance for regional emissions. Therefore, 
regional air pollutant emissions generated by construction of the proposed project 
could not cause a violation of an air quality standard or contribute to an existing 
violation. This would be a less-than-significant, temporary impact.  No mitigation 
measure or further analysis is required. 

Although construction emissions are anticipated to be below SCAQMD thresholds, 
contractors would be required to follow all applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations, 
including Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 431 (Diesel Equipment), to minimize air 
quality impacts. Contractors, for example, would water dusty areas and minimize the 
tracking of soil from unpaved dirt areas to paved roads. 

Localized Significance Threshold 

SCAQMD developed the Localized Significance Threshold (LST) methodology to 
assist CEQA lead agencies in analyzing local air quality impacts from simpler 
projects (SCAQMD 2008a). The LST methods allow users to determine, in lieu of 
conducting dispersion modeling, if a project would cause or contribute to an 
exceedance of the applicable ambient air quality standard. The LST methods are 
based on maximum daily allowable on-site emissions, the total area of the emissions 
source, the ambient air quality in each Source Receptor Area (SRA) in which the 
emission source is located, and the distance to the nearest exposed individual. The 
LST methods include look-up tables for emissions of NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. If 
proposed project emissions are less than the LST values, then the proposed activity 
is considered not to violate or substantially contribute to an existing or projected air 
quality standard.  

SCAQMD’s LST methods were used in this analysis to evaluate ambient air quality 
impacts from proposed project construction. The project site encompasses an area 
of approximately 3 acres; the LST analysis conservatively assumed a 2-acre site 
because emissions spread over a slightly smaller area would be more concentrated 
and would produce more conservative results than emissions spread over a larger 
area. Distance to the nearest sensitive receptor was assumed to be 25 meters 
because that is the smallest source-receptor distance provided for the LSTs. 

Project emissions were compared to the project-specific LST values in Table 2 to 
determine the significance of project impacts. Table 2 shows that emissions from 
construction of the proposed project would not exceed any applicable local threshold, 
and, therefore, could not result in a violation of an air quality standard. 

Air quality impacts resulting from construction of the proposed project would be less 
than significant, so no mitigation measures or further analysis are required.  
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Operational Impacts 

The proposed project would not create any new sources of motor vehicle traffic, but 
could induce some motorists to alter their routes. Air pollutant emissions would not 
increase overall due to operation of the proposed project, and could decrease if 
proposed project improvements resulted in more efficient traffic operations, but could 
be marginally higher along Magnolia Boulevard if vehicle volumes increased. 
Operational impacts would be negligible, and no mitigation measures or further 
analysis are required. 

Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase in Criteria Air Pollutants 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the SCAB exceeds federal 
or state ambient air quality standards and has been designated as an area of non-
attainment by the USEPA or California Air Resources Board.  The SCAB is a non-
attainment area for CO, NO2, O3, PM10, and PM2.5. 

The region of analysis for cumulative effects on air quality is the SCAB, which is in 
nonattainment for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period. 
Therefore, the construction and operational impacts of related projects in the area 
surrounding the project area would be cumulatively significant, within the SCAB, if 
their combined construction or operational emissions would exceed the SCAQMD 
daily emission thresholds. 

The proposed project would not have significant adverse cumulative air quality 
impacts under CEQA. Per SCAQMD guidance (SCAQMD 2003), impacts are 
considered to be cumulatively considerable if they exceed the project-specific air 
quality significance thresholds. Construction of the proposed project would not 
exceed SCAQMD thresholds for regional emissions and would not exceed local 
significance thresholds for criteria pollutants and, therefore, is not considered to be 
cumulatively considerable. Operational emissions of the proposed project would be 
negligible and, therefore, are not considered to be cumulatively considerable.   

In addition, the proposed project has a relatively short construction schedule of 12 
months, so any construction impacts would be short in duration and unlikely to 
overlap substantially with other projects in the vicinity. Lastly, the proposed project 
would be small in scale compared to other area projects.  

Collectively, because the proposed project construction emissions would not exceed 
SCAQMD significance thresholds and would have a short construction timeframe, 
and because proposed project operational emissions would be negligible, no 
significant adverse cumulative air quality impacts would occur. No mitigation 
measures or further analysis are required. 

Sensitive Receptors 

A significant impact may occur if construction or operation of the proposed project 
generated pollutant concentrations to a degree that would significantly affect 
sensitive receptors. 
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This analysis looked at populations particularly vulnerable to the effects of air 
pollution to assess whether the proposed project would expose these sensitive 
receptors—residents, children, the elderly, the chronically ill, and other sensitive 
individuals—to substantial pollutant concentrations. The analysis identified 
residences, schools, day-care centers, and other locations where these vulnerable 
residents could be exposed. The nearest such uses to the project alignment are 
multi-family residential units on both sides of Magnolia Boulevard. 

Diesel particulate matter (DPM) is one of the components of ambient PM10 and is 
classified as a toxic air contaminant by CARB. PM10 emissions from diesel 
combustion were used as a surrogate for DPM in this analysis. The nearest sensitive 
receptor could be within 25 feet of the project alignment, and PM10 construction 
emissions would not exceed the LSTs for sensitive receptors, as detailed in Table 2. 
PM10 emissions along Magnolia Boulevard would not increase substantially due to 
project operations. Therefore, construction and operation of the proposed project 
would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  

Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures or further 
analysis are required. 

Create Objectionable Odors Affecting a Substantial Number of People  

During construction, sources of odor are diesel emissions from construction 
equipment and VOC from sealant applications or paving activities.  These odors 
would be temporary and localized. Nonetheless, applicable best management 
practices such as those in SCAQMD Rule 431 (Diesel Equipment) would, in addition 
to minimizing air quality impacts, also help minimize potential construction odors. 

Although offensive odors rarely cause physical harm, they can be unpleasant and 
lead to considerable distress among the public. This distress may generate citizen 
complaints to local governments and air districts. Any project that could frequently 
expose a substantial number of people to objectionable odors would be deemed to 
have a significant impact.   

According to CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, land uses associated with 
odor complaints typically include sewage treatment plants, landfills, recycling 
facilities, and manufacturing facilities (CARB 2005). Short-term objectionable odors 
during construction of the proposed project would be associated with the use of 
diesel-powered construction equipment and on-road vehicles. During construction 
activities, odors would mostly occur on-site, and would be short-term and transient. 
Any odors generated from routine maintenance during project operation would also 
be minor and transient. In addition, SCAQMD Rules 1108 and 1108.1 limit the 
amounts of VOCs in cutback asphalt and emulsified asphalt products sold within the 
air district, further reducing the potential for odor impacts during short-term paving 
activities. Therefore, construction and operation of the proposed project would not 
create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.  

Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures or further 
analysis are required. 
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D. Biological Resources 

The project site is a segment of a secondary highway located in the eastern portion 
of San Fernando Valley, an urban area of more than 50 square miles.  The nearest 
substantial areas of natural habitat are found in the Verdugo Hills, about 4 miles to 
the northeast, and the Hollywood Hills, about 2 miles to the south. 

Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-Status Species 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would remove or modify 
habitat for any   species identified or designated as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulation, or by the state or 
federal regulatory agencies cited. 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife  (CDFW), California Natural Diversity 
Database (CDFW 2018) lists occurrences (Attachment A) of Nevin’s barberry 
(Berberis nevinii), San Fernando Valley spineflower (Chorizanthe parryi var. 
fernandina), slender-horned spineflower (Dodecahema leptoceras), southwestern 
willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), 
and coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), which are 
federally or State-listed as Endangered or Threatened species, within the Burbank 
topographic quadrangle. Of these species, only the San Fernando Valley spineflower 
is known to occur within one mile of the project alignment. The project alignment 
includes no native habitat that could include the plant species. The bird species 
occur in habitats (e.g., riparian woodlands, coastal sage scrub) not found near the 
project alignment. No impact has been identified. No mitigation measures or further 
analysis are required. 

Riparian Habitat, Wetlands, and Natural Communities 

A significant impact may occur if riparian habitat or any other sensitive natural 
community were to be adversely modified. A significant impact may occur if federally 
protected wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, would be 
modified or removed. 

No riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities exist on or near the proposed 
project alignment. No wetlands exist on or near the project alignment. The proposed 
project is not located in a Significant Ecological Area (SEA) or other natural 
community containing riparian habitat or sensitive biological resources. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not impact riparian habitats, wetlands, or sensitive 
natural communities. No mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

Interference with Movement or Migration 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project interferes or removes access 
to a migratory wildlife corridor or impedes the use of native wildlife nursery sites.  

The proposed project is located in an urban area of Los Angeles, and no wildlife 
corridors or nursery sites are located on or near the proposed project alignment. No 
sensitive habitats were identified within or near the project limits.  The project area is 
highly urbanized and heavily used and does not provide significant habitat for wildlife. 
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 The proposed project is not expected to have an impact on habitat suitable for 
wildlife movement or migration.  

Consistency with Applicable Plans 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would cause an impact that is 
inconsistent with local regulations pertaining to biological resources. A significant 
impact may occur if the proposed project would be inconsistent with mapping or 
policies in any conservation plans.   

No habitat conservation plan is known to exist on or near the project alignment. The 
Los Angeles Municipal Code protects certain species of trees native to the City. 
These trees include most oak trees, Southern California black walnut, western 
sycamore, and California bay. No heritage or protected tree species are present 
within the boundaries of the proposed project.  City policies also specify replacement 
ratios when street trees are removed.  Because the north side of Magnolia Boulevard 
would be widened, the existing street trees would need to be removed. 
Approximately 30 trees are located along Magnolia Boulevard between Vineland 
Avenue and Cahuenga Boulevard, of which an estimated 16 18 street trees within 
the proposed project right-of-way would be affected.  The street trees within the 
project footprint include four mature southern magnolia trees. New street trees would 
be planted along the newly widened street.  All removed trees would be replaced at a 
2:1 ratio, as required by City policy. Replacement trees would take several years to 
attain the size and canopy of the existing street trees. This short-term loss of tree 
canopy would be a less-than-significant impact. No mitigation measures or further 
analysis are required. 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (50 Code of Federal Regulations 
[CFR] Section 10.13) implemented the 1916 convention between the United States 
and Great Britain for the protection of birds migrating between the U.S. and Canada. 
The MBTA made it illegal for people to "take" migratory birds, their eggs, feathers, or 
nests.  Take is defined in the MBTA to include by any means or in any manner, any 
attempt at hunting, pursuing, wounding, killing, possessing or transporting any 
migratory bird, nest, egg, or part thereof.  The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
affords additional protection to all bald and golden eagles.  In total, 836 bird species 
are protected by the MBTA, 58 of which are legally hunted as game birds that are 
subject to migratory game bird regulations issued by the USFWS.  A migratory bird is 
any species or family of birds that live, reproduce or migrate within or across 
international borders at some point during their annual life cycle. Removal of trees, 
shrubs, or other vegetation that could support nesting birds during the typical nesting 
season (i.e., February 1 through August 31) could negatively impact local bird 
populations and violate the MBTA.  

To address the potentially significant impacts of construction on nesting birds, 
several standard conditions would be carried out, including: 

SC-BIO-1: If any trees, shrubs, or other vegetation that could support nesting 
bird species would be removed during the typical nesting season (i.e., February 
1 through August 31), preconstruction nest surveys should be conducted to 
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determine if birds are actively nesting within the proposed project alignment.  

SC-BIO-2: Construction work near active bird nests would be avoided until the 
young have left the nest.  

SC-BIO-3: As feasible, removal of vegetation would be completed outside the 
nesting season.  

With standard conditions incorporated, construction impacts to migratory birds would 
be considered less than significant.  

E. Cultural Resources  

A historical resource is defined in Section 15064.5(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines as 
any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript determined to 
be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, 
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of 
California. Resources listed in or determined eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources (California Register), included in a local register, or 
identified as significant in a historic resource survey are also considered historical 
resources pursuant to CEQA. 

The criteria for listing on the California Register are defined in Section 5024.1 of the 
Public Resource Code (PRC) and provide the basis for evaluating historic properties 
eligible for listing on the California Register. Specifically, California Register criteria 
state that eligible resources must (1) be associated with events that have made a 
significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s history and cultural 
heritage; or (2) be associated with the lives of persons important to our past; or (3) 
embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction; represent the work of an important creative individual; or possesses 
high artistic values; or (4) have yielded or may be likely to yield information important 
in prehistory or history. 

Resources listed on the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) are 
automatically listed in the California Register. The criteria for listing on the National 
Register (defined in 36 CFR 60.4 of the National Historic Preservation Act) provide 
the basis for evaluating historic properties. Properties eligible for the National 
Register include districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess 
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 
Similar to the California Register, the National Register eligibility criteria include 
properties (A) that are associated with events that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or (B) that are associated with the 
lives of persons significant in our past; or (C) that embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that possess high 
artistic values, or that represent a significant distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction; or (D) that have yielded, or may be likely 
to yield, information important in history or prehistory. 

Under CEQA, a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource as a result of a project or development is considered a significant impact on 
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the environment. Substantial adverse change is defined as physical demolition, 
relocation, or alteration of a resource or its immediate surroundings such that the 
significance of the historical resource would be materially impaired. Direct impacts 
are those that cause substantial adverse physical change to a historic property. 
Indirect impacts are those that cause substantial adverse change to the immediate 
surroundings of a historical resource, such that the significance of a historical 
resource would be materially impaired. 

In accordance with CEQA (15064.5 (b)(4)), a project that follows the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for 
Rehabilitating Historic Building (Standards) shall be considered as mitigated to a 
level of less than significant impact on historical resources.  

Previous Cultural Resources Investigations 

A record search request was submitted to the South Central Coastal Information 
Center (SCCIC), located at California State University, Fullerton, on January 3, 2018. 
The results of the record search completed by SCCIC staff on January 29, 2018, 
indicate that 22 cultural resources studies have been conducted within a 0.25-mile 
search radius of the project alignment, as shown in Table 3. Of these, one previous 
study (LA-10180) occurred within the project site, while 21 studies are within the 
0.25-mile search radius but outside the project site. 

Table 3. Previous Surveys and Reports within 0.25-Mile of Project Site 

Report # 
/ Year 

Report Location 
Relevant Identified 

Resources 

LA-00075 

1975 

Title: An Archaeological Reconnaissance of the 
Barham Property, City of Los Angeles 

Within (w/i) 
0.25 mile 
(mi.) of 
project site  

 

 

Author: Leonard, Nelson N. III 

Types: Archaeological, Field Study 

LA-01578 

1983 

Title: Technical Report Archaeological Resources Los 
Angeles Rapid Rail Transit Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and Environmental 
Impact Report 

w/I 0.25 mi  

Author: Anonymous 

Type: Archaeological, Field Study 

LA-02816 

1993 

Native American Place names in the Vicinity of the 
Pacific Pipeline: Part 2: Gaviota to the San Fernando 
Valley: Draft 

w/I 0.25 mi  

 

Author: King, Chester 

Type: Other Research 

LA-03496 Draft Environmental Impact Report Transit Corridor 
Specific Plan Park Mile Specific Plan Amendments 

w/I 0.25 mi 19-000159, 19-001945 

 

Author: Anonymous 

Type: Management Planning 

LA-03511 

1977 

Assessment of the Archaeological Impact by the 
Development of the Waste Water Facilities Plan W.O. 
31389 

w/I 0.25 mi 19-000009, 19-000043, 19-000053 
19-000055, 19-000056, 19-000057 
19-000058, 19-000061, 19-000062 
19-000064, 19-000065, 19-000068 
19-000203, 19-000204, 19-000206 
19-000211, 19-000212, 19-000343 

Author: Romani, John F. 

Type: Archaeological, Field study, Literature search 

LA-03773 Preliminary Assessment of Potential Impacts and w/I 0.25 mi 19-000007, 19-000159 
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Table 3. Previous Surveys and Reports within 0.25-Mile of Project Site 

Report # 
/ Year 

Report Location 
Relevant Identified 

Resources 

1978 Evaluation of Cultural Resources Along Proposed 
Transit System Alignment Alternatives in the City of 
Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, California 

 

Author: Singer, Clay A. 

Type: Archaeological, Field Study 

LA-03796 

1989 

Technical Report of Cultural Resources Studies for 
the Proposed Wtg-west, Inc. Los Angeles to San 
Francisco and Sacramento, California Fiber Optic 
Cable Project 

w/I 0.25 mi 19-000034, 19-000077, 19-000248 
19-000407, 19-000408, 19-000409 
19-000823, 19-001124, 19-001354 

 

Author: Anonymous 

Type: Archaeological, Field Study 

LA-04323 

1985 

Cultural Evolution in the Archaic/mesolithic: a 
Research Design for the Los Angeles Basin 

  

 

Author: Hill, James N. 

Type: Other Research 

LA-06906 

2000 

Nextel Communications Wireless 
Telecommunications Service Facility CA-5690f/north 
Hollywood, Los Angeles County 

w/I 0.25 mi  

 

Author: Billat, Lorna 

Type: Architectural / Historical 

LA-07568 

1978 

Palaeontological Resource Survey and Impact 
Evaluation for a Proposed Rapid Transit System in 
the City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 
California 

w/I 0.25 mi 19-000009, 19-000159 

 

Author: Bernor, Raymond L. 

Type: Other Research 

LA-08102 

2001 

Historic Property Survey Report: Proposed LAUSD 
East Valley New High School No. 1b Site, Los 
Angeles, California 

w/I 0.25 mi 19-186642, 19-186643, 19-186644 
19-186645, 19-186646, 19-186647 
19-186648, 19-186649, 19-186650 
19-186651, 19-186652, 19-186653 
19-186654, 19-186655, 19-186656 
19-186657, 19-186658, 19-187326 

Author: McKenna, Jeanette A. 

Type: Archaeological, Field Study 

LA-08103 

2006 

A Cultural Resources Overview and Architectural 
Evaluation of the Citibank Building on Lankershim 
Blvd., North Hollywood, Los Angeles County, 
California 

w/I 0.25 mi 19-000797, 19-001418, 19-001945 
19-002804, 19-003303, 19-003304 
19-003305, 19-003307, 19-150413 
19-150414, 19-150415, 19-150416 

 Author: McKenna, Jeanette A. 

Types: Architectural / Historical Evaluation 

LA-08247 

2000 

The Project Proposes to Rehabilitate the Pavement 
at the Caltrans Shop 7 Equipment Service Center in 
North Hollywood to Replace the Existing Fence With 
a Security Fence Along the Perimeter of the Facility 
and to Install High Mast Lighting 

w/I 0.25 mi  

 

Author: Sylvia, Barbara 

Types: Archaeological, Field Study 

LA-08251 

2004 

Los Angeles Metro Red Line Project, Segments 2 
and 3 Archaeological Resources Impact Mitigation 
Program Final Report of Findings 

w/I 0.25 mi 19-001945, 19-002393, 19-002804 
19-003300, 19-003301, 19-003302 
19-003303, 19-003304, 19-003305 
19-003306, 19-003307, 19-100281 
19-186585 

 

Author: Gust, Sherri and Heather Puckett 

Type: Archaeological, Architectural / Historical, 
Evaluation, Excavation, Monitoring, Other Research 
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Table 3. Previous Surveys and Reports within 0.25-Mile of Project Site 

Report # 
/ Year 

Report Location 
Relevant Identified 

Resources 

LA-08254 

2004 

Results of a Phase 1 Cultural Resources 
Investigation of the Proposed Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power River Supply 
Conduit, Los Angeles County, California 

w/I 0.25 mi 19-001945, 19-003304, 19-003307 
19-003789, 19-100281, 19-150416 
19-186585 

 

Author: McKenna, Jeanette A. 

Type: Archaeological, Field Study 

LA-10177 

2008 

Relocation of Phil's Diner, Los Angeles (North 
Hollywood), CA 

w/I 0.25 mi 19-173061 

 

Author: Archaeological, Other 

Type: Chattel, Robert Jay 

LA-10180 

1981 

Determination of Eligibility Report, North Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project 

w/I project 
site,  

w/I 0.25 mi 

19-170966, 19-170967, 19-173061 
19-186585 

. Author: Hatheway, Roger G 

Type: Evaluation 

LA-10543 

2003 

Archaeological Initial Study Report and mitigation 
plan for the San Fernando Valley MRT Fiber Optic 
Line Project, Cities of Canoga Park, Burbank and Los 
Angeles, California 

w/I 0.25 mi 19-000007, 19-000887, 19-001575 
19-002563, 19-002741, 19-002828 
19-002924, 19-002928, 19-002959 
19-003100, 19-003101, 19-003103 

 Author: Gust, Sherri 

Type: Archaeological, Other 

LA-11747 

2006 

Programmatic Agreement Compliance Report, 
twenty-first Reporting Period, July 1, 2005-- March 
31, 2006 

w/I 0.25 mi  

 

Author: Sakai, Rodney 

Type: Architectural / Historical 

LA-11748 

2003 

Programmatic Agreement Compliance Report 
Fifteenth Reporting Period July 1-- December 31, 
2002 

w/I 0.25 mi  

 

Author: Sakai, Rodney 

Type: Architectural / Historical 

LA-12505 

2012 

Draft Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment San 
Fernando Valley Water Recycling Project City of Los 
Angeles, California 

w/I 0.25 mi 19-003306, 19-100281, 19-167303 
19-170966, 19-170967, 19-173061 
19-175261, 19-186585, 19-186642 
19-187950, 19-188173, 19-188464 
19-188848 

Authors: Wallace, James, Dietler, Sara, and Kry, 
Linda 

Type: Archaeological, Field Study 

LA-13170 

2014 

Cultural Resources Assessment of the Burbourn 
Project, North Hollywood, Los Angeles, County, 
California (BCR Consulting Project No. TRF1408) 

w/I 0.25 mi  

 

Author: Brunzell, David 

Type: Archaeological, Architectural / Historical, Field 
Study 

 

Previously Recorded Cultural Resources 

Two cultural resources have been previously recorded within a 0.25-mile radius of 
the proposed project site. Of those, one has been documented adjacent to the 
project site, as shown in Table 4. 
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Table 4. Cultural Resources Located within 0.25-Mile of the Project Site 

Primary Resource  Age Eligibility Locationb Description 

P-19-170971 Building Historic Local Adjacent 5257 Denny Avenue 

P-19-186642 Building  Historic   Adjacent East Valley New High School #18 

Notes: a -  Eligibility: National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR), or 
Local Eligibility; b - Location: Within or Adjacent to project property 

 

Historic Architectural Resources 

LA-10180. The El Portal Theatre located at 5265-5271 Lankershim Boulevard was 
built in 1926. Security Trust Savings Bank located at 5303 Lankershim Boulevard 
was constructed in 1926. Phil’s Diner was constructed in 1926 and is located at 5230 
Lankershim Boulevard. The Southern Pacific Depot is located at 5351 Lankershim 
Boulevard and was constructed in 1896. All four of these resources were found 
eligible for the National Register in this evaluation.  

Historical Resources 

A significant impact may result if the proposed project caused a substantial adverse 
change to the significance of a historical resource. 

As indicated above, two cultural resources have been previously recorded within 
0.25 mile of the proposed project site (Table 4). The improvements proposed under 
this project would not affect any of these resources.  

In addition to the record search completed by SCCIC, described above, the findings 
of the SurveyLA Historic Resources Survey Report prepared for the North 
Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan Area were reviewed in January 2018. 

SurveyLA identified Magnolia Boulevard covering the proposed project site as the 
Magnolia Commercial Planning District, and it was noted that the commercial 
buildings within this district generally have compromised integrity but may warrant 
special consideration in the planning process. Based upon a reconnaissance survey, 
some properties adjacent to the project site that are more than 50 years of age and 
possess integrity may be considered to be historical resources pursuant to CEQA. 
The proposed project would replace and enlarge existing sidewalks adjacent to 
properties that may qualify as historical resources. The proposed project would not 
introduce new elements into the streetscape or result in a change of setting, and thus 
would have a less-than-significant impact on historical resources. 

Additionally, SurveyLA identified the Magnolia Boulevard street lights as potentially 
eligible for listing in the National Register and the California Register for their 
association with the early commercial development of the North Hollywood central 
commercial area if they were installed in 1925. Pending further research, the street 
lights are assumed to be historical resources for the purposes of CEQA. The 
proposed project would restore and reinstall the street lights, following the Standards. 
 The impacts would be considered less than significant, and no other mitigation 
measures are required.  

 

https://maps.google.com/maps?q=5230+lankershim+blvd+north+hollywood&ie=UTF-8&hq=&hnear=0x80c295f22c8562c5:0x22ba04c3479a34db,5230+Lankershim+Blvd,+North+Hollywood,+CA+91601&gl=us&ei=vPWMU7PmOoOCogS5iYDIAg&ved=0CB8Q8gEwAA
https://maps.google.com/maps?q=5230+lankershim+blvd+north+hollywood&ie=UTF-8&hq=&hnear=0x80c295f22c8562c5:0x22ba04c3479a34db,5230+Lankershim+Blvd,+North+Hollywood,+CA+91601&gl=us&ei=vPWMU7PmOoOCogS5iYDIAg&ved=0CB8Q8gEwAA
https://maps.google.com/maps?q=5230+lankershim+blvd+north+hollywood&ie=UTF-8&hq=&hnear=0x80c295f22c8562c5:0x22ba04c3479a34db,5230+Lankershim+Blvd,+North+Hollywood,+CA+91601&gl=us&ei=vPWMU7PmOoOCogS5iYDIAg&ved=0CB8Q8gEwAA
https://maps.google.com/maps?q=5230+lankershim+blvd+north+hollywood&ie=UTF-8&hq=&hnear=0x80c295f22c8562c5:0x22ba04c3479a34db,5230+Lankershim+Blvd,+North+Hollywood,+CA+91601&gl=us&ei=vPWMU7PmOoOCogS5iYDIAg&ved=0CB8Q8gEwAA
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Archaeological Resources 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were to cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource which falls under 
the CEQA Guidelines section cited above.   

An archaeological resource is defined in Section 15064.5(c) of the CEQA Guidelines 
as (1) a site, area, or place determined to be historically significant, as defined in 
Section 15064(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, or as (2) a unique archaeological 
resource defined in Section 21083.2 of the PRC as an artifact, object, or site that (a) 
contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions of 
public interest, or (b) that has a special and particular quality such as being the 
oldest or best example of its type, or (c) that is directly associated with a scientifically 
recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person. 

The results of the record search provided by SCCIC do not indicate that any 
archeological resources within the project limits have been previously identified. An 
archaeological field survey of the proposed project alignment did not identify any 
archaeological resources. Most of the proposed project alignment is hardscaped or 
landscaped. A vacant lot on the northwestern corner of Magnolia Boulevard and 
Harmony Avenue contains structural debris that does not appear to consist of historic 
archaeological resources. While archeological resources were not observed within 
the project site, archaeological resources may be discovered during ground 
disturbance activities within native soils.  

Standard specifications for public works projects stipulate, “If discovery is made of 
items of archaeological or paleontological interest, the Contractor shall immediately 
cease excavation in the area of discovery and shall not continue until ordered by the 
Engineer” Standard Specs Section 6-3.2.  Potential impacts on archaeological 
resources would be less than significant with implementation of the standard 
specifications. 

Paleontological Resources and Geologic Features 

A significant impact may occur if grading or excavation activities associated with 
the proposed project would disturb unique paleontological resources or unique 
geologic features.   

Dibblee geological maps were reviewed to determine if fossil-bearing formations are 
present within the project site. The project alignment is not within an area known to 
contain paleontological resources. The geology of the project site is characterized by 
younger Quaternary Alluvium. Shallow excavations in the younger Quaternary 
Alluvium throughout the proposed project alignment are unlikely to uncover 
significant vertebrate fossils. Deeper excavations in areas that extend down into 
older sedimentary deposits may encounter significant fossil vertebrate remains.  



INITIAL STUDY 

PUBLIC WORKS – BUREAU OF ENGINEERING 

Magnolia Boulevard Widening (N) Page 25  September 2019 

Standard specifications for public works projects stipulate, “If discovery is made of 
items of archaeological or paleontological interest, the Contractor shall immediately 
cease excavation in the area of discovery and shall not continue until ordered by the 
Engineer.” Standard Specs Section 6-3.2. Potential impacts on paleontological 
resources would be less than significant with implementation of standard 
specifications. 

Burial Sites and Cemeteries 

A significant impact may occur if grading or excavation activities associated with the 
proposed project would disturb interred human remains.   

No known burial sites are located within the proposed project alignment. A Sacred 
Lands File (SLF) record search request and Assembly Bill (AB) 52 consultation list 
request were submitted to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on 
behalf of the lead agency contact. The NAHC responded that the SLF search was 
negative. The NAHC provided a list of five local Native American contacts for 
information on Tribal Resources located within or near the project area. The Native 
American consultation letters were sent to the Tribal contacts on behalf of the lead 
agency contact once on February 14, 2008. Out of these, the City received one 
response from Kizh Gabrieleno Band of Missions Indians recommending the 
presence of a Native American Monitor present during all ground disturbing activities. 
A telephone conference between the City and the Gabrieleno Band of Missions 
Indians took place on April 18, 2018 from 1 pm to 2 pm. A set of standard mitigation 
measures were sent to the City for incorporation into the environmental document.  

Although human remains are not anticipated to encountered within the proposed 
construction area, human remains may be encountered during ground-disturbing 
activities in native soils. Standard specifications for public works projects stipulate, “If 
discovery is made of items of archaeological or paleontological interest, the 
Contractor shall immediately cease excavation in the area of discovery and shall not 
continue until ordered by the Engineer.” Standard Specs Section 6-3.2. Potential 
impacts on human remains would be less than significant with implementation of 
Standard Specifications. 

F. Geology and Soils 

Fault Rupture 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were located within a State-
designated Alquist-Priolo Zone or other designated fault zone and appropriate 
building practices were not followed.   

The project alignment is not in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, so the 
potential for ground surface rupture impacting the project is considered low.  The 
new lane, sidewalk, curb, and gutter would be constructed in accordance with City of 
Los Angeles design standards by licensed construction contractors. No impact would 
occur. No mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

Seismic Ground-Shaking 
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A significant impact may occur if the proposed project design did not comply with 
building code requirements intended to protect people from hazards associated with 
strong seismic ground shaking.   

The potential impacts of ground-shaking are present throughout southern California, 
and the intensity along the project alignment would be the same as for large parts of 
the City of Los Angeles and the region. The nearest fault is approximately 2 miles 
from the project alignment. The proposed project does not include construction of 
any structures, so it would not expose people or structures to substantial impacts 
from seismic ground shaking. No impact would occur. No mitigation measures or 
further analysis are required. 

Seismic-Related Ground Failure 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would be located in an area 
identified as having a high risk of liquefaction and appropriate design measures 
required within such designated areas were not incorporated into the project.   

The project alignment is shown on the State of California Seismic Hazard Zones map 
as being in an area of potential liquefaction. During design, a geotechnical 
investigation would address potential geologic hazards, and corrective measures 
would be identified. These measures, if any, would limit ground failure from 
liquefaction.  The project impact would be considered less than significant. No 
mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

Landslide 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were located in a hillside area 
with soil conditions that would suggest high potential for sliding and appropriate 
design measures were not implemented.  

The project alignment is not in an Earthquake Induced Landslide Seismic Hazard 
Zone, and is located on level ground where landslides would not occur. No Impact 
would occur. No mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

Erosion 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were to expose large areas to 
the erosion effects of wind or water for a prolonged period. 

The project alignment is entirely paved, and would remain so after the proposed 
project is completed.  Construction activities such as excavation and grading would 
temporarily expose surface soils to erosion. Soil exposure would be temporary and 
short-term, and applicable Department of Building and Safety erosion control 
techniques would limit potential erosion.  

In accordance with standard specifications, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) would control erosion and sedimentation during construction. Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) would be undertaken to control runoff and erosion 
from earthmoving activities such as excavation, grading, and compaction. 
Implementing such control measures would reduce soil erosion and loss of topsoil.  
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The proposed project would completely pave the proposed project alignment except 
for the tree wells. Impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures or 
further analysis are required. 

Unstable Soils 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were built in an unstable area 
without proper site preparation or design features to provide adequate foundations 
for project buildings, thus posing a hazard to life and property.  

During project design, a geotechnical investigation would be undertaken to identify 
potential geologic hazards and, if needed, corrective measures would be identified 
and implemented.   

Expansive Soils 

The soils underlying the proposed project alignment are not highly expansive.  Prior 
to construction, a geotechnical investigation would provide a detailed soil profile of 
the proposed project alignment and would provide construction if any were 
warranted.   

The proposed project is in an area identified as having alluvium soils. Prior to any 
construction and as a standard practice, a geotechnical evaluation would be 
prepared which would prescribe methods, techniques, and specifications for: site 
preparation, treatment of undocumented fill and/or alluvial soils, fill placement on 
sloping ground, fill characteristics, fill placement and compactions, temporary 
excavations and shoring, permanent slopes, treatment of expansive soils, and 
treatment of corrosive soils. Design and construction of the proposed project would 
conform to recommendations in the geotechnical evaluation.  No impacts would be 
anticipated, and no mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

Septic Systems 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were built on soils that were 
incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal system, and such a system was proposed.   

The project area is served by the City’s wastewater collection, conveyance, and 
treatment systems.  The proposed project would not include features that would 
generate wastewater. No impact would occur. No mitigation measures or further 
analysis are required. 

G. Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Emissions Generation 

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are known as greenhouse gases (GHGs); 
their accumulation in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature (Association 
of Environmental Professionals 2007). Human activities involving combustion of 
fossil fuels have elevated the concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere above 
natural levels. Scientific evidence indicates a correlation between increasing global 
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temperatures and global climate change over the past century and human-induced 
levels of GHGs. 

GHGs have varying amounts of global warming potential (GWP), which is the ability 
of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere. By convention, CO2 is assigned a 
GWP of one. In comparison, methane (CH4) has a GWP of 25 (meaning that CH4 
has a global warming effect 25 times greater than CO2 on an equal-mass basis) 
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC] 2007). To account for their 
GWP, GHG emissions are often reported as CO2 equivalent (CO2e). CO2e is 
calculated by multiplying each GHG emission by its GWP and summing the results. 

GCC is expressed as changes in the average weather of the earth, as measured by 
change in wind patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature. California’s AB 32, 
the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, identifies GCC as a “serious threat to the 
economic well-being, public health, natural resources, and the environment of 
California.” Because increases in the atmospheric concentrations of GHGs have 
been linked to GCC, California has acted to reduce GHG emissions in an effort to 
minimize further climate changes.  

The State CEQA Guidelines set forth considerations for assessing the significance of 
impacts from GHG emissions on the environment. The Guidelines do not specify 
significance thresholds, and allow the lead agencies discretion in how to address and 
evaluate significance. To provide guidance to local lead agencies, SCAQMD 
proposed a threshold of 3,000 metric tons per year (mty) of CO2e for commercial 
facilities (SCAQMD 2008b). 

GHG impacts from proposed project construction would primarily result from the 
combustion of fossil-fueled off-road equipment and on-road vehicles. CalEEMod was 
used to quantify CO2e emissions from anticipated construction activities. Estimated 
CO2e emissions were compared to SCAQMD’s proposed GHG threshold to 
determine significance.   

Under air quality operational impacts, no sources of direct emission, except routine 
street and sidewalk maintenance, would be associated with the proposed project.  

Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Consistency with Adopted Plans  

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of GHG.  

The proposed project would comply with all federal, State, and local regulations to 
reduce the emissions of GHG. The proposed project would not exceed SCAQMD’s 
threshold for GHG, and thus would not have a significant impact on GHG emissions. 
Additionally, the proposed project would enhance recreational open space within the 
City of Los Angeles and promote alternative modes of transit within the community. 
The lighting on the bridge would be provided by LED lights. These elements of the 
proposed project are consistent with objectives of the City of Los Angeles GreenLA 
Climate Action Plan to reduce the city’s contribution to climate change (City of Los 
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Angeles 2009). Consequently, t The proposed project would not conflict with any 
applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted to reduce the emissions 
of GHGs, including AB 32 and the First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan 
(CARB 2014).  

Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  

H.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

The hazardous materials information presented in this section is based on the 
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared for the proposed project (Sapphos, 
January 2018), which included a site reconnaissance conducted on January 10, 
2018 as well as reviews of historic topographical and fire insurance maps, a review 
of historic aerial photographs, and searches of relevant governmental permitting and 
hazardous waste site databases. The ESA identified some historic and existing auto-
related and metal plating uses within and near the proposed project alignment; 
historic chromium contamination of ground water near the project alignment has 
been remediated to the satisfaction of regulatory agencies, and no other known sub-
surface contamination exists in the project area. Pole-mounted electric power 
transformers along the alignment may contain polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), the 
utility poles themselves may contain creosote or other wood preservatives, and older 
buildings adjacent to the proposed project footprint may have building materials that 
contain asbestos or building surfaces coated with lead-based paints. 

Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project involved the use or disposal of 
hazardous materials as part of its routine operations and would have the potential to 
generate toxic or otherwise hazardous emissions.   

No routine bulk hazardous materials transport, use, or disposal would occur as a 
result of the proposed project, and hazardous materials storage would not occur. The 
construction of the proposed project would require routine transport, use, and 
disposal of hazardous materials; however, transport would occur according to 
applicable regulations such as the federal Hazardous Materials Transportation Law 
49 United States Code §5101 et seq., the U.S. Department of Transportation 
regulations 49 CFR Subpart H, §172-700, and California Department of Motor 
Vehicle regulations on Hazardous Cargo. Construction would occur pursuant to 
County code requirements. In the unlikely event that contamination was encountered 
during construction, standard practices would be followed for proper removal and 
disposal. Therefore, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant 
impacts on hazards and hazardous materials regarding to creating a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Upset or Accident Conditions 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project involved a risk of accidental 
explosion or used substantial amounts of hazardous materials as part of its routine 
operations that could pose a hazard to the public under accident or upset conditions. 
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Grading and excavation to widen the roadway may disturb gas pipelines to adjacent 
commercial and residential users and lead to a leak, fire, or explosion and related 
hazards. Compliance with Title 8, Section 1541, of the California Code of Regulation 
(CCR), regarding notification of and coordination with the pipelines’ owners and 
operators (through the DigAlert program), and their approval and monitoring of 
activities near the pipelines would avoid damage to these lines and prevent the 
creation of hazards to adjacent areas. 

Construction activities would involve the use of hazardous materials such as paints, 
thinners, solvents, acids, curing compounds, grease, oils, and other chemicals, which 
could pose risks to construction workers or lead to soil or groundwater contamination 
if accidentally released. However, handling of hazardous materials would be in 
accordance with the Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA), Hazardous Material 
Transportation Act (HMTA), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 
Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA), and Californian Accidental Release 
Prevention Program (CalARP). These regulations ensure the proper transport and 
on-site storage and use of hazardous materials, and procedures to implement in the 
event of a spill. Potential impacts would be mitigated to below a level of significance 
with the implementation of standard condition HAZ-1. 

SC-HAZ-1: During excavation and grading, notify and obtain approval from the 
gas pipelines’ owners and operators (through the DigAlert program), and 
conduct and monitor activities near the pipelines to avoid damage and 
subsequent release. 

Hazardous Emissions Near Schools 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were located within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school site and were projected to release 
toxic emissions which pose a hazard beyond regulatory thresholds.   

The nearest school, East Valley High School, is located more than 0.25 mile from the 
western end of the project alignment. Handling of hazardous materials would be in 
accordance with the TSCA, HMTA, RCRA, CUPA, and CalARP. These regulations 
ensure the proper transport of hazardous materials to minimize releases, on-site 
storage and use, and procedures to implement in the event of a spill. No impact 
would occur. No mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

Recognized Environmental Concerns 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were included on an agency 
list of unremediated hazardous or contaminated sites. 

The area surrounding and including the project alignment was employed for 
agricultural uses during the late 1800’s, including peach, pear, and walnut orchards, 
which could have resulted in the soils being contaminated with inorganic pesticide 
residues (e.g., lead, arsenic). During the early 1900s, an electric trolley line was 
located along Vineland Avenue to the west of the project alignment, and a railroad 
line ran along an east-west alignment to the north of the project alignment. A historic 
gas station and automobile repair shop were located to the north of Magnolia 
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Boulevard, as was a chrome plating shop (M&R Plating Corporation); local ground 
water contaminated with hexavalent chromium was remediated up until 2014. A gas 
station with underground storage tanks is now located on the northwestern corner of 
Magnolia Boulevard and Cahuenga Boulevard. 

The project alignment is not listed in the State Water Resources Control Board 
GeoTracker system, which includes leaking underground fuel tanks as well as spills, 
leaks, investigations, and cleanup sites, or the USEPA’s database of regulated 
facilities. The Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor Data Management 
System, which includes CORTESE sites, and the HAZNET database both identified 
M&R Plating Corporation at 10939 Magnolia Boulevard as a Large Quantity 
Generator for sludges from electroplating operations with compliance evaluations on 
11/04/1992, 11/07/2006, and 06/04/2009. The site is listed as a Cleanup Program 
Site for aquifer contamination with a case closure date of 12/22/2014. On 
12/23/2003, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles 
Region, issued a letter that no further requirements would be necessary for 
chromium VI impacts from this site on the San Fernando Valley Groundwater Basin. 
No other listed sites are located within or adjacent to the proposed project alignment. 
No impact would occur. No mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

Aircraft Hazards 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project site were located within a 
public airport land use plan area, or within two miles of a public airport, and would 
create a safety hazard. A significant impact may occur if the project would result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area because of its 
location near a private airstrip. 

The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles 
of a public airport or pubic use airport, and would not create a safety hazard. The 
proposed project is not located near a private airstrip.  No impact would occur. No 
mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

Emergency Access 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were to substantially interfere 
with roadway operations used in conjunction with an emergency response plan or 
evacuation plan or would generate sufficient traffic to create traffic congestion that 
would interfere with the execution of such plan. 

The proposed project would not alter the adjacent street system. As applicable, any 
traffic detour plans during construction would be included in an approved Traffic 
Control Plan, which would address emergency response or emergency evacuation 
for implementation during construction. The proposed project would widen Magnolia 
Boulevard to add an additional eastbound lane to relieve traffic congestion in the 
area.  One traffic lane in each direction would remain open during construction.  The 
proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Impacts would be 
less than significant, and no mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 
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Wildland Fires 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were located in a wild land 
area and poses a significant fire hazard, which could affect persons or structures in 
the area in the event of a fire. 

The proposed project alignment is not located within a wild land or in a very high fire 
hazard severity zone. No impacts would occur. No mitigation measures or further 
analysis are required. 

I. Hydrology and Water Quality 

Surface Water Quality Standards and Waste Discharge Requirements 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project discharged water which did not 
meet the quality standards of agencies which regulate surface water quality and 
water discharge into storm-water drainage systems.  A significant impact also may 
occur if a project included potential sources of water pollutants and had the potential 
to substantially degrade water quality.   

Construction 

No potential sources of water quality degradation are anticipated during construction. 
During construction, the proposed project would comply with applicable storm water 
management requirements for pollution prevention. Construction practices would 
include erosion control, spill prevention and control, solid and hazardous waste 
management, and dust control to reduce the discharge of pollutants from 
construction areas to the storm water system.  No impacts related to potential 
discharge into surface water or changes in water quality have been identified. No 
mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

Operations 

No new, operational sources of water quality degradation are anticipated in 
conjunction with the project. After construction is complete, the quality of runoff from 
the street would be comparable to the quality of current runoff.  The proposed project 
would not degrade water quality. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures 
or further analysis are required. 

Groundwater Supplies 

A project would normally have a significant impact on groundwater supplies if it were 
to result in a demonstrable and sustained reduction of groundwater recharge 
capacity or change the potable water levels sufficiently that it would reduce the ability 
of a water utility to use the groundwater basin for public water supplies or storage of 
imported water, reduce the yields of adjacent wells or well fields, or adversely 
change the rate or direction of groundwater flow. 

The proposed project would not use existing groundwater resources nor would it 
interfere with groundwater recharge. Changes to the groundwater supply are not 
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anticipated due to the proposed project. No impact would occur, and no mitigation 
measures or further analysis are required. 

Drainage Patterns and Capacity 

A significant impact may occur if the volume of runoff were to increase to a level 
which exceeded the capacity of the storm drain system serving a project site.  A 
significant impact may also occur if the proposed project would substantially increase 
the probability that polluted runoff would reach the storm drain system. 

The proposed project would not change the volume of storm water runoff. The 
proposed project alignment is in a fully developed portion of the City of Los Angeles, 
and is paved and impermeable.  No streams or river courses are located on or 
adjacent to the project alignment.  During grading and excavation, erosion control 
measures would be in place to minimize erosion of the exposed soils.  Runoff from 
the project alignment would be directed towards existing or newly constructed storm 
drains. The site is currently impermeable, so the amount of surface runoff would not 
increase due to the project. Therefore, the proposed project would not alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the proposed project alignment during either construction 
or operation. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures or further analysis 
are required. 

Erosion or Siltation 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project resulted in a substantial 
alteration of drainage patterns that resulted in a substantial increase in erosion or 
siltation during construction or operation of the project.   

The proposed project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area. 
No streams or rivers are present within the project limits. The project would not 
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area. As discussed 
earlier, the project would result in temporary soil disturbance activities during 
construction during which time a storm water pollution prevention plan for the control 
of soil erosion and sediment runoff would be implemented. The project would be 
constructed in accordance with applicable requirements of the municipal code, 
including grading requirements.  No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures 
or further analysis are required. 

Flooding  

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project resulted in increased runoff 
volumes during construction or operation of the proposed project that would result in 
flooding conditions affecting the project site or nearby properties. A significant impact 
may occur if the proposed project placed housing within a 100-year flood zone. A 
significant impact may occur if the proposed project were located within a 100-year 
flood zone and would impede or redirect flood flows.  A significant impact may occur 
if the proposed project were located in an area where a dam or levee could fail, 
exposing people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury or death. 

The proposed project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area.  
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The proposed project alignment is not located within a 100-year flood zone. The 
proposed project is a roadway improvement project and would not place any housing 
along the project alignment in addition to those in existence. The FEMA Flood 
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Number 060137 0040 C, dated December 2, 1980, 
indicates the project alignment is located in Flood Zone C, an area of minimal 
flooding. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures or further analysis are 
required. 

Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were located in an area with 
inundation potential due to seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

The project alignment is not located in an area subject to this risk. The Inundation 
and Tsunami Hazard Areas map (Exhibit G) of the Safety Element of the Los 
Angeles City General Plan (adopted by City Council November 26, 1996) identifies 
the project site as being located in an inundation area in the event that Hansen Dam 
failed.  As all dams and reservoirs in the city have been retrofitted pursuant to the 
1972 State Dam Safety Act, a dam failure is unlikely. 

The project site is located approximately 13 miles northeast of the Pacific Ocean at 
an approximate elevation of 600 feet, making inundation by a tsunami unlikely.  
There are no nearby enclosed waterbodies where a seiche could form.  The project 
site is flat and no potential source of mudflow has been identified. No impact would 
occur, and no mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

J. Land Use and Planning 

Physical Condition 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were sufficiently large or 
otherwise configured in such a way as to create a physical barrier within an 
established community. 

The proposed project would narrow the existing sidewalk on the north side of 
Magnolia Boulevard to accommodate one additional eastbound through lane. During 
construction, one through lane in each direction would be maintained and no detours 
are proposed. The proposed project would not introduce a physical barrier and would 
not physically divide established communities along Magnolia Boulevard between 
Cahuenga Boulevard and Vineland Avenue; therefore, no impact would occur. No 
mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

Consistency with Adopted Plans 

 A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were inconsistent with the 
General Plan, or other applicable plan or with the site’s zoning if designated to avoid 
or mitigate a significant potential environmental impact. 

The lands immediately surrounding the proposed project alignment are designated 
as Community Commercial in the City of Los Angeles General Plan, with the 
corresponding zoning code of C4-1-CA. Other land use designations within 1.5 block 
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around the project footprint include Low Residential, Medium Residential, and 
Commercial Manufacturing, with the corresponding zoning codes of R1-1, R3-1VL, 
and CM-1VL, respectively. The proposed project would not conflict with any City of 
Los Angeles land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted to avoid or mitigate an 
environmental effect, as proposed project elements would conform with the existing 
land use designations. 

The project site is within the North Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan 
(Community Plan) area. The Community Plan specifies a “special emphasis on the 
improvement of the south side of Magnolia Boulevard between Lankershim 
Boulevard and Vineland Avenue to an avenue (II).” A subsequent project, completed 
in 2011, upgraded the south side of this segment to accommodate two eastbound 
through lanes. The proposed project would widen the northern side of this segment 
to match the improvements made to the south side, consistent with the Community 
Plan’s circulation goal; therefore, no circulation impacts would occur.  

According to the Complete Streets Manual (City of Los Angeles 2014), the sidewalk 
for a secondary boulevard should be 15 feet wide, with a 7.5-foot wide walkway. The 
project would reduce the width of the project to from 7 to 8 feet wide. Therefore, the 
sidewalk widths would not meet the standard. This impact is less than significant, 
however, because the sidewalk along Magnolia Boulevard is wide enough to 
accommodate existing and anticipated pedestrian volumes.  

In summary, the proposed project would be substantially consistent with the City of 
Los Angeles General Plan and the North Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan, 
and would not conflict with any zoning ordinance. Overall project impacts on 
consistency with adopted plans would be less than significant. No mitigation 
measures or further analysis are required.  

Habitat Conservation Plans 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were located within an area 
governed by a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) or Natural Community Conservation 
Plan (NCCP), and would conflict with such plan. 

The area surrounding the project site is completely developed. There are no HCPs or 
NCCPs near the proposed project alignment. The proposed project is not located in a 
County of Los Angeles SEA. The proposed project thus would not conflict with any 
HCPs or NCCPs. No mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

K. Mineral Resources  

Availability of Known Mineral Resources of Value 

A significant impact may occur if the project were located in an area used or 
available for extraction of a regionally important mineral resource, if the project 
converted an existing or potential present or future regionally important mineral 
extraction use to another use, or if a project affected access to such a site.   
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The State Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) requires that the State 
Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) map areas in California that contain regionally 
significant mineral resources. The project area lies on the southern edge of a zone 
classified as MRZ-2 – a Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) where adequate information 
indicates that significant mineral deposits are present, or there is a high likelihood of 
their presence and development should be controlled (City of Los Angeles General 
Plan Conservation Element). The project site is not located within an area that 
contains mineral resources that are known to be of value to the region or residents of 
the State. Furthermore, the purpose of SMARA is to limit new development in areas 
containing significant mineral deposits. The proposed project converts existing 
sidewalks to a new traffic lane and would include no new development of open lands. 
It (a) is not located in an area used or available for mineral extraction, (b) would not 
convert an existing or future mineral extraction use to another use, and (c) would not 
affect access to such a site, so it would have no impact on known mineral resources. 
No mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

 

Loss of Availability of a Locally Important Mineral Resource Recovery Site  

A significant impact may occur if a project were located in an area used or available 
for extraction of a locally-important mineral resource and the project converted such 
a resource to another use or affected access to such a site.   

The project site is located on the edge of an area classified as MRZ-2, as noted 
above. It is not located within an area that contains known mineral resources.  The 
City has not designated a locally significant mineral resource on the site (City of Los 
Angeles General Plan Conservation Element). The proposed project would have no 
impact on known mineral resources. No mitigation measures or further analysis are 
required. 

L. Noise 

Compliance with City Noise Standards 

A significant impact may occur if the project generated noise levels exceeding the 
standards for ambient noise as established by the General Plan and Municipal Code 
or exposed persons to that increased level of noise.   

Construction Noise 

The City of Los Angeles’ Noise Ordinance states that construction and industrial 
machinery shall not exceed a maximum of 75 dBA1 at a distance of 50 feet, except 
where compliance is technically infeasible.  In addition, construction activities are 
restricted during different hours of the day - no person shall perform any construction 
or repair work that makes loud noises that disturb persons occupying sleeping 

 
1 The decibel (dB) noise metric describes the amplitude of a sound. The A-weighting network (dBA) approximates the frequency 

response of an average young human ear to most ordinary sounds. Judgments of the relative loudness or annoyance of a sound 
correlate well with their A-weighted sound levels.  Typical noise levels include: normal speech about 65 dBA at 3 feet, library about 30 
dBA, and a lawnmower about 95 dBA at 3 feet.  Building envelopes with windows closed typically reduce noise by at least 25 dB. 
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quarters in any place of residence between the hours of 9:00 p.m. of one day and 
7:00 a.m. of the following day.  Furthermore, the code prohibits any person other 
than an individual homeowner engaged in the repair or construction of his single-
family dwelling from performing any construction or repair work on land occupied by 
residential buildings, or within 500 feet of land so occupied, before 8:00 a.m. or after 
6:00 p.m. on any Saturday or at any time on any Sunday. 

Proposed project construction activities would require the use of construction 
equipment, including powered construction equipment. Ambient (outdoor) noise 
levels would temporarily increase when construction equipment is operating. 
Construction noise would be audible to nearby residents.  Noise generated by 
construction activities would be intermittent and temporary. During construction, 
ambient noise levels would increase at the closest sensitive receptors, which are the 
exteriors of residences within 50 feet of the project footprint. Construction noise 
levels at 50 feet may vary from 81 to 84 dBA during construction of the proposed 
road widening and sidewalk improvements. This projected noise level would exceed 
the City noise standard of 75 dBA on a temporary basis. With the implementation of 
the following standard conditions, construction noise would be in compliance with the 
City’s Noise Ordinance, and the impact would be less than significant.  

SC-NOI-1: The use of construction methods and equipment that provide the 
lowest level of noise impact. 

SC-NOI-2: Turning off equipment when not in use and minimizing idling 
equipment. 

SC-NOI-3: Restricting truck loading, unloading, and hauling operations so that 
noise and vibration are kept to a minimum near residences to the greatest 
possible extent. 

SC-NOI-4: Where feasible, the use of temporary noise barriers, as needed, to 
protect sensitive receptors against excessive noise from construction activities 
involving large equipment and by small items such as compressors, generators, 
pneumatic tools, and jackhammers. Noise barriers can be made of heavy 
plywood, moveable insulated sound blankets, or other best available control 
techniques. 

SC-NOI-5: Restricting construction activities to daytime hours. 

SC-NOI-6: Locating construction lay-down and staging areas in industrial zones. 
If industrially zoned areas are not available, commercial zones may be used, or 
locations at least 100 feet from any noise-sensitive land use (e.g., residences). 

Operational Noise 

The City of Los Angeles’ Noise Ordinance states that ambient noise levels are not to 
exceed 50 decibels, A-weighted (dBA) at residential land uses and 60 dBA at 
commercial land uses from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.   

Noise levels generated by operation of the improved Magnolia Boulevard alignment 
would be like existing conditions. Increases in traffic noise from the proposed project 
would be negligible because traffic volumes would increase very slightly as a result 
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of the proposed project, and corresponding changes in noise levels are logarithmic in 
nature.  Furthermore, although traffic operations would be moved slightly closer to 
the land uses on the northern side of Magnolia Boulevard, the shift would increase 
ambient noise levels by less than 1 dB, which is well below a perceivable amount. 
Therefore, the operations noise of the proposed project is expected to result in less-
than-significant impacts on ambient noise levels. No mitigation measures or further 
analysis are required. 

Vibration 

A significant impact may occur if the project were to expose persons to or generate 
excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels.   

Construction activities associated with the project could generate ground-borne 
vibration from use of heavy equipment. These effects would be temporary and short-
term in nature and would comply with applicable vibration and noise standards. 
Project impacts would not be excessive and would be less than significant. No 
mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

Community Noise Level 

A significant impact may occur if the project were to substantially and permanently 
increase the ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without 
the proposed project. 

The existing land uses along the project corridor include residential, commercial, and 
light-industrial mixed uses as well as a church.  These land uses are mostly mixed 
together along both sides Magnolia Boulevard within the project limits. The noise 
sensitive land uses - residential and church - have no outdoor use areas directly 
exposed to the dominant noise source of traffic noise.   

Noise levels at residential land uses on both sides of Magnolia Boulevard were 
measured with Type I sound level meters between January 24 and January 25, 
2018. The daytime average equivalent exterior sound levels along the proposed 
project alignment were measured at 70 to 74 dBA during the peak noise hour. 
Interior noise levels at the residences can be assumed to be in the range of 45 to 49 
dBA or lower. 

As noted above, noise levels generated by operation of the improved Magnolia 
Boulevard alignment would be like existing conditions. Increases in traffic noise from 
the proposed project would be negligible because traffic volume increases due to the 
proposed project would be marginal.  Furthermore, although traffic operations would 
be moved slightly closer to the land uses on the northern side of Magnolia Boulevard, 
the shift would increase ambient noise levels by less than 1 dB, which is well below a 
perceivable amount. Therefore, the operations noise of the proposed project is 
expected to result in less-than-significant impacts on ambient noise levels. No 
mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 
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Aircraft Noise 

For projects within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport, or 
in the vicinity of a private airstrip, a significant impact may occur if the project were to 
expose the public to excessive noise levels from aircraft. However, the project would 
not be located in such areas, and would have no impact on aircraft noise. No 
mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

M. Population and Housing  

Population Growth 

A significant impact may occur if population growth is induced in an area, either 
directly or indirectly, such that the population of the area may exceed the planned 
population of that area.  

Population density is managed by the City of Los Angeles’ land use and planning 
designations and building codes. The proposed project would not involve changing 
the City’s land use and planning designations to a more intense use and therefore 
would not induce substantial population growth. The proposed project is designed 
solely to improve traffic conditions and would have no impact on population growth, 
either directly or indirectly.  No mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

Displace Existing Housing or Substantial Numbers of People 

A significant impact may occur if the project resulted in a net loss of 15 or more 
single-family dwellings or 25 or more multi-family housing dwellings. 

The proposed project would be constructed within the existing public right-of-way and 
would not displace any housing. Thus, the project would have no impact on housing 
and would not displace any people. No mitigation measures or further analysis are 
required. 

N. Public Services  

Fire Protection 

A significant impact may occur if the City of Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) 
could not adequately serve the proposed project based on response time, access, or 
fire hydrant or water availability. 

The proposed project alignment is served by City of Los Angeles Fire Station 60, 
located at 5320 Tujunga Avenue, about 0.83 mile away.  The proposed project would 
not result in an increase in population, and thus would not generate a need for new 
or altered fire protection facilities. The proposed project would be constructed in 
accordance with applicable fire codes set forth by the State Fire Marshall & LAFD. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not be a fire hazard and would not exceed the 
capacity of the LAFD to serve the site or other areas with fire protection services. 
The nearest local fire responders would be notified, as appropriate, of traffic control 
plans during construction to coordinate emergency response routing during 
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construction work. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures or further 
analysis are required. 

Police Protection 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were to result in an increase in 
demand for police services that would exceed the capacity of the police department 
responsible for serving the site. 

The proposed project would not require additional police protection. No impacts on 
increase in police service demand would occur, and no mitigation measures or 
further analysis are required. 

Schools 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project includes substantial 
employment or population growth that could generate demand for school facilities 
that exceeded the capacity of the school district responsible for serving the project 
site. 

The proposed project would improve traffic flow, reduce traffic congestion, and 
provide street infrastructure improvements along Magnolia Boulevard. The proposed 
project is not growth-inducing, either directly or indirectly, and would therefore not 
increase the demand for schools in the project area. No impact would occur, and no 
mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

Parks 

A significant impact may occur if the recreation and park services available could not 
accommodate the population increase resulting from the implementation of the 
proposed project. 

The proposed project would not result in a population increase. No impacts on 
recreation and park services would occur. No mitigation measures or further analysis 
are required. 

Other Public Facilities 

A significant impact may occur if the project would generate growth such that public 
facilities would be affected. Projects that do not result in a net increase of 75 
residential units normally would not have a significant impact on public facilities. 

The project is not a growth-inducing project, and would not result in a net increase in 
residential units. No impact would occur, and no mitigation measures or further 
analysis are required. 

O. Recreation 

Increase Use of Existing Parks 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project includes substantial 
employment or population growth that may generate demand for public park facilities 
that exceed the capacity of existing parks. 
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Parks near the project alignment include North Hollywood Park, Valley Village Park, 
and Whitnall Highway Park (North and South). The nearest of these parks are North 
Hollywood Park and Valley Village Park, both located approximately 0.5 mile west of 
the project’s western boundary at Vineland Avenue and Magnolia Boulevard. The 
proposed project would not directly or indirectly lead to population growth. The 
proposed project thus would not lead to an increased use of parks. No mitigation 
measures or further analysis are required. 

Require Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities 

The proposed project would not include or require a recreational facility. No impact 
would occur, and no mitigation measures or further analysis are required. 

P. Transportation/Traffic  

Q. Utilities and Service Systems  

Exceed Wastewater Treatment Requirements 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project exceeds wastewater treatment 
requirements of the local regulatory governing agency. 

Wastewater in the project area is treated through the Donald C. Tillman Water 
Reclamation Plant located at 6100 Woodley Avenue in Van Nuys. The plant treats 
approximately 80 million gallons of wastewater per day (MGD). The proposed project 
is not expected to directly or indirectly induce population growth such that it would 
generate additional wastewater; therefore, no mitigation measures or further analysis 
are required. 

Require Construction of New Water or Wastewater Facilities 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project resulted in the need for new 
construction or expansion of water or wastewater treatment facilities that could result 
in an adverse environmental effect that could not be mitigated. In addition, a 
significant impact may occur if the volume of storm water runoff from the proposed 
project increases to a level exceeding the capacity of the storm drain system serving 
the project site. Furthermore, a significant impact may occur if the proposed project’s 
water demands would exceed the existing water supplies that serve the site. A 
significant impact may also occur if the proposed project would increase wastewater 
generation to such a degree that the capacity of facilities currently serving the project 
site would be exceeded. 

The proposed project would not generate additional wastewater such that new water 
or wastewater facilities would be required. Approximately 16 18 street trees within 
the project footprint would be removed and replanted, requiring supplemental 
watering for plant establishment, but long-term water requirements for landscaping 
would remain largely unchanged.  

Water could be used during construction for fugitive dust control, a standard practice 
among similar projects. This water is typically portable, and would be provided via 
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water trucks by the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. The 
amount of water used during construction would be minimal, and water use for 
fugitive dust control would end upon project completion.  

Other than temporary construction water use, the proposed project would not include 
new water uses. The proposed project thus would not use additional water or 
generate additional wastewater that would exceed existing capacity. 

No right-of-way would be acquired to accommodate the roadway modifications, and 
no new impervious surfaces would result from the proposed project. The proposed 
project thus would not increase demands on the storm drain system serving the 
project site. The proposed project would readjust existing catch basins and 
maintenance holes, congruent to the sidewalk reconfiguration. The existing storm 
water facilities in the area are adequate to serve the proposed project. Impacts would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation measures or further analysis of these 
issues are required. 

Landfill Capacity 

A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were to increase solid waste 
generation to a degree that existing and projected landfill capacities would be 
insufficient to accommodate the additional waste. Further, a significant impact may 
occur if the proposed project would generate solid waste that was in excess of or 
was not disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. 

City of Los Angeles standards for public works require demolition debris to be 
recycled where feasible, so impacts associated with construction debris would be 
less than significant.  After construction, the project would not generate substantial 
amounts of solid waste. The project would be designed, constructed, and operated in 
accordance with all applicable laws, regulations, ordinances, and City standards for 
roadway projects. Thus, no impacts related to solid waste regulations would occur. 
No mitigation measures or further analysis of this issue are required. 

R. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Based on the foregoing, it has been determined that: 

The project could have would not pose a high potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish 
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory. With incorporation of the standard conditions, the 
impacts would be reduced to the level of insignificance. 

The project does not have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed together with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects. 

The project does not have the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to 
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the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals. 

The project does not have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. 

V. STANDARD CONDITIONS AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 

No project-specific mitigation measures were identified. The following standard 
conditions  would be incorporated into the construction specifications.  

A. Regulatory Requirements 

Over 900 species of migratory birds are protected under the federal Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA) (Title 33, United States Code, Section 703 et seq.; see also Title 50, 
Code of Federal Regulations, Part 10) and Section 3503 of the California Department of 
Fish and Game Code protects the nests of all birds (except English sparrows and 
European starlings). 

SC-BIO-1: If any trees, shrubs, or other vegetation that could support nesting bird 
species would be removed during the typical nesting season (i.e., February 1 through 
August 31), preconstruction nest surveys should be conducted to determine if birds 
are actively nesting within the proposed project alignment.  

SC-BIO-2: Construction work near active bird nests would be avoided until the young 
have left the nest.  

SC-BIO-3: As feasible, removal of vegetation would be completed outside the 
nesting season.   

B. Construction Notes (G-001) 

SC-HAZ-1: During excavation and grading, notify and obtain approval from the gas 
pipelines’ owners/operators (through the DigAlert program), and conduct and monitor 
activities near the pipelines to avoid damage and subsequent release. 

C. Construction General Conditions 

SC-NOI-1: The use of construction methods and equipment that provide the lowest 
level of noise impact. 

SC-NOI-2: Turning off equipment when not in use and minimizing idling equipment. 

SC-NOI-3: Restricting truck loading, unloading, and hauling operations so that noise 
and vibration are kept to a minimum near residences to the greatest possible extent. 

SC-NOI-4: Where feasible, the use of temporary noise barriers, as needed, to protect 
sensitive receptors against excessive noise from construction activities involving 
large equipment and by small items such as compressors, generators, pneumatic 
tools, and jackhammers. Noise barriers can be made of heavy plywood, moveable 
insulated sound blankets, or other best available control techniques. 

SC-NOI-5: Restricting construction activities to daytime hours. 

D. Construction General Requirements, Section 01562 
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SC-NOI-6: Locating construction lay-down and staging areas in industrial zones. If 
industrially zoned areas are not available, commercial zones may be used, or 
locations at least 100 feet from any noise-sensitive land use (e.g., residences). 

 
VI. NAMES OF PREPARERS 
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VII. DETERMINATION - RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION  

A. Summary 

The proposed project would widen the northside of Magnolia Boulevard between 
Vineland Avenue and Cahuenga Boulevard to accommodate two through lanes in each 
direction, with left-turn pockets and on-street parking on each side. Construction of the 
proposed project would temporarily constrain traffic flow, although one through lane in 
each direction would remain open during construction. Construction activities would 
result in temporary localized increases in noise and air pollutant emissions. Additionally, 
some hazardous materials would be temporarily present on the site in bulk quantities.  
Historic light posts would be removed during construction and reinstalled, and no other 
known cultural resources would be affected. Street trees would be removed during 
construction and replaced in accordance with City policies. Utilities would be relocated 
or rerouted as needed. The proposed project would not alter local land uses, change 
the surface hydrology or drainage patterns, or affect public services in the project 
vicinity. Following construction, the proposed project would have no substantial impacts 
on noise or air quality, but would have a slight beneficial effect on traffic flows within the 
proposed project alignment. With implementation of the standard conditions identified 
above, all potential project impacts would be less than significant. The initial study 
concluded that the proposed project would result in no impacts and/or less-than-
significant impacts on aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, land use / 
planning, mineral resources, population / housing, public services, recreation, and 
utilities / service systems. Potentially significant environmental impacts have been 
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Thresholds for Stationary Sources 

46. South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2016, Air Quality Management Plan 

47. Transportation Research Board, 1982, Interim Materials on Highway Capacity, 
NCHRP Circular 212 

48. Transportation Research Board, 2000, Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209 

49. U.S. Dept. Interior Fish & Wildlife Service.  National Wetlands Inventory.  Overlays for 
U.S. Dept. Interior Geological Survey.  7.5-minute Map Series (Topographic). 
[Wetlands Map] 

50. U.S. Dept. Interior Geological Survey.  7.5-minute Map Series (Topographic).  [USGS 
Quad] 

51. U.S. Federal Emergency Management Agency.  Flood Insurance Rate Maps. 
Community Panel number 060137 00__ C. [FIRM]  Available online at  
http://www.cityofla.org/ 

52. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2018, Information for Planning and Consultation (IPAC) 

53. Upper Los Angeles River Area Watermaster, Spring 1990.  Upper Los Angeles River 
Area Groundwater Contour Map. [Groundwater Map] 
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IX. RESPONSES TO PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS REVISIONS AND 
CLARIFICATIONS, AND COMMENTS AND RESPONSES: 
 
This section summarizes the public outreach activities on the Draft Initial Study (IS) / Proposed 
Negative Declaration (ND) for the Magnolia Boulevard Widening (N) Cahuenga Boulevard to 
Vineland Avenue Project. Responses to public comments received during the public review 
period is also provided herein.    

Public and Agency Review Process 

The following discussions summarize the public involvement actions associated with the public 
circulation for the Draft IS/ND of the proposed project. 
 

Document Circulation 
The Notice of Availability of the Draft IS / Proposed ND for the Magnolia Boulevard Widening 
(N) – Cahuenga Boulevard to Vineland Avenue Project (Attachment A) was issued on August 
23, 2018. The notice was sent to affected public agencies, stakeholders, and residents and 
properties within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site. The document was circulated for public 
review and comment for a period of 30 days, from August 23, 2018 to September 24, 2018. 
The Draft IS/ND was also available for public review and comment on the City of Los Angeles 
Bureau of Engineering website at https://eng.lacity.org.   
 
Hard copies of the Draft IS/ND were available at the following public locations: 
 

Council District 2 – North Hollywood District Office 
5240 N. Lankershim Boulevard, Ste 200 
North Hollywood, CA 91601 

Los Angeles Public Library - North Hollywood Branch 
5211 Tujunga Avenue 
North Hollywood, CA 91601 

Los Angeles Public Library - Studio City Branch 
12511 Moorpark Street 
Studio City, CA 91604 

Los Angeles Public Library – Valley Plaza Branch 
12311 Vanowen Street 
North Hollywood, CA 91605 

At the request of Council District 2, the public review period was extended from September 28, 
2018 to December 28, 2018, for a total public review period of 131 days. 
 
Newspaper Public Notice 
The City posted the Notice of Availability of the Draft IS / Proposed ND for the proposed project 
in the LA Times on August 23, 2018. A proof of publication is provided in Appendix B. 
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Community Meeting 
Two community meetings were held on November 19, 2018: one at Poquito Mas at 2:30 p.m. 
for local business owners and the other at the North Hollywood Senior Center at 6:30 for the 
general public and residents. These meetings were held to present the project’s background 
and purpose and the environmental analysis and findings.  A total of six people attended each 
meeting.  Meeting notices were sent to residents and property owners within a 0.25-mile radius 
of the project site.  The meeting notice is provided in Appendix B. 
 
Response to Public Comments  
During this public circulation period, LABOE received a total of 50 comments on the Draft 
IS/ND from public and agency stakeholders, as follows: 
 

• Public agency: 1 

• Organization: 2  

• General public: 47 

Comments received during the public review period covered the following topics and issues: 

• Pedestrian and cyclist safety 

• Use of taxpayer money 

• Supporting multi-modal transit options 

• Vision Zero community initiative  

• Public Safety 

Each public comment was individually reviewed and addressed with a formal response. The 
scanned letters are provided below with the numbered comments marked in the margin.  
Responses to those comments follow each letter.  
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Comment Letter No. P-1 
CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH  
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Response to Comment Letter p-1 

Comment Response 

NA The OPR letter is not a comment letter, but an acknowledgement that the draft IS/ND was sent to selected State of 
California agencies for their comments. No comments on the project were subsequently received from State agencies. 

 



INITIAL STUDY 

PUBLIC WORKS – BUREAU OF ENGINEERING 

Magnolia Boulevard Widening (N) Page 54  September 2019 

Comment Letter No. O-1 
RUBIN CARTER, NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
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Response to Comment Letter O-1 

Comment Response 

O-1-1:  The City has prepared the Draft Initial Study (IS) / Proposed Negative Declaration (ND) in full compliance with the State 
CEQA Guidelines, including updates related to Senate Bill (SB) 743. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, Determining the 
Significance of Transportation Impacts, addresses the use of vehicle-miles traveled (VMT). Subsection c, Applicability, 
states that, “A lead agency may elect to be governed by the provisions of this section immediately. Beginning on January 
1, 2020, the provisions of this section shall apply statewide.” Thus, the use of VMT rather than Level of Service in 
determining the significance of traffic impacts is not mandatory for an IS/ ND prepared in 2018. 

O-1-2:  The City analyzed the potential traffic impacts of the proposed project on pp. 40-45 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND. 
Given the short distance (0.5 mile) over which improvements would occur and the minimal effects of the project on 
congestion at the Cahuenga Boulevard and Vineland Avenue intersections with Magnolia Boulevard, which 
effectively control capacity along the project alignment, the City does not expect proposed improvements to induce 
substantial demand. The traffic analysis (Tables 7 and 8) found that the project would have no effect on peak-hour 
vehicle-to-capacity (v/c) ratios at the Vineland Avenue intersection and only a 4 percent (a.m.) to 5 percent (p.m.) 
improvement in the peak-hour v/c ratios at the Cahuenga Boulevard intersection. Greenhouse gases, air pollution, 
and traffic safety were evaluated based on projected future traffic volumes predicted by the traffic study for the 
project. 
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Comment Letter No. O-2 
ANDREW SALAS, GABRELINO BAND OF MISSION INDIANS – KIZH NATION 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter O-2 

Comment Response 

O-2:  The commenter’s request for consultation in the event of ground disturbance by the project is acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter No. P-1 

SARAH ALEXANDER 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-1 

Comment Response 

P-1:  The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  
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Comment Letter No. P-2 
DAVID ARETSKY 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-2 

Comment Response 

P-2-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-2-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City found that vehicular safety would 
be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not 
provide any additional information to support the claim that traffic safety will not be improved by the project. 

P-2-3 Vision Zero is a citywide initiative in Los Angeles that makes public safety the highest priority on streets to end all 
traffic-related deaths and serious injuries by 2025. The Vision Zero Action Plan identifies specific projects at high-
priority intersections and along high-priority corridors to achieve its goals.  

The project is consistent with this citywide initiative as it would not conflict with any planned Vision Zero projects and 
would enhance vehicular safety. 

P-2-4 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and 
no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-3 
JAMES ASKEW 
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Response to Comment Letter P-3 

Comment Response 

P-3-1 The commenter’s concern about project notifications is acknowledged. The City provided public notice of the 
availability of the Draft IS/Proposed ND in accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
requirements and with City CEQA policies. Once the Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering (LABOE) became aware of 
the high level of public interest in this project, the comment period was extended, for a total period of 131 days, and 
two community meetings were held on November 19, 2018. 

P-3-2 The Vision Zero Action Plan has identified specific projects on high-priority corridors and at high-priority intersections 
to improve pedestrian and bicycle safety in the City, and the project would not conflict with those safety initiatives. 

The Draft IS/Proposed ND indicates on p. 7 that vehicular safety would be increased by adding an east-bound 
through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. As indicated in Item #16(f) in Appendix A of the IS/ND, 
Environmental Screening Checklist, the City has determined that the project would have no adverse effects on 
pedestrian or bicyclist safety. The comment offers no substantive evidence that would alter that determination. 

Please note that, subsequent to the submittal of this comment, the City extended the public review period to provide 
additional time for members of the community to submit comments. 
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Comment Letter No. P-4 
JAMES ASKEW 
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Response to Comment Letter P-4 

Comment Response 

P-4-1 The Draft IS/Proposed ND is intended to provide information to the City’s decision-makers prior to their approval of 
the project. One of the purposes of public and agency review is to afford an opportunity for them to comment on the 
accuracy and completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND prior to approval of the Final IS/ND. 

The text of the first paragraph on page 28 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND is revised to read:  

The proposed project would comply with all federal, State, and local regulations to reduce GHG emissions. The 
proposed project would not exceed SCAQMD’s threshold for GHG, and thus would not have a significant impact on 
GHG emissions. Consequently, the proposed project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
of an agency adopted to reduce the emissions of GHGs, including AB 32 and the First Update to the Climate Change 
Scoping Plan (CARB 2014).  

Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

P-4-2 The City acknowledges the commenter’s concerns about sidewalk widths. As noted in the comment, the City’s 
Complete Street Design Guide recommends a width of 15 feet for this class of roadway. This aspirational goal of the 
City is not based solely on pedestrian safety. Sidewalks perform a variety of functions, and may accommodate 
pedestrian furniture, signage, street trees, planters, and other features. The City’s design recommendations identify 
4 zones of the sidewalk (Frontage Zone, Pedestrian Zone, Amenity Zone, and Flex Zone), and are intended to 
provide sidewalk widths that can easily accommodate the full range of sidewalk amenities. 

With regard to safety, the Americans with Disabilities Act recommends a minimum sidewalk width of 3 feet. A 7-foot 
to 8-foot wide sidewalk can accommodate 2-way pedestrian traffic with some additional width for other sidewalk 
amenities. The width of the sidewalk is not a traffic safety factor given that pedestrians may be present on the edge 
of the sidewalk nearest to the traffic regardless of the width of the sidewalk.  

Most interactions between pedestrians and motor vehicles occur where pedestrians attempt to cross the street. 
Marked crosswalks are provided at the Cahuenga Boulevard, Riverton Avenue, and Vineland Avenue signalized 
intersections. 

P-4-3 The City has no plans to increase the speed limit on Magnolia Boulevard, nor – as the comment indicates – is a 
higher speed limit appropriate for this class of roadway. The comment’s assertion that adding a second through lane, 
which is consistent with the street’s Secondary Highway designation, would lead to substantially higher vehicle 
speeds is an assumption not supported by available information. 

Furthermore, most pedestrian – vehicle interactions would occur at the three signalized intersections where 
pedestrians are attempting to cross Magnolia Boulevard in a crosswalk on a red light. Motorists on Magnolia 
Boulevard would not be traveling at the posted speed limit under the specific circumstances where pedestrians 
would be at risk. 

P-4-4 The Vision Zero Action Plan has identified specific projects on high-priority corridors and at high-priority intersections 
to improve pedestrian and bicycle safety in the City, and the project would not conflict with those safety initiatives. 

The Complete Streets Design Guide and Vision Zero program both provide recommended design concepts which 
City engineers may incorporate into a project to address specific mobility and safety concerns, as well as design 
“best practices” suitable for incorporation into any project. Similarly, bicycle lanes and on-street parking are design 
options that City staff may consider, depending on demand and on available rights-of-way and funding. The 
comment takes exception to the design of the project rather than to the potential environmental impacts of the 
project. 

P-4-5 The Draft IS/Proposed ND addresses street tree removal and replacement several times, including in the Project 
Description on page 6, Scenic Resources on p. 8, Visual Character and Quality on p. 9, and Biological Resources on 
p. 17. The Draft IS/Proposed ND indicates (p. 17) that the street trees removed during construction of the project 
would be replaced in accordance with existing City policies, which require trees to be replaced at a ratio of 2:1. 

As noted on p. 9 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the trees to be removed are “at various stages of growth” and are not 
all mature. The trees to be removed include several small trees, small fan palms, and some trees in poor health; 
collectively these trees provide a limited area of canopy and shade. They are a minor visual element of the overall 
streetscape. 
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Comment Response 

The sizes and types of replacement trees to be planted have not yet been determined, but trees with moderate to 
high growth rates can grow 2 to 3 feet per year with proper care, so 5 to 10 years is a more reasonable timeframe for 
replacing the existing tree resources. The City has determined that this minor temporary impact on biological and 
aesthetic resources would be less than significant. 

P-4-6 The proposed Magnolia Boulevard project is not a redesign of this street, but rather a minor widening, completing a 
project that began in 2008 with the widening of the south side of Magnolia Boulevard.  

The City provided public notice of the availability of the Draft IS/Proposed ND in accordance with CEQA 
requirements and with City CEQA policies. Once the LABOE became aware of the high level of public interest in this 
project, and subsequent to the submittal of this comment letter, the comment period was extended and community 
meetings were held. 

P-4-7 The Final IS/ND is intended to provide information to the City’s decision-makers prior to their approval of the project. 
One of the purposes of public and agency review of the Draft IS/Proposed ND is to afford an opportunity for them to 
comment on its accuracy and completeness prior to approval of the Final IS/ND. Public review presumes some 
revisions to the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and whether it would be recirculated prior to being certified as final is at the 
discretion of the City as lead agency for CEQA documentation. 
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Comment Letter No. P-5 
NARINEH AWANESSI 

 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-5 

Comment Response 

P-5-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-5-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City found that vehicular safety would 
be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not 
provide any additional information to support the claim that safety would not be improved. 

P-5-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and 
no further response is required.  

Comment Letter No. P-6 
BETTE BILLET 
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Response to Comment Letter P-6 

Comment Response 

P-6-1 Under CEQA, a public hearing or meeting during the public review period is not required for a ND; this community 
meeting was a supplemental effort by the City to inform the public.  

P-6-2 The issues raised in the comment are economic concerns that are outside the scope of CEQA documentation. The 
loss of revenue by businesses along the alignment, while of concern to the City, is not an environmental issue. 
Similarly, incidental damage to buildings from construction activities is an economic rather than an environmental 
issue. The City would take appropriate measures during the short construction period for the project to minimize 
disruption of local businesses.   

P-6-3 Two community meetings were held on the proposed project during the public review period. Under CEQA, a public 
hearing or meeting during the public review period is not required for a ND; these community meetings were a 
supplemental effort by the City to inform the public. 

P-6-4 On-site posting is among the legal options for public notice about the project. In addition, the Notice of Availability for 
the project was advertised in a local newspaper and posted at the County Clerk’s office. 

P-6-5 See response to comment P-6-3 above. 

P-6-6 Under CEQA, a public hearing or meeting during the public review period is not required for a ND. By extending the 
public comment period and presenting the project at a Neighborhood Committee meeting, the City went over and 
above the legal requirements for public notification. Adequate time and information were provided to facilitate public 
comment on the accuracy and completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND. 

P-6-7 The purpose of the public comment period is to receive comments on the accuracy and completeness of the Draft 
IS/Proposed ND. The bidding and contracting processes are not part of the environmental review. The City will 
continue to keep the community informed about the progress of and schedule for the project in accordance with 
standard City processes. 
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Comment Letter No. P-7 
RICHARD BOURNE 

 
 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-7 

Comment Response 

P-7-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-7-2 The Draft IS/Proposed ND indicates on p. 7 that vehicular safety would be increased by adding an east-bound 
through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. As indicated in Item #16(f) in Appendix A of Draft IS/Proposed ND, 
Environmental Screening Checklist, the City has determined that the project would have no adverse effects on 
pedestrian or bicyclist safety. The comment offers no substantive evidence that would alter that determination. 

P-7-3 The commenter’s opinions about current trends in the project area and about how the City should prioritize projects 
are acknowledged. No further response is required with respect to the accuracy or completeness of the Draft 
IS/Proposed ND. 

P-7-4 The proposed project is consistent with the City’s long-term mobility plans, which seek to maintain the productivity of 
the community into the future by investing both in road improvement projects and in other modes of travel. 
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Comment Letter No. P-8 
RICHARD BOURNE 

 
 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-8 

Comment Response 

P-8-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged. No further response is required 
with respect to the accuracy or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND. 

P-8-2 The comment makes an unsupported assumption that adding a lane of traffic would adversely affect pedestrian 
safety. The City is responsible for enhancing both mobility and safety in the community and must balance competing 
demands on available resources. The City believes this project improves traffic flows without adversely affecting 
pedestrian safety. 

P-8-3 The City acknowledges the commenter’s concerns. The City is responsible for enhancing both mobility and safety in 
the community and must balance competing demands on available resources.  
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Comment Letter No. P-9 
VICTOR BOYCE 

 
 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-9 

Comment Response 

P-9-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-9-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND the City found that vehicular safety would 
be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not 
provide any additional information to support the claim that safety would not be improved. 

P-9-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and 
no further response is required.  
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Comment Letter No. P-10 
EVAN BURBRIDGE 

 
Response to Comment Letter P-10 

Comment Response 

P-10-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-10-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City found that vehicular safety would 
be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not 
provide any additional information to support the claim that safety would not be improved. 

P-10-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and 
no further response is required.  
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Comment Letter No. P-11 
KAREN CANADY 

 
 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-11 

Comment Response 

P-11-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-11-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND found that vehicular safety would be 
increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not 
provide any additional information to support the claim that safety would not be improved. 

P-11-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and 
no further response is required.  

P-11-4 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and 
no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-12 
BRAD CARR 
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Response to Comment Letter P-12 

Comment Response 

P-12-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-12-2 The Draft IS/Proposed ND indicates on p. 7 that vehicular safety would be increased by adding an east-bound 
through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. As indicated in Item #16(f) in Appendix A of the Draft IS/Proposed 
ND, Environmental Screening Checklist, the City has determined that the project would have no adverse effects on 
pedestrian or bicyclist safety. The comment provides no substantive evidence that would alter that determination. 

P-12-3 As indicated in Item #16(f) in Appendix A of Draft IS/Proposed ND, Environmental Screening Checklist, the City has 
determined that the project would have no adverse effects on pedestrian or bicyclist safety. The comment provides 
no substantive evidence that would alter that determination. 

P-12-4 The City appreciates the commenter’s observations about conditions on Magnolia Boulevard and the commenter’s 
opinions about accessibility for those with disabilities. No further response is required with respect to the accuracy or 
completeness of Draft IS/Proposed ND. 

P-12-5 The commenter’s opinions about current trends in the project area and about how the City should prioritize projects 
are acknowledged. No further response is required with respect to the accuracy or completeness of Draft 
IS/Proposed ND. 
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Comment Letter No. P-13 
JOE CHELLMAN 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter P-13 

Comment Response 

P-13-1 The comment makes an unsupported assumption that adding a lane of traffic would adversely affect pedestrian 
safety. The City is responsible for enhancing both mobility and safety in the community and must balance competing 
demands on available resources. The City believes this project would improve traffic flows without adversely 
affecting pedestrian safety. 

P-13-2 The City is responsible for enhancing both mobility and safety in the community and must balance competing 
demands on available resources. The City believes this project would improve traffic flows without adversely 
affecting pedestrian safety. 
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Comment Letter No. P-14 
JOE CHELLMAN 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter P-14 

Comment Response 

P-14 Under CEQA , a public hearing or meeting during the public review period is not required for a ND. By extending the 
public comment period and presenting the project at a Neighborhood Committee meeting, the City went over and 
above the legal requirements for public notification. Adequate time and information were provided to facilitate public 
comment on the accuracy and completeness of Draft IS/Proposed ND. 
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Comment Letter No. P-15 
YANG CHONG 

 
 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-15 

Comment Response 

P-15 The commenter’s opinions about the appropriateness of the project, the character of the neighborhood, and the 
intentions of motorists are acknowledged. No further response is required with respect to the accuracy or 
completeness of Draft IS/Proposed ND. 
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Comment Letter No. P-16 
JOSHUA COHEN 
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Response to Comment Letter P-16 

Comment Response 

P-16-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-16-2 As stated in the project description on, page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City found that vehicular safety 
would be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter 
does not provide any additional information to support the claim that safety would not be improved. 

P-16-3 Vision Zero is a citywide initiative in Los Angeles that makes public safety the highest priority on streets to end all 
traffic-related deaths and serious injuries by 2025. The Vision Zero Action Plan identifies specific projects at high-
priority intersections and along high-priority corridors to achieve its goals. 

The project is consistent with this citywide initiative as it would not conflict with any planned Vision Zero projects and 
would enhance vehicular safety. 

P-16-4 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City found that vehicular safety would 
be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not 
provide any additional information to support the claim that safety would not be improved or that the San Fernando 
Valley falls behind other parts of Los Angeles in its protection of vulnerable road users.  

P-16-5 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of Draft IS/Proposed ND, and no 
further response is required. 

 



INITIAL STUDY 

PUBLIC WORKS – BUREAU OF ENGINEERING 

Magnolia Boulevard Widening (N) Page 81  September 2019 

Comment Letter No. P-17 
MANNY FIGUERAS 

 
 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-17 

Comment Response 

P-17 City staff are available during regular business hours to listen to the opinions and suggestions of business owners in 
the project area. However, the purpose of the public review period is to allow individuals and organizations to 
comment on the completeness and accuracy of Draft IS/Proposed ND. No further response is required with respect 
to the accuracy or completeness of Draft IS/Proposed ND. 
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Comment Letter No. P-18 
KEVIN FLANAGAN 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter P-18 

Comment Response 

P-18-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-18-2 The City appreciates the commenter’s observations about conditions in the project area. Sidewalks on the south side 
of Magnolia Boulevard along the project alignment are 7 feet wide. The proposed project would narrow the sidewalk 
on the north side of Magnolia Boulevard to a width of 7 to 8 feet. The sidewalks would still be adequate for 
pedestrian use. 

P-18-3 In Appendix A, Environmental Screening Checklist, Section #16, Item “f”, of Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City indicated 
its finding that the proposed project would not decrease the safety of pedestrian facilities in the project area.  

P-18-4 The City appreciates the commenter’s observations about conditions in the project area. Within the project 
alignment, Magnolia Boulevard has crosswalks at Vineland Avenue, Riverton Avenue, and Cahuenga Boulevard. 
Additional mid-block crosswalks would unnecessarily impede the flow of traffic while not substantially contributing to 
pedestrian safety. 

P-18-5 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged. The Vision Zero program has 
identified specific projects to improve pedestrian and bicycle safety in the City, and the project would not conflict with 
those safety initiatives. 
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Comment Letter No. P-19 
ANDY FREELAND 

 
 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-19 

Comment Response 

P-19-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-19-2 As stated in the project description, page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, vehicular safety would be increased by 
adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not provide any 
additional information to support the claim that traffic safety would not be improved. 

P-19-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and 
no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-20 
SCOTT GAMZON 

 
 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-20 

Comment Response 

P-20-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-20-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City found that vehicular safety would 
be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not 
provide any additional information to support the claim that traffic safety would not be improved. 

P-20-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of Draft IS/Proposed ND, and no 
further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-21 
SCOTT GARNER 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter P-21 

Comment Response 

P-21-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-21-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City found that vehicular safety would 
be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not 
provide any additional information to support the claim that traffic safety would not be improved. 

P-21-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of Draft IS/Proposed ND, and no 
further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-22 
CHRIS HEBRAND 

 
 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-22 

Comment Response 

P-22-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-22-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City found that vehicular safety would 
be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not 
provide any additional information to support the claim that traffic safety would not be improved. 

P-22-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of Draft IS/Proposed ND, and no 
further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-23 
ROSS HOPPE 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter P-23 

Comment Response 

P-23-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-23-2 The City analyzed the potential traffic impacts of the proposed project on pp. 40-45 of Draft IS/Proposed ND. Given 
the short distance (0.5 mile) over which improvements would occur and the minimal effects of the project on 
congestion at the Cahuenga Boulevard and Vineland Avenue intersections with Magnolia Boulevard, which 
effectively control capacity along the project alignment, the City does not expect proposed improvements to induce 
substantial new demand. The traffic analysis (Tables 7 and 8) found that the project would have no effect on peak-
hour vehicle-to-capacity (v/c) ratios at the Vineland Avenue intersection and only a 4 percent (a.m.) to 5 percent 
(p.m.) improvement in the peak-hour v/c ratios at the Cahuenga Boulevard intersection.  

With regard to average vehicle speeds, the distance between signalized intersections is about 0.25 mile (about 30 
seconds at 30 miles per hour), and thus vehicles have limited time and distance over which to accelerate and 
decelerate.  

P-23-3 The commenter’s opinion about the preferred balance between motor vehicles and other travel modes is 
acknowledged. The Vision Zero program has identified specific projects to improve pedestrian and bicycle safety in 
the City, and the project would not conflict with those safety initiatives. 
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Comment Letter No. P-24 
KEVIN HOPPS 

 
 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-24 

Comment Response 

P-24-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-24-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City found that vehicular safety would 
be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not 
provide any additional information to support the claim that traffic safety would not be improved. 

P-24-3 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged. 

Vision Zero is a citywide initiative in Los Angeles that makes public safety the highest priority on streets to end all 
traffic-related deaths and serious injuries by 2025. The Vision Zero Action Plan identifies specific projects at high-
priority intersections and along high-priority corridors to achieve its goals. 

The project is consistent with this citywide initiative as it would not conflict with any planned Vision Zero projects and 
would enhance vehicular safety. 
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Comment Letter No. P-25 
FRANKLIN JESTER 

 
 

Response to Comment Letter P-25 

Comment Response 

P-25-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-25-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City found that vehicular safety would 
be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not 
provide any additional information to support the claim that traffic safety would not be improved. 

P-25-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of Draft IS/Proposed ND, and no 
further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-26 
LUKE KLIPP 

 



INITIAL STUDY 

PUBLIC WORKS – BUREAU OF ENGINEERING 

Magnolia Boulevard Widening (N) Page 91  September 2019 

Response to Comment Letter P-26 

Comment Response 

P-26-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged. No further response is required 
with respect to the accuracy or completeness of Draft IS/Proposed ND. 

P-26-2 The Vision Zero program has identified specific projects to improve pedestrian and bicycle safety in the City, and the 
project would not conflict with those safety initiatives. 
One of the goals of the proposed project is to improve traffic and pedestrian safety in the project area. By providing 
an additional through lane, the proposed project would improve vehicular safety without affecting pedestrian safety. 
In Appendix A, Environmental Screening Checklist, Section #16, Item “f”, of Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City indicated 
its finding that the proposed project would not decrease the safety of pedestrian facilities in the project area. 

P-26-3 The City appreciates the commenter’s concerns about street trees along the proposed project alignment. The City’s 
plan is to implement its existing street tree policies. In several places in Draft IS/Proposed ND, including Scenic 
Resources on p. 8, Visual Character and Quality on p. 9, and Biological Resources on p. 17, Draft IS/Proposed ND 
indicates that the street trees removed during construction of the project would be replaced in accordance with 
existing City policies, which require trees to be replaced at a ratio of 2:1. Because the existing trees would be 
replaced, the project would not contribute long-term to a urban heat island effect or to climate change. 

P-26-4 The City appreciates the commenter’s concerns about congestion and loss of street trees, and notes again that Draft 
IS/Proposed ND makes clear that trees removed during project construction would be replaced. This street-widening 
project is part of a long-term City program to improve sub-regional mobility in the project area, and is consistent with 
City plans to improve pedestrian safety and alternative modes of travel. 

 



INITIAL STUDY 

PUBLIC WORKS – BUREAU OF ENGINEERING 

Magnolia Boulevard Widening (N) Page 92  September 2019 

Comment Letter No. P-27 
LUKE KLIPP 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-27 

Comment Response 

P-27-1 This is not a comment, but rather a quote of text from Draft IS/Proposed ND. No further response is required. 

P-27-2 Given that the existing street trees are of various species and sizes, the replacement trees would be of various 
species, and the sizes of the replacement trees are still to be decided, the number of years would differ for each 
tree, and no specific response can be provided. 

P-27-3 The new trees would be spaced as evenly as possible along the alignment, to the extent that existing side streets, 
driveway cuts, and other existing street features allow. The trees would be placed along the curb with the tree wells 
extending into the sidewalk area as needed. 

P-27-4 Trees are both aesthetic and biological resources. Street tree canopies provide low-quality nesting, roosting, and 
foraging habitat for a limited number of generally common urban bird species. And the aesthetic value of a tree is not 
directly related to the size of the canopy. 
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Comment Letter No. P-28 
LUKE KLIPP 

 

 
Response to Comment Letter P-28 

Comment Response 

P-28-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-28-2 The Draft IS/Proposed ND indicates on p. 7 that vehicular safety would be increased by adding an east-bound 
through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. As indicated in Item #16(f) in Appendix A of Draft IS/Proposed ND, 
Environmental Screening Checklist, the City has determined that the project would have no adverse effects on 
pedestrian or bicyclist safety. The comment provides no substantive evidence that would alter that determination 

P-28-3 The commenter’s opinion about the value of intersection level of service (LOS) in traffic impact analysis is noted. 
LOS is a long-standing, widely used, and substantially accurate measure of traffic congestion. It is not outdated, but 
rather its use as a measure of significance in environmental documents has been found to focus mitigation efforts on 
capacity at the expense of other aspects of traffic impacts. The use of VMT rather than LOS in determining the 
significance of traffic impacts under CEQA is not yet mandatory, and the City has elected to use LOS to evaluate the 
traffic impacts of this project. 

P-28-4 The commenter’s opinions about current trends in the project area and about how the City should prioritize projects 
are acknowledged. No further response is required with respect to the accuracy or completeness of Draft 
IS/Proposed ND. 
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Comment Letter No. P-29 
LIZ LANAHAN 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-29 

Comment Response 

P-29 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

The purpose of the public review is to provide the public and other governmental agencies an opportunity to review 
and comment on Draft IS/Proposed ND. Statements in support of or in opposition to the project, anecdotes about the 
character of the neighborhood, and concerns external to the elements of the project should be directed to City 
officials in an appropriate forum, such as when the City considers the approval of the project. 
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Comment Letter No. P-30 
JONATHAN MATZ 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-30 

Comment Response 

P-30-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-30-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City found that vehicular safety would 
be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not 
provide any additional information to support the claim that traffic safety would not be improved. 

P-30-3 The city appreciates the commenter’s opinion on the safety and health of non-automotive mobility options. However, 
as this is not a comment related to the appropriateness or completeness of Draft IS/Proposed ND, no further 
response is required.  

P-30-4 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and 
no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-31 
RONALD MEYER 
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Response to Comment Letter P-31 

Comment Response 

P-31-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-31-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City has found that vehicular safety 
would be increased by adding one spot an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The 
commenter does not provide any additional information to support the claim that traffic safety would not be improved. 

P-31-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. The 
commenter does not provide any additional information to support the claim that people are crossing Magnolia 
Boulevard in increasing numbers, or identify where these crossings are occurring. Because this comment does not 
pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, no further response is required. 

P-31-4 The commenter’s opinion of neighborhood livability is acknowledged. Additionally, the project purpose is not to 
increase travel time; as stated in the Project Description, pages 3-4 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the purpose of the 
proposed project is to improve traffic flow, reduce traffic congestion, and provide street infrastructure improvements 
along Magnolia Boulevard. 

P-31-5 Vision Zero is a citywide initiative in Los Angeles that makes public safety the highest priority on streets to end all 
traffic-related deaths and serious injuries by 2025. The Vision Zero Action Plan identifies specific projects at high-
priority intersections and along high-priority corridors to achieve its goals. 

The project is consistent with this citywide initiative as it would not conflict with any planned Vision Zero projects and 
would enhance vehicular safety. 

P-31-6 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion prioritizing projects that enhance safety. Additionally, the commenter does 
not provide any additional information to support the claim that drivers are not paying attention to people crossing 
streets. Because this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed 
ND, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-32 
KATERINA MOORE 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-32 

Comment Response 

P-32-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-32-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City found that vehicular safety would 
be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not 
provide any additional information to support the claim that traffic safety would not be improved. 

P-32-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area, supporting various modes of transportation, and 
prioritizing projects that enhance safety. However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or 
completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-33 
LORENZO MUTIA 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-33 

Comment Response 

P-33-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-33-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City found that vehicular safety would 
be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not 
provide any additional information to support the claim that safety would not be improved. 

P-33-3 The commenter’s opinion about the use of the money is acknowledged. 

P-33-4 Vision Zero is a citywide initiative in Los Angeles that makes public safety the highest priority on streets to end all 
traffic-related deaths and serious injuries by 2025. The Vision Zero Action Plan identifies specific projects at high-
priority intersections and along high-priority corridors to achieve its goals. 

The project is consistent with this citywide initiative as it would not conflict with any planned Vision Zero projects and 
would enhance vehicular safety. 
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Comment Letter No. P-34 
MARVEN NORMAN 
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Response to Comment Letter P-34 

Comment Response 

P-34-1 This general comment is followed by several specific comments that expand on the issues it raises. The responses 
to the individual comments are deemed to fully address the general issues raised in this introductory paragraph. 

P-34-2 

 

The City of Los Angeles Complete Street Design Guide (CSDG) is not a policy document with specific goals and 
objectives, but rather it “provides a compilation of design concepts and best practices” from which City engineers 
can pick and choose desirable features within the budgetary constraints of the project. The CSDG goes on to say 
that, “due to specific and operational characteristics associated with any given street, any proposed street 
improvement project must still undergo a detailed technical analysis” (CSDG, p. 3). 

Furthermore, Magnolia Boulevard’s classification as an Avenue II roadway is simply a change in the nomenclature 
used to distinguish streets for planning purposes. Avenue II was previously classified as Secondary Highway, which 
included roadway widths of 46 ft. to 70 ft.; not all newly classified streets will have the exact roadway width 
recommended by their new classification.  

Finally, under the new classification of Avenue II, the intended number of lanes is 1-2 in each direction, which is 
what the completed project would achieve.   

See response to Comment P-34-2. The project’s not adhering to all of the “compilation of design concepts” 
presented in the CSDG does not rise to the level of a significant impact on the environment, and thus does not 
change the conclusions of the Draft IS/Proposed ND with respect to significance of environmental impacts. 

P-34-3 The statement in Section IV P of the IS that the project is “entirely consistent with adopted City of Los Angeles 
policies, plans, and programs for transportation systems and facilities” is revised to state that the proposed project is 
“substantially” consistent with City plans, policies, and programs since the project would not achieve the 
recommended sidewalk width.  

P-34-4 

 

As stated in Section IV P of the IS, “the proposed project would be designed and constructed in accordance with the 
LADOT design guidelines and standards.” Because no new features, such as bus, bike, or pedestrian facilities, will 
be added, the project would not affect the potential for road hazards. See also response to Comment P-34-4. 

P-34-5 A Traffic Analysis was conducted following the LADOT guidelines to analyze impacts from project construction and 
operation. Effects on existing congestion would be incremental but beneficial and overall, the project would have a 
very small but beneficial impact on traffic congestion. Less traffic congestion would create safer conditions for 
bicyclists.  

P-34-6 See response to Comment P-34-8. 

P-34-7 The comment identifies a potential public safety concern based on the assertion that the proposed project would 
substantially increase traffic speeds, but this assertion is not supported by facts or reasoned argument.  

P-34-8 See response to Comment P-34-4. The project would have no impact with regards to Issue 16 d), “substantially 
increase hazards due to design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., 
farm equipment),” because as stated in Section IV P of the IS, “the proposed project would be designed and 
constructed in accordance with the LADOT design guidelines and standards.” Because no new features, such as 
bus, bike, or pedestrian facilities, will be added, the project would not affect the potential for road hazards.  

P-34-9 Issue 16 a) discusses conflicts with “an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness 
for the performance of the circulation system [emphasis added].” Thus, this item in the Checklist focusses solely on 
measures of effectiveness, rather on design aspects of the proposed project. The proposed project is not in conflict 
with such performance measures, and thus a determination of “No Impact” is appropriate. 

P-34-10 Issue 16 f) covers impacts that would conflict with “adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities,” or would “otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.” 

The proposed project would have very little impact on the bicyclist / pedestrian environment. At present, the width of 
the outside lanes on the northern and southern sides of Magnolia Boulevard are 16 feet to 18 feet wide. Post-project 
the outside lanes would be no less than 18 feet wide, maintaining or slightly increasing the separation between 
pedestrians and vehicles and providing the same or wider area for bicyclists. Sidewalks would vary in width from 8-
12 feet, but the separation between vehicles in the outside lane and the near edge of the sidewalk would be the 
same or greater. 
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Comment Response 

P-34-11 The Fehr & Peers Active+ software is a GIS-based tool used for project prioritization within bicycle and pedestrian 
planning. The City does not perceive a need to quantitatively analyze bicycle or pedestrian levels of service since 
the project would not decrease bicycle resources along the alignment, sidewalk pedestrian capacity would remain 
adequate, and the proposed project would not generate new bicycle or pedestrian traffic. 

P-34-12 The project would have no impact with regards to Issue 16 d), “substantially increase hazards due to design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment),” because as stated in 
Section IV P of the IS, “the proposed project would be designed and constructed in accordance with the LADOT 
design guidelines and standards.” Because no new features, such as bus, bike, or pedestrian facilities, will be 
added, the project would not affect the potential for road hazards. On-street parking, in the presence of either one or 
two through lanes of traffic, is a typical street configuration in Los Angeles and would not constitute a significant 
impact on public safety. 

P-34-13 The city appreciates the commenter’s summary of the items discussed. This general comment is addressed more 
specifically in responses to Comments P-34-2 through P-34-15. 
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Comment Letter No. P-35 
BRENDAN REGULINSKI 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-35 

Comment Response 

P-35-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-35-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City has determined that vehicular 
safety would be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The 
commenter does not provide any additional information to support the claim that safety would not be improved. 

P-35-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and 
no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-36 
STACEY RIFKIN 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-36 

Comment Response 

P-36 The City appreciates the commenter’s support of the project. 
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Comment Letter No. P-37 
MATT RUSCIGNO 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-37 

Comment Response 

P-37-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-37-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City has determined that vehicular 
safety would be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The 
commenter does not provide any additional information to support the claim that safety would not be improved. 

P-37-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area, supporting various modes of transportation, and 
prioritizing projects that enhance safety. However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or 
completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-38 
ZACHARY RYNEW 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-38 

Comment Response 

P-38  According to the City’s project management team, BOE will assume stewardship responsibilities. 

 



INITIAL STUDY 

PUBLIC WORKS – BUREAU OF ENGINEERING 

Magnolia Boulevard Widening (N) Page 109  September 2019 

Comment Letter No. P-39 
ZACHARY RYNEW 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-39 

Comment Response 

P-39 The City has no data on vehicular traffic safety specific to the project alignment. It is a general concept in 
transportation engineering that improvement in the traffic level of service and decreased congestion – which the 
proposed project would achieve – is associated with a decrease in some common types of collisions, such as rear-
end and sideswipe collisions. 
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Comment Letter No. P-40 
ZACHARY RYNEW 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-40 

Comment Response 

P-40-1 The commenter’s opposition to the project and opinion about the quality of the project’s environmental evaluation are 
acknowledged The City has no data on vehicular traffic safety specific to the project alignment. It is a general 
concept in transportation engineering that improvement in the traffic level of service and decreased congestion – 
which the proposed project would achieve – is associated with a decrease in some common types of collisions, such 
as rear-end and sideswipe collisions. Appendix A, Environmental Screening Checklist, Section #16, Item “f”, of the 
Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City indicated its finding that the proposed project would not decrease the safety of 
pedestrian facilities in the project area; the comment offers no support for its assertion that overall safety would 
worsen as a result of the proposed project. 

P-40-2 The proposed project is one piece in a community-wide program to improve mobility, and its benefits would not be 
fully realized until other improvements are in place. Individually, the project would improve mid-block traffic 
conditions. Other improvements on adjacent road segments and at nearby intersections would be required to fully 
realize the beneficial effects of the proposed project at the intersections of Magnolia Boulevard with Vineland 
Avenue and Cahuenga Boulevard. 
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Comment Letter No. P-41 
CHRIS SCHAPER 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-41 

Comment Response 

P-41-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-41-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City has determined that vehicular 
safety would be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The 
commenter does not provide any additional information to support the claim that traffic safety would not be improved. 

P-41-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and 
no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-42 
SEAN SEERONEN 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-42 

Comment Response 

P-42-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-42-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City determined that vehicular safety 
would be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter 
does not provide any additional information to support the claim that safety would not be improved. 

P-42-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and 
no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-43 
NEEL SODHA 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-43 

Comment Response 

P-43-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-43-2 In Section P on p. 43 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the text states, “Once constructed, the project would not increase 
traffic volumes”; this statement is supported by the traffic study for the proposed project. As stated in the project 
description, page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, vehicular safety would be increased by adding an east-bound 
through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The commenter does not provide any additional information to 
support the claim that pedestrians and cyclists would be endangered.  

P-43-3 Vision Zero is a citywide initiative in Los Angeles that makes public safety the highest priority on streets to end all 
traffic-related deaths and serious injuries by 2025. The Vision Zero Action Plan identifies specific projects at high-
priority intersections and along high-priority corridors to achieve its goals. 

The project is consistent with this citywide initiative as it would not conflict with any planned Vision Zero projects and 
would enhance vehicular safety. 

P-43-4 We appreciate the commenter’s interest in projects that would enhance pedestrian and cyclist safety. However, this 
comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and no further 
response is required. 

 



INITIAL STUDY 

PUBLIC WORKS – BUREAU OF ENGINEERING 

Magnolia Boulevard Widening (N) Page 114  September 2019 

Comment Letter No. P-44 
JEFF THRASHER 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-44 

Comment Response 

P-44-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged.  

P-44-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City has determined that vehicular 
safety would be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. 

P-44-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area, prioritizing projects that enhance safety, and 
continuing multi-modal planning in Los Angeles. However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or 
completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-45 
TERENIG TOPIJAN 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-45 

Comment Response 

P-45-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged. 

P-45-2 As stated in the project description on page 7 of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, the City has determined that vehicular 
safety would be increased by adding an east-bound through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. The 
commenter does not provide any additional information to support the claim that traffic safety would not be improved. 

P-45-3 We appreciate the commenter’s opinion about safety in the area and prioritizing projects that enhance safety. 
However, this comment does not pertain to the appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and 
no further response is required. 

P-45-4 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged. While we appreciate the 
commenter’s opinion about focusing on multi-modal transportation, this comment does not pertain to the 
appropriateness or completeness of the Draft IS/Proposed ND, and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. P-46 
DON WARD 

 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-46 

Comment Response 

P-46 The commenter’s opinions about the appropriateness of the project and the use of available funds are 
acknowledged. No further response is required with respect to the accuracy or completeness of Draft IS/Proposed 
ND. 
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Comment Letter No. P-47 
BARBARA YATES 

 

 

Response to Comment Letter P-47 

Comment Response 

P-47-1 The commenter’s opinion about the appropriateness of the project is acknowledged. No further response is required 
with respect to the accuracy or completeness of Draft IS/Proposed ND. 

P-47-2 The Draft IS/Proposed ND indicates on p. 7 that vehicular safety would be increased by adding an east-bound 
through lane while maintaining a center turn lane. As indicated in Item #16(f) in Appendix A of Draft IS/Proposed ND, 
Environmental Screening Checklist, the City has determined that the project would have no adverse effects on 
pedestrian or bicyclist safety. The comment offers no substantive evidence that would alter that determination. 

P-47-3 The City appreciates the commenter’s observations about conditions on the south side of Magnolia Boulevard and at 
the Magnolia Blvd/Lankershim Blvd. intersection. These areas are outside of the project footprint and would not be 
affected by the project. 

P-47-4 The commenter’s opinions about current trends in the project area and about how the City should prioritize projects 
are acknowledged. No further response is required with respect to the accuracy or completeness of Draft 
IS/Proposed ND. 

P-47-5 The commenter’s opinion about the tradeoffs between life and health and other societal benefits is acknowledged. 
The Vision Zero program has identified specific projects to improve pedestrian and bicycle safety in the City, and the 
project would not conflict with those safety initiatives. 
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APPENDIX A 

ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING CHECKLIST 
 
A brief explanation is provided for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately 
supported by the information sources cited following each question. A “No Impact” answer is 
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does 
not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A 
“No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as 
general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a 
project-specific screening analysis). 
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1. AESTHETICS – Would the project:     

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

Comment: See the discussion in Section IV.A of this Initial Study (IS) 

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections A.1 and A.2 

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

    

Comment: See the discussion in Section IV.A in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections A.1 and E.3; City of Los Angeles General Plan; 
California Department of Transportation. 2011. Scenic Highway Routes, Los Angeles County. 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm, accessed January 2018)  

c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and 
its surroundings? 

    

Comment: See the discussion in Section IV.A in this IS. 

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections A.1 and A.3  

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

    

Comment: See the discussion in Section IV.A in this IS. 

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section A.4 

2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES – Would the project: 

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

    

Comment: See the discussion in Section IV.B in this IS. 

Reference:  California Department of Conservation (CDC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
website (http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/FMMP/Pages/Index.aspx); City of Los Angeles General 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm
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Plan Conservation Element; Zone Information & Map Access System (ZIMAS). 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

    

Comment:  See the discussion in Section IV.B in this IS. 

References: CDC Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program website 
(http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/FMMP/Pages/Index.aspx); City of Los Angeles General Plan 
Conservation Element; ZIMAS (http://zimas.lacity.org/documents/zoneinfo/ZI2358.pdf). 

c)  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as 
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as 
defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 
51104(g))? 

    

Comment: See the discussion in Section IV.B in this IS. 

Reference:  City of Los Angeles ZIMAS; California Dept. of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Biogeographic 
Information & Observation Database (BIOS) (http://bios.dfg.ca.gov/) 

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

    

Comment: See the discussion in Section IV.B in this IS. 

Reference:  City of Los Angeles General Plan. 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland, to non-agricultural 
use? 

    

Comment: See the discussion in Section IV.B in this IS. 

References: CDC Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program website 
(http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/FMMP/Pages/Index.aspx); City of Los Angeles General Plan 
Conservation Element; ZIMAS. 

3. AIR QUALITY – Would the project: 

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

Comment: See the discussion in Section IV.C in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections B.1, B.2, and B.3; South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD), 2016, Air Quality Management Plan (http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-
quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan). 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing 
or projected air quality violation? 

    

Comment: See the discussion in Section IV.C in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections B.1, B.2, and B.3; California Air Resources Board 
(CARB), 2017, Ambient Air Quality Standards (www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs.htm) 
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c)  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant 
for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

    

Comment: See the discussion in Section IV.C in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections B.1, B.2; SCAQMD, 1993, CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook. 

d)  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?     

Comment: See the discussion in Section IV.C in this IS. 

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections B.1, B.2, and B.3 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?     

Comment: See the discussion in Section IV.C in this IS. 

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections B.1 and B.2 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

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

    

Comment: See discussion in Section IV.D in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section C; CDFW California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB) (available online at www.dfg.ca.gov/whdab/cnddb.htm); U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), Information for Planning and Consultation (IPAC) (www.ecos.fws.gov/ipac).   

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

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.D in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section C; CDFW CNDDB 
(www.dfg.ca.gov/whdab/cnddb.htm); USFWS IPAC (www.ecos.fws.gov/ipac); CDFW BIOS 
(http://bios.dfg.ca.gov/); USFWS National Wetlands Inventory (www.fws.gov/wetlands); U.S. Dept. 
Interior Geological Survey 7.5-minute Quad, Burbank.  

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.D in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section C; USFWS, National Wetlands Inventory 
(www.fws.gov/wetlands). 

http://www.ecos.fws.gov/ipac
http://bios.dfg.ca.gov/
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d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.D in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section C; CDFW BIOS Database (http://bios.dfg.ca.gov/). 

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

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.D in this IS. 

References:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section C; Los Angeles City Council, Protected Tree 
Ordinance (http://www.amlegal.com/los_angeles_ca/), Los Angeles, Dept. of Public Works, Tree 
Removal Mitigation Agreement [BOE/BSS Tree Policy]. 

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

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.D in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section C; CDFW CNDDB 
(www.dfg.ca.gov/whdab/cnddb.htm); 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in California Code of Regulations Section 15064.5? 

    

Comment:  See the discussion in Section IV.E in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section D.3; California State Parks Office of Historic 
Preservation (OHP), California Historical Resources Information System(CHRIS) 

b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 
15064.5? 

    

Comment:  See the discussion in Section IV.E in this IS. 
 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section D.2. 
 

c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologicfeature? 

    

Comment: See the discussion in Section IV.E in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section D.1; Dibblee, Thomas W. Jr., Geologic Map of the 
Hollywood & Burbank Quadrangle. 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

    

Comment: See the discussion in Section IV.E in this IS. 
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References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section D.2. 

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project:     

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault?  

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.F in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section E.1; CDC Div. of Mines and Geology (DMG), 

Special Publication 42, Fault Rupture Hazard Zones in California. 

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking?     

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.F in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section E.1; CDC DMG Official Map of Seismic Hazard 
Zones, Seismic Hazard Map, Burbank Quad. (http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov) 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?     

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.F in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section E.1; CDC DMG Official Map of Seismic Hazard 
Zones, Seismic Hazard Map, Burbank Quad. (http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov) 

iv) Landslides?     

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.F in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section E.1; CDC DMG Official Map of Seismic Hazard 
Zones, Seismic Hazard Map, Burbank Quad. (http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov) 

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

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.F in this IS 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section E.2 

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

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.F in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section E.2; CDC DMG Official Map of Seismic Hazard Zones, 
Seismic Hazard Map, Burbank Quad. (http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov) 

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

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.F in this IS. 
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References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section E.2; Dibblee, Thomas W. Jr., Geologic Map of the 
Hollywood & Burbank Quadrangle. 

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

    

Comment: See discussion in Section IV.F in this IS. 

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section E.3; Los Angeles, Dept. of Public Works, Bureau of 
Engineering. NavigateLA (http://boemaps.eng.ci.la.ca.us.) 

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project: 

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

    

Comment: See discussion in Section IV.G in this IS. 

References: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC], 2007, Fourth Assessment Report: 
Climate Change; California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), 2017, CalEEMod; 
SCAQMD, 2008b, Interim CEQA GHG Significance Thresholds for Stationary Sources 

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

    

Comment: See discussion in Section IV.G in this IS. 

Reference: SCAQMD, 2008b, Interim CEQA GHG Significance Thresholds for Stationary Sources  

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would the project: 

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

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.H in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections F.1 and F.2 

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

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.H in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections F.1 and F.2; California State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) Geotracker Database (http://geotracker.swrcb.ca.gov.), Los Angeles City Council 
Municipal Code. (http://www.amlegal.com/los_angeles_ca/); U.S. Dept. Interior Geological Survey 7.5-
minute Quad, Burbank. 

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

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.H in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections F.1 and F.2; SWRCB Geotracker Database 
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(http://geotracker.swrcb.ca.gov.); California Dept. of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor 
Database (http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/default.asp), Los Angeles Dept. of Public Works 
(DPW), Bureau of Engineering (BOE). NavigateLA (http://boemaps.eng.ci.la.ca.us.) 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials 
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

    

 Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.H in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section F.2, SWRCB Geotracker Database (http://geotracker 
.swrcb.ca.gov/); DTSC EnviroStor Database (http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/default.asp) 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a 
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in the project area? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.H. in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section F.1 and K.2; City of Los Angeles ZIMAS 
(http://zimas.lacity.org/documents/zoneinfo/ZI2358.pdf), SWRCB Geotracker Database (http://geotracker. 
swrcb.ca.gov.); DTSC EnviroStor Database (http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public /default.asp), DPW 
BOE NavigateLA (http://boemaps.eng.ci.la.ca.us.)  

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.H in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section F.1 and K.2; DPW BOE NavigateLA 
(http://boemaps.eng.ci.la.ca.us.) 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.H in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections F.1 and K.2 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.H in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section K.2; DPW BOE NavigateLA Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone (http://boemaps.eng.ci.la.ca.us.)  

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?     

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.I in this IS. 

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section G.2 

http://geotracker/
http://geotracker/
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca/
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b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.I in this IS. 

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section G.2 and G.3 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a 
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.I in this IS. 

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections G.1 and G.2 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner 
that would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.I in this IS. 

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section G.1 

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.I in this IS. 

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section G.2 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.I in this IS. 

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section G.3 

g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
flood hazard delineation map? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.I in this IS. 

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections G.1 to G.4 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede 
or redirect flood flows? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.I in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section G.4; Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), Panel 06037C; DPW BOE NavigateLA Flood Plains 
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(http://boemaps.eng.ci.la.ca.us.) 

i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee 
or dam? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.I in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections E.1 and G.3; DPW BOE NavigateLA Inundation Areas 
(http://boemaps.eng.ci.la.ca.us.) 

j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.I in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section E.1; DPW BOE NavigateLA Tsunami Area and 
Landslides (http://boemaps.eng.ci.la.ca.us.) 

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?     

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.J in this IS. 

References:  City of Los Angeles General Plan; North Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan; LA 
CEQA Thresholds Guide Section H.2. 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the 
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

    

Comment: See discussion in Section IV.J in this IS. 

References:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections H.1 and H.2; City of Los Angeles General Plan; North 
Hollywood-Valley Village Community Plan; ZIMAS; Los Angeles River Revitalization Plan. 

c)  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

    

Comment: See discussion in Section IV.J in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections H.1 and H.2; County of Los Angeles Department of 
Regional Planning, 2016, Significant Ecological Area (SEA) Program Website. Accessed November 2016 
- http://planning.lacounty.gov/sea. 

11. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be 
of value to the region and the residents of the state? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.K in this IS. 

References:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section E.4; City of Los Angeles General Plan  

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other 
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land use plan? 

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.K in this IS. 

References:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section E.4; City of Los Angeles General Plan 

12. NOISE – Would the project result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.L in this IS. 

References:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section I; City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise Element 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne vibration 
or ground-borne noise levels? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.L in this IS. 

References:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section I; City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise Element 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.L in this IS. 

References:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section I; City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise Element 

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

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.L in this IS. 

References:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section I; City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise Element 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a 
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.L in this IS. 

References:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section I; DPW BOE NavigateLA (http://boemaps.eng.ci.la.ca.us.) 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.L in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section I; DPW BOE NavigateLA 
(http://boemaps.eng.ci.la.ca.us.) 

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 
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example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.L in this IS. 

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section J.1 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.L in this IS. 

Reference:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections J.1 and J.2 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.L in this IS. 

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section J.2 

14. PUBLIC SERVICES –  

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

    

i) Fire protection?     

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.N in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section K.2; Los Angeles Fire Department. 2016 
(http://www.lafd.org/fire-stations/find-your-station, accessed January 2018).  

ii) Police protection?     

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.N in this IS. 

References:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section K.1 

iii) Schools?     

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.N in this IS. 

References:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section K.3 

iv) Parks?     

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.N in this IS. 

References:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section K.4 

v) Other public facilities?     

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.N in this IS. 
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References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section K.5 

15. RECREATION –  

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

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.O in this IS 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section K.4; City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and 

Parks. 2018 (https://www.laparks.org/, accessed January 2018).  

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction 
or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.O in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section K.4 

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC – Would the project: 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, 
taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit 
and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation 
system, including but not limited to intersection, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.P in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections L.1 to L.4, L.8 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, 
but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand 
measures, or other standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.P in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections L.1 to L3 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change in location that result in substantial safety risks? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.P in this IS. 

References: none  

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

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.P in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section L.5 

e)  Result in inadequate emergency access?     

https://www.laparks.org/
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Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.P in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section L.5, L.8, and J2   

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public 
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.P in this IS. 

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section L.6 

17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project: 

a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.Q in this IS.   

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section M.2 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.Q in this IS.   

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections G.1, M.1, and M.2 

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.Q in this IS.   

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections G.1 and M.2 

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.Q in this IS.   

Reference:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section M.1 

e)  Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that 
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve 
the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.Q in this IS.   

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section M.1 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate 
the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.Q in this IS.   
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References:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section M.3; County of Los Angeles, 2016b, Countywide 
Integrated Waste Management Plan, Annual Report.  

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.Q in this IS.   

References:  LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Section M.3; County of Los Angeles, 2016b, Countywide 
Integrated Waste Management Plan, Annual Report.  

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE --  

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.R in this IS.   

References: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide Sections C, D1, D2, and D3; Section IV.D, Biological 
Resources and Section IV.E, Cultural Resources 

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

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.R in this IS.   

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, all sections 

c)  Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term environmental 
goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals? 

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.R in this IS.   

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, all sections  

d) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?  

    

Comment:  See discussion in Section IV.R in this IS.   

Reference: LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, all sections 
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APPENDIX B 

Notice of Availability 
 Legal Advertisement 

Notice of Community Meeting 
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ATTACHMENTS  

Technical Studies Prepared As Part of this Initial Study  
(Provided under Separate Cover) 

• Traffic Study, Parsons, 2018 

• Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 2018 

• Natural Environment Study (Minimum Impact), Parsons, 2018 

• Air Quality Report, Parsons, 2019 

• Health Risk Assessment Screening, Parsons, 2019 

• Noise Study Report, Parsons, 2018 

• Historic Property Survey Report, Sapphos, 2019 

 

 

 


