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1.0 Introduction 

The City of Burbank owns and operates its own sewer collection and water reclamation plant 
that serves approximately 105,000 people (Figure 1, Regional Map). The collection system 
includes approximately 230 miles of sewer pipelines ranging in diameter from 6 to 30 inches, the 
Beachwood Pump Station, the Mariposa Pump Station, and the Burbank Water Reclamation 
Plant (BWRP). Sewage generated in the northern half of the City reaches the BWRP under 
gravity conditions, while sewage generated in the southerly half flows into the Beachwood Pump 
Station, from which it is lifted to the BWRP using a force main sewer line routed under 
Beachwood Drive and Chandler Boulevard. Sewage along the extreme southeastern edge of the 
City discharges into the Mariposa Pump Station, where it is lifted to the Beachwood Pump 
Station before being lifted a final time to the BWRP. Figure 2, Facility Layout Map, depicts a 
general location of the BWRP, the Beachwood Pump Station, and the existing force main sewer 
from the Beachwood Pump Station to the BWRP. 
 
The vast majority of sewage generated within the City ends up in the BWRP, except for a small 
365-acre area at the southwesterly corner of the City. Sewage generated within this area is 
discharged to the Los Angeles 48-inch diameter North Outfall Sewer (NOS) that runs from west 
to east through the southern portion of the City (the NOS also handles excess from the 
Beachwood Pump Station during periods when the Station’s capacity might be exceeded).  
 
The BWRP currently treats approximately 8.5 million gallons per day (MGD) but has the design 
capacity to treat up to 12.5 MGD. The City desires to utilize the full 12.5 MGD capacity of the 
BWRP and reduce contribution to the NOS, and proposes to upgrade the Beachwood Pump 
Station in order to achieve this goal.  

1.1 Background and Context 

The Beachwood Pump Station is set below-grade with overhead access to each pump through a 
hatch on the ground surface. Above-ground vents pull air into the pump and motor room. The 
pump and motor room utilizes two Calgon Corporation carbon canisters for odor control. The 
existing pumps are equipped with 14-inch diameter impellers with a design capacity of 4.9 MGD 
(Psomas, 2013). In combination, each pump was designed to produce 3.6 MGD for a total pump 
station capacity of 7.2 MGD (two pumps in operation at any one time).  
 
In practice, the Beachwood Pump Station only produces a maximum pumping rate of 5.9 MGD. 
This condition is primarily due to the age and condition of the Beachwood Force Main and the 
effective pumping capacity of the existing pumps. The City proposes to undertake the 
Beachwood Pump Station Upgrade Project which will include the following: 
 

 Replacing three existing 150-horsepower (hp) closed-impeller pumps with new 150-hp 
open-impeller pumps 

 Custom fabricating fittings to retrofit new pumps into piping designed for old pump 
dimensions 

 Replacing suction and discharge isolation and check valves 
 Re-coating wet well with polymer liner 
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 Improvements or modifications to odor control facilities 
 Integrating new pumps with VFD’s and controls. 

 
The existing Beachwood Force Main is an 11,940-foot 18-inch diameter cement-mortar-lined-
and-coated steel pipeline constructed in 1972. The pipeline runs from the Beachwood Pump 
Station, up Beachwood Drive to West Chandler Boulevard and then east on West Chandler 
Boulevard to the BWRP as depicted in Figure 2. The Beachwood Force Main has ruptured on 
three separate occasions, twice in 1996 and once in 2010. Considering the age of the pipeline, the 
entire length of the Beachwood Force Main is programmed for replacement. 
 
The Beachwood-Sparks Force Main Replacement and Pump Station Upgrade Project (proposed 
project) includes a combination of cut-and-cover pipeline construction (generally less than 10 
feet in depth) and jacking and boring across major arterial streets (10 to 20 feet deep) on 
North/South Sparks Street and Victory Boulevard (see Figure 2). The alignment begins at the 
Beachwood Pump Station and continues west on West Riverside Drive for approximately 500 
feet, at which point the alignment turns north and continues 8,200 feet on South Sparks Street up 
to West Olive Avenue. The alignment continues north on North Sparks Street to West Chandler 
Boulevard, where it turns east and parallels the existing Beachwood Force Main on West 
Chandler Boulevard for approximately 4,000 feet. The parallel alignment continues into the 
BWRP until it discharges into the BWRP headworks located at the northeast side of the plant. A 
new magnetic flow meter will be installed in an existing underground vault at the BWRP site 
replacing the existing flow meter. The replacement force main will be 24-inches in diameter and 
constructed with high density polyethylene (HDPE) pipe with fused joints. 
 
It is expected that pipe-jacking (a form of tunneling) will be performed at strategic street 
intersections (see Figure 2) and include the following locations: 
 

 Victory Boulevard at West Chandler Boulevard 
 West Magnolia Boulevard and North Sparks Street 
 West Clark Avenue and North Sparks Street 
 West Olive Avenue/West Verdugo Avenue and North/South Sparks Street 

 
The pipe-jacking operations will generally consist of: 
 

 Site preparation, 
 Excavation and shoring of jacking and receiving pits, 
 Jacking of steel casing, 
 Installation of carrier pipe, 
 End of casings will be plugged, and  
 Work site restoration.  

 
Design of the new force main will include all fittings, appurtenances, and hardware necessary for 
proper operation and maintenance. This includes, but is not limited to, combination air and 
vacuum release valves, blow-off assemblies, and access ways.  
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Topside equipment used to support the jacking and boring operation is listed in Table 1 and 
includes a crane, a hydraulic jacking machine, a boring machine, backhoe and front end loader 
for pit excavation and spoil handling, and truck transport for equipment movement. 
 

Table 1   
Major Equipment Used During Construction Activities for Beachwood-Sparks 

Force Main Replacement and Pump Station Upgrade Project 

COMPONENT ACTIVITY 
MAJOR EQUIPMENT  

REQUIRED 

New Force Main Sewer 

Site Preparation 
Concrete/industrial saw; pavement 
breaker/jackhammer 

Excavation and Shoring 
Excavator; backhoe; haul trucks; trencher; 
generator; water truck 

Pipe Installation and Backfilling 
(including jacking and receiving pits) 

Excavator; crane; rubber-tired loader; rubber-
tired backhoe with compactor; pipe-jacking 
equipment; boring machine; compressors; 
generators; haul trucks; water truck; dump 
truck 

Work Site Restoration 
Plate compactor; asphalt dump truck; asphalt 
paver; grader; roller; water truck 

Beachwood Pump Station 
Upgrade 

Pump and Mechanical Equipment 
Removal 

Crane; welder; heavy duty truck 

Wet Well Rehabilitation 
Vacuum truck; steam/jet sprayer; generator; 
compressor; crane 

Excavation and Shoring 
Excavator; backhoe; haul trucks; trencher; 
generator; water truck 

Pump and Pipe Installation and 
Backfilling 

Excavator; crane; rubber-tired loader; rubber-
tired backhoe with compactor; water truck; 
dump truck; welder 

Work Site Restoration 
Plate compactor; dump truck; grader; roller; 
water truck 

 

1.2 Legal Authority 

This Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) has been prepared in accordance 
with the Guidelines and relevant provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) of 1970, as amended, in support of the City’s proposed project.  
 
In accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code Sections 21000-21189) and pursuant to Title 
14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15063 of California Code of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines), 
the City of Burbank, as Lead Agency, has determined that the proposed project does not qualify 
for either a statutory or a categorical exemption. Consequently, the City is required to prepare an 
Initial Study to determine if the proposed project would have a significant environmental impact.  

1.2.1 Initial Study 

Section 15063(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states that the purposes of an Initial Study are to: 
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1. Provide the Lead Agency with information to use as the basis for deciding whether to 
prepare an EIR or a Negative Declaration. 

2. Enable an applicant or Lead Agency to modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts 
before an EIR is prepared, thereby enabling the project to qualify for a Negative 
Declaration. 

3. Assist in the preparation of an EIR, if one is required. 
4. Facilitate environmental assessment early in the design of a project. 
5. Provide documentation of the factual basis for the finding in a Negative Declaration that 

a project will not have a significant effect on the environment. 
6. Eliminate unnecessary EIRs. 
7. Determine whether a previously prepared EIR could be used with the project. 

 
Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines states that: 
 

If the agency determines that there is substantial evidence that any aspect of the project, 
either individually or cumulatively, may cause a significant effect on the environment, 
regardless of whether the overall effect of the project is adverse or beneficial, the Lead 
Agency shall do one of the following: 

 
A. Prepare an EIR, or 
B. Use a previously prepared EIR which the Lead Agency determines would adequately 

analyze the project at hand, or 
C. Determine, pursuant to a program EIR, tiering, or another appropriate process, which 

of a project's effects were adequately examined by an earlier EIR or negative 
declaration.  

1.2.2 Mitigated Negative Declaration 

Section 15369.5 of the CEQA Guidelines defines a Mitigated Negative Declaration as: 
 

"Mitigated Negative Declaration" means a Negative Declaration prepared for a project 
when the Initial Study has identified potentially significant effects on the environment, 
but (1) revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by, the applicant 
before the proposed Negative Declaration and Initial Study are released for public review 
would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant 
effect on the environment would occur, and (2) there is no substantial evidence in light of 
the whole record before the public agency that the project, as revised, may have a 
significant effect on the environment. 

 
Section 15070 of the CEQA Guidelines states: 
 

A public agency shall prepare or have prepared a proposed Negative Declaration or 
Mitigated Negative Declaration for a project subject to CEQA when: 
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a. The Initial Study shows that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole 
record before the agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment, or 

b. The Initial Study identifies potentially significant effects, but: 
1. Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by the 

applicant before a proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration and initial study 
are released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects 
to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur, and 

2. There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the 
agency, that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the 
environment. 

 
A Mitigated Negative Declaration circulated for public review shall include (Section 15071 of 
the CEQA Guidelines): 
 

1. A brief description of the project, including a commonly used name for the project, if 
any; 

2. The location of the project, preferably shown on a map, and the name of the project 
proponent; 

3. A proposed finding that the project will not have a significant effect on the 
environment; 

4. An attached copy of the Initial Study documenting reasons to support the finding; and 
5. Mitigation measures, if any, included in the project to avoid potentially significant 

effects. 
 
The City has elected to prepare an IS/MND to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the 
proposed project based on the understanding that the scope of the proposed project, while large 
enough to qualify as a project pursuant to CEQA, is small enough to reasonably anticipate that 
any potential environmental effects resulting from the proposed project will be below the level of 
significance as defined by CEQA, or will be able to be brought below the level of significance 
through implementation of mitigation. 

1.3 Summary of Findings 

Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, of this IS/MND contains the Environmental Checklist that 
identifies potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. Section 3.0 also provides an 
analysis of each environmental issue. The following technical studies were prepared to support 
the environmental analysis presented in Section 3.0: 
 

 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis 
o This report did not identify any potential impacts to air quality from the proposed 

project. 
 Biological Resources Letter Report 

o This report identified two potential impacts associated to Biological Resources 
from the proposed project. Those mitigation measures are provided in Section 
3.1.4, Biological Resources, and in Section 1.3.1, below. 
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 Cultural Resources Reconnaissance Survey 
o This report identified three potential impacts associated to Cultural Resources 

from the proposed project. Those mitigation measures are provided in Section 
3.1.5, Cultural Resources, and in Section 1.3.1, below. 

 Geotechnical Report 
o This report did not identify any potential impacts associated with geology and 

soils from the proposed project. 
 Noise Analysis Report: 

o This report identified two potential impacts associated with Noise that would be 
brought below the level of significance with incorporation of mitigation. Those 
mitigation measures are provided in Section 3.1.12, Noise, and in Section 1.3.1, 
below. 

 
Each of these technical studies is provided as an appendix to this IS/MND.  
 
Based on the analysis provided in Section 3.0, the proposed project is not expected to result in 
any significant impacts for the following issue areas: 
 

 Aesthetics 
 Agricultural Resources 
 Air Quality 
 Geology and Soils 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 Land Use and Planning 
 Mineral Resources 
 Population and Housing 
 Public Services 
 Recreation 
 Transportation/Traffic 
 Utilities and Service Systems 

 
Based on the analysis provided in Section 3.0, the proposed project is expected to result in less 
than significant impacts with incorporation of mitigation measures for the following issue areas: 
 

 Biological Resources 
 Cultural Resources 
 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 Hydrology and Water Quality 
 Noise 

 
Specific mitigation measures to bring the potential environmental impacts related to Biological 
Resources, Cultural Resources, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
and Noise below the threshold for significance are included within the analysis of each issue area 
in Section 3.0, and are listed below. 
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1.3.1 Mitigation Measures 

1.3.1.1 Biological Resources 

MM BIO-1 The City shall schedule proposed project activities, to the extent practical, outside 
the recognized nesting season (February 15-August 31) so as to not affect 
breeding birds. However, should project activities need to be scheduled during the 
recognized nesting season, the City shall complete the following activities to 
avoid impacts to nesting birds: 

 
 The City shall clearly define all work area limits and instruct all construction 

personnel and contractors to respect these defined limits. 
 Pre-construction nesting bird surveys shall be performed to identify any nests 

that may be impacted by construction activities. The City of Burbank shall 
have a qualified biologist perform nesting bird surveys. Surveys should take 
place at least seven days prior to the onset of scheduled mobilization and 
staging activities. Should any active nests be found, the biologist will flag the 
nest area 50 feet on either side of the nest.  

 Should active nests be found within 50 feet of scheduled active construction 
areas, a biologist will be assigned to monitor the nest during mobilization and 
staging activities to determine if the activities are detrimental to the nesting 
process. Should the biologist determine that the nesting activities are being 
disturbed or disrupted, the biologist will discuss with the City of Burbank and 
the construction contractor practical alternatives to activities at the nest site. If 
needed, the City of Burbank shall contact the USFWS and CDFW for further 
guidance.  

 If the City of Burbank workers or subcontractors discover any nests, the City 
of Burbank shall follow protocols specified by the USFWS or CDFW. 

 Under no circumstances shall the City of Burbank disturb, capture, handle or 
move birds or their nests. 

 
MM BIO-2 Prior to any tree removal within any portion of the project, the Director of the 

City of Burbank Park, Recreation, and Community Services Department shall be 
contacted to ensure compliance with the City of Burbank Municipal Code, 
specifically Title 7 Chapters 1 and 4 (Section 7-1-222 and 7-4-102). Any 
impacted trees will be replaced in-kind with a nursery stock minimum of 5-10 
gallon size container tree. 

1.3.1.2 Cultural Resources 

MM CUL-1 A qualified project archaeologist shall be retained by the City to prepare a 
mitigation monitoring plan. A qualified archaeologist is defined as an 
archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior Professional Qualification 
Standards for Archaeology. 

 
MM CUL-2 The project archaeologist shall review final construction plans and soils 

information and attend a pre-construction meeting. The archaeologist shall 
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prepare educational materials for construction crew indicating the types of buried 
artifacts and features that may be encountered along the route of the project. For 
those portions of the project for which it is clearly documented that all 
excavations will take place in fill or otherwise disturbed soil, no monitoring shall 
be required. For those portions of the project for which the nature of underlying 
soils is unknown, the archaeologist shall establish a monitoring schedule. If 
underlying soils in an unknown area are determined to have been previously 
disturbed once construction and monitoring begins, the archaeologist may reduce 
or terminate monitoring for that area with the disturbed soils. 

 
MM CUL-3 An archaeological monitor, supervised by the project archaeologist, shall monitor 

ground-disturbing activities in previously undisturbed soils as designated by the 
project archaeologist. If archaeological materials are identified during monitoring 
or unexpectedly during other project activities, all ground-disturbing activity in 
the vicinity of the find shall cease until the project archaeologist has evaluated the 
find. If the project archaeologist determines that the find may be significant, the 
archaeologist will develop a treatment plan. If the find is prehistoric in nature, 
Native American groups affiliated with the project vicinity as indicated by the 
Native American Heritage Commission, shall be notified of the find and invited to 
provide input for the treatment plan within a specified time frame. The project 
archaeologist shall prepare a report presenting the methods and results of the 
monitoring. A report on a treatment plan, if any, may be prepared separately. 
Copies of the reports shall be submitted to the Applicant, the City, and CHRIS-
SCCIC. Any artifacts recovered during the monitoring program or treatment plan 
shall be curated along with copies of the appropriate report at an accredited 
facility selected by the City. If prehistoric materials are recovered, affiliated 
Native American groups shall be consulted regarding curation location of these 
artifacts. 
 

MM CUL-4 If construction takes place 10 or more feet below current grade, a qualified project 
paleontologist shall be retained by the Applicant and approved by the City to 
develop a paleontological monitoring plan. A qualified project paleontologist is 
here defined as a paleontologist meeting the qualifications established by the 
Society of Vertebrate Paleontologists. 

 
MM CUL-5 The project paleontologist shall attend a pre-grade meeting in order to become 

familiar with the proposed depths and patterns of grading of the study area. The 
project paleontologist shall establish a curation agreement with an accredited 
facility prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing activities. 

 
MM CUL-6 A paleontological monitor (the monitoring archaeologist and the monitoring 

paleontologist may be the same person), supervised by the project paleontologist, 
shall monitor ground-disturbing activities identified by the paleontologist as 
having potential to encounter paleontological resources. Disturbed soils are 
anticipated to not have potential to contain intact fossils. If soils in a given area 
are determined to have been previously disturbed once construction and 
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monitoring begins, the project paleontologist may reduce or terminate monitoring 
for that area with the disturbed soils. If fossils are found during monitoring or 
other project-related ground-disturbing activities, ground-disturbing shall be 
halted in order to allow evaluation of the find and determination of appropriate 
treatment. 

 
MM CUL-7 The project paleontologist shall prepare a final report on the monitoring. If fossils 

are identified, the report shall contain an appropriate description of the fossils, 
treatment, and curation. A copy of the report shall be filed with the City of 
Burbank and shall accompany any curated fossils. 

 
MM CUL-8 If human remains are encountered unexpectedly during construction excavation 

and grading activities, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that 
no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the 
necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. 
If the remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the coroner has 
24 hours to notify the California Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC). The NAHC will then identify the person(s) thought to be the Most 
Likely Descendent of the deceased Native American, who will then help 
determine what course of action should be taken in dealing with the remains. 

1.3.1.3 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

MM HAZ-1:  Prior to start of construction, the construction contractor shall designate staging 
areas where fueling and oil-changing activities would take place. The staging 
area(s) shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Burbank’s designated 
mitigation monitor and the Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Manager prior 
to the start of construction. No fueling and oil-changing activities shall be 
permitted outside the designated staging areas. The staging areas shall be located 
on level terrain and away from sensitive land uses such as residences, day care 
facilities, and schools to the maximum extent practicable. Staging areas shall not 
be located near any stream, channel, or wetlands. The proposed staging areas shall 
be identified in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 

1.3.1.4 Hydrology and Water Quality 

MM HYDRO-1: Prior to construction, the contractor will be required to comply with the 
Construction General Permit and submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Program (SWPPP), including identifying Risk Level/Type, appropriate controls 
and if necessary a rain event action plan.  The plan and accompanying elements 
shall be prepared by the contractor and submitted to the City for approval. The 
erosion control measures shall be designed to limit the effects of soil erosion and 
water degradation during construction. This plan shall be prepared and 
implemented in accordance with the requirements of the State Water Resources 
Control Board Construction General Permit, and shall include (but not be limited 
to) the following measures:  
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 Effluent standards for all discharges 
 Receiving Water Limitations 
 Training and Qualification Requirements 
 Sampling, Monitoring, Reporting and Record Keeping Requirements 
 Risk Determination 
 Use of sediment control measures that utilize sediment traps, barriers, covers, 

or other methods approved by the SWRCB, County of Los Angeles, and the 
City of Burbank;  

 Plans for appropriate deposition and storage of excavated material;  
 Construction phasing; and  
 Coverage methods for all stockpiles of fill material during extended periods of 

rain. 

1.3.1.5 Noise 

MM NOI-1 All construction equipment shall use available noise suppression devices and 
properly maintained mufflers. All internal combustion engines used in the project 
area shall be equipped with the type of muffler recommended by the vehicle 
manufacturer. In addition, all equipment shall be maintained in accordance with 
the manufacturer’s specifications to minimize noise created by faulty or poorly 
maintained engine, drive train, and other components. 

 
MM NOI-2 During construction, stationary construction equipment shall be placed such that 

emitted noise is directed away from sensitive noise receptors and as far as 
possible from the boundary of sensitive receptors. 

1.4 Impact Analysis and Significance Classification 

A “significant effect” is defined by Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines of 2013 as “a 
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the 
area affected by a project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and 
objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” According to the CEQA Guidelines, “an economic 
or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment, but may 
be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.”  
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2.0 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

2.1 Project Information 

2.1.1 Project Title 

Beachwood-Sparks Force Main Replacement and Pump Station Upgrade Project 

2.1.2 Lead Agency Name and Address 

City of Burbank 
Public Works Department 
150 North Third Street 
Burbank, CA 91510 

2.1.3 Project Sponsor’s Name and Address 

City of Burbank – Mr. Daniel J. Rynn, P.E. (Assistant Public Works Director-Wastewater) 
Public Works Department 
150 North Third Street 
Burbank, CA 91510 

2.1.4 Prepared By 

Psomas 
3 Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 200 
Santa Ana, CA 92707 
Contact: Michael P. Donovan, P.G., C.Hg., QSD 
(714) 751-7373 

2.1.5 Project Location 

The City of Burbank is located in the eastern part of the San Fernando Valley (see Figure 1), in 
Los Angeles County, 12 miles from downtown Los Angeles, and is 17.13 square miles in area. 
Burbank is a full-service city, with an elected Council/City Manager form of government. The 
City has more than 1,400 full time employees. 
 
The Beachwood Pump Station is located in Mountain View Park, near the corner of Beachwood 
Drive and Riverside Drive (see Figure 2). The Beachwood Pump Station receives wastewater 
from the southern portion of the City. Raw sewage entering the Beachwood Pump Station wet 
well is pumped via Beachwood Force Main which heads north up Beachwood Drive to West 
Chandler Boulevard then east into the Burbank Water Reclamation Plant (BWRP).  
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The Beachwood Pump Station is a permanent facility with separate pump and motor room and 
wet well, as well as a remote control room on the pump station property. The facility is equipped 
with three Aurora 610 Series single stage wastewater pumps, dual sump pumps, and a de-
watering pump. The wastewater pumps are driven by US Electric motors that operate on 3-phase 
power at a maximum of 480 volts, and produce a maximum of 150 hp. The motors are connected 
to a variable frequency drive (VFD) system that modulates the electrical power to the motors, 
thereby controlling the pumping power produced at any given time. The PLC controls pumping 
operations with a combination of the three pumps with their VFD’s to keep water level in the wet 
well within a four foot operational range. 
 
The project is located on the U.S. Geological Survey 7.5 minute series Burbank topographic 
quadrangle (Township 1 North; Range 14 West [San Bernardino Base & Meridian]) within 
sections 11, 14 and 2 (see Figure 2). The proposed project would take place at the following 
locations: 
 

 Along a railroad spur east of the intersection of North Victory Boulevard and West 
Chandler Boulevard 

 Along West Chandler Boulevard between North Victory Boulevard and North 
Beachwood Drive 

 Along North/South Sparks Street between West Chandler Boulevard and West Riverside 
Drive 

 Along Riverside Drive between Mountain view Park and South Sparks Street 
 On the southern edge of Mountain View Park 

 
The elevation of the proposed project study area varies from approximately 580 feet above mean 
sea level (MSL) at the BWRP to 500 feet above MSL at the Beachwood Pump Station at 
Mountain View Park. 

2.1.6 General Plan Designation  

The existing alignment of the proposed project is characterized by Urban Development as 
described in the Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan (City of Burbank 2009). The 
City’s General Plan Land Use Geographic Information System (GIS) – based map identifies the 
following land uses along the force main alignment and adjacent to the Beachwood Pump 
Station: 
  

 Low Density Residential 
 Medium Density Residential 
 Corridor Commercial 
 North Victory Commercial/Industrial 
 Open Space 

 
The Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan, “supports the concept of balance in the 
community – the idea that small‐town character, economic prosperity, and sustainability do not 
have to come at the expense of one another, but rather can coexist and complement each other. 
Achieving this balance will properly manage future growth, strengthen and diversify the 
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economy, and protect Burbank’s neighborhoods and quality of life.” In addition, the Land Use 
Element fulfills the requirement that “planning include housing, business, industry, open space, 
forest/timber, agriculture, natural resources, recreation, scenic beauty, education, public 
buildings and land, solid and liquid waste disposal facilities, and other public and private uses of 
land.” Accordingly, the proposed project fulfills the requirement of maintaining liquid waste 
disposal facilities to support existing land uses. 

2.1.7 Zoning  

The City’s General Plan Land Use map identifies the following zoning along the force main 
alignment and adjacent to the Beachwood Pump Station: 
  

 Low Density Residential 
 Medium Density Residential 
 Corridor Commercial 
 North Victory Commercial/Industrial 
 Open Space 

2.1.8 Surrounding Land Uses and Setting  

Land uses along the North/South Sparks Street between Chandler Boulevard and West Riverside 
Drive, include primarily residential neighborhoods with some occasional commercial businesses. 
Six schools are located within 1 mile of the proposed Force Main alignment (see Figure 3) and 
include: 
 

 Walt Disney Elementary School  
 St. Finbar Catholic School 
 William McKinley Elementary 
 David Starr Jordan Middle School 
 John Burroughs High School 
 Thomas Edison Elementary 
 Monterey High School 

 
Most of the schools are equal to or greater than 0.25 miles from the proposed alignment. In 
addition, George Izay Park is located adjacent to North Griffith Park Drive between West 
Magnolia Boulevard and West Olive Avenue is approximately 750 feet east of North Sparks 
Street. Mountain View Park is located at the termination of the proposed Force Main where the 
Beachwood Pump Station is located. To the west is more residential development and to the east 
more residential development.  

2.1.9 Project Description 

The proposed project consists of an upgrade of an existing Beachwood Pump Station and 
replacement of the Force Main between the Beachwood Pump Station and the BWRP. The major 
features of the project are described below:   
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 Replace three existing 150-hp closed-impeller pumps with new 150-hp open-impeller 

pumps 
 Custom-fabricate fittings to retrofit new pumps into piping designed for old pump 

dimensions 
 Replace suction and discharge isolation and check valves 
 Re-coat wet well with polymer liner 
 Improve or modify odor control facilities 
 Integrate new pumps with variable frequency drives (VFDs) and controls.  

 
Topside equipment used to support the Beachwood Pump Station upgrade is summarized in 
Table 1, above. The proposed project includes a combination of cut-and-cover pipeline 
construction and jacking and boring across major arterial streets on North/South Sparks Street 
(see Figure 2, above).  
 
The proposed project includes a combination of cut-and-cover pipeline construction and jacking 
and boring across major arterial streets on North/South Sparks Street (see Figure 2, above). The 
alignment begins at the Beachwood Pump Station and continues west on West Riverside Drive 
for approximately 500 feet, at which point the alignment turns north and continues 8,200 feet on 
South Sparks Street up to West Olive Avenue. The alignment continues north on North Sparks 
Street to West Chandler Boulevard, where it turns east and parallels the existing Beachwood 
Force Main on West Chandler Boulevard for approximately 4,000 feet. The parallel alignment 
continues into the BWRP until it discharges into the BWRP headworks located at the northeast 
side of the plant. A new magnetic flow meter will be installed in an existing underground vault at 
the BWRP site replacing the existing flow meter. The replacement force main will be 24-inches 
in diameter and constructed with high density polyethylene (HDPE) pipe with fused joints. 
 
It is expected that pipe-jacking (a form of tunneling) will be performed at strategic street 
intersections (see Figure 2) and include the following locations: 
 

 Victory Boulevard at West Chandler Boulevard 
 West Magnolia Boulevard and North Sparks Street 
 West Clark Avenue and North Sparks Street 
 West Olive Avenue/West Verdugo Avenue and North/South Sparks Street 
  

 
The pipe-jacking operations will generally consist of: 
 

 Site preparation, 
 Excavation and shoring of jacking and receiving pits, 
 Jacking of steel casing, 
 Installation of carrier pipe, 
 End of casings will be plugged, and  
 Work site restoration.  
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Topside equipment used to support the jacking and boring operation is listed in Table 1 and 
includes a crane, a hydraulic jacking machine, a boring machine, backhoe and front end loader 
for pit excavation and spoil handling, and truck transport for equipment movement and spoils 
removal and backfill hauling. 

2.1.10 Existing Site Features 

North/South Sparks Street is a residential street that extends north/south from just north of West 
Chandler Boulevard in the north to West Riverside Drive at the southern edge of the City. 
North/South Sparks Street is a two-lane roadway over its entire length and is approximately 36 
feet wide that generally includes parking on both sides of the residential street. Major 
intersections along North/South Sparks Street includes: West Olive Avenue/West Verdugo 
Avenue, West Clark Avenue, and West Magnolia Boulevard. Land uses along the west and east 
side of North Sparks Street includes single family residential with some corridor commercial and 
multi-family residential along major streets (West Alameda Avenue).  
 
West Chandler Boulevard is a residential street that extends from North Clybourn Avenue in the 
west to North Victory Boulevard in the east. West Chandler Boulevard is a two-lane roadway 
over its entire length and is approximately 30 feet wide that generally includes parking on the 
south side of the residential street and a bike path (Chandler Bikeway) to the north in a median 
area that separates West Chandler Boulevard from Chandler Boulevard. Land uses along the 
north and south sides of West Chandler Boulevard includes single family residential, multi-
family residential, commercial, industrial, and mixed commercial/industrial. 

2.1.11 Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required 

The City shall provide the following agencies with copies of this IS/MND for review and 
approval. 
 

 State of California Regional Water Quality Control Board – Los Angeles Region 
 California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 



   

 27 May 2014 

3.0 Environmental Analysis 

This section of the IS/MND contains a copy of the Environmental Checklist prepared for the 
proposed project. This analysis is undertaken to determine if the proposed project may have a 
significant impact to the environmental issue areas that would require the consideration of 
mitigation measures or alternatives in accordance with Section 15063 of the State of California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (California Code of Regulations). A summary of 
the substantial evidence that was used to support the responses in the Environmental Checklist 
follows for each environmental issue area. The answers contained in this Environmental 
Checklist are based on reviews of relevant literature, available data, technical reports, and field 
reconnaissance undertaken in the spring and summer of 2012. The environmental analysis 
provided in this section describes the information that was considered in evaluating the questions 
in the Environmental Checklist. 
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3.1 Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 

3.1.1 Aesthetics 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

3.1.1.1 Explanation 

Aesthetics at the proposed project alignment were evaluated with regard to the Burbank 2035 
General Plan (City of Burbank 2013), California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans) 
Scenic Highway System (California Department of Transportation 2014) designations, 
previously published information regarding the visual character of the proposed project 
alignment, including light and glare, site reconnaissance, and a review of conceptual elevations 
and proposed project alignment plans. 

3.1.1.2 Responses to Impact Questions 

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would involve temporary construction 
activities within public street right-of-ways and would not result in any long-term impacts on 
views or scenic vistas. Although construction activities would temporarily place construction 
equipment, barriers, signs, materials, and workers in public view, the majority of the pipeline 
alignments are located at relatively low elevations and therefore are not visible from locations 
outside the immediate vicinity. The construction area along pipeline alignments would generally 
be limited to 500 linear feet or less, which would include equipment staging and trenching in the 
active construction area. Construction is expected to progress at approximately 100 to 120 linear 
feet per day, and therefore the temporary visual impacts of the construction activities would only 
affect any given location along a pipeline alignment for up to a few days. Beyond these 
temporary effects, the pipeline would be placed underground, and therefore the proposed project 
would have no permanent impacts on scenic vistas. Thus, impacts on scenic vistas due to 
construction and operation of the project would be less than significant. 
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b) Would the project damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

 
No Impact. The proposed project would not result in damage to scenic resources within a State 
Scenic Highway. According to the California Scenic Highway Program, the nearest eligible, but 
not officially designated, State Scenic Highway is Interstate 210 (California Scenic Highway 
Mapping System 2014). The eligible State Scenic Highway portion of Interstate 210 is 
approximately 2.5 miles northeast of the proposed project alignment. According to the California 
Scenic Highway Program, the nearest officially designated State Scenic Highway is State 
Highway, approximately 4.5 miles to the northeast of the proposed project alignment at its 
nearest point (California Department of Transportation 2014). Therefore, there would be no 
eligible or officially designated State Scenic Highways traversing within or adjacent to the 
proposed project area. The proposed project alignment cannot be viewed from the above-
mentioned highways due to distance or topography. Therefore, implementation of the proposed 
project would not result in any substantial impacts to scenic resources located within a state 
scenic highway.  
 
c) Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 

the site and its surroundings? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would construct a 24-inch diameter 
pipeline within public street right-of-ways and within the property boundaries of an associated 
existing pump station. Construction activities would be temporary, only occurring at any one 
location for a few days. As such, there would be a negligible effect on the visual environment. 
 
d) Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 

adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. Aside from possible temporary construction-related lighting, 
no new lighting would occur within the project area, and no permanent lighting is proposed 
as part of the project. In addition, construction activities would be limited to daytime hours, 
occurring six days per week between 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM, which limits the need for 
construction-related lighting. There are no project elements that would create additional glare 
over existing conditions. Therefore, no significant impacts would occur. 
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3.1.2 Agriculture 
Resources 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project:1 

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 nonagricultural use? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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))? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

3.1.2.1 Explanation 

Agriculture resources at the proposed project alignment were evaluated with regard to the 
California Department of Conservation (CDC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
(FMMP) (California Department of Conservation 2004 and 2002) and the Burbank 2035 General 
Plan (City of Burbank, 2013). 

3.1.2.2 Responses to Impact Questions 

a)  Would the project 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 nonagricultural use? 

                                                 
1 In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining 
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s 
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment 
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air 
Resources Board. 
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No Impact. The City does not contain farmland resources or any land zoned for an agricultural 
use. As such, the project would not occur on any lands designated as Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland). Project activities would not result 
in the conversion of farmland or conflict with a Williamson Act Contract. Thus, no impacts to 
agricultural resources would occur. 
 
b)  Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 

Williamson Act contract? 
 
No Impact. The City does not contain farmland resources or any land zoned for an agricultural 
use. As such, the project would not occur on any lands designated as Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland). Project activities would not result 
in the conversion of farmland or conflict with a Williamson Act Contract. Thus, no impacts to 
agricultural resources would occur. 
 
c)  Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest 

land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as 
defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 

 
No Impact. The City does not contain farmland resources or any land zoned for an agricultural 
use. As such, the project would not occur on any lands designated as Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland). Project activities would not result 
in the conversion of farmland or conflict with a Williamson Act Contract. Thus, no impacts to 
agricultural resources would occur. 
 
d)  Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to 

non-forest use? 
 
No Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. There are no forest lands within or near the proposed 
project area (California Department of Conservation 2010).  
 
e) Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to 

their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

 
No Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would not result other changes in the 
existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. The proposed 
project is located in an urban setting with no Farmland or Forest land within several miles 
(California Department of Conservation 2010).  
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3.1.3 Air Quality  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact No Impact 

Would the project:2 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
2Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution 
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.  

3.1.3.1 Explanation 

Regional Air Quality 
 
The proposed project alignment is located in central Los Angeles County in the City of Burbank, 
an area within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), which includes Orange County and the non-
desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. Air quality conditions in 
the Basin are under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD), a regional agency that regulates stationary sources of pollution throughout the 
Basin. In addition, the SCAQMD has authority under the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) to 
manage transportation activities at indirect sources. Indirect sources are facilities that do not have 
equipment that directly emits substantial amounts of pollution, but that attract large numbers of 
mobile sources of pollution. Direct emissions from motor vehicles are regulated by the California 
Air Resources Board (ARB). 
 
Both the State and federal governments have established health based Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (AAQS) for six air pollutants: carbon monoxide, ozone, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur 
dioxide, lead, and suspended particulate matter. The Basin does not attain State and federal 
AAQS for four of the six criteria air pollutants. The Basin is in compliance with federal sulfur 
dioxide and lead standards; however, the Basin is a nonattainment area for ambient carbon 
monoxide, ozone, and particulate levels (PM10). In addition, the Basin has been the only area in 
the United States that does not attain the federal nitrogen dioxide standard. However, because 
nitrogen dioxide levels have met the federal standard within the past few years, the SCAQMD is 
in the process of requesting redesignation. The State AAQS are more stringent than the federal 
AAQS and, therefore, are exceeded by the same criteria pollutants by an even higher margin. 
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Therefore, projects that may have significant emissions of these criteria pollutants will delay the 
air quality attainment goals of the region. 
 
Climate and Meteorology 
 
The climate of the Basin is determined by its terrain and geographical location. The Basin is a 
coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and low hills. The Pacific Ocean forms the 
southwestern border, and high mountains surround the rest of the Basin. The region lies in the 
semi-permanent high pressure zone of the eastern Pacific. The resulting climate is mild and 
tempered by cool ocean breezes. This climatological pattern is rarely interrupted. However, 
periods of extremely hot weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana wind conditions do exist. 
 
The annual average temperature varies little throughout the Basin, ranging from the low to 
middle 60s, measured in degrees Fahrenheit. With a more pronounced oceanic influence, coastal 
areas show less variability in annual minimum and maximum temperatures than inland areas.  
 
The majority of annual rainfall in the Basin occurs between October and March. Summer rainfall 
is minimal and generally limited to scattered thundershowers in coastal regions and slightly 
heavier showers in the eastern portion of the Basin and along the coastal side of the mountains. 
Moreover, monthly and yearly rainfall totals are extremely variable. 
 
Even though the Basin has a semi-arid climate, air near the surface is generally moist because of 
the presence of a shallow marine layer. With very low average wind speeds, there is a limited 
capacity to disperse air contaminants horizontally. The dominant daily wind pattern is an onshore 
8 to 12 mile per hour (mph) daytime breeze and an offshore 3 to 5 mph nighttime breeze. The 
typical wind-flow pattern fluctuates only with occasional winter storms or strong northeasterly 
Santa Ana winds from the mountains and deserts northeast of the Basin. Summer wind-flow 
patterns represent worst-case conditions, as this is the period of higher temperatures and more 
sunlight, which results in ozone formation. 
 
During spring and early summer, pollution produced during any one day is typically blown out 
of the Basin through mountain passes or lifted by warm, vertical currents adjacent to mountain 
slopes. Air contaminants can be transported 60 miles or more from the Basin by ocean air during 
the afternoon. From early fall to winter, the transport is less pronounced because of slower 
average wind speed and the appearance of winds earlier in the day. During stagnant air 
conditions, offshore winds may begin by late afternoon. Pollutants remaining in the Basin are 
trapped and begin to accumulate during the night and the following morning. A low morning 
wind speed in pollutant source areas is an important indicator of air stagnation and the buildup 
potential for primary air contaminants. 
 
With persistent low inversions and cool coastal air, morning fog and low stratus clouds are 
common. Sunshine is recorded in central Los Angeles area on more than 70 percent of days per 
year. This is an extremely important climatological factor, considering the role of sunshine in the 
photochemical smog production process. Cloudy days are less likely in the eastern portions of 
the Basin and about 25 percent greater along the coast. 
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The vertical dispersion of air pollutants in the Basin is limited by temperature inversions in the 
atmosphere close to the earth's surface. Temperature normally decreases with altitude, and a 
reversal of this atmospheric state, where temperature increases with altitude, is called an 
inversion. The height from the earth to the inversion base is known as the mixing height. 

3.1.3.2 Responses to Impact Questions 

a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. The SCAQMD has established the Air Quality Management 
Plan (AQMP) for the Basin to achieve state and federal air quality standards. The AQMP is the 
primary planning document by which air quality standards and objectives are monitored. Projects 
that are in compliance with their area’s general plan are also considered to be consistent with the 
air quality plan, as set forth by SCAQMD.  
 
The project consists of upgrades to the existing Beachwood Pump Station and the construction 
and installation of a force main sewer alignment which begins at the Beachwood Pump Station 
and continues west on West Riverside Drive for approximately 500 feet, and then turns north and 
continues 8,200 feet on North Sparks Street to West Chandler Boulevard. From there, the 
alignment turns east and parallels the existing Beachwood Force Main on West Chandler 
Boulevard for approximately 4,000 feet. The parallel alignment continues into the Burbank 
Water Reclamation Plant (BRWP) until it discharges into the BWRP headworks located at the 
northeast side of the plant. The majority of the project will occur underground and is part of the 
City’s planned upgrade in order the for the pump station to achieve its full design capability. The 
project will not affect or alter land use and complies with the General Plan. 
 
Furthermore, according to the SCAQMD, the project is consistent with the AQMP if the project 
would not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or 
cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment of air quality standards or the 
interim emission reductions specified in the AQMP. As shown in the response to b) below, the 
implementation of the project will not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of 
existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations. 
 
Therefore, as the project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the air quality plan 
established for this region, impacts are considered less than significant. 
 
b) Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 

existing or projected air quality violation?  
 
Less Than Significant Impact. This impact relates to localized criteria pollutant impacts, also 
known as “hotspots”. Hotspots can be generated by project construction or operation. Regional 
construction and operational impacts are not addressed in this section, but they are discussed in 
c), below. 
 
Potential localized impacts would occur if a project exceeds state or federal standards for 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), PM2.5, PM10 or carbon monoxide (CO). Emissions of NO2, PM2.5, PM10 
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and CO could be emitted during project construction from construction equipment, construction 
employee trips, and vendor trips. CO emissions are generally of concern during project operation 
because operational CO hotspots are related to increases in on-road vehicle congestion. 
However, the project consists of installation of a new force main and pump station upgrades. The 
project would not result in an increase in operational vehicular trips. The potential to generate an 
operational CO hotspot is not a concern for the project, and no further analysis is required. 
Therefore, the criterion used to assess the significance of this impact is the Localized 
Significance Threshold (LST) methodology recommended by SCAQMD. 
 
Localized Construction Analysis 
The SCAQMD’s Governing Board adopted a methodology for calculating localized air quality 
impacts through LSTs, which represent the maximum emissions from a project that would not 
cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable state or federal ambient air 
quality standard. LSTs were developed in recognition that the criteria pollutants CO, PM10, 
PM2.5, and nitrogen oxides (NOX), an ozone precursor, can have local impacts at nearby sensitive 
receptors. As previously stated, the SCAQMD has divided the Basin into 36 SRAs. These SRAs 
were designated to provide a general representation of the local meteorological, terrain, and air 
quality conditions within the particular geographical area. The SCAQMD has developed LSTs 
for each SRA for NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. 
 
To facilitate the localized assessment process, the SCAQMD provides a series of look-up tables 
that contain LSTs for each SRA within the Basin (SCAQMD 2009). If onsite construction 
emissions exceed the localized significance thresholds, then the project would be considered to 
have a significant air quality impact. The look-up tables are only applicable for projects 5 acres 
or smaller. Specifically, the look-up tables contain LSTs for 1-acre, 2-acre, and 5-acre project 
scenarios for each SRA. 
 
The new force main would disturb approximately 0.02 acre per day. The Beachwood Pump 
Station upgrades would disturb an estimated 80 square feet. Because the smallest project-size for 
the lookup tables is a 1-acre site, the LSTs appropriate to the project area were obtained from the 
look-up tables in the SCAQMD Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology for a 1-
acre project in SRA 7. In addition to their dependence on geographic location within the 
SCAQMD (e.g., the SRA), localized thresholds also depend on the distance to the impacted 
receptor from the source of emissions. The distance to the nearest sensitive receptor is within 25 
meters from the boundary of the project; the shortest distance available in the look-up tables is 
25 meters. 
 
The results of the localized significance analysis are provided in Table 2 and Table 3. Onsite 
construction emissions are from exhaust off-road diesel equipment and fugitive dust during 
earth-disturbing activities. As provided in Table 2 and Table 3, unmitigated emissions during 
construction would not exceed the localized significance thresholds. 
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Table 2    
Onsite Construction Emissions (2014) 

Activity/Year 

Emissions (lbs/day) 

NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

New Force Main 

Site Preparation 11.78 8.39 0.99 0.99 

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install 37.23 21.58 2.24 2.08 

Maximum Daily Emissions1 37.23 21.58 2.24 2.08 

Localized Significance Thresholds 80 498 4 3 

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No 

Notes:  
1 The above activities do not necessary occur at the same time or at the same location; therefore, the maximum 
daily emissions represent the maximum emissions that would occur in one day at any one location. 

lbs = pounds; VOC = volatile organic compounds; NOX = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur 
oxides; PM10 and PM2.5 = particulate matter 

Source of emissions: Attachment B: CalEEMod Output. 

Source of thresholds: South Coast Air Quality Management District 2009, for SRA 7, at a distance of 25 meters.

 

Table 3    
Onsite Construction Emissions (2015) 

Activity/Year 

Emissions (lbs/day) 

NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

New Force Main 

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install 36.14 21.53 2.17 2.01 

Paving and Work Site Restoration 15.71 8.30 1.01 0.93 

Beachwood Pump Station Upgrade 

Pump and equipment removal 9.28 3.84 0.45 0.42 

Wet well rehabilitation 22.31 14.21 1.51 1.45 

Excavation and shoring 17.01 11.52 1.17 1.10 

Pipe installation and backfilling 17.43 9.47 1.12 1.03 

Work site restoration 12.12 6.09 1.20 0.73 

Maximum Emissions for 20151 51.84 29.83 3.18 2.94 

SCAQMD Daily Thresholds 80 498 4 3 

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No 

Notes: 
1 The above activities does not necessary occur at the same time or at the same location; therefore, the maximum 
daily emissions represent the maximum emissions that would occur in one day at any one location. Maximum 
emissions would occur during the overlap of New Force Main construction, Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install and 
Paving and Work Site Restoration. 

lbs = pounds; VOC = volatile organic compounds; NOX = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur 
oxides; PM10 and PM2.5 = particulate matter 

Source of emissions: Attachment B: CalEEMod Output. 

Source of thresholds: South Coast Air Quality Management District 2009, for SRA 7, at a distance of 25 meters.
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The localized construction analysis demonstrates that the proposed project would not exceed the 
localized significance thresholds for NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. Therefore, the project would not 
violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation during construction. This impact is less than significant. 
 
Localized Operational Analysis 
This proposed project consists of upgrades to the existing Beachwood Pump Station and the 
construction and installation of a new force main. According to SCAQMD LST methodology, 
LSTs would apply to the operational phase of a project, if the project includes stationary sources 
or attracts mobile sources that may spend long periods queuing and idling at the site (e.g., 
warehouse or transfer facilities). The proposed project does not include such uses and, thus, no 
operational LST analysis is needed. Therefore, the project would not violate any air quality 
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation during 
operation. This impact is less than significant. 
c) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 

pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?  

 
Less Than Significant Impact.  This impact is related to regional criteria pollutant impacts. The 
Basin is in non-attainment for ozone, PM10, PM2.5, and NO2, which means that concentrations of 
those pollutants currently exceed the ambient air quality standards for those pollutants. Ozone is 
not emitted directly into the air, but is a regional pollutant formed by a photochemical reaction in 
the atmosphere. Ozone precursors, volatile organic gases (VOC) and NOx, react in the 
atmosphere in the presence of sunlight to form ozone. Therefore, the SCAQMD does not have a 
recommended ozone threshold, but it does have thresholds of significance for VOC and NOx. 
This impact section includes analysis of, and significance determinations for, those pollutants. 
 
The SCAQMD’s significance thresholds for project construction and operation are provided 
within the respective analyses below. 
 
Regional Construction Analysis 
Construction activities associated with the proposed development could temporarily increase 
NOX, VOC, PM10, PM2.5, and sulfur oxides (SOx) concentrations in the project vicinity. The 
primary source of construction-related VOC and NOx emission is gasoline- and diesel-powered, 
heavy-duty mobile construction equipment. Primary sources of PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are 
generally earthmoving activity and wind blowing over exposed surfaces. Table 4 and Table 5 
show the maximum daily construction emissions anticipated during construction. As shown in 
Table 4 and Table 5, the proposed project’s construction emissions would be less than the 
SCAQMD’s regional significance thresholds. Therefore, impacts from construction emissions 
would be less than significant. 
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Table 4    
Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (2014) 

Activity/Year 

Emissions (lbs/day) 

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

New Force Main 

Site Preparation 1.84 11.81 8.79 0.01 1.05 1.01 

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe 
Install 

4.12 39.89 26.10 0.04 2.92 2.29 

Maximum Daily Emissions 5.96 51.70 34.89 0.06 3.97 3.29 

SCAQMD Daily Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No 

Notes:  
lbs = pounds; VOC = volatile organic compounds; NOx = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur 
oxides; PM10 and PM2.5 = particulate matter 

Source of emissions: Attachment B: CalEEMod Output. 

Source of thresholds: South Coast Air Quality Management District 2011a

 

Table 5    
Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (2015) 

Activity/Year 

Emissions (lbs/day) 

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

New Force Main 

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe 
Install 

4.00 38.48 25.64 0.04 2.76 2.19 

Paving and Work Site 
Restoration 

1.72 15.77 9.02 0.01 1.13 0.96 

Beachwood Pump Station Upgrade 

Pump and equipment removal 1.03 9.33 4.50 0.01 0.54 0.44 

Wet well rehabilitation 2.59 22.31 14.21 0.02 1.51 1.45 

Excavation and shoring 1.95 17.07 12.28 0.02 1.28 1.13 

Pipe installation and backfilling 1.27 12.17 6.71 0.01 1.29 0.75 

Work site restoration 1.27 12.17 6.71 0.01 1.29 0.75 

Maximum Emissions for 20151 8.31 76.57 48.87 0.07 5.40 4.60 

SCAQMD Daily Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No 

Notes: 
1 The above activities does not necessary occur at the same time; therefore, the maximum daily emissions 
represent the maximum emissions that would occur in one day. Maximum emissions reflect the overlapping 
phases of New Force Main Excavation/Shoring/Installation, Paving and work Site Restoration, and the 
maximum emissions from the Beachwood Pump Station Upgrade, which would be during Wet Well Rehab. 

lbs = pounds; VOC = volatile organic compounds; NOx = nitrogen oxides; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur 
oxides; PM10 and PM2.5 = particulate matter 

Source of emissions: Attachment B: CalEEMod Output. 

Source of thresholds: South Coast Air Quality Management District 2011a. 

 
 



   

 40 May 2014 

Regional Operational Analysis 
As the project consists of upgrades to the existing Beachwood Pump Station and the construction 
and installation of a force main sewer alignment, the operational emissions would be from 
infrequent visits by maintenance personnel’s vehicles. The wastewater pumps are driven by 
electric motors and will not emit criteria pollutants. The existing, 150-hp pumps will be replaced 
with new, 150-hp pumps. Therefore, project operational emissions are less than significant. 
 
d) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. This discussion addresses whether the project would expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations from localized construction emissions, 
construction-generated diesel particulate matter (DPM), or localized operational emissions. 
 
Construction: Localized Emissions 
Air pollutant emissions from project construction could create localized health impacts if the 
ambient air quality standards are exceeded. As shown in Impact AIR b) above, the proposed 
project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds for construction-
generated emissions. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose receptors to substantial 
air pollutant concentrations from construction activities. 
 
Construction: Diesel Particulate Matter 
Equipment used during construction of the project would emit DPM, which is a carcinogen. 
However, the DPM emissions are short-term in nature. Determination of risk from DPM is 
considered over a 70-year exposure time. Guidance published by the California Air Pollution 
Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), Health Risk Assessments for Proposed Land Use 
Projects, does not currently include guidance for health risks from construction projects 
addressed in CEQA documents; standards for receptors near construction projects are expected 
to be included later when the toxic emissions from construction activities are better understood. 
However, given the brief duration of the construction period and the 70-year exposure time 
recommended for health risk assessment of DPM health impacts, and considering the dispersion 
of the emissions, exposure to DPM, potential health impacts would be considered less than 
significant. 
 
Operation: Localized Emissions 
As shown in b) above, the proposed project would not create a localized impact. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not expose receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations from 
operational activities. 
 
e) Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 

people? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The SCAQMD recommends that odor impacts be addressed in a 
qualitative manner. Such an analysis shall determine whether the proposed project would result 
in excessive nuisance odors, as defined under the California Code of Regulations and Section 
41700 of the California Health and Safety Code, and thus would constitute a public nuisance 
related to air quality.  
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Land uses typically associated with odors include wastewater treatment facilities, waste-disposal 
facilities, or agricultural operations. The proposed project consists of upgrades to the existing 
Beachwood Pump Station and the construction and installation of a force main sewer alignment. 
The upgrades include improvements to the odor control facilities. Therefore, the improvements 
will reduce the potential for odors from the facility and will improve odor-control compared to 
the existing condition. 
 
Exhaust and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) would be emitted during construction of the 
proposed project, which are objectionable to some. These emissions would be short-term in 
duration and disperse rapidly from the proposed project alignment. As such, odors should not 
reach an objectionable level at the nearest sensitive receptors. Therefore, impacts associated with 
objectionable odors would be less than significant. 
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3.1.4 Biological Resources

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of 
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

3.1.4.1 Explanation 

Land uses within the proposed project area include low-density residential along West Chandler 
Boulevard, and commercial/industrial along North Victory Boulevard. Land uses along North 
Sparks Street includes low density residential with some corridor commercial and medium 
residential along major streets (West Alameda Avenue, West Olive Avenue, and West Magnolia 
Boulevard). 
 
West Chandler Boulevard is a residential street that extends from North Clybourn Avenue in the 
west to North Victory Boulevard in the east. West Chandler Boulevard is a two-lane roadway 
over its entire length and is approximately 30 feet wide that generally includes parking on the 
south side of the residential street and a bike path (Chandler Bikeway) to the north in a median 
area that separates West Chandler Boulevard from Chandler Boulevard. 
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North Sparks Street is a residential street that extends from just north of West Victory Boulevard 
in the north to West Riverside Drive at the southern edge of the City of Burbank. North/South 
Sparks Street is a two-lane roadway over its entire length and is approximately 36 feet wide that 
generally includes parking on both sides of the residential street. Major intersections along 
North/South Sparks Street includes: West Alameda Avenue, West Olive Avenue/West Verdugo 
Avenue, and West Magnolia Boulevard.  
 
An inventory of listed, candidate and sensitive plant and wildlife species was derived from the 
literature review. Additionally, the life history, habitat requirements, and survey requirements for 
listed and sensitive plant and wildlife species identified by the literature review were reviewed. 
 
As a result of the literature review, three (3) plant species and three (3) wildlife species listed as 
endangered, threatened, candidate or state rare pursuant to the federal or state Endangered 
Species Acts were identified as having the potential to occur within the proposed project area. 
Eight (8) sensitive plant species and eleven (11) sensitive wildlife species were identified by the 
literature review as potentially occurring within the proposed project area or in the vicinity of the 
proposed project area. These plant and wildlife species were assessed for their potential to occur 
within the proposed project area based on habitat requirements, availability and quality of 
suitable habitat, and distribution. Species determined to have the potential to occur within the 
Project area are presented in Appendix B. A number of plant and wildlife species were identified 
as having no potential to occur within the proposed project area because the project area does not 
contain suitable habitat, or is located out of the species’ known geographic range, or is located 
out of the species’ known elevational range limits. Appendix B also summarizes conclusions 
from analysis regarding the potential occurrence of listed and sensitive plant and wildlife species 
within the proposed project area. Appendix B provides the taxonomic and common names of 
each potentially occurring species, describes each species’ status, describes each species’ 
preferred habitat and distribution, and analyzes the species’ potential to occur within the 
proposed project area. 
 
Four sensitive plant communities were identified during the literature review, including 
California Walnut Woodland, Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, Southern Cottonwood 
Willow Riparian Forest, and Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian Forest (CNDDB 2013). None of 
these plant communities were observed within or adjacent to the proposed project area. 
 
During the two site visits, Psomas biologist Dr. Brad Blood and Project Manager Mr. Michael 
Donovan, visited the proposed project area and assessed the proposed project area for the 
presence of special status species, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) and California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) jurisdictional boundaries, suitable habitats for 
endangered and threatened, and candidate plant and wildlife species, and the presence of 
protected plant communities.  
 
As a result of the field surveys, no federally or state endangered, -threatened , rare, or candidate 
plant or wildlife species were determined to have the potential to occur within the proposed 
project area (Appendix B). No special status plant or wildlife species were observed within or 
adjacent to the proposed project area during the surveys. Therefore, no federally or state listed 
endangered, threatened, rare, or candidate plant or wildlife species would be impacted.  
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In addition it was determined that the proposed project was found to be outside USACOE and 
CDFW jurisdiction; and so no impacts to jurisdictional waters would occur.  
 
No riparian or sensitive plant communities were found within or near the proposed project 
alignment, and therefore, no impacts to these resources would occur. There are no HCPs, or 
NCCPS plan areas within the proposed project Alignment, and therefore, no impacts to existing 
NCCPs or HCPs would occur with implementation of the proposed project.  
 
Due to the presence of mature trees and the potential need for trimming, the proposed project has 
the potential to impact nesting migratory birds and raptors. Nesting migratory birds and raptors 
are protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, and state Fish and Game Code 
3700 to 3705. The recognized nesting season for migratory birds and raptors is February 15 to 
August 31, depending in weather conditions for any particular year. To reduce any potential 
impact to nesting birds and raptors, Psomas recommends that any trimming of trees be 
performed outside of the nesting season. If trimming of trees cannot be performed outside the 
nesting season, the City shall have a qualified biologist survey the proposed project alignment 
for the presence of nesting migratory birds and raptors. Surveys should take place within 7 days 
of the proposed Projects start-date for construction. Should any nest of a protected species be 
observed within 50 feet of the proposed Project’s construction alignment, then the biologist will 
consult with the City on the timing of disturbance and then the biologist will make a 
determination on the need for monitoring. Fifty feet is deemed a sufficient buffer given the 
proposed project’s urban surroundings. 

3.1.4.2 Responses to Impact Questions 

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

 
No Impact. The proposed project would have no substantial adverse impact, 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 CDFW or USFWS because 
no federally endangered, -threatened, rare, candidate, or state endangered, threatened, candidate, 
or otherwise sensitive plant or wildlife species have the potential to occur within the proposed 
project area (Appendix B). No listed or otherwise sensitive plant or wildlife species were 
observed within or adjacent to the proposed project area during the surveys.  
 
b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 

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

 
No Impact. The proposed project would not result in impacts to biological resources in relation 
to riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS because no riparian habitats or sensitive plant 
communities are present within or near the proposed project area. 
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c) Would the project 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? 

 
No Impact. The proposed project would not impact any 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 because no 
federally protected wetlands or waters regulated by the federal clean water act are present within 
or near the proposed project. 
 
d) Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident 

or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

 
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation. The proposed project would not 
interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. No migratory fish or 
wildlife or habitat to support migratory fish or wildlife is present within or near the proposed 
project. 
 
The proposed project has the potential to impact the use of native wildlife nursery sites because 
the proposed project may require the trimming of trees, which provide nesting habitat for 
migratory birds and raptors protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and by 
state Fish and Game Code 3503 and 3700-3705.  
 
Nesting birds are protected under the MBTA. The MBTA protects all common wild birds found 
in the United States except the house sparrow (Passer domesticus), European starling (Sturnus 
vulgaris), rock pigeon (Columba livia), and resident game birds such as pheasant, grouse, quail, 
and wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo). Resident game birds are managed separately by each 
state. The MBTA makes it unlawful for anyone to kill, capture, collect, posses, buy, sell, trade, 
ship, import or export any migratory bird including feathers, parts, nests, or eggs. State Fish and 
Game Code 3503 and 3700 to 3705 makes it illegal to destroy any birds’ nest or any birds’ eggs 
that are protected under the MBTA during the breeding season. Code 3503.5 further protects all 
birds of prey, such as hawks and owls, and their eggs and nests from any form of take during the 
breeding season. 
 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure will lessen potential impacts below the level 
of significance. 
 
MM BIO-1 The City shall schedule proposed project activities, to the extent practical, outside 

the recognized nesting season (February 15-August 31) so as to not affect 
breeding birds. However, should project activities need to be scheduled during the 
recognized nesting season, the City shall complete the following activities to 
avoid impacts to nesting birds: 
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 The City shall clearly define all work area limits and instruct all construction 
personnel and contractors to respect these defined limits. 

 Pre-construction nesting bird surveys shall be performed to identify any nests 
that may be impacted by construction activities. The City of Burbank shall 
have a qualified biologist perform nesting bird surveys. Surveys should take 
place at least seven days prior to the onset of scheduled mobilization and 
staging activities. Should any active nests be found, the biologist will flag the 
nest area 50 feet on either side of the nest.  

 Should active nests be found within 50 feet of scheduled active construction 
areas, a biologist will be assigned to monitor the nest during mobilization and 
staging activities to determine if the activities are detrimental to the nesting 
process. Should the biologist determine that the nesting activities are being 
disturbed or disrupted, the biologist will discuss with the City of Burbank and 
the construction contractor practical alternatives to activities at the nest site. If 
needed, the City of Burbank shall contact the USFWS and CDFW for further 
guidance.  

 If the City of Burbank workers or subcontractors discover any nests, the City 
of Burbank shall follow protocols specified by the USFWS or CDFW. 

 Under no circumstances shall the City of Burbank disturb, capture, handle or 
move birds or their nests. 

 
e) Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 

biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 
 
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation. The proposed project does not conflict 
with local policies protecting biological resources. The City of Burbank Municipal Code, Title 7 
Chapters 1 and 4, regulate the removal of trees within the City of Burbank. Section 7-1-222 
states that “Every person making an excavation, tunnel or bore in or under the surface of any 
street shall exercise due care in performing such work in order that damage to any trees growing 
therein shall be avoided. It shall be the duty of the person making the excavation, tunnel, or bore 
to notify the Park, Recreation, and Community Services Department whenever there is danger of 
such damage occurring.” In addition, Section 7-4-102 states that the Park, Recreation, and 
Community Services Department “shall have exclusive jurisdiction and control over the planting, 
care and removal of trees, shrubs, and plants in the streets and on other property under the 
control of the City, and any work incidental thereto...” At this time it is unknown if any trees will 
need to be removed to implement the proposed project. Therefore, mitigation is provided below 
to ensure the project does not conflict with the established tree protection ordinance, and impacts 
would be less than significant. Minimal trimming of tree branches would occur with the 
implementation of the proposed project. No trees are anticipated to be removed with the 
proposed project. 
 
Potential impacts to trees may come from impacts to the root systems with the tunneling 
proposed with the proposed project. 
 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure will lessen potential impacts below the level 
of significance. 
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MM BIO-2 Prior to any tree removal within any portion of the proposed project, the Director 

of the City of Burbank Park, Recreation, and Community Services Department 
shall be contacted to ensure compliance with the City of Burbank Municipal 
Code, specifically Title 7 Chapters 1 and 4 (Section 7-1-222 and 7-4-102). Any 
impacted trees will be replaced in-kind with a nursery stock minimum of 5-10 
gallon size container tree. 

 
f) Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation 

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

 
No Impact. The proposed project would not impact biological resources in relation to conflicts 
with the provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) or Natural Community 
Conservation Plans (NCCPs) or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 
The proposed project would not conflict with any local HCP or NCCP because the proposed 
project area is not within any HCP or NCCPs planning area or other approved local, regional, or 
state habitat conservation plan. 
 
As a result of a review of the conservation planning program administered by the CDFW, it was 
determined that there are no NCCPs within the vicinity of the proposed project (CDFW/NCCP 
2010). As a result of a review of the conservation planning program administered by the Ventura 
Field Office of the USFWS, it was determined that there are no permitted HCPs or draft HCPs 
within the vicinity of the proposed project (USFWS 2010). Therefore, there are no expected 
impacts to biological resources related to conflicts with the provisions of any adopted HCPs or 
NCCPs.  
 
  



   

 49 May 2014 

3.1.5 Cultural Resources 

Would the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in § 
15064.5? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to § 15064.5?  

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
 

3.1.5.1 Explanation 

A Cultural Resources Survey Report has been prepared for the proposed project by Michael 
Brandman Associates (MBA, 2013) and is included as Appendix C to this document. The 
proposed project and the analyzed Area of Potential Effect (APE) is located in the City of 
Burbank. Galvin and Taniguchi (GPA 2009) have provided the most recent history of Burbank 
city development and historical background specifics and can be accessed online 
(http://www.burbankca.gov). GPA does not recognize any potential historical district in or near 
the proposed project alignment, but they do list ten recommended historic districts elsewhere in 
the City. Because historic architectural significance is subject to reinterpretation as time passes 
and neighborhoods get older, the potential for more historic districts elsewhere in Burbank is 
inevitable. A second aspect of the GPA report is that common architectural styles of residential 
and commercial development are found within the proposed Burbank historical districts: some of 
these styles can be found in and near the proposed project alignment. 
 
During the Depression, manufacturing (aviation) and Hollywood (studio development) brought 
the comfort of prosperity to a lower to middle-class suburban City that was rare elsewhere on the 
West Coast. Construction of hundreds of single family homes took place between 1930 and 1938 
and the number of residents gained was substantial. Incorporated in 1911 and annexing County 
land tracts each year, City population stood at 2,913 in 1920 rising to 78,577 in 1950. Within the 
Project APE alone, over 275 structures were built between 1924 and 1959. Much of the land in 
the proposed project alignment was located on the old Rancho Providencia property, with some 
land from the Scott Tract near the north end. Residential development of these areas began in the 
early 1920’s and was essentially complete by 1959. 
 
The old sheep ranching lands of the San Fernando Valley, like all properties in Los Angeles 
County before about 1910, were divided into pieces bearing the names of their owners and/or 
locally famous Mexican landholders. In the 1900’s, Los Angeles County’s Tract and Lot system 
began to appear with Tract numbers being assigned to subdivisions of land recorded at the 
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Assessor’s Office. Lots within those Tracts were assigned a series of numbers beginning with 
Lot 1. This visual method of subdivision left its mark on the official records because each 
official parcel number (the Assessors Information Number, or AIN) now recorded with the Los 
Angeles County Assessor bears an official location description based on the older system. A 
discussion by Tract is included in Appendix C. 
 
GPA lists a series of main structural design styles in their report. Some of the styles observed 
during the survey included Bungalows, Tudor Revival, Spanish Colonial, Minimal Traditional, 
and Mid-Century Commercial. Structures lacking distinctive styles were also observed. Ranch 
homes were nonexistent because the lot sizes along Sparks Street ranged between 45 and 50 feet 
wide and 130 to 135 feet long. Most of the structures were between 800 and 1300 square feet 
with detached garages in the rear. The Tracts in this area appear to have been developed by 
plotting the lots, paving the streets, grading the lots flat. Two or three homes would be built on 
opposite sides of the street, then the developer would sell the remainder of the lots and new 
homes would be built one by one, much like a modern in-fill development. This led to a certain 
amount of stylistic mixing. A few places exhibited a small row of identical homes (see 1511, 
1515 and 1519 West Alameda Avenue (all Minimalist multi-family structures built in 1944) but 
this type of structure homogeneity is quite rare in this area. Details of the survey and analysis are 
included in Appendix C. 
 
Prehistoric and Historic Cultural Setting 
 
Four general, but distinctive cultural periods have been identified for the prehistoric occupation 
of southern California (Early Hunter; Milling Stone; Intermediate; Late). 
 
Early Hunter Period (before 6500 B.C.) 
 
Early Hunter period sites are characterized by large projectile points, and other stone implements 
adapted to chase big game animals. The large size and weight of the points suggest that the 
primary weapon for hunting was the dart, propelled by a spear thrower. Lack of grinding tools, 
suggest that the inhabitants were not exploiting the plant foods to the extent that later cultures 
were. They were nomadic in hunters, following the game throughout the seasons. Archaeological 
sites representing this early period are not common. 
 
Milling Stone Period (about 6500 B.C. to 1000 B.C.) 
 
The Milling Stone Period (about 6500 B.C. to 1000 B.C.) represents a long period of time 
characterized by small, highly mobile groups of Native Americans. These groups probably had a 
seasonal round of settlement that included both inland and coastal residential bases. They relied 
primarily on grasses and seeds for food. Characteristic inland sites include numerous manos, 
metates, and hammerstones. Shell middens are more common at coastal sites. 
 
Intermediate Period (about 1000 B.C. to A.D. 750) 
 
Mortars and pestles first appear in the Intermediate Period (about 1000 B.C. to A.D. 750), 
indicating knowledge of acorn leaching. Use of the acorn probably permitted greater sedentism, 
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especially at inland locations. Large projectile points suggest use of spear throwers rather than 
the bow and arrow. Settlement patterns during this period are not well understood. 
 
Late Period (A.D. 750 to Historic Contact or 1542) 
 
The Late Period (A.D. 750 to Historic Contact or >1542) saw a more semi-sedentary settlement 
pattern. Smaller project points suggest introduction of the bow and arrow and less or no reliance 
on the spear thrower. The end of the Late Period is defined by the incursion of the Spanish 
military and Missionaries into California. Historical documents prove that the Toluca and 
Lankershim area was part of the territory occupied by the Gabrielio Native American group 
(Bean and Smith 1978). Their settlement pattern and subsistence were likely an extension of 
those practiced during the Late Period. Important food resources would have been acorns, agave 
and mesquite for interior dwellers, and fish for coastal dwellers. Protein would have been 
provided by hunting game and fishing. Gabrielino villages would have been located near reliable 
fresh water sources such as the Los Angeles River. Temporary camps would have been utilized 
during hunting and gathering trips away from the main village. 

3.1.5.2 Responses to Impact Questions 

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in §15064.5? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project alignment is fully urbanized and no direct 
impacts to any recorded or unrecorded potential historic-era cultural resource will take place 
during this project. All older structures that might be considered potentially historic structures, 
which could be affected by vibrations associated with construction, are too far away to be 
directly affected by construction-related vibrations. As such, no less than significant impacts to 
historical resources are expected. Further analysis of potential impacts associated with historic-
era resources is not necessary, and construction-related mitigation measures are not 
recommended. 
 
b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 

archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 
 
Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. The proposed project alignment is fully 
urbanized; no direct impacts to any known recorded or archaeological cultural resource would 
occur. However, it is always possible that buried archaeological resources will be uncovered 
during excavation-related project impacts. To reduce the potential for impacts to unknown 
archaeological resources, the following mitigation measures are required. 
 
MM CUL-1 A qualified project archaeologist shall be retained by the Applicant and approved 

by the City to prepare a mitigation monitoring plan. A qualified archaeologist is 
defined as an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior Professional 
Qualification Standards for Archaeology.  

 
MM CUL-2  The project archaeologist shall review final construction plans and soils 

information and attend a pre-construction meeting. The archaeologist shall 



   

 52 May 2014 

prepare education materials for construction crew indicating the types of buried 
artifacts and features that may be encountered along the route of the project. For 
those portions of the project for which it is clearly documented that all 
excavations will take place in fill or otherwise disturbed soil, no monitoring shall 
be required. For those portions of the project for which the nature of underlying 
soils is unknown, the archaeologist shall establish a monitoring schedule. If 
underlying soils in an unknown area are determined to have been previously 
disturbed once construction and monitoring begins, the archaeologist may reduce 
or terminate monitoring for that area with the disturbed soils. 

 
MM CUL-3 An archaeological monitor, supervised by the project archaeologist, shall monitor 

ground-disturbing activities in previously undisturbed soils as designated by the 
project archaeologist. If archaeological materials are identified during monitoring 
or unexpectedly during other project activities, all ground-disturbing activity in 
the vicinity of the find shall cease until the project archaeologist has evaluated the 
find. If the project archaeologist determines that the find may be significant, the 
archaeologist will develop a treatment plan. If the find is prehistoric in nature, 
Native American groups affiliated with the project vicinity as indicated by the 
Native American Heritage Commission, shall be notified of the find and invited to 
provide input for the treatment plan within a specified time frame. The project 
archaeologist shall prepare a report presenting the methods and results of the 
monitoring. A report on a treatment plan, if any, may be prepared separately. 
Copies of the reports shall be submitted to the Applicant, the City, and CHRIS-
SCCIC. Any artifacts recovered during the monitoring program or treatment plan 
shall be curated along with copies of the appropriate report at an accredited 
facility selected by the City. If prehistoric materials are recovered, affiliated 
Native American groups shall be consulted regarding curation location of these 
artifacts. 

 
Implementation of the above mitigation measures, would reduce potential impacts to unknown 
archaeological resources to less than significant. 
 
c) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource 

or site or unique geologic feature? 
 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation. Fossil-bearing geologic 
formations are known to exist in the foothills surrounding the San Fernando Valley, and it is 
possible that such resources will be encountered if construction takes place 10 or more feet 
below current grade. Once a depth of 10 feet is reached during project-related excavations, a 
qualified paleontologist must monitor all excavations until the paleontologist determines the 
potential impact to fossil resources has been reduced to “low.” To reduce the potential impacts to 
paleontological resources, the following mitigation measure is required. 
 
MM CUL-4 If construction takes place 10 or more feet below current grade, a qualified project 

paleontologist shall be retained by the by the City to develop a paleontological 
monitoring plan. A qualified project paleontologist is here defined as a 
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paleontologist meeting the qualifications established by the Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontologists. 

 
MM CUL-5 The project paleontologist shall attend a pre-grade meeting in order to become 

familiar with the proposed depths and patterns of grading of the study area. The 
project paleontologist shall establish a curation agreement with an accredited 
facility prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing activities. 

 
MM CUL-6 A paleontological monitor (the monitoring archaeologist and the monitoring 

paleontologist may be the same person), supervised by the project paleontologist, 
shall monitor ground-disturbing activities identified by the paleontologist as 
having potential to encounter paleontological resources. Disturbed soils are 
anticipated to not have potential to contain intact fossils. If soils in a given area 
are determined to have been previously disturbed once construction and 
monitoring begins, the project paleontologist may reduce or terminate monitoring 
for that area with the disturbed soils. If fossils are found during monitoring or 
other project-related ground-disturbing activities, ground-disturbing shall be 
halted in order to allow evaluation of the find and determination of appropriate 
treatment. 

 
MM CUL-7 The project paleontologist shall prepare a final report on the monitoring. If fossils 

are identified, the report shall contain an appropriate description of the fossils, 
treatment, and curation. A copy of the report shall be filed with the City of 
Burbank and shall accompany any curated fossils. 

 
Implementation of the above mitigation measures, would reduce potential impacts to potential 
paleontological resources to less than significant. 
 
d) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 

formal cemeteries? 
 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation. There are no existing or known 
formal cemeteries within or near the boundary of the Project. Therefore, implementation of the 
Project is not expected to impact known human remains associated with either a formal or 
informal cemetery. Notwithstanding, in the event that any human remains or related resources 
are discovered, such resources would be treated in accordance with Federal, State, and local 
regulations and guidelines for disclosure, recovery, relocation, and preservation, as appropriate, 
including CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e). The following mitigation measure is required to 
reduce potential impacts to unknown human remains. 
  
MM CUL-8 If human remains are encountered unexpectedly during construction excavation 

and grading activities, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that 
no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the 
necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. 
If the remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the coroner has 
24 hours to notify the California Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC). The NAHC will then identify the person(s) thought to be the Most 
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Likely Descendent of the deceased Native American, who will then help 
determine what course of action should be taken in dealing with the remains. 
 

Implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts to unknown 
human remains to less than significant. 
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3.1.6 Geology and Soils 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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? Refer to Division of 
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iv) Landslides? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

3.1.6.1 Explanation 

Soils 
 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) conducted a soil survey of the San Fernando 
Valley in 1915 and is documented in the “Soil Survey of San Fernando Valley Area, California” 
(USDA, 1917). The report describes the San Fernando Valley as oval in shape, tipping to the 
southeast and surrounded by ridges with a sharp change in topography that separates the ridge 
areas from the basin slopes. The City is located at the southeastern end of the San Fernando 
Valley and is predominantly located in the basin slope area with the exception of the northeast 
area of Burbank that includes a portion of the Verdugo Mountains. 
 
Two types of soil series occur within the City’s limits, the Tujunga and Hanford series. The 
Tujunga series soils generally occupy recent alluvial fans, stream bottoms, and low terraces and 
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were deposited by streams. The Hanford series generally occupy recent alluvial deposits and can 
be either alluvial-stream-bottom deposits or low recent terrace materials. 
 
Geology 
 
The San Fernando Valley is typical of the Transverse Ranges province. North-south compression 
created an elongated trough-shaped basin in an east-west configuration. The rapid uplift of the 
adjacent mountain ranges relative to the basin created sediment sources (the mountains) that 
allowed erosion from the upland areas and deposition of the derived sediments in large alluvial 
fans (cone-shaped deposits of alluvium made by streams issuing from the surrounding mountains 
into the adjacent lowlands) within the San Fernando Valley. 
 
The Tujunga alluvial fan begins at the northeast corner of the San Fernando Valley where the 
Little and Big Tujunga drainages (washes) emanate from the San Gabriel Mountains. The 
numerous braided channels that fan out southward for over eight miles to the Los Angeles River 
define the Tujunga alluvial fan. 
 
Based on a subsurface investigation conducted by Associated Soils Engineering Inc. (ASE) 
native soils immediately beneath the surface pavement at fourteen (14) exploratory boring 
locations along the proposed project alignment were found to consist mainly of younger alluvial 
fan and wash deposits (Qyf2, Qw) up to the maximum explored depth of 20 feet (ASE, 2014). 
 
Soils within the unit of young alluvial fan and wash deposits are of Holocene age, formed by 
"alluvial" and "wash" deposits associated with the river systems that culminate in the Tujunga 
and Pacoima Washes (California Geological Survey [CGS], 1998). Soils within the unit were 
found to predominantly consist of unconsolidated sand, silt, and gravel-bearing alluvial/wash 
materials. In specific, on-site alluvial/wash soils contain interbedded sand, silty sand, silty sand 
with clay, sand with silt, sand with gravel, sandy silt, sandy silt with clay, silt, clayey silt, and 
clayey silt with sand (ASE, 2014). 
 
The alluvial valley fill of the eastern portion of the San Fernando Valley (SFV) has been 
subdivided into four lithologic zones. The zones have been distinguished and correlated in the 
subsurface to characterize the geology, thereby providing a physical basis for subsequent 
hydrogeologic interpretations and a conceptual geologic foundation. 
 
The four individual zones from youngest to oldest are: 
 

 The Upper Zone, which occurs between the present ground surface and 200 to 
250 feet below ground surface (bgs), is 200 to 350 feet in thickness and is 
composed of variable alluvium. 

 The Middle Zone, which occurs between 200 to 250 feet bgs, averages 50 feet 
thick and is characterized by relatively abundant fine-grained sand and silt.  

 The overlying Lower Zone, which occurs between approximately 250 and 550 
feet bgs is approximately 250 to 300 feet in thickness and is characterized by 
coarse sand and gravel horizons. 
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 The Deep Zone, which occurs to a depth of at least 1,200 feet bgs with an 
unknown thickness and is composed of fine to coarse alluvium, some of which 
may be correlative with the Saugus Formation. 

 
Table 6 presents a synopsis of the stratigraphic column. 

Table 6   
Summary of Stratigraphic Column – Eastern San Fernando Valley 

Epoch Stratigraphic Unit
Characteristic 

Lithology 

Average Depth 
to Top of Unit 

(feet bgs) 

Average Unit 
Thickness 

(feet) 

Holocene (Recent) Upper Zone 
(includes Recent

alluvium) 

Variable (sand, 
gravel, and silt) 

0 200-250 

Late 
Pleistocene 

Middle Zone Silt and fine sand 200-250 50 

Lower Zone 
Coarse sand and 

gravel 
250-300 200-250 

Deep Zone 

Variable (gravel, 
sand, silt, and clay) 

450-550 
(Approximately) 

Unknown 

Early 
Pleistocene 

Source: JMM, 1992. 

 
Groundwater Occurrence and Movement 
 
Groundwater generally moves from the edges of the valley fill, into the valley and southeast 
across the SFV, towards the Los Angeles River Narrows. Through the Los Angeles River 
Narrows, groundwater flows southward towards the Central Groundwater Basin of the Los 
Angeles Coastal Plain. Historically, the eastern portion of the SFV has been heavily pumped for 
export and consumptive use, significantly influencing the groundwater gradients and seasonal 
flow patterns. Regional horizontal groundwater gradients, however, have remained fairly 
consistent since the implementation of safe yield operation in 1968. 
 
In the eastern half of the SFV, where the major wellfields exist, the groundwater is deeper (varies 
from 70 feet below ground surface [bgs] to greater than 100 feet in depth) and responds primarily 
to pumping patterns of supply wells. Water-level observations in certain wells east of the 
Pacoima Wash, however, indicate some areas that are not affected by pumping patterns. These 
observations are from wells that are screened only at the water table. Both unconfined and semi-
confined aquifer conditions are evident in this portion of the SFV; however, the areas and the 
circumstances under which these conditions occur are less clear. ASE (2014) investigation did 
not encounter groundwater to the maximum explored depth of 20 feet bgs. 
 
The General Plan 2035 (City of Burbank, 2014) has identified the southern portion of the City as 
having the potential to have a liquefaction zone. This zone is based on the historical known depth 
to groundwater at less than 40 feet below ground surface. However, except in some areas along 
the Ventura Freeway (SR 134) in the southwestern portion of the city, most groundwater 
underlying Burbank is deeper than 100 feet below the ground surface. Groundwater levels have 
been dropping because of pumping in water wells. As long as groundwater continues to be 
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extracted in the upper Los Angeles River area and annual rainfall remains at normal levels, 
groundwater levels in Burbank can be expected to remain deeper than 50 feet, resulting in a low 
risk of liquefaction for most of the city (City of Burbank, 2014). 
 
Faulting and Seismicity 
 
Burbank, like the rest of Southern California, is located within a seismically active region as a 
result of being located near the active margin between the North American and Pacific tectonic 
plates. The principal source of seismic activity is movement along the northwest-trending 
regional faults such as the San Andreas, San Jacinto, Newport-Inglewood and Whittier-Elsinore 
fault zones (ASE, 2014). 
 
By the definition of the CGS, an active fault is one which has had surface displacement within 
the Holocene Epoch (roughly the last 11,000 years). The CGS has defined a potentially active 
fault as any fault which has been active during the Quaternary Period (approximately the last 
1,600,000 years). These definitions are used in delineating Earthquake Fault Zones as mandated 
by the Alquist-Priolo Geologic Hazard Zones Act of 1972 and as subsequently revised in 1997 as 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (that includes Earthquake Fault Zones). The intent 
of the act is to require fault investigations on sites located within Special Studies Zones to 
preclude new construction of certain inhabited structures across the trace of active faults. The 
proposed alignment is not located within a Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. No evidence of 
active or potentially active faulting was observed during ASE’s investigation (ASE, 2014). 
 
ASE (2014) researched information pertaining to proposed project alignment seismicity. The 
majority of data was obtained from the program, EQFAULT, by Blake (2000) that allows for an 
estimation of peak horizontal ground acceleration (PGA) using a data file of approximately 150 
digitized California faults. This program compiles information including the dominant type of 
faulting within a particular region, the maximum earthquake magnitude each fault is capable of 
generating, the estimated slip-rate for each fault, and the approximate location of the fault trace 
(ASE, 2014). Printouts of the results of the fault search for the project are included in Appendix 
D. 
 
The proposed project is likely to be subject to strong seismic ground shaking in the event of 
seismic activity. The Verdugo Fault, located approximately 1.6 to 3.0 miles (2.5 to 4.9 km) away 
is closest to the proposed project alignment. Other nearby active faults include the Hollywood 
Fault and the Upper Elysian Park Blind Thrust Fault, located approximately 3.0 to 4.7 miles (4.9 
to 7.5 km) and 3.8 to 5.4 miles (6.1 to 8.7 km) away, respectively. Approximately 48 active or 
potentially active faults have been found within a radius of 62 miles (100 km) from the proposed 
project alignment (ASE, 2014). 
 
Based on the referenced literature and deterministic analysis performed with the EQFAULT 
software, the Verdugo Fault, approximately 1.6 to 3.0 miles (2.5 to 4.9 km) from the proposed 
project alignment, would probably generate the most severe site ground motions (ASE, 2014). A 
Maximum Probable Earthquake (MPE), i.e. the maximum earthquake that is considered likely to 
occur during a 100-year time interval, of 6.9 Mw (moment magnitude as per USGS) has been 
assessed along the Verdugo Fault. As shown in Appendix D, estimated PGA resulting from a 
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MPE event on the Verdugo Fault is on the order of 0.626g to 0.535g should this event occur at 
the fault's closest and furthest approaches to the proposed project alignment, respectively. In 
sum, approximately 48 active or potentially active faults have been found within 62 miles (100 
km) of the proposed project alignment (ASE, 2014). 
 
The seismicity of the proposed project alignment was evaluated utilizing probabilistic analysis 
available from CGS. The Maximum Probable Earthquake (MPE) and the Maximum Considered 
Earthquake (MCE) that carry 10 percent and 2 percent exceedance probabilities, respectively, in 
50 years have been considered (ASE, 2014) and are included in Appendix D. 

3.1.6.2 Responses to Impact Questions 

a) Would the project 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? Refer to Division of 
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

 
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project alignment is located in a seismically active 
area, as is the case throughout the Southern California region. Major faults and fault zones 
characterize the region. The proposed project alignment is not located within a designated 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, thus fault rupture hazards are considered less than 
significant. Furthermore, the project does not involve the construction of habitable structures that 
would expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects associated with seismic hazards. 
Thus, despite the seismically active area, less than significant impacts would occur relative to 
rupture of a known earthquake fault. 
 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 
 
Less than Significant Impact. As stated above, the proposed project alignment is located within 
the seismically-active southern California region. There are numerous regional zones of faulting 
in the proximity to the alignment capable of producing substantial ground shaking including: the 
southern frontal fault system of the province, which consists of the Malibu Coast, Santa Monica, 
Hollywood, Raymond, and Sierra Madre faults along the southern edge of the province, and the 
San Cayetano, Santa Susana, and Sierra Madre fault system along the southerly side of the Santa 
Susana and San Gabriel Mountains and northern side of the San Fernando Mountain. A local 
fault of importance is the Verdugo Fault along the southwest margin the Verdugo Mountains. 
The location and configuration of the Verdugo Fault is poorly known, but is generally believed 
to be located near the abrupt change in slope from the valley floor to the mountain slope. The 
proposed project involves construction of pipelines and upgrade of an existing pump station, 
none of which would be habitable structures. All improvements would be constructed in 
accordance with the seismic design parameters based on the fault parameters and methods 
provided in the 2013 Uniform Building Code (UBC) and other relevant standards to reduce the 
effects of seismic activities. Implementation of required standards in the UBC and adherence to 
relevant pipeline engineering standards would ensure that impacts regarding strong seismic 
ground shaking are less than significant. 
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iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. Depending on the levels of ground shaking, groundwater 
conditions, the relative density of soils, and the age of the geologic units in the area, the potential 
for liquefaction may vary in the City. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, 
occurs when a saturated, granular deposit of low relative density is subject to extreme shaking 
and loses strength or stiffness due to increased pore water pressure. The consequences of 
liquefaction are expected to be predominantly characterized by settlement or uplift of structures, 
and increase in the lateral pressure on buried structures. The proposed pipeline alignment is 
located in an area that is designated as a potential liquefaction zone during a seismic event. 
However, the proposed pipelines and appurtenances would be constructed to meet applicable 
seismic safety standards, as previously indicated. Furthermore, trenches and other excavations 
would be backfilled with engineered fill, which meets compaction and shear strength 
requirements, and has little liquefiable potential. The majority of the proposed improvements 
would operate as underground structures. Due to the fact that the proposed project would be 
constructed to meet applicable seismic safety standards, and backfilled material would be 
engineered to meet adequate compaction and shear strength requirements, no substantial effects 
from increased lateral pressure are anticipated to occur. As such, impacts related to seismic-
related ground failure, including liquefaction, would be less than significant. 
 

iv) Landslides? 
 
No Impact. The proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving Landslides. The proposed 
project is located along an area of flat lands without nearby hill or other areas of high elevation. 
The risk of exposure of persons and structures to risk of landslides resulting from 
implementation of the proposed project would be no different than base-line current conditions.  
 
b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The construction and operation of the proposed project would 
occur along previously disturbed areas, which consist of sections of paved streets and City-
owned properties. During construction, short-term erosion impacts could occur as a result of 
excavation of trenches and other excavations. These exposed soils could potentially cause 
erosion impacts during windy conditions and from construction vehicles traveling through the 
proposed project alignment. Heavy rains could cause the exposed soils to run off into public or 
private right-of-ways and/or storm drainage systems. The contractor will develop and implement 
a plan to control erosion of soil from the proposed project alignment during construction 
activities. Because the majority of the proposed project alignment has been previously graded 
and urbanized, and measures would be incorporated in non-paved areas to minimize soil erosion, 
significant losses of topsoil are not anticipated to occur. The development and implementation of 
an erosion control plan would keep the temporary erosion impacts resulting from the 
construction of proposed improvements at a less than significant level. Operation of proposed 
improvements would be passive; therefore, no operational impacts would occur. 
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c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. No unusual water extractions or other practices would occur 
with the project that is typically associated with subsidence effects. The majority of the project 
area is flat and not located on a geologic unit that is unstable. Lateral spreading, subsidence, and 
collapse are not anticipated to occur because the area has been previously graded and developed 
when streets and surrounding development were originally constructed. As indicated in question 
3.1.6.2 (a) above, there is a limited liquefaction hazard in the project area, but application of 
engineered backfill materials and adherence to applicable construction specifications would 
reduce this hazard to acceptable levels. Therefore, construction and operation of the proposed 
project would not be expected to cause the local geologic units or soil to become unstable, or 
result in on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. Impacts 
would be less than significant in this regard. 
 
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? 
 
No Impact. Expansive soils are defined as fine-grained clayey soils that have the potential to 
shrink and swell with repeated cycles of wetting and drying. As previously indicated, pipeline 
trenches would be backfilled with engineered fill, which does not exhibit shrink-swell potential 
or associated hazards. Furthermore, no habitable structures are proposed as part of the project, 
and therefore there would be no risk to life or property associated with expansive soils. No 
impacts would occur in this regard. 
 
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 

alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water?  

 
No Impact. The project does not include the use or development of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems. Thus, no impacts would occur in this regard. 
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3.1.7 Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

Would the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
 

3.1.7.1 Explanation 

According to the City’s Air Quality and Climate Change Element, Burbank’s biggest challenge 
(as a prominent city in the most populous county in California) is how best to accommodate 
growth and encourage economic development, while protecting air quality and taking action to 
curb GHG emissions. Looking ahead to 2035, Burbank will transition to clean, efficient energy 
and transportation choices. With high-speed rail, electric trains, and zero-emission vehicles, 
people and goods will move more efficiently to, from, and through the community. Buildings 
and infrastructure will be energy efficient and comfortable. Natural resources will be preserved, 
and all of this will be accomplished without the costly health and environmental effects of air 
pollution. 

3.1.7.2 Responses to Impact Questions 

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

 
Less Than Significant Impact. Greenhouse gases (GHG) are not presented in lbs/day like 
criteria pollutants; they are typically evaluated on an annual basis using the metric system. The 
SCAQMD is in the process of preparing recommended significance thresholds for greenhouse 
gases for local lead agency consideration (SCAQMD Draft Local Agency Threshold); however, 
the SCAQMD Board has not approved the thresholds as of the date of this IS-MND. The current 
draft thresholds consist of the following tiered approach: 
 

 Tier 1 consists of evaluating whether or not the project qualifies for any applicable 
exemption under CEQA. 

 Tier 2 consists of determining whether the project is consistent with a greenhouse gas 
reduction plan. If a project is consistent with a qualifying local greenhouse gas reduction 
plan, it does not have significant greenhouse gas emissions. 

 Tier 3 consists of screening values, which the lead agency can choose but must be 
consistent. A project’s construction emissions are averaged over 30 years and are added 
to a project’s operational emissions. Where SCAQMD is the lead agency on industrial 
projects, a threshold of 10,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (MTCO2e) per 
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year applies. SCAQMD is also encouraging other lead agencies to use the 10,000 
MTCO2e per year for industrial projects. If a project’s commercial/residential emissions 
are under one of the following screening thresholds, then the project is less than 
significant: 

o All land use types: 3,000 MTCO2e per year 
o Based on land use type: residential: 3,500 MTCO2e per year; commercial: 1,400 

MTCO2e per year; or mixed use: 3,000 MTCO2e per year 
 Tier 4 has the following options:  

o Option 1: Reduce emissions from business as usual by a certain percentage 
o Option 2: Early implementation of applicable AB 32 Scoping Plan measures  
o Option 3, 2020 efficiency target: 4.8 MTCO2e /SP/year for projects and 6.6 

MTCO2e/SP/year for plans;  
o Option 3, 2035 target: 3.0 MTCO2e /SP/year for projects and 4.1 MTCO2e 

/SP/year for plans 
 Tier 5 would allow the purchase of mitigation offsets to achieve target significance 

threshold.  
 
There is currently no draft threshold for construction-related GHG emissions. However, 
SCAQMD recommends amortizing construction over 30 years. As the project consists of 
upgrades to the existing Beachwood Pump Station and the construction and installation of a force 
main sewer alignment. Operational emissions would be from infrequent visits by maintenance 
personnel’s vehicles, and as such, would not be a significant source of operational GHG 
emissions. The project’s construction-related GHG emissions are reported in Table 1. 
 
Construction 
 
The proposed project would emit greenhouse gases from upstream emission sources and direct 
sources (combustion of fuels from worker vehicles and construction equipment). Table 7 
summarizes the output results. 

Table 7   
Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Phase Greenhouse Gas Emissions (MTCO2e) 

New Force Main  432.77 

Beachwood Pump Station Upgrades 67.36 

Total Construction Emissions 500.13 

Total Amortized over 30 years 16.67 

SCAQMD Draft Threshold 3,000 

Exceed Threshold No 

MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (includes carbon dioxide, methane, and/or nitrous 
oxide). 
Source: CalEEMod output (Appendix B). 

 
As shown by the results in Table 7, the construction of the project would produce approximately 
500.13 MTCO2e. Amortized construction emissions are 16.67 MTCO2e GHG per year. Both the 
total and amortized values are well under the draft SCAQMD threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per 
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year (threshold considered for all land use types as described above). Impacts are considered to 
be less than significant. 
 
b) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for 

the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Burbank has a Sustainability Action Plan that 
details a number of “Accords”: a series of goals (called “action items”) that can be adopted at the 
local level to achieve urban sustainability, promote healthy economies, advance social equity and 
protect the world’s ecosystem. The action items can be used as reference points for setting 
achievable goals and standards that can be tailored to fit the specific structures of individual 
communities. The Accords include 21 specific actions organized into seven Urban Themes 
designed to collectively address urban sustainability concerns. The Urban Themes focus on the 
areas of: energy, waste reduction, urban design, urban nature, transportation, environmental 
health, and water. 
 
As the project consists of upgrades to the existing Beachwood Pump Station and the construction 
and installation of a force main sewer alignment, many of the Goals and Policies within the Air 
Quality and Climate Change Element chapter of the General Plan are not applicable. However, 
the project will be consistent with applicable actions of the Sustainability Action Plan, such as 
GHG reduction development through use of current technology, since the existing 150-hp 
electric pumps will be replaced with new, more efficient and effective, 150-hp electric pumps. 
 
The proposed project’s emissions are substantially less than those described in the SCAQMD 
draft thresholds, and the level of GHG emissions generated by the project would not conflict 
with the goals of the State’s Scoping Plan, adopted pursuant to AB 32. Therefore, impacts 
associated with an applicable GHG reduction plan, policy, or regulation would be less than 
significant. 
 
 
 
 
.  
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3.1.8 Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

3.1.8.1 Explanation 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials associated with the proposed project was evaluated with 
regard to the current EnviroStor and Cortese databases maintained by the State of California. In 
addition, the preliminary plans and project plans were reviewed and compared with expected 
equipment and operations associated with construction and operation of the Force Main Sewer 
and Beachwood Pump Station.  
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3.1.8.2 Responses to Impact Questions 

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

 
Less Than Significant Impact. Although construction of the proposed project would involve 
the excavation and transport of paving materials (e.g., asphalt, concrete, road bed fill materials) 
that could possibly be contaminated by vehicle-related pollution (e.g., oil, gasoline, diesel, other 
automotive chemicals), the project does not involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials. All such materials would be transported and disposed of in accordance with 
applicable codes and regulations. Such transport and disposal is not expected to create a 
significant hazard to workers or the community. Operation of the proposed project would not 
require the use, storage, or disposal of hazardous substances. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not create impacts related to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, 
and no mitigation is required. 
 
b) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the likely 
release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

 
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation. Implementation of the proposed 
project would not involve the use, storage, or disposal of explosive or hazardous substances that 
could result in an upset and accident condition. Before commencing any excavation, the 
construction contractor would be required to obtain an "Underground Service Alert Identification 
Number". To minimize potential damage to any existing utilities, the contractor would not be 
allowed to excavate until all utility owners are notified, and all substructures are clearly 
identified. As the proposed project would carry wastewater, operation would not create a 
significant hazard to the public or environment involving the release of hazardous materials. The 
pipeline will be designed with safety features to monitor significant change in pressure which 
could indicate a leak or break in the pipeline during operations. The system will be designed to 
divert flow to the NOS in the event of a major break or rupture of the pipeline. No reasonably 
foreseeable upset or accident conditions that could involve the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment are anticipated during construction or operation. However, should any fuel 
and/or oil spills occur in areas near sensitive receptors including waterways, incorporation of 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 would reduce the potential impacts related to hazards and hazardous 
materials to a less than significant level.  
 
MM-HAZ-1: Prior to start of construction, the construction contractor shall designate staging 

areas where fueling and oil-changing activities would take place. The staging 
area(s) shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Burbank’s designated 
mitigation monitor and the Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Manager prior 
to the start of construction. No fueling and oil-changing activities shall be 
permitted outside the designated staging areas. The staging areas shall be located 
on level terrain and away from sensitive land uses such as residences, day care 
facilities, and schools to the maximum extent practicable. Staging areas shall not 
be located near any stream, channel, or wetlands. The proposed staging areas shall 
be identified in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 
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c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 

hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing 
or proposed school? 

 
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation. As discussed in the Air Quality section 
above, operation of construction equipment creates air contaminant emissions. None of these 
emissions would be generated at levels that are considered hazardous. Construction of the 
proposed project would also involve the excavation and transport of paving materials (e.g., 
asphalt, concrete, road bed fill materials) that could possibly be contaminated by vehicle-related 
pollution (e.g., oil, gasoline, diesel, other automotive chemicals). All such materials would be 
transported and disposed of in accordance with applicable codes and regulations. Such transport 
and disposal is not expected to involve acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste.  
 
One school, Walt Disney Elementary School (1220 West Orange Grove Avenue) is located 
within 0.25 miles of the proposed project. With implementation of applicable codes and 
regulations and implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, above, would reduce any impacts 
related to hazardous materials to below the level of significance. Operation of the proposed 
project would not involve hazardous emissions or materials. The proposed project would 
transport wastewater under pressure under existing street right-of-ways and under private 
property. If there were any emergency condition involving the proposed project, the result would 
involve the release of waste water that would be directed to gravity fed sewer system; therefore, 
no significant impacts to schools are anticipated and no mitigation is required.  
 
d) Would the project 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? 

 
No Impact. The proposed project is not included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (EnviroStor Database or “Cortese List”). The 
area surrounding the proposed project are residential streets and therefore it is unlikely that any 
new undiscovered hazardous materials would be discovered and disturbed by construction of the 
proposed project. Preliminary results from soil borings placed at proposed jack and receiving pits 
and along the proposed project line did not identify the presence of hazardous materials in 
subsurface soils. No further analysis is warranted. 
 
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? 

 
No Impact. A portion of the proposed project alignment is within two miles of the Burbank’s 
Bob Hope Airport, which operates commercial and private aircraft. Although the airport is host 
to a relatively high level of aircraft traffic, the proposed improvements would be constructed 
below grade along public streets, and would operate passively once installed, with no habitable 
structures involved. As such, because the proposed project does not involve placing people in 
proximity to aircraft operations, no risks to life or property from airport operations could occur 
as a result of the proposed project. Therefore, no impacts would occur in this regard.  



   

 68 May 2014 

 
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? 
 
No Impact. The project is not located within two miles of a private airstrip. The construction and 
operation of the proposed force main sewer and pump station upgrade would not result in any 
impacts related to private aircraft or airstrip operations in the area. 
 
g) Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 

emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 
 
No Impact. The proposed project would not impair or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or a local, state, or federal agency’s emergency evacuation plan, except 
possibly for short-term periods during construction of the proposed project. The on-street 
construction activities would conform to all City of Burbank, Caltrans, Burbank Police 
Department (BPD), and Burbank Fire Department (BFD) access standards to allow adequate 
emergency access. Once operational, the proposed project would be underground or within 
public right-of-ways and under private property, and its operation would not interfere with 
emergency response or evacuation plans. No impacts are expected and no mitigation is required. 
 
h) Would the project expose people or structures to the risk of loss, injury or death 

involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

 
No Impact. The proposed project would not be adjacent to or in close proximity to wildland 
areas. The area surrounding the proposed project is primarily residential and commercial/ 
industrial space. The construction contractor would be required by the City to comply with all 
federal, state, and local laws with regard to construction near vacant and open lands (including a 
fire prevention plan), and to have all necessary fire prevention equipment on site. Additionally, 
the City of Burbank Fire Department would provide fire and emergency services at the proposed 
project alignment in the event of an emergency. 
 
Operation of the pipeline would occur passively below ground with little, if any, potential to 
cause or exacerbate any wildland fires or their impacts to people or structures in the vicinity of 
the proposed project alignments. As such, construction and operation of the proposed project 
would not expose any people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires. Therefore, no impacts are expected. 
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3.1.9 Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?  ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?  ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

3.1.9.1 Explanation 

Hydrology and water quality associated with the proposed project was evaluated with regard to 
the Burbank 2035 General Plan (City of Burbank, 2013), State of California Regional Water 
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Quality Control Board Basin Plan for the Los Angeles Region (RWQCB 1995), and National 
Flood Insurance Program Flood Insurance Rate Maps for Los Angeles County (FEMA 1980). 
 
a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporation. Construction activities 
associated with the force main sewer pipeline and upgrade of the Beachwood pump station have 
a limited potential to affect water quality of downstream drainages. The proposed project 
alignment is within, and subject to, the water quality regulations of the Los Angeles Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The Los Angeles RWQCB is authorized to implement 
a municipal storm water permitting program as part of the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) authority granted it under the federal Clean Water Act. The 
general permit applicable to this project is the “Statewide General Construction Stormwater 
Permit” which addresses waste discharge requirements for discharges of storm water runoff 
associated with construction activities. 
 
As a co-permittee to Municipal Storm Water NPDES Permit No. CAS004001 issued by the 
RWQCB, the City is required to implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
to minimize the incidence of construction-related pollutants entering the storm water system. 
Several items are required in an SWPPP, including site maps showing drainage and discharge 
locations and the location of control measures, a description of the pollution prevention best 
management practices (BMPs) to be implemented on the proposed project alignment, BMP 
inspection procedures, and the requirements for storm water monitoring. The preparation and 
implementation of the SWPPP would effectively address control of pollutants from the 
construction activities. The SWPPP would establish effective BMPs that would control 
pollutants during all stages of construction. Typical BMPs that would be considered in the 
project SWPPP to address construction activities would include, but not necessarily limited to, 
stabilized construction entry, designated wash area, conveyance controls, and filters. Compliance 
with these requirements would prevent violation of water quality standards and waste discharge 
requirements during project construction. 
 
During operation, the proposed pipeline and pump station would operate passively, and would 
not result in or contribute to water quality violations. The wastewater that would be conveyed in 
the proposed pipeline will be directed to the Burbank Water Reclamation Plant for treatment. 
While accidental leaks or spills could occur, they are not part of the operational plans of the 
pipeline and the pipeline is replacing a 40-year old line that is subject to accidental spills, leaks, 
or discharges of wastewater. Consequently, the installation and operation of the new force main 
sewer would reduce the likelihood of accidental spills, leaks, or discharges of wastewater. 
Overall, the construction and operation of the proposed project would result in less than 
significant water quality impacts.  
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 would reduce the potential impacts related to 
hazards and hazardous materials to a less than significant level. 
 
MM HYDRO-1:  Prior to construction, the contractor will be required to comply with the 

Construction General Permit and submit a SWPPP, including identifying 
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Risk Level/Type, appropriate controls and if necessary a rain event action 
plan.  The plan and accompanying elements shall be prepared by the 
contractor and submitted to the City for approval. The erosion control 
measures shall be designed to limit the effects of soil erosion and water 
degradation during construction. This plan shall be prepared and 
implemented in accordance with the requirements of the State Water 
Resources Control Board Construction General Permit, and shall include 
(but not be limited to) the following measures:  

 
 Effluent standards for all discharges 
 Receiving Water Limitations 
 Training and Qualification Requirements 
 Sampling, Monitoring, Reporting and Record Keeping 

Requirements 
 Risk Determination 
 Use of sediment control measures that utilize sediment traps, 

barriers, covers, or other methods approved by the SWRCB, 
County of Los Angeles, and the City of Burbank  

 Plans for appropriate deposition and storage of excavated material;  
 Construction phasing; and  
 Coverage methods for all stockpiles of fill material during 

extended periods of rain. 
 
b) Would the project 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)? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, the only groundwater that the proposed 
project has the potential to deplete would be from dewatering activities. The regional 
groundwater table is located at a depth of approximately 100 feet below ground surface, perched 
groundwater could be encountered. Although groundwater is not likely to be encountered during 
construction, if any groundwater were to be encountered, dewatering would occur in quantities 
that would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge. As such, no significant adverse impacts to groundwater supply or 
recharge are expected and no mitigation is required.  
 
c) Would the project 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?  

 
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be constructed under/within public 
right-of-ways and City property, and, as such, is not expected to alter the existing grade or 
drainage pattern of the area. Construction of the proposed project components would not alter the 
course of a stream or river, permanently or temporarily, since the pipelines would be constructed 
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within street right-of-ways and would not notably affect any streams or require any substantial 
grading activities. Neither open-trench or tunneling construction methods are expected to 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff, or result in flooding on- or off-site. 
Operation of the proposed project would occur below grade within public right-of-ways and City 
property. Once construction is completed, no impacts to drainage patterns or the existing stream 
are anticipated to occur. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is 
required.  
 
d) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 

area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be constructed under/within public 
right-of-ways and City property, and, as such, is not expected to alter the existing grade or 
drainage pattern of the area. Construction of the proposed project components would not alter the 
course of a stream or river, permanently or temporarily, since the pipelines would be constructed 
within street right-of-ways and would not notably affect any streams or require any substantial 
grading activities. Neither open-trench or tunneling construction methods are expected to 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff, or result in flooding on- or off-site. 
Operation of the proposed project would occur below grade within public right-of-ways and City 
property. Once construction is completed, no impacts to drainage patterns or the existing stream 
are anticipated to occur. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is 
required.  
 
e) Would the project 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? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. Dewatering that may be required for trenching would contribute 
minimal amounts of discharge water that is not expected to be released in substantial quantities, 
and is not expected to exceed the existing or planned capacity of the local stormwater drainage 
system. Furthermore, as mentioned above, the discharge water is not anticipated to contain 
significant quantities of contaminants. The contractor would be required to file a Notice of Intent 
under the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board General Permit R4-2008-0032 (or 
subsequent orders) for Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Groundwater from 
Construction and Project Dewatering to Surface Waters and comply with the requirements set 
forth in the order. Once the construction of the proposed project has been completed, the 
pipelines would be hydrostatically tested. Test water would be discharged into the municipal 
waste water system. Operation of the proposed project would be a closed system that would not 
create or contribute to runoff water. Consequently, impacts to stormwater systems from 
increased runoff volumes or polluted runoff due to construction or operation of the proposed 
project would be less than significant. 
 
f) Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
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Less Than Significant Impact. Potential short-term erosion effects could occur during site 
excavation and construction activities that could affect surface water quality with runoff. 
However, due to the linear nature of the proposed project and limited area of ground disturbance, 
this effect is expected to be minimal. If dewatering is necessary during construction, the water 
would be treated, as necessary, and discharged into the nearby storm drain system. The 
contractor would be required to file a Notice of Intent under the Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board General Permit R4-2008-0032 (or subsequent orders) for Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Groundwater from Construction and Project 
Dewatering to Surface Waters and comply with the requirements set forth in the order. Operation 
of the proposed pipeline would be a closed system and therefore not substantially degrade or 
affect water quality. A less than significant impact is anticipated relative to water quality and no 
mitigation is required. 
 
g) Would the project 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? 

 
No Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood 
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) reservoir 
inundation maps, the proposed project is located outside of the FEMA 100-year flood hazard 
area. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in changes to the 100-year flood 
hazard area, nor introduce housing into a 100-year flood hazard area, nor change existing flood 
threats to nearby housing. 
 
h) Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which 

would impede or redirect flood flows? 
 
No Impact. The proposed project area is outside of the FEMA 100-year flood hazard area. 
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in changes to the 100-year flood hazard 
area, nor introduce housing into a 100-year flood hazard area. Therefore, the proposed project 
would have no impact on impeding or redirecting flood flows within a 100-year flood hazard 
area.  
 
i) Would the project 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? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. The project would not include the development of new housing 
or building structures that would be exposed to flooding impacts. Project 
implementation would provide recycled water to additional areas of the City in a closed system 
that would not result in flooding. As such, the impact regarding exposing people or structures to 
flooding would be less than significant. 
 
j)  Would the project be exposed to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 
No Impact. The proposed project area is not located near any large water bodies such as lake or 
reservoir that would generate a seiche wave during earthquakes. The proposed project is not 
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located along the coast of the Pacific Ocean and therefore is not located in an area in danger of a 
tsunami. The proposed project area is located on a relatively flat landscape and is not located on 
or near mountain foothill where erosion or heavy rains can cause mudflows into the proposed 
project area. Therefore, there is no impact associated with the proposed project with regard to 
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 
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3.1.10 Land Use and 
Planning 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

3.1.10.1 Explanation 

Land use and planning at the proposed project alignment was evaluated in light of the adopted 
published maps, as well as applicable proposed or adopted land use plans and regulations (City 
of Burbank, 2013). The proposed project is the replacement of a force main sewer line and 
rehabilitation of the Beachwood Pump station in an already developed area of the City of 
Burbank. 

3.1.10.2 Responses to Impact  

a) Would the project physically divide an established community? 
 
No Impact. Construction impacts from the proposed project would be short-term and would be 
confined to public right-of-ways and City property. Though the construction would traverse 
established communities, the proposed project would not physically divide the communities 
because access during construction would be maintained, and any limitations to access would be 
temporary in nature. Since the proposed project would operate underground, it would not 
physically divide the community. No impacts are expected and no mitigation is required. 
 
b) Would the project 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? 

 
No Impact. According to the City’s General Plan Land Use Map, the land uses adjacent to the 
proposed alignment are designated with a multitude of residential, commercial, manufacturing, 
public facility, recreational, and airport-related land use types. Likewise, the zoning designations 
for the proposed project alignment vary greatly from one alignment to another. The proposed 
project does not propose changes to the existing land use or zoning designations. Further, the 
project would not involve development of substantial new structures or land uses that could 
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project. Therefore, no impacts would occur in this regard. 
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c) Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 

communities’ conservation plan? 
 
No Impact. The proposed project is not located within a habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan area. Thus, no impacts would occur in this regard. 
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3.1.11 Mineral Resources 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

3.1.11.1 Explanation 

Mineral resources at the proposed project alignment were evaluated with regard to California 
Division of Mines and Geology publications (California Department of Conservation 1966 and 
1990) and the adopted Burbank 2035 General Plan (City of Burbank 2013) for the proposed 
project alignment. 

3.1.11.2 Responses to Impact Questions 

a) Would the project 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? 

 
No Impact. Based on a review of California Division of Mines and Geology publications 
(California Division of Mines 1966), there are known mineral resources of statewide or regional 
importance located within the proposed project alignment. The proposed project alignment is 
located in an area classified as a Mineral Resource Zone-2 (MRZ-2). MRZ-2 is defined as “areas 
where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is 
judged that a high likelihood exists for their presence (California Division of Mines 1966).” Past 
land use changes to accommodate planned urbanization now preclude mining activities in 
Burbank. Future mining activities could not occur without destroying large areas of the city. 
Although there is a possibility that significant mineral resources could be located within the 
project area, mining would not be feasible. Therefore, the project area is not considered to be a 
potential future source for mineral resources. No further analysis is warranted. 
 
b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral 

resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other 
land use plan? 

 
No Impact. The proposed project alignment is not located in or near a Mineral Resource 
Extraction (MRE) area as identified in related mines and geologic publications or in the City of 
Burbank 2035 General Plan. As discussed above, the proposed project alignment is currently 
developed and is not located within a mineral resource zone. No further analysis is warranted. 
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3.1.12 Noise 

Would the project result in: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

3.1.12.1 Explanation 

The following discussion evaluates the potential noise impacts from construction and operation 
of the proposed project as compared to applicable noise standards. The scope of the project 
would be limited to construction of various pipeline segments within public right-of-ways and 
upgrade of an existing pump station on City property. Therefore, the proposed project would 
temporarily generate noise during the construction period in the immediate vicinity of the 
particular construction site, but would not result in notable noise generation following 
construction. 
 
City of Burbank General Plan (City of Burbank, 2014) recognizes that construction noise is a 
necessary part of community development. In the City of Burbank Municipal Code, construction 
noise that occurs between the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8 a.m. to 5 
p.m. on Saturday is exempt from applicable noise standards. With this regulatory exemption, the 
City acknowledges that construction noise is an acceptable public nuisance when conducted 
during the least noise-sensitive hours of the day. The City also acknowledges that construction 
noise could cause a substantial temporary increase in the ambient noise environment at nearby 
noise-sensitive receptors if construction occurs during the more noise-sensitive hours (i.e., 
evening, nighttime, early morning), or if construction equipment is not properly equipped with 
noise control devices. Residential uses are located in proximity to several of the proposed 
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pipeline alignment; however, construction activities would occur in proximity to any one 
residence for only a few days. Typical construction equipment would generate noise up to 85 
dBA at 50 feet from the equipment. However, with implementation of applicable mitigation 
measures, it is expected that construction noise levels at the nearest residential receptors would 
be below the City’s base daytime ambient noise standard of 55 dBA for residential uses (City’s 
General Plan Table N-4). As such, with mitigation, construction activities in residential areas or 
in proximity to other sensitive receptors would not result in significant noise impacts. 
 
Haul trucks would be used to remove limited soil materials and/or construction-related debris 
from the proposed project alignment. All removed materials would be delivered to the Burbank 
Landfill, which serves the project area. Haul trucks can generate noise of up to 76 dBA at a 50 
feet distance; however, given the size of proposed pipeline diameter (24 inches), the number of 
haul trucks required to dispose of excavated soil would not be substantial. The estimated noise 
from haul trucks at residential uses adjacent to affected roadways is expected to be below the 
City’s daytime ambient noise standard of 55 dBA. As such, the construction haul trucks would 
not result in significant noise impacts at the nearest residential receptors. 
 
Noise monitoring was performed using an Extech Model 407780 Type 2 integrating sound level 
meter. The Extech meter was programmed in “slow” mode to record the sound pressure level at 
1 second intervals for in A-weighted form. The sound level meter and microphone was mounted 
approximately five feet above the ground and equipped with a windscreen during all 
measurements. The sound level meter was calibrated before monitoring using an Extech 
calibrator, Model 407766. The noise level measurement equipment meets American National 
Standards Institute (ANSI) specifications for sound level meters (S1.4-1983 identified in Chapter 
19.68.020.AA). 
 
The noise monitoring locations were selected in order to obtain noise measurements of the 
current noise sources impacting the proposed project alignment and the project vicinity, and to 
provide a baseline for any potential noise impacts that may be created by development of the 
proposed project alignment. The noise monitoring locations are shown in Appendix E, Exhibit 1: 
The appendix includes a photographic index of the study area and noise level measurement 
locations. 
 
The noise measurements were recorded between 11:57 hours and 12:41 hours on Monday, July 
16, 2012. At the start of the noise monitoring, the sky was partly cloudy with calm wind 
conditions (3-5 mph).  
 
The noise measurements were taken at two (2) locations adjacent to the alignment. The results of 
the noise level measurements are provided below in Table 8. 

Table 8   
Existing Noise Level Measurements 

Site Location Description Leq LMAX LMIN 

Site 1 
Center of E Chandler Boulevard adjacent to the Chandler Bikeway. 
Between N Sparks Street and N Beachwood Drive. 

63.3 76.1 46.9 

Site 2 East side of N Sparks Street adjacent to 212 N Sparks Street. 60.4 82.6 44.2 
Source: Michael Brandman Associates, July 2012 (Appendix E) 
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A Noise Study was prepared in support of the proposed project (MBA 2012) and is attached as 
Appendix E of this document. Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Sound becomes unwanted 
when it interferes with normal activities, when it causes actual physical harm or when it has 
adverse effects on health. Sound is carried from the source by sound pressure waves in the air. 
Sound pressure levels are used to measure the intensity of sound and are described in terms of 
decibels. The decibel (dB) is a logarithmic unit, which expresses the ratio of the sound pressure 
level being measured to a standard reference level. A-weighted decibels (dBA) approximate the 
subjective response of the human ear to a broad frequency noise source by discriminating against 
very low and very high frequencies of the audible spectrum. They are adjusted to reflect only 
those frequencies that are audible to the human ear.  
 
Noise Equivalent sound levels are not measured directly, but are calculated from sound pressure 
levels typically measured in A-weighted decibels (dBA). The equivalent sound level (Leq) 
represents a steady state sound level containing the same total energy as a time varying signal 
over a given sample period. The Lmax and Lmin are the highest and lowest values measured by 
the sound level meter over a given period of time. They are based on the time-weighted sound 
level in dB. 

3.1.12.2 Responses to Impact Questions 

a) Would the project 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? 

 
Less Than Significant. The City of Burbank understands that construction is a necessary part of 
community development. Construction noise typically occurs intermittently; the amount of noise 
depends on the nature or phase of construction (e.g., demolition/land clearing, grading and 
excavation, erecting structures). Activities such as site preparation, hauling of materials by 
trucks, pouring of concrete, and use of power tools can temporarily generate noise. Construction 
equipment, such as earthmovers, material handlers, and portable generators, also creates noise 
that reaches high levels for brief periods.  
 
In the City of Burbank Municipal Code, construction noise that occurs between the hours of 7 
a.m. and 7 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturday is exempt from 
applicable noise standards. With this regulatory exemption, the City acknowledges that 
construction noise is an acceptable public nuisance when conducted during the least noise-
sensitive hours of the day. The proposed project would abide by the time restrictions on 
construction activities as stated above. Therefore, the proposed project would be in accordance 
with the existing standards and noise ordinance, and the impact would be less than significant. 
 
b) Would the project exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne 

vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Burbank Municipal Code contains requirements 
regarding operational vibration levels. Section 10-1-1704: Vibration states that “Every use shall 
be so operated that the ground vibration inherently and recurrently generated does not cause a 
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displacement of the earth greater than three thousandths (.003) of one (1) inch as measured at 
any point along the line of determination as set forth in the specific zone.” 
 
The human response to vibration greatly depends on whether the source is continuous or 
transient. Continuous sources of vibration include certain construction activities, while transient 
sources include large vehicle movements. Generally, thresholds of perception and agitation are 
higher for continuous sources. Table 9 illustrates the human response to both continuous and 
transient sources of groundborne vibration. 

Table 9   
Human Response to Groundborne Vibration 

Peak Particle Velocity (inches/second) 
Human Response Continuous Transient 

0.40 2.00 Severe 

0.10 0.90 Strongly perceptible 

0.04 0.25 Distinctly perceptible 

0.01 0.04 Barely perceptible 
Source: California Department of Transportation, 2004 
 
Construction equipment causes different peak particle velocities at 25 feet as shown in Table 10. The 
peak particle velocities have a corresponding vibration velocity that is commonly abbreviated as 
VdB. 
 
Typically, developed areas are continuously affected by vibration velocities of 50 VdB or lower. 
These continuous vibrations are not noticeable to humans whose threshold of perception is 
around 65 VdB. Offsite sources that may produce perceptible vibrations are usually caused by 
construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads, while smooth roads 
rarely produce perceptible groundborne noise or vibration (Table 10).  

Table 10  
Vibration Levels Generated by Construction Equipment 

Equipment 
Peak Particle Velocity 

(inches/second) at 25 feet 
Approximate Vibration 

Level (LV) at 25 feet 

Pile driver (impact) 
1.518 (upper range) 

0.644 (typical) 
112 
104 

Pile driver (sonic) 
0.734 upper range 

0.170 typical 
105 
93 

Clam shovel drop (slurry wall) 0.202 94 

Hydromill 
(slurry wall) 

0.008 in soil 
0.017 in rock 

66 
75 

Vibratory Roller 0.210 94 

Hoe Ram 0.089 87 

Large bulldozer 0.089 87 

Caisson drill 0.089 87 

Loaded trucks 0.076 86 

Jackhammer 0.035 79 

Small bulldozer 0.003 58 
Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Federal Transit Administration, May 2006 
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While long-term operations of the proposed project would not generate excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels, short-term construction could potentially introduce 
groundborne vibration to the proposed project alignment and the surrounding area. 
 
Construction activities such as trenching and jacking and boring can produce vibration that may 
be felt by adjacent uses. Jacking and boring has a greater potential to produce vibration 
compared to trenching. The construction of the proposed project would involve jacking and 
boring at the intersections of West Chandler Boulevard and Victory Boulevard, West Magnolia 
Boulevard and North Sparks Street, West Clark Avenue and North Sparks Street, and West 
Verdugo Avenue and North Sparks Street. Jacking and boring would have a similar vibration 
impact as drilling, 0.089 inch per second PPV at 25 feet, with an approximate vibration level of 
87 VdB. Jacking and boring would occur only at locations where it is necessary to tunnel under 
main roads. These locations are mostly adjacent to commercial/industrial receptors. Although the 
vibration from the jacking and boring could be perceptible at residential boundaries, it would be 
intermittent, overshadowed by roadway activities, and cease once the pipeline has been installed 
under the road. According to the FTA, the construction damage criteria for non-engineered 
timber and masonry buildings is 0.2 PPV (in/sec). As shown above, the drilling (jacking and 
boring) vibration impact would be approximately 0.089 PPV. Drilling would need to occur 
within approximately 14 feet of homes in order to reach the 0.2 PPV construction damage 
criteria threshold. Therefore, no damage to homes is anticipated from construction activities. 
Vibration impacts from other construction-related equipment along the alignment are anticipated 
to be similar or less than those from jacking and boring. 
 
As construction-related vibration is short-term and will not cause damage to homes, potential 
impacts associated with the vibration from construction equipment are considered to be less than 
significant. 
 
c) Would the project cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels 

in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
 
No Impact. The project consists of upgrades to the existing Beachwood Pump Station and the 
construction and installation of a force main sewer alignment which begins at the Beachwood 
Pump Station and continues west on West Riverside Drive for approximately 500 feet, the 
alignment turns north and continues 8,200 feet on North Sparks Street up to West Chandler 
Boulevard. From there, the alignment turns east and parallels the existing Beachwood Force 
Main on West Chandler Boulevard for approximately 4,000 feet. The parallel alignment 
continues into the Burbank Water Reclamation Plant (BRWP) until it discharges into the BWRP 
headworks located at the northeast side of the plant. The majority of the project will occur 
underground and is part of the city’s planned upgrade in order for the pump station to achieve its 
full design capability. Operational activities would consist of maintenance visits by BRWP 
maintenance personnel, which would occur at a similar frequency as the existing facilities. No 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels will occur as a result of project implementation. 
 
d) Would the project cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 

noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
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Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation. The noisiest phase of construction 
would be during the jacking and boring at major intersections along Sparks Street and excavation 
of the trench. Jacking and boring would occur mostly adjacent to commercial/industrial 
receptors. The jacking and boring equipment was modeled, together will other equipment that 
will be used along portions of the alignment. Modeling for construction-related noise was 
performed using the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration’s 
(FHWA) Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM). The RCNM is the FHWA national 
model used for the prediction of construction-related noise and to determine compliance with 
noise limits for a variety of types of construction projects of varying complexity. The RCNM 
includes an extensive compilation of built-in reference noise levels for dozens of types of 
construction-related equipment based on manufacturer and actual monitored sources. Results 
from RCNM analysis are shown in Table 11 below. 

Table 11  
Construction Equipment Noise Levels 

Equipment Description 

Noise Level 
(Lmax dBA) at 

50 feet 

Distance to 
Receptor1 

(feet) 

Maximum Noise 
Level (Lmax dBA) 

at Receptor 

Average Noise 
Level 

(Leq dBA) at 
Receptor 

Horizontal Boring Hydraulic Jack 82 25 88 82 

Dump Truck 76.5 25 82.5 78.5 

Crane 80.6 25 86.6 78.6 

Excavator 80.7 25 86.7 82.8 

Generator 72.8 25 78.8 75.8 

Backhoe 77.6 25 83.6 79.6 

Front End Loader 79.1 25 85.1 81.2 

Notes: 
1 The nearest noise receptor is approximately 30 feet from the proposed construction activities; however, 
for the purpose of this noise analysis, a receptor distance of 25 feet from the proposed construction 
activities is used as a worst-case evaluation. 
Source: FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model. 
 
Typical operating cycles for these types of construction equipment may involve one or two 
minutes of full power operation followed by three to four minutes at lower power settings. 
Although there would be a relatively high single event noise exposure potential, resulting in 
potential short-term intermittent annoyances, the effect in long-term ambient noise levels would 
be small when averaged over longer time (24 hours for CNEL). As shown by the ambient noise 
level measurements in Table 8, the maximum noise level in the project vicinity is already up to 
82.6 dBA. The results in the Table 11 show that the construction equipment for the pipeline and 
pump station would generate maximum noise levels of 88 dBA (Lmax) at a distance of 25 feet 
(distance of equipment use from sensitive receptors along the eastern side of Sparks Street). The 
noise from construction equipment for the pipeline would be transitory, intermittent, and not a 
source of continuous noise. The installation and construction of the pipeline along the alignment 
will proceed at a speed of approximately 100 to 120 feet per day. Therefore, the disturbances will 
not be located directly adjacent to any one residence for the entire duration of construction, and 
the impacts will be transitory. The construction activities at the pump station will include various 
pieces of equipment such as an excavator, backhoe, generator, rubber tire loader, crane, dump 
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truck, air compressor, plate compactors, forklifts, and crane. These pieces of equipment would be 
used during various stages of the construction activities at the pump station. The maximum 
construction noise levels at the pump station would be similar to the maximum noise levels 
during pipeline construction. 
 
As stated previously, the City of Burbank Municipal Code, construction noise that occurs 
between the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturday 
is exempt from applicable noise standards. With this regulatory exemption, the City 
acknowledges that construction noise is an acceptable public nuisance when conducted during 
the least noise-sensitive hours of the day. The City also acknowledges that construction noise 
could cause a substantial temporary increase in the ambient noise environment at nearby noise-
sensitive receptors if construction occurs during the more noise-sensitive hours (i.e., evening, 
nighttime, early morning), or if construction equipment is not properly equipped with noise 
control devices. Therefore, in order to minimize the potential for construction noise impacts, the 
following mitigation measures are required. 
 
MM NOI-1 All construction equipment shall use available noise suppression devices and 

properly maintained mufflers. All internal combustion engines used in the project 
area shall be equipped with the type of muffler recommended by the vehicle 
manufacturer. In addition, all equipment shall be maintained in accordance with 
the manufacturer’s specifications to minimize noise created by faulty or poorly 
maintained engine, drive train, and other components. 

MM NOI-2 During construction, stationary construction equipment shall be placed such that 
emitted noise is directed away from sensitive noise receptors and as far as 
possible from the boundary of sensitive receptors. 

 
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? and  

 
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? 
 
No impact. The proposed project alignment is located approximately 1.9 miles southeast of 
Burbank airport. The proposed project alignment occurs well outside of the designated 65 dBA, 
noise contours2 (2003). Therefore, impacts associated with excessive noise levels associated with 
airport noise are not anticipated. 
 
No private airstrip occurs within 10 miles of the proposed project alignment. As such, the 
proposed project would not expose workers to excessive noise levels. Therefore, excessive noise 
impacts associated with private airstrips are not anticipated. 
  

                                                 
2 Coffman Associates, Inc. 2003. Draft Revision to Noise Compatibility Program for Burbank-Glendale-
Pasadena. October. http://www.burbankairport.com/dmdocuments/11-06-03_Burbank-Glendale-
PasadenaAirportNC.pdf 
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3.1.13 Population and 
Housing 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

3.1.13.1 Explanation 

Population and housing was evaluated with regard to state, regional and local data and forecasts 
for population and housing, and the proximity of the County to existing and future planned utility 
infrastructure.  
 
a) Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly 

(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

 
No Impact. Construction and operation of the proposed project is replacement of an aging 
existing force main sewer and upgrade of an existing pump station. As such, the project 
would not induce population growth in the area, either directly or indirectly. No growth-
inducing impacts are anticipated to result from the proposed project, as the project would 
merely accommodate existing BWRP wastewater customers; therefore, no mitigation is 
required. 
 
b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating 

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
 
No Impact. The construction and operation of the proposed project would occur within public 
streets and staging areas would be located at existing City of Burbank facilities or vacant 
lots/unoccupied parcels. No housing is to be removed as part of the proposed project. Therefore, 
construction and operation of the proposed project would not have any impacts on the number or 
availability of existing housing in the area and would not necessitate the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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c) Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

 
No Impact. As mentioned in question XII.b above, the construction and operation of the 
proposed project would not displace any housing, and therefore would not result in the 
displacement of people. Therefore, no impact is expected and no mitigation is required.  
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3.1.14 Public Services 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
Incorporatio
n 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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: 

   

a) Fire protection? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Police protection? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Schools? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Parks? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Other public facilities? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

3.1.14.1 Explanation 

The proposed project area is serviced by the City of Burbank Police Department. The Burbank 
Fire Department (BFD) provides fire protection, prevention, and emergency medical services. 
Educational services are provided through the Burbank School District. The City provides 
maintenance of public facilities, including the project area roadways.  

3.1.14.2 Responses to Impact Questions 

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?  
 
Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project could have the potential to 
reduce access for emergency vehicles near construction activities. However, all construction 
activities would be carried out in accordance with all applicable City, Caltrans, and Burbank Fire 
Department (BFD) emergency access standards, and access would be maintained during 
construction. Operation of the proposed project would be passive and largely underground, and 
therefore would not require additional fire protection. No significant adverse physical impacts 
would occur to fire services and no mitigation is required. 
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ii. Police protection?  
 
No Impact. Construction of the proposed project could have the potential to reduce access for 
emergency vehicles near construction areas. However, all construction activities would be 
carried out in accordance with all applicable City, Caltrans, and Burbank Police Department 
(BPD) emergency access standards, and access will be maintained during construction. 
Operation of the proposed project would be passive and would not require additional police 
protection. No significant adverse physical impacts would occur relative to police services and 
no mitigation is required. 
 

iii. Schools?  
 
No Impact. Project implementation would not result in and the creation of land uses that would 
generate additional students for local schools. Therefore, no impacts regarding school 
facilities would occur with project implementation. 
 

iv. Parks?  
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The project would not introduce any new population that would 
create additional demands on existing or planned park facilities. During construction, a portion 
of Mountain View Park will have restricted access for approximately 30 days. In addition, a 
portion of George Izay Park parking lot will be used for staging equipment and materials. 
However, the impact to the park will not prevent park usage and the impact will be temporary. 
During operations, the force main sewer and pump station will be underground and passive and 
will not impact park facilities. Thus, impacts to park facilities would be less than significant. 
 

v. Other public facilities?  
 
No Impact. The project would involve periodic inspection and/or maintenance of facilities along 
the affected alignment and at the below-ground Beachwood pump station. No substantial 
increase in City services would be required above and beyond those already provided for by the 
City. Thus, no impacts regarding other public facilities would occur.  
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3.1.15 Recreation 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

3.1.15.1 Explanation 

Recreation issues associated for the proposed project was evaluated using Burbank 2035 General 
Plan (City of Burbank, 2013). In addition, the preliminary plans and project plans were reviewed 
and compared with potential recreation impacts that may occur as a result of construction and 
operation of the Force Main Sewer and Beachwood Pump Station. 

3.1.15.2 Responses to Impact Questions 

 
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? 

 
No Impact. The construction and operation of the proposed project would not generate any 
additional population that would increase demand for neighborhood or regional parks or other 
recreational facilities. Accordingly, no adverse physical impact to parks would result, and no 
mitigation is required. 
 
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? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities; therefore no impacts to the environment would result that 
would require result construction or expansion of recreational facilities. During construction of 
the southern portion of the force main and during upgrade of the Beachwood Pump Station, a 
portion of Mountain View Park will have restricted access for approximately 30 days. In 
addition, a portion of George Izay Park parking lot will be used for staging equipment and 
materials during construction of the force main along North Sparks Street. However, the impact 
to the park will not prevent park usage and the impact will be temporary.  
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3.1.16 Transportation/ 
Traffic 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?  ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

3.1.16.1 Explanation 

Transportation/traffic issues for the proposed project was evaluated using the Mobility Element 
of Burbank 2035 General Plan (City of Burbank, 2013). In addition, the preliminary plans and 
project plans were reviewed and compared with transportation/traffic encumbrances that may 
occur as a result of construction and operation of the Force Main Sewer and Beachwood Pump 
Station. 
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3.1.16.2 Responses to Impact Questions 

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

 
Less Than Significant Impact. There would be a short-term increase in traffic generated during 
the construction period between the proposed project alignment and the Burbank Landfill where 
excavated materials and construction debris would be transported to and disposed of. 
Construction-worker trips would be short-term in nature, limited in number, and would not 
typically occur during peak hours. The addition of these trips to the existing circulation network 
would not create a significant traffic impact. In addition, only temporary lane closures are 
expected to occur that would result in a change in traffic patterns or capacity, but lane closures 
would only affect sections of roadway up to 500 feet in length at any one time and would not be 
substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system during 
construction activities. 
 
Maintenance of the proposed relocated force main sewer and upgraded pump station would not 
generate a long-term source of traffic. Traffic generated by the maintenance activities would be 
similar to current operations. Thus, less than significant traffic impacts would occur in this 
regard. 
 
c) Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 

increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety 
risks? 

 
No Impact. The proposed project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns or increase 
traffic levels that would result in a substantial safety risk. The proposed project does not include 
any features or structures that would impede a height limitation in close proximity to an airport; 
therefore, no impacts on air traffic patterns would occur as a result of the proposed project. No 
further analysis is warranted. 
 
d) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., 

sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

 
No Impact. The project would not involve the construction or modification of traffic-related 
improvements. Additionally, the project would not involve the construction of any uses that 
would be considered incompatible with existing roadways. Thus, no impact would occur in this 
regard. 
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e)  Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not hinder emergency access in the 
area, except for short-term periods during construction of the pipeline. As mentioned above, all 
construction activities would be carried out in accordance with all City of Burbank, BFD, and 
BPD emergency access requirements and access would be maintained during construction 
activities. No significant emergency access impacts are expected and no mitigation is required. 
 
f) Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 

public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies 
supporting alternative transportation. Construction activities are not expected to disrupt 
alternative transportation facilities (e.g., bus stops, bike lanes). Access to public transportation 
and bike lanes would be maintained throughout construction, as required by the City and MTA. 
As a result, no significant impacts would result from the proposed project and no mitigation is 
required. 
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3.1.17 Utilities and Service 
Systems 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

3.1.17.1 Explanation 

Utility and service systems issues for the proposed project was evaluated using the Utilities and 
Community facilities Element of Burbank 2035 General Plan (City of Burbank, 2013) In 
addition, the preliminary plans and project plans were reviewed and compared with utility 
requirements and system services associated with construction and operation of the Force Main 
Sewer and Beachwood Pump Station.  

3.1.17.2 Responses to Impact Questions 

a) Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

 
No Impact. The proposed project would not result in changes to facilities or operations at 
existing wastewater treatment facilities, as the proposed project is replacement of an aging force 
main sewer and upgrade of an existing pump station. No impact to wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board would occur. 
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b) Would the project 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? 

 
No Impact. As stated above, the proposed project would not result in changes to facilities or 
operations at existing wastewater treatment facilities, as the proposed project is replacement of 
an aging force main sewer and upgrade of an existing pump station. Therefore, there are no 
expected impacts to population and housing related to inducing substantial direct or indirect 
population growth. The project would have no impact on water or wastewater treatment 
facilities; therefore, there would be no impact. No further analysis is warranted. 
 
c) Would the project 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? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. Stormwater drainage facilities are provided throughout the 
project area. Construction of the proposed project would not be expected to increase stormwater 
runoff in the project area, since the pipeline would be placed beneath previously developed 
surfaces. Although construction dewatering may be required during construction under a Notice 
of Intent filed under Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Order R4-2008-0032, the activity 
would be temporary in nature and the amount of dewatering discharge would not exceed the 
capacity of the existing stormwater drainage facilities, nor require new or expanded facilities of 
this type. The proposed project, once operational, would be a closed system, and therefore would 
not impact stormwater drainage facilities. The construction and operation of the proposed project 
would not be anticipated to require, or indirectly result in, the construction of new stormwater 
drainage facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. Therefore, no impacts are expected and 
no mitigation is required. 
 
d) Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 

from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project may temporarily require minimal amounts 
of water to supply irrigation to replacement vegetation that would be installed after construction 
of the proposed project, which existing water supplies would be capable of supplying. The 
amounts required for vegetation establishment irrigation would not be substantial and would not 
require the procurement of additional entitlements or resources. Because the proposed project 
does not have any components that would regularly demand substantial amounts of water, it is 
not anticipated that the proposed project would result in insufficient water supplies in the area. 
No further analysis is warranted. 
 
e) Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 

which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 
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No Impact. As stated above, the proposed project does not include residential housing and is 
located in a developed area of the City. Therefore, there are no expected impacts to population 
and housing related to inducing substantial direct or indirect population growth. The proposed 
project would produce additional wastewater to the BWRP. However, the amount will be within 
the original design capacity of the BWRP and no additional capacity will be required; therefore, 
there would be no impact. No further analysis is warranted. 
 
f) Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 

accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. Excavation and construction debris would be recycled or 
transported to Burbank Landfill No. 3 and disposed of appropriately. It is anticipated that the 
construction contractor will work with the City of Burbank’s Recycling Coordinator to ensure 
that source reduction techniques and recycling measures are incorporated into project 
construction. The amount of debris generated during project construction is not expected to 
significantly impact landfill capacities. Operation of the force main sewer and upgraded pump 
station would not generate any solid waste. No significant impacts to landfill capacity are 
anticipated. 
 
g) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 

related to solid waste? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. As stated above, construction debris would be recycled or 
disposed of according to local and regional standards, and operation of the proposed project 
would not generate any solid waste. As such, no significant impacts related to compliance with 
solid waste statutes and regulations are expected to occur. No further analysis is warranted. 
  



   

 96 May 2014 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page left intentionally blank 

 

  



   

 97 May 2014 

3.1.18 Mandatory Findings 
of Significance 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade 
the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of 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?  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
 
Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; Sections 
21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151, Public Resources Code; Sundstrom v. 
County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337; 
Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. 
Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of 
San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656.  
Revised 2009 
 

3.1.18.1 Explanation 

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? 

 
No Impact. Based on the analysis contained in Section 3.1.4, Biological Resources, and Section 
3.1.5, Cultural Resources, the proposed project has no 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. 
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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)? 

 
Less Than Significant Impact. Due to the nature of the project, the project would not involve 
significant cumulative impacts, since the replacement of the force main sewer and upgrade of an 
existing pump station is a replacement/upgrade of existing facilities and would serve existing 
customers within the City. The proposed project would only result in environmental impacts 
during construction activities associated with each of the project components, which would 
generally be constructed sequentially in distinct phases and would not overlap. Other effects are 
isolated to the project alignments and have been determined to be less than significant, either 
with or without mitigation. Although the project may incrementally affect other resources that 
have been determined to be less than significant, the project’s contribution to these effects is not 
considered to be “cumulatively considerable.” 
 
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse 

effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. Based on the analysis provided herein, six impacts were 
identified: two impacts associated with Biological Resources, three impacts with Cultural 
Resources, two impacts with Hazards and Hazardous Materials; one impact associated with 
Hydrology and Water Quality; and one impact associated with Noise. All of these impacts can be 
brought below the level of significance with incorporation of the mitigation measures provided.  
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Subject: Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis  
 for the City of Burbank Pump Station and Force Main Project 
 City of Burbank, California 
 

Dear Mr. Donovan: 

Attached is the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis report for the 
Burbank Pump Station and Force Main project.  The analyses were provided in CEQA 
checklist format.  The modeling output is provided as an attachment to the document. 

Please let me know if you have any questions.  You can reach me at 916.447.1100, or 
email me at cmeier@brandman.com. 

Sincerely, 

 

Chryss Meier, Air Quality Analyst 
FirstCarbon Solutions 
220 Commerce, Suite 200 
Irvine, CA 92602 
 
Enc: Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis 
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Table 2: Construction Equipment Assumptions for Beachwood Pump Station Upgrade 

Phase 
Number of 
workdays Construction Equipment Number Hours/ day 

Horse-
power 

Pump and 
equipment removal  

5 Crane
Dumper/tender 
Welder 

1
1 
1 

8 
8 
3 

208
16 
46 

Wet well rehab 15 Air compressor
Crane 
Dumper/tender 
Forklifts 
Generator set 
Tractor/loader/backhoes 

1
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 

8 
3 
8 
6 
8 
8 

78
208 
16 

149 
84 
75 

Excavation and 
shoring 

30 Excavator
Generator set 
Tractor/loader/backhoe 
Trencher 

1
1 
1 
1 

8 
8 
8 
8 

157
84 
75 
69 

Pipe Installation and 
backfilling 

30 Crane
Excavator 
Rubber tired loader 
Tractor/loader/backhoe 
Welder 

1
1 
1 
1 
1 

8 
8 
8 
8 
3 

208
87 
69 
75 
46 

Work site restoration 10 Graders
Plate compactors 
Rollers 

1
1 
1 

7 
7 
7 

162
8 

84 

Source: Psomas, 2014. 

 

The project will be required to comply with existing SCAQMD rules for the reduction of fugitive dust 
emissions.  SCAQMD Rule 403 establishes these procedures.  Compliance with this rule is achieved 
through application of standard best management practices in construction and operation activities, 
such as (1) application of water or chemical stabilizers to disturbed soils; (2) managing haul road dust 
by application of water; (3) covering haul vehicles; (4) restricting vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 
15 miles per hour (mph); (5) sweeping loose dirt from paved site access roadways; (6) ceasing 
construction activity when winds exceed 25 mph; and (7) establishing a permanent, stabilizing 
ground cover on finished sites.  
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sources.  Indirect sources are facilities that do not have equipment that directly emits substantial 
amounts of pollution but that attract large numbers of mobile sources of pollution.  Direct emissions 
from motor vehicles are regulated by the California Air Resources Board (ARB). 

Both the state and federal governments have established health based Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (AAQS) for six air pollutants: carbon monoxide, ozone, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, 
lead, and suspended particulate matter.  The Basin does not attain state and federal AAQS for 
multiple criteria air pollutants.  The Basin is in compliance with federal sulfur dioxide standards; 
however, the Los Angeles County portion of the Basin is a nonattainment area for ambient lead, 
carbon monoxide, ozone, and particulate matter (both PM10 and PM2.5).  In addition, the Basin has 
been the only area in the country that does not attain the federal nitrogen dioxide standard.  
However, because nitrogen dioxide levels have met the federal standard within the past few years, 
the SCAQMD is in the process of requesting redesignation.  The state AAQS are more stringent than 
the federal AAQS and, therefore, are exceeded by the same criteria pollutants by an even higher 
margin.  Therefore, projects that may have significant emissions of these criteria pollutants will delay 
the air quality attainment goals of the region. 

Climate and Meteorology 

The climate of the Basin is determined by its terrain and geographical location.  The Basin is a coastal 
plain with connecting broad valleys and low hills.  The Pacific Ocean forms the southwestern border, 
and high mountains surround the rest of the Basin.  The region lies in the semi-permanent high-
pressure zone of the eastern Pacific.  The resulting climate is mild and tempered by cool ocean 
breezes.  This climatological pattern is rarely interrupted.  However, periods of extremely hot 
weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana wind conditions do exist. 

The annual average temperature varies little throughout the Basin, ranging from the low to middle 
60s, measured in degrees Fahrenheit.  With a more pronounced oceanic influence, coastal areas 
show less variability in annual minimum and maximum temperatures than inland areas.  

The majority of annual rainfall in the Basin occurs between October and March.  Summer rainfall is 
minimal and generally limited to scattered thundershowers in coastal regions and slightly heavier 
showers in the eastern portion of the Basin and along the coastal side of the mountains.  Moreover, 
monthly and yearly rainfall totals are extremely variable. 

Even though the Basin has a semi-arid climate, air near the surface is generally moist because of the 
presence of a shallow marine layer.  With very low average wind speeds, there is a limited capacity 
to disperse air contaminants horizontally.  The dominant daily wind pattern is an onshore 8 to 12 
mph daytime breeze and an offshore 3 to 5 mph nighttime breeze.  The typical wind-flow pattern 
fluctuates only with occasional winter storms or strong northeasterly Santa Ana winds from the 
mountains and deserts northeast of the Basin.  Summer wind-flow patterns represent worst-case 
conditions, as this is the period of higher temperatures and more sunlight during which ozone 
formation occurs. 
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During spring and early summer, pollution produced during any one day is typically blown out of the 
Basin through mountain passes or lifted by warm, vertical currents adjacent to mountain slopes.  Air 
contaminants can be transported 60 miles or more from the Basin by ocean air during the afternoon.  
From early fall to winter, the transport is less pronounced because of slower average wind speed and 
the appearance of winds earlier in the day.  During stagnant air conditions, offshore winds may begin 
by late afternoon.  Pollutants remaining in the Basin are trapped and begin to accumulate during the 
night and the following morning.  A low morning wind speed in pollutant source areas is an 
important indicator of air stagnation and the buildup potential for primary air contaminants. 

With persistent low inversions and cool coastal air, morning fog and low stratus clouds are common.  
Sunshine is recorded in central Los Angeles area on more than 70 percent of days per year.  This is an 
extremely important climatological factor, considering the role of sunshine in the photochemical 
smog production process.  Cloudy days are less likely in the eastern portions of the Basin and about 
25 percent greater along the coast. 

The vertical dispersion of air pollutants in the Basin is limited by temperature inversions in the 
atmosphere close to the earth’s surface.  Temperature normally decreases with altitude, and a 
reversal of this atmospheric state, where temperature increases with altitude, is called an inversion.  
The height from the earth to the inversion base is known as the mixing height. 

Local Air Quality  

For evaluation purposes, the SCAQMD has divided the Basin into 36 Source Receptor Areas (SRAs).  
These SRAs are designated to provide a general representation of the local meteorological, terrain, 
and air quality conditions within the particular geographical area.  The project is within SRA 7, East 
San Fernando Valley. 

Those who are sensitive to air pollution include children, the elderly, and persons with preexisting 
respiratory or cardiovascular illness.  For purposes of CEQA, the SCAQMD considers a sensitive 
receptor a location where a sensitive individual could remain for 24 hours, such as residences, 
hospitals, or convalescent facilities (SCAQMD 2008).  Commercial and industrial facilities are not 
included in the definition because employees do not typically remain onsite for 24 hours.  However, 
when assessing the impact of pollutants with 1-hour or 8-hour standards (such as nitrogen dioxide 
and carbon monoxide), commercial and/or industrial facilities would be considered sensitive 
receptors for those purposes.   

The closest sensitive receptors are existing residences located along the new force main alignment.  
Existing residences are as close as 30 feet to portions of the alignment.  

Responses to Impact Questions 

AIR a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  The SCAQMD has established the Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP) for the Basin to achieve state and federal air quality standards.  The AQMP is the primary 
planning document by which air quality standards and objectives are monitored.  Projects that are in 
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compliance with their area’s general plan are also considered to be consistent with the air quality 
plan, as set forth by SCAQMD.  

The project consists of upgrades to the existing Beachwood Pump Station and the construction and 
installation of a force main sewer alignment that begins at the Beachwood Pump Station and 
continues west on West Riverside Drive for approximately 500 feet, and then turns north and 
continues 8,200 feet on North/South Sparks Street to West Chandler Boulevard.  From there, the 
alignment turns east and parallels the existing Beachwood Force Main on West Chandler Boulevard 
for approximately 4,000 feet.  The parallel alignment continues into the BRWP until it discharges into 
the BWRP headworks located at the northeast side of the plant.  The majority of the project will be 
located underground and is part of the City’s planned upgrade in order for the pump station to 
achieve its full design capability.  The project will not affect or alter land use and complies with the 
General Plan. 

Furthermore, according to the SCAQMD, the project is consistent with the AQMP if the project 
would not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause 
or contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim 
emission reductions specified in the AQMP.  As shown in the response to Impact AIR b) below, the 
implementation of the project will not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air 
quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations. 

Therefore, as the project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the air quality plan 
established for this region, impacts are considered less than significant. 

AIR b) Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  This impact relates to localized criteria pollutant impacts, also known 
as “hotspots”.  Hotspots can be generated by project construction or operation.  Regional 
construction and operational impacts are not addressed in this section, but they are discussed in 
Impact AIR c), below.   

Potential localized impacts would occur if a project exceeds state or federal standards for nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2), PM2.5, PM10 or carbon monoxide (CO).  Emissions of NO2, PM2.5, PM10 and CO could be 
emitted during project construction from construction equipment, construction employee trips, and 
vendor trips.  CO emissions are generally of concern during project operation because operational 
CO hotspots are related to increases in on-road vehicle congestion.  However, the project consists of 
installation of a new force main and pump station upgrades.  The project would not result in an 
increase in operational vehicular trips.  The potential to generate an operational CO hotspot is not a 
concern for the project, and no further analysis is required.  Therefore, the criterion used to assess 
the significance of this impact is the Localized Significance Threshold (LST) methodology 
recommended by SCAQMD.  
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Localized Construction Analysis 
The SCAQMD’s Governing Board adopted a methodology for calculating localized air quality impacts 
through LSTs, which represent the maximum emissions from a project that would not cause or 
contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable state or federal ambient air quality 
standard.  LSTs were developed in recognition that the criteria pollutants CO, PM10, PM2.5, and 
nitrogen oxides (NOX), an ozone precursor, can have local impacts at nearby sensitive receptors.  As 
previously stated, the SCAQMD has divided the Basin into 36 SRAs.  These SRAs were designated to 
provide a general representation of the local meteorological, terrain, and air quality conditions 
within the particular geographical area.  The SCAQMD has developed LSTs for each SRA for NOX, CO, 
PM10, and PM2.5. 

To facilitate the localized assessment process, the SCAQMD provides a series of look-up tables that 
contain LSTs for each SRA within the Basin (SCAQMD 2009).  If onsite construction emissions exceed 
the localized significance thresholds, then the project would be considered to have a significant air 
quality impact.  The look-up tables are only applicable for projects 5 acres or smaller.  Specifically, 
the look-up tables contain LSTs for 1-acre, 2-acre, and 5-acre project scenarios for each SRA.  

The new force main would disturb approximately 0.02 acre per day.  The Beachwood Pump Station 
upgrades would disturb an estimated 80 square feet.  Because the smallest project-size for the look-
up tables is a 1-acre site, the LSTs appropriate to the project area were obtained from the look-up 
tables in the SCAQMD Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology for a 1-acre project in 
SRA 7.  In addition to their dependence on geographic location within the SCAQMD (e.g., the SRA), 
localized thresholds also depend on the distance to the impacted receptor from the source of 
emissions.  The distance to the nearest sensitive receptor is within 25 meters from the boundary of 
the project; the shortest distance available in the look-up tables is 25 meters. 

The results of the localized significance analysis are provided in Table 3 and Table 4.  Onsite 
construction emissions are from exhaust off-road diesel equipment and fugitive dust during earth-
disturbing activities.  As provided in Table 3 and Table 4, unmitigated emissions during construction 
would not exceed the localized significance thresholds. 

Table 3: Onsite Construction Emissions (2014) 

Activity 

Onsite Emissions (lbs/day) 

NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

New Force Main 

Site Preparation 11.78 8.39 0.99 0.99

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe 
Install  

37.23 21.58 2.24 2.08

Maximum Daily Emissions1 37.23 21.58 2.24 2.08

Localized Significance 
Threshold 

80 498 4 3
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Activity 

Onsite Emissions (lbs/day) 

NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No

Notes: 
1. The above activities does not necessary occur at the same time or at the same location; therefore, the maximum daily 

emissions represent the maximum emissions that would occur in one day at any one location.   
lbs = pounds NOx = nitrogen oxides CO = carbon monoxide 
PM10 and PM2.5 = particulate matter 
Source of emissions: Attachment B: CalEEMod Output. 
Source of thresholds: South Coast Air Quality Management District 2009, for SRA 7, at a distance of 25 meters.  

 

Table 4: Onsite Construction Emissions (2015) 

Activity 

Onsite Emissions (lbs/day) 

NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

New Force Main 

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe 
Install  

36.14 21.53 2.17 2.01

Paving and Work Site 
Restoration 

15.71 8.30 1.01 0.93

Beachwood Pump Station Upgrade 

Pump and Equipment 
Removal 

9.28 3.84 0.45 0.42

Wet Well Rehabilitation 22.31 14.21 1.51 1.45

Excavation and Shoring 17.01 11.52 1.17 1.10

Pipe Installation and 
Backfilling 

17.43 9.47 1.12 1.03

Work Site Restoration 12.12 6.09 1.20 0.73

Maximum Daily Emissions1 51.84 29.83 3.18 2.94

Localized Significance 
Threshold 

80 498 4 3

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No

Notes: 
1 The above activities does not necessary occur at the same time or at the same location; therefore, the maximum 

daily emissions represent the maximum emissions that would occur in one day at any one location.  Maximum 
emissions would occur during the overlap of New Force Main construction, Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install and 
Paving and Work Site Restoration. 

lbs = pounds NOx = nitrogen oxides CO = carbon monoxide 
PM10 and PM2.5 = particulate matter 
Source of emissions: Attachment B: CalEEMod Output. 
Source of thresholds: South Coast Air Quality Management District 2009, for SRA 7, at a distance of 25 meters.  
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The localized construction analysis demonstrates that the proposed project would not exceed the 
localized significance thresholds for NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5.  Therefore, the project would not 
violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation during construction.  This impact is less than significant. 

Localized Operational Analysis 
This proposed project consists of upgrades to the existing Beachwood Pump Station and the 
construction and installation of a new force main. According to SCAQMD LST methodology, LSTs 
would apply to the operational phase of a project, if the project includes stationary sources or 
attracts mobile sources that may spend long periods queuing and idling at the site (e.g., warehouse 
or transfer facilities).  The proposed project does not include such uses and, thus, no operational LST 
analysis is needed.  Therefore, the project would not violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation during operation.  This impact is less 
than significant. 

AIR c) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant 
for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)?  

Less Than Significant Impact.  This impact is related to regional criteria pollutant impacts.  The Basin 
is in non-attainment for ozone, PM10, PM2.5, and NO2, which means that concentrations of those 
pollutants currently exceed the ambient air quality standards for those pollutants.  Ozone is not 
emitted directly into the air, but is a regional pollutant formed by a photochemical reaction in the 
atmosphere.  Ozone precursors, volatile organic gases (VOC) and NOX, react in the atmosphere in the 
presence of sunlight to form ozone.  Therefore, the SCAQMD does not have a recommended ozone 
threshold, but it does have thresholds of significance for VOC and NOX.  This impact section includes 
analysis of, and significance determinations for, those pollutants. 

The SCAQMD’s significance thresholds for project construction and operation are provided within 
the respective analyses below. 

Regional Construction Analysis 
Construction activities associated with the proposed development could temporarily increase NOX, 
VOC, PM10, PM2.5, and sulfur oxides (SOx) concentrations in the project vicinity.  The primary source 
of construction-related VOC and NOX emission is gasoline- and diesel-powered, heavy-duty mobile 
construction equipment.  Primary sources of PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are generally earthmoving 
activity and wind blowing over exposed surfaces.  Table 5 and Table 6 show the maximum daily 
construction emissions anticipated during construction.  As shown in Table 5 and Table 6, the 
proposed project’s construction emissions would be less than the SCAQMD’s regional significance 
thresholds.  Therefore, impacts from construction emissions would be less than significant.   



P S O M A S - City of Burbank 
Pump Station and Force Main Project 
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis Initial Study Questions 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 12 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\0914\09140031\AQ GHG Report\09140031 AQ GHG Analysis.docx 

Table 5: Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (2014) 

Activity/Year 

Emissions (lbs/day) 

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

New Force Main 

Site Preparation 1.84 11.81 8.79 0.01 1.05 1.01

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install 4.12 39.89 26.10 0.04 2.92 2.29

Maximum Daily Emissions 5.96 51.70 34.89 0.06 3.97 3.29

SCAQMD Daily Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No

Notes:  
lbs = pounds VOC = volatile organic compounds NOX = nitrogen oxides 
CO = carbon monoxide SOx = sulfur oxides PM10 and PM2.5 = particulate matter 
Source of emissions: Attachment B: CalEEMod Output. 
Source of thresholds: South Coast Air Quality Management District 2011a. 

 

 

Table 6: Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (2015) 

Activity/Year 

Emissions (lbs/day) 

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

New Force Main 

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install 4.00 38.48 25.64 0.04 2.76 2.19

Paving and Work Site 
Restoration 

1.72 15.77 9.02 0.01 1.13 0.96

Beachwood Pump Station Upgrade 

Pump and Equipment Removal 1.03 9.33 4.50 0.01 0.54 0.44

Wet Well Rehabilitation 2.59 22.31 14.21 0.02 1.51 1.45

Excavation and Shoring 1.95 17.07 12.28 0.02 1.28 1.13

Pipe Installation and Backfilling 1.93 17.51 10.47 0.02 1.27 1.07

Work Site Restoration 1.27 12.17 6.71 0.01 1.29 0.75

Maximum Daily Emissions1 8.31 76.57 48.87 0.07 5.40 4.60

SCAQMD Daily Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No
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Activity/Year 

Emissions (lbs/day) 

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Notes:  
1. The above activities does not necessary occur at the same time; therefore, the maximum daily emissions represent 

the maximum emissions that would occur in one day. Maximum emissions reflect the overlapping phases of New 
Force Main Excavation/Shoring/Installation, Paving and work Site Restoration, and the maximum emissions from the 
Beachwood Pump Station Upgrade, which would be during Wet Well Rehab. 

lbs = pounds VOC = volatile organic compounds NOx = nitrogen oxides 
CO = carbon monoxide SOx = sulfur oxides PM10 and PM2.5 = particulate matter 
Source of emissions: Attachment B: CalEEMod Output. 
Source of thresholds: South Coast Air Quality Management District 2011a. 

 

Regional Operational Analysis 
As the project consists of upgrades to the existing Beachwood Pump Station and the construction 
and installation of a force main sewer alignment, the operational emissions would be from 
infrequent visits by maintenance personnel’s vehicles. The wastewater pumps are driven by electric 
motors and will not emit criteria pollutants.  The existing, 150-hp pumps will be replaced with new, 
150-hp pumps. Therefore, project operational emissions are less than significant.   

AIR d) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  This discussion addresses whether the project would expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial concentrations from localized construction emissions, construction-
generated diesel particulate matter (DPM), or localized operational emissions. 

Construction: Localized Emissions 
Air pollutant emissions from project construction could create localized health impacts if the 
ambient air quality standards are exceeded.  As shown in Impact AIR b) above, the proposed project 
would not exceed the SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds for construction-generated 
emissions.  Therefore, the proposed project would not expose receptors to substantial air pollutant 
concentrations from construction activities. 

Construction: Diesel Particulate Matter 
Equipment used during construction of the project would emit DPM, which is a carcinogen.  
However, the DPM emissions are short-term in nature.  Determination of risk from DPM is 
considered over a 70-year exposure time.  Guidance published by the California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association (CAPCOA), Health Risk Assessments for Proposed Land Use Projects, does not 
currently include guidance for health risks from construction projects addressed in CEQA documents; 
standards for receptors near construction projects are expected to be included later when the toxic 
emissions from construction activities are better understood.  However, given the brief duration of 
the construction period and the 70-year exposure time recommended for health risk assessment of 
DPM health impacts, and considering the dispersion of the emissions, exposure to DPM, potential 
health impacts would be considered less than significant. 
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- Option 3: 
○ 2020 efficiency target: 4.8 MTCO2e/service population (SP)/year for projects and 6.6 

MTCO2e/SP/year for plans; or 
○ 2035 target: 3.0 MTCO2e/SP/year for projects and 4.1 MTCO2e/SP/year for plans 

 

• Tier 5 would allow the purchase of mitigation offsets to achieve target significance threshold.  
 
There is currently no draft threshold for construction-related GHG emissions. However, SCAQMD 
recommends amortizing construction over 30 years. The project consists of upgrades to the existing 
Beachwood Pump Station and the construction and installation of a force main sewer alignment.  
Operational emissions would be from infrequent visits by maintenance personnel’s vehicles and, as 
such, would not be a significant source of operational GHG emissions. The project’s construction-
related GHG emissions are reported in Table 7. 

Construction 
The proposed project would emit GHGs from upstream emission sources and direct sources 
(combustion of fuels from worker vehicles and construction equipment).  Table 7 summarizes the 
output results. 

Table 7: Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Phase Greenhouse Gas Emissions (MTCO2e) 

New Force Main  432.77

Beachwood Pump Station Upgrades 67.36

Total Construction Emissions 500.13

Total Amortized over 30 years 16.67

SCAQMD Draft Threshold 3,000

Exceed Threshold? No

Note: 
MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (includes carbon dioxide, methane, 
and/or nitrous oxide). 
Source: CalEEMod output (Attachment B). 

 

As shown by the results in Table 7, the construction of the project would produce approximately 
500.13 MTCO2e.  Amortized construction emissions are 16.67 MTCO2e GHG per year. Both the total 
and amortized values are well under the draft SCAQMD threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year 
(threshold considered for all land use types as described above).  Impacts are considered to be less 
than significant. 
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GHG b) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  The City of Burbank has a Sustainability Action Plan that details a 
number of “Accords”: a series of goals (called “action items”) that can be adopted at the local level 
to achieve urban sustainability, promote healthy economies, advance social equity and protect the 
world’s ecosystem. The action items can be used as reference points for setting achievable goals and 
standards that can be tailored to fit the specific structures of individual communities. The Accords 
include 21 specific actions organized into seven Urban Themes designed to collectively address 
urban sustainability concerns. The Urban Themes focus on the areas of: energy, waste reduction, 
urban design, urban nature, transportation, environmental health, and water.  

As the project consists of upgrades to the existing Beachwood Pump Station and the construction 
and installation of a force main sewer alignment, many of the Goals and Policies within the Air 
Quality and Climate Change Element chapter of the General Plan are not applicable. However, the 
project will be consistent with applicable actions of the Sustainability Action Plan, such as GHG 
reduction development through use of current technology, since the existing 150-hp electric pumps 
will be replaced with new, more efficient and effective, 150-hp electric pumps. 

The proposed project’s emissions are substantially less than those described in the SCAQMD draft 
thresholds, and the level of GHG emissions generated by the project would not conflict with the 
goals of the State’s Scoping Plan, adopted pursuant to AB 32.  Therefore, impacts associated with an 
applicable GHG reduction plan, policy, or regulation would be less than significant. 
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 4/23/2014 2:31 PM

Beachwood Pump Station and Force Main - New Force main
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Other Asphalt Surfaces 1.17 Acre 1.17 50,965.20 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2014

Utility Company Southern California Edison

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 1.17 acres estimated to be disturbed

Construction Phase - Project-specific Phasing

Off-road Equipment - Project-specific mix

Grading - 1.17 total acres disturbed. 0.02 acre daily disturbance.  Est. 10,000 cy exported or moved to other pipe sections

Trips and VMT - 10,000 cy hauled at 16 cy truck capacity = 1,250 total haul truck trips

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Rule 403 Compliance

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 4.00 195.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 70.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 10.00



tblGrading AcresOfGrading 0.00 1.17

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 10,000.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 1,250.00

NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2014 4.1225 39.8860 26.0993 0.0435 0.6421 2.2786 2.9207 0.1671 2.1193 2.2863 0.0000 4,380.455
4

4,380.4554 0.9432 0.0000 4,400.2623

2015 5.7249 54.2581 34.6643 0.0556 0.6833 3.2076 3.8909 0.1794 2.9727 3.1521 0.0000 5,565.441
7

5,565.4417 1.2706 0.0000 5,592.1242

Total 9.8474 94.1440 60.7636 0.0990 2.2138 0.0000 9,992.38651.3254 5.4862 6.8116 0.3465 5.0919 5.4384 0.0000 9,945.897
1

9,945.8971

2.2 Overall Operational

Not Applicable



3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 9/1/2014 9/12/2014 5

195 Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

8/27/2015 5

10 Site Preparation

2 Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Grading 9/13/2014 6/12/2015 5

70 Paving and Work Site Restoration

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

3 Paving and Work Site 
Restoration

Paving 5/22/2015

OffRoad Equipment

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

Site Preparation Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Site Preparation Crushing/Proc. Equipment 1 8.00 85 0.78

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Bore/Drill Rigs 1 8.00 82 0.50

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 75 0.37

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Cranes 1 8.00 208 0.29

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Dumpers/Tenders 6 8.00 16 0.38

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Excavators 2 8.00 157 0.38

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Generator Sets 1 3.00 84 0.74

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Rubber Tired Loaders 1 8.00 87 0.36

Paving and Work Site Restoration Pavers 1 7.00 89 0.42

Paving and Work Site Restoration Rollers 1 7.00 84 0.38

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Trenchers 1 8.00 69 0.50

Paving and Work Site Restoration Graders 1 7.00 162 0.41

Paving and Work Site Restoration Plate Compactors 1 7.00 8 0.43



Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Site Preparation 2 5.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Excavation/Shoring/Pip
e Install

14 35.00 0.00 1,250.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Paving and Work Site 
Restoration

4 10.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

6.90 20.00

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

3.2 Site Preparation - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.8066 11.7751 8.3906 0.0133 0.9921 0.9921 0.9921 0.9921 1,257.194
8

1,257.1948 0.1623 1,260.6020

Total 1.8066 11.7751 8.3906 0.0133 0.1623 1,260.60200.0000 0.9921 0.9921 0.0000 0.9921 0.9921

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,257.194
8

1,257.1948

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

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

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

Worker 0.0286 0.0382 0.3996 6.9000e-
004

0.0559 6.0000e-
004

0.0565 0.0148 5.5000e-
004

0.0154 61.8550 61.8550 3.9500e-
003

61.9379

Total 0.0286 0.0382 0.3996 6.9000e-
004

3.9500e-
003

61.93790.0559 6.0000e-
004

0.0565 0.0148 5.5000e-
004

0.0154 61.8550 61.8550



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.0122 0.0000 0.0122 1.5700e-
003

0.0000 1.5700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.7664 37.2255 21.5810 0.0339 2.2310 2.2310 2.0755 2.0755 3,454.947
1

3,454.9471 0.9111 3,474.0810

Total 3.7664 37.2255 21.5810 0.0339 0.9111 3,474.08100.0122 2.2310 2.2432 1.5700e-
003

2.0755 2.0771

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

3,454.947
1

3,454.9471

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.1558 2.3934 1.7210 4.7900e-
003

0.2387 0.0434 0.2821 0.0618 0.0399 0.1017 492.5235 492.5235 4.4100e-
003

492.6162

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

Worker 0.2003 0.2671 2.7972 4.8000e-
003

0.3912 4.1900e-
003

0.3954 0.1038 3.8300e-
003

0.1076 432.9848 432.9848 0.0276 433.5652

Total 0.3560 2.6605 4.5183 9.5900e-
003

0.0321 926.18140.6299 0.0476 0.6775 0.1655 0.0438 0.2093 925.5083 925.5083



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.0122 0.0000 0.0122 1.5700e-
003

0.0000 1.5700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6845 36.1379 21.5297 0.0339 2.1558 2.1558 2.0044 2.0044 3,426.411
1

3,426.4111 0.9078 3,445.4739

Total 3.6845 36.1379 21.5297 0.0339 0.9078 3,445.47390.0122 2.1558 2.1680 1.5700e-
003

2.0044 2.0060

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

3,426.411
1

3,426.4111

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.1364 2.1056 1.5892 4.7800e-
003

0.1681 0.0337 0.2018 0.0444 0.0310 0.0754 486.7372 486.7372 4.0100e-
003

486.8215

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

Worker 0.1799 0.2406 2.5216 4.8000e-
003

0.3912 3.9100e-
003

0.3951 0.1038 3.5800e-
003

0.1073 420.0376 420.0376 0.0254 420.5710

Total 0.3162 2.3462 4.1108 9.5800e-
003

0.0294 907.39240.5593 0.0376 0.5969 0.1482 0.0345 0.1827 906.7748 906.7748



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Paving and Work Site Restoration - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 1.6290 15.7053 8.3033 0.0107 1.0131 1.0131 0.9328 0.9328 1,112.245
0

1,112.2450 0.3262 1,119.0947

Paving 0.0438 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.6727 15.7053 8.3033 0.0107 0.3262 1,119.09471.0131 1.0131 0.9328 0.9328

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,112.245
0

1,112.2450

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

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

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

Worker 0.0514 0.0688 0.7205 1.3700e-
003

0.1118 1.1200e-
003

0.1129 0.0296 1.0200e-
003

0.0307 120.0108 120.0108 7.2600e-
003

120.1631

Total 0.0514 0.0688 0.7205 1.3700e-
003

7.2600e-
003

120.16310.1118 1.1200e-
003

0.1129 0.0296 1.0200e-
003

0.0307 120.0108 120.0108
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Beachwood Pump Station and Force Main - Beachwood Pump Station Upgrades
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 Acre 0.01 80.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2014

Utility Company Southern California Edison

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 80 square feet estimated to be disturbed

Construction Phase - Project-specific Phasing

Off-road Equipment - Project-specific mix

Grading - 80 square feet disturbed.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Rule 403 Compliance

Off-road Equipment - Project-Specific Fleet

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 100.00 15.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 30.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 1.00 5.00



tblConstructionPhase NumDays 1.00 10.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 0.00 0.01

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 0.00 80.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 0.01

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2015 2.5899 22.3120 14.2080 0.0219 0.5539 1.5132 1.5132 0.0739 1.4477 1.4477 0.0000 2,173.315
8

2,173.3158 0.4517 0.0000 2,182.8015

Total 2.5899 22.3120 14.2080 0.0219 0.4517 0.0000 2,182.80150.5539 1.5132 1.5132 0.0739 1.4477 1.4477 0.0000 2,173.315
8

2,173.3158

2.2 Overall Operational

Not Applicable



3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Pump and Equipment Removal Site Preparation 2/9/2015 2/13/2015 5 5 Pump and Equipment Removal

2 Wet Well Rehabilitation Building Construction 2/14/2015 3/6/2015 5 15 Wet Well Rehabilitation

30 Pipe Installation and Backfilling

3 Excavation and Shoring Grading 3/7/2015 4/17/2015 5

6/12/2015 5

30 Excavation and Shoring

4 Pipe Installation and Backfilling Trenching 4/18/2015 5/29/2015 5

10 Work Site Restoration

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

5 Work Site Restoration Site Preparation 5/30/2015

OffRoad Equipment

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

Wet Well Rehabilitation Cranes 1 3.00 208 0.29

Pump and Equipment Removal Cranes 1 8.00 208 0.29

Pump and Equipment Removal Dumpers/Tenders 1 8.00 16 0.38

Pump and Equipment Removal Welders 1 3.00 46 0.45

Wet Well Rehabilitation Forklifts 2 6.00 149 0.20

Work Site Restoration Graders 1 7.00 162 0.41

Wet Well Rehabilitation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 75 0.37

Excavation and Shoring Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 75 0.37

Wet Well Rehabilitation Air Compressors 1 8.00 78 0.48

Wet Well Rehabilitation Dumpers/Tenders 1 8.00 16 0.38

Wet Well Rehabilitation Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Excavation and Shoring Excavators 1 8.00 157 0.38

Excavation and Shoring Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74



Excavation and Shoring Trenchers 1 8.00 69 0.50

Pipe Installation and Backfilling Cranes 1 8.00 208 0.29

Pipe Installation and Backfilling Excavators 1 8.00 87 0.38

Pipe Installation and Backfilling Rubber Tired Loaders 1 8.00 69 0.36

Pipe Installation and Backfilling Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 75 0.37

Pipe Installation and Backfilling Welders 1 3.00 46 0.45

Work Site Restoration Plate Compactors 1 7.00 8 0.43

Work Site Restoration Rollers 1 7.00 84 0.38

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Wet Well 
Rehabilitation

8 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Pump and Equipment 
Removal

3 8.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Excavation and 
Shoring

4 10.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Work Site Restoration 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Pipe Installation and 
Backfilling

5 13.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00



NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

3.2 Pump and Equipment Removal - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.9926 9.2803 3.8363 6.9000e-
003

0.4491 0.4491 0.4195 0.4195 683.9194 683.9194 0.1905 687.9197

Total 0.9926 9.2803 3.8363 6.9000e-
003

0.1905 687.91970.0000 0.4491 0.4491 0.0000 0.4195 0.4195

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

683.9194 683.9194

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

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

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

Worker 0.0395 0.0496 0.6117 1.1600e-
003

0.0894 8.9000e-
004

0.0903 0.0237 8.2000e-
004

0.0245 101.7137 101.7137 5.8000e-
003

101.8356

Total 0.0395 0.0496 0.6117 1.1600e-
003

5.8000e-
003

101.83560.0894 8.9000e-
004

0.0903 0.0237 8.2000e-
004

0.0245 101.7137 101.7137



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Wet Well Rehabilitation - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 2.5899 22.3120 14.2080 0.0219 1.5132 1.5132 1.4477 1.4477 2,173.315
8

2,173.3158 0.4517 2,182.8015

Total 2.5899 22.3120 14.2080 0.0219 0.4517 2,182.80151.5132 1.5132 1.4477 1.4477

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,173.315
8

2,173.3158

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

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

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

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Excavation and Shoring - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 3.5000e-
004

0.0000 3.5000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

0.0000 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.8977 17.0101 11.5160 0.0171 1.1654 1.1654 1.1026 1.1026 1,732.520
8

1,732.5208 0.3948 1,740.8119

Total 1.8977 17.0101 11.5160 0.0171 0.3948 1,740.81193.5000e-
004

1.1654 1.1658 4.0000e-
005

1.1026 1.1027

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,732.520
8

1,732.5208

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

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

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

Worker 0.0493 0.0620 0.7646 1.4500e-
003

0.1118 1.1200e-
003

0.1129 0.0296 1.0200e-
003

0.0307 127.1422 127.1422 7.2600e-
003

127.2945

Total 0.0493 0.0620 0.7646 1.4500e-
003

7.2600e-
003

127.29450.1118 1.1200e-
003

0.1129 0.0296 1.0200e-
003

0.0307 127.1422 127.1422



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Pipe Installation and Backfilling - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 1.8649 17.4264 9.4714 0.0135 1.1192 1.1192 1.0344 1.0344 1,390.565
1

1,390.5651 0.4130 1,399.2381

Total 1.8649 17.4264 9.4714 0.0135 0.4130 1,399.23811.1192 1.1192 1.0344 1.0344

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,390.565
1

1,390.5651

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

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

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

Worker 0.0641 0.0806 0.9940 1.8900e-
003

0.1453 1.4500e-
003

0.1468 0.0385 1.3300e-
003

0.0399 165.2848 165.2848 9.4300e-
003

165.4829

Total 0.0641 0.0806 0.9940 1.8900e-
003

9.4300e-
003

165.48290.1453 1.4500e-
003

0.1468 0.0385 1.3300e-
003

0.0399 165.2848 165.2848



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.6 Work Site Restoration - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.4645 0.0000 0.4645 0.0502 0.0000 0.0502 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2325 12.1238 6.0943 7.8900e-
003

0.7337 0.7337 0.6757 0.6757 815.2100 815.2100 0.2375 820.1975

Total 1.2325 12.1238 6.0943 7.8900e-
003

0.2375 820.19750.4645 0.7337 1.1982 0.0502 0.6757 0.7258

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

815.2100 815.2100

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

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

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

Worker 0.0395 0.0496 0.6117 1.1600e-
003

0.0894 8.9000e-
004

0.0903 0.0237 8.2000e-
004

0.0245 101.7137 101.7137 5.8000e-
003

101.8356

Total 0.0395 0.0496 0.6117 1.1600e-
003

5.8000e-
003

101.83560.0894 8.9000e-
004

0.0903 0.0237 8.2000e-
004

0.0245 101.7137 101.7137



 



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 4/23/2014 3:18 PM

Beachwood Pump Station and Force Main - New Force main
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Other Asphalt Surfaces 1.17 Acre 1.17 50,965.20 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2014

Utility Company Southern California Edison

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 1.17 acres estimated to be disturbed

Construction Phase - Project-specific Phasing

Off-road Equipment - Project-specific mix

Grading - 1.17 total acres disturbed. 0.02 acre daily disturbance.  Est. 10,000 cy exported or moved to other pipe sections

Trips and VMT - 10,000 cy hauled at 16 cy truck capacity = 1,250 total haul truck trips

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Rule 403 Compliance

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 4.00 195.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 70.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 10.00



tblGrading AcresOfGrading 0.00 1.17

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 10,000.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 1,250.00

NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2014 0.1694 1.6166 1.0623 1.7700e-
003

0.0255 0.0938 0.1194 6.5600e-
003

0.0876 0.0942 0.0000 161.2384 161.2384 0.0341 0.0000 161.9549

2015 0.2935 2.8060 1.8168 2.9700e-
003

0.0371 0.1638 0.2009 9.6800e-
003

0.1520 0.1616 0.0000 269.5438 269.5438 0.0603 0.0000 270.8106

Total 0.4629 4.4226 2.8791 4.7400e-
003

0.0944 0.0000 432.76550.0627 0.2576 0.3203 0.0162 0.2396 0.2558 0.0000 430.7822 430.7822

2.2 Overall Operational

Not Applicable



3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 9/1/2014 9/12/2014 5

195 Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

8/27/2015 5

10 Site Preparation

2 Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Grading 9/13/2014 6/12/2015 5

70 Paving and Work Site Restoration

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

3 Paving and Work Site 
Restoration

Paving 5/22/2015

OffRoad Equipment

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

Site Preparation Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Site Preparation Crushing/Proc. Equipment 1 8.00 85 0.78

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Bore/Drill Rigs 1 8.00 82 0.50

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 75 0.37

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Cranes 1 8.00 208 0.29

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Dumpers/Tenders 6 8.00 16 0.38

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Excavators 2 8.00 157 0.38

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Generator Sets 1 3.00 84 0.74

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Rubber Tired Loaders 1 8.00 87 0.36

Paving and Work Site Restoration Pavers 1 7.00 89 0.42

Paving and Work Site Restoration Rollers 1 7.00 84 0.38

Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install Trenchers 1 8.00 69 0.50

Paving and Work Site Restoration Graders 1 7.00 162 0.41

Paving and Work Site Restoration Plate Compactors 1 7.00 8 0.43



Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Site Preparation 2 5.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Excavation/Shoring/Pip
e Install

14 35.00 0.00 1,250.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Paving and Work Site 
Restoration

4 10.00 0.00 0.00 14.70

NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

6.90 20.00

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

3.2 Site Preparation - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 9.0300e-
003

0.0589 0.0420 7.0000e-
005

4.9600e-
003

4.9600e-
003

4.9600e-
003

4.9600e-
003

0.0000 5.7025 5.7025 7.4000e-
004

0.0000 5.7180

Total 9.0300e-
003

0.0589 0.0420 7.0000e-
005

7.4000e-
004

0.0000 5.71800.0000 4.9600e-
003

4.9600e-
003

0.0000 4.9600e-
003

4.9600e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 5.7025 5.7025

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

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

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

Worker 1.4000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.0400e-
003

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2851 0.2851 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2855

Total 1.4000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.0400e-
003

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.28552.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.8000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2851 0.2851



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install - 2014

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 1.1900e-
003

0.0000 1.1900e-
003

1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1469 1.4518 0.8417 1.3200e-
003

0.0870 0.0870 0.0809 0.0809 0.0000 122.2367 122.2367 0.0322 0.0000 122.9137

Total 0.1469 1.4518 0.8417 1.3200e-
003

0.0322 0.0000 122.91371.1900e-
003

0.0870 0.0882 1.5000e-
004

0.0809 0.0811

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 122.2367 122.2367

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 5.9500e-
003

0.0950 0.0655 1.9000e-
004

9.1200e-
003

1.6900e-
003

0.0108 2.3600e-
003

1.5500e-
003

3.9200e-
003

0.0000 17.4492 17.4492 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 17.4525

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

Worker 7.3800e-
003

0.0107 0.1112 1.9000e-
004

0.0150 1.6000e-
004

0.0151 3.9700e-
003

1.5000e-
004

4.1200e-
003

0.0000 15.5648 15.5648 9.8000e-
004

0.0000 15.5853

Total 0.0133 0.1057 0.1767 3.8000e-
004

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 33.03780.0241 1.8500e-
003

0.0259 6.3300e-
003

1.7000e-
003

8.0400e-
003

0.0000 33.0140 33.0140



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Excavation/Shoring/Pipe Install - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 1.1900e-
003

0.0000 1.1900e-
003

1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2155 2.1141 1.2595 1.9800e-
003

0.1261 0.1261 0.1173 0.1173 0.0000 181.8407 181.8407 0.0482 0.0000 182.8524

Total 0.2155 2.1141 1.2595 1.9800e-
003

0.0482 0.0000 182.85241.1900e-
003

0.1261 0.1273 1.5000e-
004

0.1173 0.1174

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 181.8407 181.8407

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 7.8200e-
003

0.1254 0.0904 2.8000e-
004

9.6500e-
003

1.9600e-
003

0.0116 2.5500e-
003

1.8100e-
003

4.3600e-
003

0.0000 25.8665 25.8665 2.1000e-
004

0.0000 25.8709

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

Worker 9.9300e-
003

0.0145 0.1505 2.9000e-
004

0.0224 2.3000e-
004

0.0227 5.9600e-
003

2.1000e-
004

6.1700e-
003

0.0000 22.6496 22.6496 1.3500e-
003

0.0000 22.6779

Total 0.0178 0.1398 0.2410 5.7000e-
004

1.5600e-
003

0.0000 48.54880.0321 2.1900e-
003

0.0343 8.5100e-
003

2.0200e-
003

0.0105 0.0000 48.5160 48.5160



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Paving and Work Site Restoration - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.0570 0.5497 0.2906 3.8000e-
004

0.0355 0.0355 0.0327 0.0327 0.0000 35.3154 35.3154 0.0104 0.0000 35.5329

Paving 1.5300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0585 0.5497 0.2906 3.8000e-
004

0.0104 0.0000 35.53290.0355 0.0355 0.0327 0.0327

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 35.3154 35.3154

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

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

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

Worker 1.7000e-
003

2.4700e-
003

0.0257 5.0000e-
005

3.8400e-
003

4.0000e-
005

3.8700e-
003

1.0200e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.0500e-
003

0.0000 3.8717 3.8717 2.3000e-
004

0.0000 3.8766

Total 1.7000e-
003

2.4700e-
003

0.0257 5.0000e-
005

2.3000e-
004

0.0000 3.87663.8400e-
003

4.0000e-
005

3.8700e-
003

1.0200e-
003

4.0000e-
005

1.0500e-
003

0.0000 3.8717 3.8717
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Beachwood Pump Station and Force Main - Beachwood Pump Station Upgrades
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 Acre 0.01 80.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 11 Operational Year 2014

Utility Company Southern California Edison

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 80 square feet estimated to be disturbed

Construction Phase - Project-specific Phasing

Off-road Equipment - Project-specific mix

Grading - 80 square feet disturbed.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Rule 403 Compliance

Off-road Equipment - Project-Specific Fleet

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 100.00 15.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 30.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 1.00 5.00



tblConstructionPhase NumDays 1.00 10.00

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 0.00 0.01

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 0.00 80.00

tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.00 0.01

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2015 0.0865 0.7708 0.4913 7.4000e-
004

6.7700e-
003

0.0505 0.0572 1.4300e-
003

0.0474 0.0488 0.0000 67.0287 67.0287 0.0159 0.0000 67.3615

Total 0.0865 0.7708 0.4913 7.4000e-
004

0.0159 0.0000 67.36156.7700e-
003

0.0505 0.0572 1.4300e-
003

0.0474 0.0488 0.0000 67.0287 67.0287

2.2 Overall Operational

Not Applicable



3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Pump and Equipment Removal Site Preparation 2/9/2015 2/13/2015 5 5 Pump and Equipment Removal

2 Wet Well Rehabilitation Building Construction 2/14/2015 3/6/2015 5 15 Wet Well Rehabilitation

30 Pipe Installation and Backfilling

3 Excavation and Shoring Grading 3/7/2015 4/17/2015 5

6/12/2015 5

30 Excavation and Shoring

4 Pipe Installation and Backfilling Trenching 4/18/2015 5/29/2015 5

10 Work Site Restoration

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

5 Work Site Restoration Site Preparation 5/30/2015

OffRoad Equipment

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

Excavation and Shoring Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 0.00 81 0.73

Wet Well Rehabilitation Cranes 1 3.00 208 0.29

Pump and Equipment Removal Cranes 1 8.00 208 0.29

Pump and Equipment Removal Graders 0 0.00 174 0.41

Pump and Equipment Removal Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 255 0.40

Pump and Equipment Removal Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37

Pump and Equipment Removal Dumpers/Tenders 1 8.00 16 0.38

Pump and Equipment Removal Welders 1 3.00 46 0.45

Wet Well Rehabilitation Forklifts 2 6.00 149 0.20

Work Site Restoration Graders 1 7.00 162 0.41

Excavation and Shoring Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 255 0.40

Wet Well Rehabilitation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 75 0.37

Excavation and Shoring Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 75 0.37



Work Site Restoration Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37

Wet Well Rehabilitation Air Compressors 1 8.00 78 0.48

Wet Well Rehabilitation Dumpers/Tenders 1 8.00 16 0.38

Wet Well Rehabilitation Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Excavation and Shoring Excavators 1 8.00 157 0.38

Excavation and Shoring Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Excavation and Shoring Trenchers 1 8.00 69 0.50

Pipe Installation and Backfilling Cranes 1 8.00 208 0.29

Pipe Installation and Backfilling Excavators 1 8.00 87 0.38

Pipe Installation and Backfilling Rubber Tired Loaders 1 8.00 69 0.36

Pipe Installation and Backfilling Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 75 0.37

Pipe Installation and Backfilling Welders 1 3.00 46 0.45

Work Site Restoration Plate Compactors 1 7.00 8 0.43

Work Site Restoration Rollers 1 7.00 84 0.38

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Wet Well 
Rehabilitation

8 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Pump and Equipment 
Removal

3 8.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Excavation and 
Shoring

4 10.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Work Site Restoration 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Pipe Installation and 
Backfilling

5 13.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00



NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

3.2 Pump and Equipment Removal - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive Dust 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 2.4800e-
003

0.0232 9.5900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.1200e-
003

1.1200e-
003

1.0500e-
003

1.0500e-
003

0.0000 1.5511 1.5511 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.5602

Total 2.4800e-
003

0.0232 9.5900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

0.0000 1.56020.0000 1.1200e-
003

1.1200e-
003

0.0000 1.0500e-
003

1.0500e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.5511 1.5511

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

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

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

Worker 1.0000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4700e-
003

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2212 0.2212 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2215

Total 1.0000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4700e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.22152.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2212 0.2212



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Wet Well Rehabilitation - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.0194 0.1673 0.1066 1.6000e-
004

0.0114 0.0114 0.0109 0.0109 0.0000 14.7870 14.7870 3.0700e-
003

0.0000 14.8515

Total 0.0194 0.1673 0.1066 1.6000e-
004

3.0700e-
003

0.0000 14.85150.0114 0.0114 0.0109 0.0109

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 14.7870 14.7870

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

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

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

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Excavation and Shoring - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0285 0.2552 0.1727 2.6000e-
004

0.0175 0.0175 0.0165 0.0165 0.0000 23.5758 23.5758 5.3700e-
003

0.0000 23.6886

Total 0.0285 0.2552 0.1727 2.6000e-
004

5.3700e-
003

0.0000 23.68861.0000e-
005

0.0175 0.0175 0.0000 0.0165 0.0165

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 23.5758 23.5758

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

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

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

Worker 7.3000e-
004

1.0600e-
003

0.0110 2.0000e-
005

1.6400e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.6600e-
003

4.4000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.6593 1.6593 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.6614

Total 7.3000e-
004

1.0600e-
003

0.0110 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.66141.6400e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.6600e-
003

4.4000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

4.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.6593 1.6593



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Pipe Installation and Backfilling - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.0280 0.2614 0.1421 2.0000e-
004

0.0168 0.0168 0.0155 0.0155 0.0000 18.9225 18.9225 5.6200e-
003

0.0000 19.0405

Total 0.0280 0.2614 0.1421 2.0000e-
004

5.6200e-
003

0.0000 19.04050.0168 0.0168 0.0155 0.0155

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 18.9225 18.9225

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

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

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

Worker 9.5000e-
004

1.3800e-
003

0.0143 3.0000e-
005

2.1400e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.1600e-
003

5.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 2.1571 2.1571 1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.1598

Total 9.5000e-
004

1.3800e-
003

0.0143 3.0000e-
005

1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.15982.1400e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.1600e-
003

5.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 2.1571 2.1571



SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.6 Work Site Restoration - 2015

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 2.3200e-
003

0.0000 2.3200e-
003

2.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 6.1800e-
003

0.0608 0.0306 4.0000e-
005

3.6800e-
003

3.6800e-
003

3.3900e-
003

3.3900e-
003

0.0000 3.7122 3.7122 1.0800e-
003

0.0000 3.7349

Total 6.1800e-
003

0.0608 0.0306 4.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

0.0000 3.73492.3200e-
003

3.6800e-
003

6.0000e-
003

2.5000e-
004

3.3900e-
003

3.6400e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 3.7122 3.7122

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

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

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

Worker 1.9000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.9400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

4.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.4000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.4425 0.4425 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4430

Total 1.9000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

2.9400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.44304.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.4000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.4425 0.4425
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1.0 Introduction 

This biological resources letter report transmits to the City of Burbank (City) the results of a 
biological resources study in support of the Beachwood Pump Station Upgrade Project (proposed 
project). This report is based on the results of a literature review, review of the proposed 
project’s description, and a site visit performed by Psomas. The purpose of this report is to 
analyze the potential impacts to biological resources resulting from implementation of the 
proposed project.  

1.1 Summary of Findings 

The biological resources study determined that no endangered, threatened, or otherwise sensitive 
species of plants or wildlife would be impacted from construction and operation of the proposed 
project. No waters of the United States, waters of the state, or riparian or other sensitive plant 
communities are present within or near the proposed project’s alignment; hence, no impacts to 
those resources would occur. The proposed project would not conflict with any City ordinances, 
or regional plans protecting biological resources. The proposed project would potentially require 
the trimming of trees along the proposed alignment. Trimming of trees during the normal 
recognized nesting season would have the potential to impact nesting migratory birds and 
raptors. This potential impact can be reduced below the level of significance by trimming trees 
outside the nesting season or by performing pre-construction nesting migratory bird and raptor 
surveys prior to the initiation of construction activities, and providing an exclusion zone around 
and active nests, and/or providing a biological monitor if any protected nesting birds or raptors 
are located within 50 feet of the project alignment. 
 
The proposed project would require trenching that may disturb the root systems of mature trees 
growing along the route. This disturbance could result in the death of mature trees. Should any 
trees need to be removed the City’s project manager will notify the Director of the City’s Park, 
Recreation, and Community Services Department to ensure compliance with the City’s 
Municipal Code so that any impacted trees will be replaced in-kind with a nursery stock 
minimum of 5-10 gallon size container tree, in compliance with the City’s Mature Tree 
Protection Ordinance. 
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2.0 Project Background  

The City owns and operates its own sewer collection and water reclamation plant that serves a 
current population of approximately 105,000 people. The collection system includes 
approximately 230 miles of sewer pipelines ranging in diameter from 6-inch to 30-inch, the 
Beachwood Pump Station, the Mariposa Pump Station, and the Burbank Water Reclamation 
Plant (BWRP). Sewage generated in the northern half of the City reaches the BWRP under 
gravity conditions, while sewage generated in the southerly half flows into the Beachwood Pump 
Station, from which it is lifted to the BWRP using a force main sewer line located in Beachwood 
Drive and Chandler Boulevard. Sewage along the extreme southeastern edge of the City 
discharges into the Mariposa Pump Station, where it is lifted to the Beachwood Pump Station 
before lifted a final time to the BWRP. 
 
The vast majority of sewage generated within the City boundaries ends up in the BWRP, except 
for a small 365 acre area at the southwesterly corner of the City as well as excess capacity that 
might occur at the Beachwood Pump Station where the sewage is discharged to the Los Angeles 
48-inch diameter North Outfall Sewer (NOS) that runs from west to east through the southern 
portion of the City.  
 
The BWRP currently treats approximately 8.5 million gallons per day (MGD) and has the design 
capacity to treat up to 12.5 MGD. Therefore, the City desires to reduce contribution to the NOS 
by upgrading the Beachwood Pump Station in order to achieve its full design capability. 

2.1 Project Location 

The City is located in the eastern San Fernando Valley (see Figure 1, Regional and Vicinity 
Map), in Los Angeles County, California, approximately 12 miles northeast of downtown Los 
Angeles. The City spans 17.13 square miles in area. Burbank is a full-service city, with an 
elected Council/City Manager form of government and has more than 1,400 full time employees. 
 
The Beachwood Pump Station is located in Mountain View Park, near the corner of Beachwood 
Drive and Riverside Drive (see Figure 2, Beachwood Pump Station). The Beachwood Pump 
Station receives wastewater from the southern portion of the City. Raw sewage entering the 
Beachwood Pump Station wet well is pumped via Beachwood Force Main which heads north up 
Beachwood Drive to West Chandler Boulevard then east into the Burbank Water Reclamation 
Plant (BWRP).  
 
The project is located on the U.S. Geological Survey 7.5 minute series Burbank topographic 
quadrangle (Township 1 North; Range 14 West [San Bernardino Base & Meridian]) within 
sections 11, 14 and 2 (see Figure 3, Project Site Overview Map). The proposed project would 
take place at the following locations: 
 

 Along a railroad spur east of the intersection of North Victory Boulevard and West 
Chandler Boulevard 

 Along West Chandler Boulevard between North Victory Boulevard and North 
Beachwood Drive 



Sources:  Esri, DeLorm e, NAVT EQ , USGS, Interm ap, iPC,  NRCAN,  Esri Japan , MET I,  Esri Ch ina (Ho ng Kong),  Esri (T hail and), TomTom ,  2013
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 Along North/South Sparks Street between West Chandler Boulevard and West Riverside 

Drive 
 Along Riverside Drive between Mountain view Park and South Sparks Street 
 On the southern edge of Mountain View Park 

 
The elevation of the proposed project study area varies from approximately 580 feet above mean 
sea level (MSL) at the BWRP to 500 feet above MSL at the Beachwood Pump Station at 
Mountain View Park. 

2.2 Project Description 

The proposed project consists of an upgrade of an existing Beachwood Pump Station and 
replacement of the Force Main between the Beachwood Pump Station and the BWRP. The major 
features of the project are described below: 

2.2.1 Beachwood Pump Station Upgrade 

The Beachwood Pump Station Upgrade will consist of: 
 

 Replacing three existing 150-hp closed-impeller pumps with new 150-hp open-impeller 
pumps 

 Custom fabricated fittings to retrofit new pumps into piping designed for old pump 
dimensions 

 Replacing suction and discharge isolation and check valves 
 Re-coating wet well with polymer liner 
 Improvements or modifications to odor control facilities 
 Integrating new pumps with VFD’s and controls.  

 
The proposed project includes a combination of cut-and-cover pipeline construction and jacking 
and boring across major arterial streets on North/South Sparks Street (see Figure 2, above). The 
alignment begins at the Beachwood Pump Station and continues west on West Riverside Drive 
for approximately 500 feet, at which point the alignment turns north and continues 8,200 feet on 
South Sparks Street up to West Olive Avenue. The alignment continues north on North Sparks 
Street to West Chandler Boulevard, where it turns east and parallels the existing Beachwood 
Force Main on West Chandler Boulevard for approximately 4,000 feet. The parallel alignment 
continues into the BWRP until it discharges into the BWRP headworks located at the northeast 
side of the plant. A new magnetic flow meter in an underground vault will be constructed inside 
the BWRP site similar to the existing flow meter. 

2.2.2 Replacement Force Main Sewer 

The replacement force main sewer will be 20-inches in diameter and constructed with either:  
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 Class 250 ductile iron pipe with fusion-bonded epoxy, ceramic epoxy, polyurethane or 
polyethylene lining, or  

 High density polyethylene (HDPE) pipe with fused joints. 
 
It is expected that pipe-jacking (a form of tunneling) will be performed at strategic street 
intersections (Figure 2) and include the following locations: 
 

 Victory Boulevard and West Chandler Boulevard 
 West Magnolia Boulevard and North Sparks Street 
 West Olive Avenue/West Verdugo Avenue and North/South Sparks Street 
 Alameda Avenue and South Sparks Street 

 
The pipe-jacking operations will generally consist of: 
 

 Site preparation, 
 Excavation and shoring of jacking and receiving pits, 
 Jacking of steel casing, 
 Installation of carrier pipe, 
 Filling of annular space with sand or slurry, and  
 Work site restoration.  

 
Topside equipment used to support the jacking and boring operation is listed in Table 1 and 
includes a crane, a hydraulic jacking machine, a boring machine, backhoe and front end loader 
for pit excavation and spoil handling, and truck transport for equipment movement. 
 

Table 1  
Major Equipment Used During Construction Activities for Force Main Pipeline 

Replacement and Beachwood Pump Station Upgrade 

COMPONENT ACTIVITY 
MAJOR EQUIPMENT  

REQUIRED 

Beachwood Pump 
Station Upgrade 

Pump and Mechanical 
Equipment Removal 

Crane; welder; heavy duty truck 

Wet Well Rehabilitation Vacuum truck; steam/jet sprayer; generator; compressor; crane

Excavation and Shoring 
Excavator; backhoe; haul trucks; trencher; generator; water 
truck 

Pump and Pipe Installation and 
Backfilling 

Excavator; crane; rubber-tired loader; rubber-tired backhoe with 
compactor; water truck; dump truck; welder 

Work Site Restoration Plate compactor; dump truck; grader; roller; water truck 

New Force Main 
Sewer 

Site Preparation Concrete/industrial saw; pavement breaker/jackhammer 

Excavation and Shoring 
Excavator; backhoe; haul trucks; trencher; generator; water 
truck 

Pipe Installation and Backfilling 
(including jacking and receiving 
pits) 

Excavator; crane; rubber-tired loader; rubber-tired backhoe with 
compactor; pipe-jacking equipment; boring machine; 
compressors; generators; haul trucks; water truck; dump truck 

Work Site Restoration 
Plate compactor; asphalt dump truck; asphalt paver; grader; 
roller; water truck 
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2.3 Existing Site Features 

Land uses within the proposed project area include low density residential along the north and 
south of West Chandler Boulevard, and commercial/industrial along North Victory. Land uses 
along the west and east side of North Sparks Street includes low density residential with some 
corridor commercial and medium residential along major streets (Alameda Avenue, West Olive 
Avenue, and West Magnolia Boulevard). 
 
West Chandler Boulevard is a residential street that extends from North Clybourn Avenue in the 
west to North Victory Boulevard in the east. West Chandler Boulevard is a two-lane roadway 
over its entire length and is approximately 30 feet wide that generally includes parking on the 
south side of the residential street and a bike path (Chandler Bikeway) to the north in a median 
area that separates West Chandler Boulevard from Chandler Boulevard. 
 
North Sparks Street is a residential street that extends from just north of West Victory Boulevard 
in the north to West Riverside Drive at the southern edge of the City of Burbank. North Sparks 
Street is a two-lane roadway over its entire length and is approximately 36 feet wide that 
generally includes parking on both sides of the residential street. Major intersections along North 
Sparks Street includes: Alameda Avenue, West Olive Avenue/West Verdugo Avenue, and West 
Magnolia Boulevard. The current roadway configuration includes portions that have been fully 
improved to the ultimate right-of-way with two travel lanes in both directions, curb gutter and 
sidewalk, and street parking. 
 
Land uses along the west and east side of North Sparks Street includes low density residential 
with some corridor commercial and medium residential along major streets (Alameda Avenue, 
West Olive Avenue, and West Magnolia Boulevard). 
 
Minimal vegetation will be impacted during the proposed project activities; however, the City of 
Burbank will employ impact avoidance measures throughout construction (see attached Best 
Management Practices). All construction activities will be confined to existing access roads and 
developed areas, work areas and previously disturbed areas adjacent to existing facilities. No 
negative effect to any listed or sensitive plant or wildlife species is anticipated with 
implementation of the proposed project. 
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3.0 Methods 

3.1 Literature Review 

Prior to initiating field surveys, Psomas reviewed available literature regarding listed, candidate, 
and sensitive plant and wildlife species to identify special status species having the potential to 
occur within the proposed project areas. Literature reviewed included:  
 

 California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) output for the Burbank Quadrangle 
(CDFW 2013);  

 California Native Plant Society Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California 
(CNPS 2013);  

 The State and Federally Listed Endangered and Threatened Animals of California 
(CDFW 2013);  

 The State and Federally Listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California 
(CDFW 2013);  

 The Special Animals List (CDFW 2013); 
 Species Accounts from CDFW website (CDFW 2013); 
 The Jepson Manual: Higher Plants of California;  
 Mammals of California (Eder 2005);  
 Field Guide to the Birds of North America, 4th Edition (The National Geographic Society 

2002);  
 A Field Guide to Western Reptiles and Amphibians, 3rd ed. (Stebbins 2003)  

 
An inventory of listed, candidate and sensitive plant and wildlife species was derived from the 
literature review. Additionally, the life history, habitat requirements, and survey requirements for 
listed and sensitive plant and wildlife species identified by the literature review were reviewed. 
 
As a result of the literature review, three (3) plant species and three (3) wildlife species listed as 
endangered, threatened, candidate or state rare pursuant to the federal or state Endangered 
Species Acts were identified as having the potential to occur within the proposed project area. 
Eight (8) sensitive plant species and eleven (11) sensitive wildlife species were identified by the 
literature review as potentially occurring within the proposed project area or in the vicinity of the 
proposed project area. These plant and wildlife species were assessed for their potential to occur 
within the proposed project area based on habitat requirements, availability and quality of 
suitable habitat, and distribution. Species determined to have the potential to occur within the 
Project area are presented in Appendix A, Special Status Species. A number of plant and wildlife 
species were identified as having no potential to occur within the proposed project area because 
the project area does not contain suitable habitat, or is located out of the species’ known 
geographic range, or is located out of the species’ known elevational range limits. Appendix A 
also summarizes conclusions from analysis regarding the potential occurrence of listed and 
sensitive plant and wildlife species within the proposed project area. Appendix A provides the 
taxonomic and common names of each potentially occurring species, describes each species’ 
status, describes each species’ preferred habitat and distribution, and analyzes the species’ 
potential to occur within the proposed project area. 
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Four sensitive plant communities were identified during the literature review, including 
California Walnut Woodland, Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, Southern Cottonwood 
Willow Riparian Forest, and Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian Forest (CNDDB 2013). None of 
these plant communities were observed within or adjacent to the proposed project area. 

3.2 Field Surveys 

Following completion of the literature review, Psomas conducted two field surveys. During the 
two site visits, Psomas biologist Dr. Brad Blood and Project Manager Mr. Michael Donovan, 
visited the proposed project area and assessed the proposed project area for the presence of 
special status species, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) and California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) jurisdictional boundaries, suitable habitats for endangered and 
threatened, and candidate plant and wildlife species, and the presence of protected plant 
communities.  
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4.0 Results 

As a result of the field surveys, no federally or state endangered, threatened, rare, or candidate 
plant or wildlife species were determined to have the potential to occur within the proposed 
project area (Appendix A). No special-status plant or wildlife species were observed within or 
adjacent to the proposed project area during the surveys. Therefore, no federally or state listed 
endangered, threatened, rare, or candidate plant or wildlife species would be impacted by 
implementation of the proposed project.  
 
No riparian or sensitive plant communities were found within or near the proposed project 
alignment, and therefore, no impacts to these resources would occur. There are no HCPs, or 
NCCPS plan areas within the proposed project Alignment, and therefore, no impacts to existing 
NCCPs or HCPs would occur with implementation of the proposed project.  
 
The proposed project also lies outside USACOE and CDFW jurisdiction; therefore, no impacts 
to jurisdictional waters would occur in association with implementation of the proposed project.  
 
Due to the presence of mature trees and the potential need for trimming of those trees, the 
proposed project has the potential to impact nesting migratory birds and raptors. Nesting 
migratory birds and raptors are protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, and 
State Fish and Game Code 3700 to 3705. The recognized nesting season for migratory birds and 
raptors is February 15 to August 31, depending on weather conditions for any particular year. To 
reduce any potential impact to nesting birds and raptors Psomas recommends that any trimming 
or trees be performed outside of the nesting season. If trimming of trees cannot be performed 
outside the nesting season, the City shall have a qualified biologist survey the proposed project 
alignment for the presence of nesting migratory birds and raptors. Surveys should take place 
within 7 days of the proposed Projects start-date for construction. Should any nest of a protected 
species be observed within 50 feet of the proposed Project’s construction alignment, then the 
biologist will consult with the City on the timing of disturbance and then the biologist will make 
a determination on the need for monitoring. Fifty feet is deemed a sufficient buffer given the 
proposed project’s urban surroundings. 

4.1 Impact Analysis 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that any development, 
refurbishment, repair, or construction that can be defined as a “project” is subject to analysis of 
potential environmental impacts. That analysis includes an assessment of whether or not a 
potential impact can be defined as a “significant effect.” A “significant effect” is defined by 
Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines of 2013 as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, 
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by a project, including 
land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance.” According to the CEQA Guidelines, “an economic or social change by itself shall 
not be considered a significant effect on the environment, but may be considered in determining 
whether the physical change is significant.” 
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The following impact analysis is a summary of the substantial evidence that was used to supports 
the impact conclusions arrived at by the Psomas biologist and the Psomas project manager. The 
impact analysis is intended to support the conclusions that will be provided in the Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the proposed project. The following 
analysis answers the questions required to be answered by CEQA in the CEQA Environmental 
Checklist. 
 
Would the proposed project: 
 
a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 

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

 
No Impact. The proposed project would have no substantial adverse impact, 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 CDFW or USFWS because no federally endangered, -threatened, rare, candidate, or 
state endangered, threatened, candidate, or otherwise sensitive plant or wildlife species 
have the potential to occur within the proposed project area (Appendix B). No listed or 
otherwise sensitive plant or wildlife species were observed within or adjacent to the 
proposed project area during the surveys.  

 
b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 

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

 
No Impact. The proposed project would not result in impacts to biological resources in 
relation to riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS because no riparian 
habitats or sensitive plant communities are present within or near the proposed project 
area. 

 
c) Would the project 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? 

 
No Impact. The proposed project would not impact any 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 because no federally protected wetlands or waters regulated by the federal 
clean water act are present within or near the proposed project. 

 
d) Would the project 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? 
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Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation. The proposed project would not 
interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. No 
migratory fish or wildlife or habitat to support migratory fish or wildlife is present within 
or near the proposed project. 
 
The proposed project has the potential to impact the use of native wildlife nursery sites 
because the proposed project may require the trimming of trees, which provide nesting 
habitat for migratory birds and raptors protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) and by state Fish and Game Code 3503 and 3700-3705.  
 
Nesting birds are protected under the MBTA. The MBTA protects all common wild birds 
found in the United States except the house sparrow (Passer domesticus), European 
starling (Sturnus vulgaris), rock pigeon (Columba livia), and resident game birds such as 
pheasant, grouse, quail, and wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo). Resident game birds are 
managed separately by each state. The MBTA makes it unlawful for anyone to kill, 
capture, collect, posses, buy, sell, trade, ship, import or export any migratory bird 
including feathers, parts, nests, or eggs. State Fish and Game Code 3503 and 3700 to 
3705 makes it illegal to destroy any birds’ nest or any birds’ eggs that are protected under 
the MBTA during the breeding season. Code 3503.5 further protects all birds of prey, 
such as hawks and owls, and their eggs and nests from any form of take during the 
breeding season. 
 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure will lessen potential impacts below 
the level of significance. 

 
MM BIO-1 The City shall schedule proposed project activities, to the extent practical, 

outside the recognized nesting season (February 15-August 31) so as to 
not affect breeding birds. However, should project activities need to be 
scheduled during the recognized nesting season, the City shall complete 
the following activities to avoid impacts to nesting birds: 

 
 The City shall clearly define all work area limits and instruct all 

construction personnel and contractors to respect these defined limits. 
 Pre-construction nesting bird surveys shall be performed to identify 

any nests that may be impacted by construction activities. The City of 
Burbank shall have a qualified biologist perform nesting bird surveys. 
Surveys should take place at least seven days prior to the onset of 
scheduled mobilization and staging activities. Should any active nests 
be found, the biologist will flag the nest area 50 feet on either side of 
the nest.  

 Should active nests be found within 50 feet of scheduled active 
construction areas, a biologist will be assigned to monitor the nest 
during mobilization and staging activities to determine if the activities 
are detrimental to the nesting process. Should the biologist determine 
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that the nesting activities are being disturbed or disrupted, the biologist 
will discuss with the City of Burbank and the construction contractor 
practical alternatives to activities at the nest site. If needed, the City of 
Burbank shall contact the USFWS and CDFW for further guidance.  

 If the City of Burbank workers or subcontractors discover any nests, 
the City of Burbank shall follow protocols specified by the USFWS or 
CDFW. 

 Under no circumstances shall the City of Burbank disturb, capture, 
handle or move birds or their nests. 

 
e) Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 

biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 
 
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation. The proposed project does no 
conflict with local policies protecting biological resources. The City of Burbank 
Municipal Code, Title 7 Chapters 1 and 4, regulate the removal of trees within the City of 
Burbank. Section 7-1-222 states that “Every person making an excavation, tunnel or bore 
in or under the surface of any street shall exercise due care in performing such work in 
order that damage to any trees growing therein shall be avoided. It shall be the duty of the 
person making the excavation, tunnel, or bore to notify the Park, Recreation, and 
Community Services Department whenever there is danger of such damage occurring.” 
In addition, Section 7-4-102 states that the Park, Recreation, and Community Services 
Department “shall have exclusive jurisdiction and control over the planting, care and 
removal of trees, shrubs, and plants in the streets and on other property under the control 
of the City, and any work incidental thereto...” At this time it is unknown if any trees will 
need to be removed to implement the proposed project. Therefore, mitigation is provided 
below to ensure the project does not conflict with the established tree protection 
ordinance, and impacts would be less than significant. Minimal trimming of tree branches 
would occur with the implementation of the proposed project. No trees are anticipated to 
be removed with the proposed project. 
 
Potential impacts to trees may come from impacts to the root systems with the tunneling 
proposed with the proposed project. 
 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure will lessen potential impacts below 
the level of significance. 
 
MM BIO-2 Prior to any tree removal within any portion of the proposed project, the 

Director of the City of Burbank Park, Recreation, and Community 
Services Department shall be contacted to ensure compliance with the City 
of Burbank Municipal Code, specifically Title 7 Chapters 1 and 4 (Section 
7-1-222 and 7-4-102). Any impacted trees will be replaced in-kind with a 
nursery stock minimum of 5-10 gallon size container tree. 

 
f) Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 
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No Impact. The proposed project would not impact biological resources in relation to 
conflicts with the provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) or Natural 
Community Conservation Plans (NCCPs) or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan. The proposed project would not conflict with any local HCP or 
NCCP because the proposed project area is not within any HCP or NCCPs planning area 
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 
 
As a result of a review of the conservation planning program administered by the CDFW, 
it was determined that there are no NCCPs within the vicinity of the proposed project 
(CDFW/NCCP 2010). As a result of a review of the conservation planning program 
administered by the Ventura Field Office of the USFWS, it was determined that there are 
no permitted HCPs or draft HCPs within the vicinity of the proposed project (USFWS 
2010). Therefore, there are no expected impacts to biological resources related to 
conflicts with the provisions of any adopted HCPs or NCCPs.  
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Appendix A 
Listed, Candidate, and Sensitive Species Having the Potential to Occur  

within the Proposed Project Area 
Scientific 

Name 
Common 

Name 
 

Status 
General Habitat 

Description General Distribution 
Potential For 
Occurrence 

Listed Endangered and Threatened Plants  

Berberis nevinii Nevin’s 
barberry 

FE,  
SE,  
CNPS: 
1B.1 
 

Nevin’s barberry grows in 
two habitat types. In the 
alluvial scrub community it 
grows on sandy and gravelly 
substrates along the 
margins of dry washes. In 
the chaparral community, it 
grows on steep, north-facing 
slopes with coarse soils and 
rocky slopes. It has also 
been found in cismontane 
woodlands, riparian scrub, 
and coastal sage scrub.  
Blooming period: Mar – Apr.
 

The distribution of the Nevin’s 
barberry includes dry washes 
below the foothill zone of the 
southern California Transverse 
and Peninsular Ranges in Los 
Angeles, San Bernardino, 
Riverside and San Diego 
counties. Nevin’s barberry is 
endemic to southwestern 
cismontane southern California. 
It occurs in restricted localized 
populations from the interior 
foothills of the San Gabriel 
Mountains of Los Angeles 
County and San Bernardino 
County southeast to near the 
foothills of the Agua Tibia 
Mountains of southwestern 
Riverside County. Scattered 
naturalized populations have 
been established outside this 
range in San Diego County. 
Elevational range: 970 – 2,700 
feet MSL. 

No potential to occur. 
The Project area 
lacks appropriate 
habitat for Nevin’s 
barberry. Project 
activities would not 
impact this species; 
Project impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 
 

Chorizanthe 
parryi var. 
fernandina 

San 
Fernando 
Valley 
spineflower 

FC,  
SE,  
CNPS: 
1B.1 
 

Grows in sandy and gravelly 
places associated with 
sandstone, sometimes in 
washes, typically in open 
areas associated with mixed 
grassland, chaparral, and 
coastal sage scrub 
communities. Rediscovered 
in 1999.  
Blooming period: Apr – Jul. 
 

Currently is known only from 
Laskey Mesa of Ahmanson 
Ranch in the Simi Hills, Ventura 
County; and from the Newhall 
Ranch and adjoining county land 
in the Santa Susana foothills, 
Los Angeles County. 
Elevational range: 492 – 4,002 
feet MSL. 

No potential to occur. 
The Project area 
lacks appropriate 
habitat for San 
Fernando Valley 
spineflower. Project 
activities would not 
impact this species; 
Project impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 

Dodecahema 
leptoceras 

slender-
horned 
spineflower 

FE,  
SE,  
CNPS: 
1B.1 

This species grows on 
sandy soil of alluvium in 
flood plains and in washes. 
This spineflower is 
associated with the eastern-
most occurrence of coastal 
sage scrub, known as 
alluvial fan sage scrub. 
Cryptogrammic crusts are 
frequently present in areas 
occupied by this plant.  
Blooming period: Apr – Jun. 
 

Presently, records recognize 
nine to eleven populations of this 
species in Los Angeles, 
Riverside and San Bernardino 
counties on both private and 
federal land. Populations occur 
within eight watersheds: Santa 
Clara River, Big Tujunga Wash, 
Lytle Creek, Santa Ana River, 
San Jacinto River, Bautista 
Creek, Temescal Canyon, and 
Vail Lake. Most of these support 
only a small number of 

No potential to occur. 
The Project area 
lacks appropriate 
habitat for slender-
horned spineflower. 
Project activities 
would not impact this 
species; Project 
impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
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Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

 
Status 

General Habitat 
Description General Distribution 

Potential For 
Occurrence 

subpopulations. This species 
ranges from Tujunga Canyon at 
the eastern edge of the San 
Fernando Valley eastward to the 
Santa Ana Wash near Redlands 
and southward to the San 
Jacinto River flood plain near 
Hemet and Temescal Canyon 
near Elsinore. A new population 
was recently discovered on the 
Pechanga Indian Reservation 
along Pechanga Creek in 
Temecula, Riverside County.  
Elevational range: 660 – 2,500 
feet MSL.  

therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 
 

Sensitive Plants 

Atriplex parishii Parish’s 
brittlescale 

CNPS: 
1B.1 

Occurs within alkali vernal 
pools, alkali annual 
grassland, alkali playa, and 
alkali chenopod scrub and 
alkali vernal plains. Usually 
found on drying alkaline flats 
with fine soils. 
Blooming period: Jun – Oct.

Found in western Riverside and 
San Diego counties. In 
Riverside, this plant is found at 
Salt Creek west of Hemet and 
the Winchester Valley.  
Elevational range: 80 – 6,230 
feet MSL. 

No potential to occur. 
The Project area 
lacks appropriate 
habitat for Parish’s 
brittlescale. Project 
activities would not 
impact this species; 
Project impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 
 
 

California 
macrophylla 

round-
leaved 
filaree 

CNPS: 
1B.1 

Round-leaved filaree occurs 
in grasslands on friable clay 
soils, although it may 
historically have been 
common on other soil types. 
It has been found in non-
native grassland on clay 
soils with relatively low 
cover of annual grasses. It 
most often occurs in foothill 
locations. 
Blooming period: Mar – 
May. 

Round-leaved filaree ranges 
from southern Oregon through 
California into northern Mexico. 
In California, it is known from 
scattered occurrences in the 
Great Valley, southern North 
Coast Ranges, San Francisco 
Bay Area, South Coast Ranges, 
Channel Islands, Transverse 
Ranges, and Peninsular Ranges. 
Round-leaved filaree is found in 
the following counties: Alameda, 
Contra Costa, Colusa, Fresno, 
Glenn, Kings, Kern, Lake, 
Lassen, Los Angeles, Merced, 
Monterey, Napa, Riverside, 
Santa Barbara, San Benito, 
Santa Clara, San Diego, San 
Joaquin, San Luis Obispo, San 
Mateo, Solano, Sonoma, 
Stanislaus, Tehama, Ventura, 
and Yolo. The elevational range 
of this plant is 30 – 4,000 feet 
MSL. 

No potential to occur. 
The Project area 
lacks appropriate 
habitat for round-
leaved filaree. Project 
activities would not 
impact this species; 
Project impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 
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Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

 
Status 

General Habitat 
Description General Distribution 

Potential For 
Occurrence 

Elevational range: 30 – 4,000 
feet MSL. 

Calochortus 
clavatus var. 
gracilis 

slender 
mariposa lily 

CNPS: 
1B.2 

Found on shaded foothill 
canyons often on grassy 
slopes within other habitat 
such as chaparral and 
coastal sage scrub.  Can be 
found after fire.  
Blooming period: Mar – Jun.

Known from only nine 
occurrences in the San Gabriel 
Mountains in Los Angeles 
County. 
Elevational range: 1,181 – 3,280 
feet MSL. 

No potential to occur. 
The Project area 
lacks appropriate 
habitat for slender 
mariposa lily. Project 
activities would not 
impact this species; 
Project impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 

Calochortus 
plummerae 

Plummer’s 
mariposa lily 

CNPS: 
4.2 

This plant prefers openings 
in chaparral, foothill 
woodland, coastal sage 
scrub, valley and foothill 
grasslands, cismontane 
woodland, lower montane 
coniferous forest and yellow 
pine forest. They are found 
on dry, rocky slopes and 
soils and brushy areas.  Can 
be very common after fire.  
Blooming period: May – Jul.

Found in Los Angeles, Orange, 
Riverside, San Bernardino, and 
Ventura counties. 
Elevational range: 330 – 5,580 
feet MSL. 
 

No potential to occur. 
The Project area 
lacks appropriate 
habitat for Plummer’s 
mariposa lily. Project 
activities would not 
impact this species; 
Project impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 

Dudleya 
multicaulis 

many-
stemmed 
dudleya 

CNPS: 
1B.2 

Many-stemmed dudleya is 
often associated with clay 
soils in barrens, rocky 
places, and ridgelines as 
well as thinly vegetated 
openings in chaparral, valley 
and foothill grassland, and 
coastal sage scrub in heavy 
soils, often clay.  
Blooming period: Apr – Jul. 

Many-stemmed dudleya is 
endemic to southwestern 
California from western Los 
Angeles County south through 
extreme southwestern San 
Bernardino, Orange, and 
western Riverside Counties 
south to extreme northern San 
Diego County. Elevational range: 
50 – 2,591 feet MSL. 

No potential to occur. 
The Project area 
lacks appropriate 
habitat for many-
stemmed dudleya. 
Project activities 
would not impact this 
species; Project 
impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 

Horkelia cuneata 
var. puberula 

mesa 
horkelia 

CNPS: 
1B.1 

Found in sandy or gravelly 
sites of chaparral, coastal 
scrub, and cismontane 
woodlands.  
Blooming period: Feb - Sept.

Found in San Luis Obispo, Santa 
Barbara, Ventura, Los Angeles 
and Orange counties. 
Elevational range: 229 – 2,657 
feet MSL. 

No potential to occur. 
The Project area 
lacks appropriate 
habitat for mesa 
horkelia. Project 
activities would not 
impact this species; 
Project impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
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Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

 
Status 

General Habitat 
Description General Distribution 

Potential For 
Occurrence 

disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 

Malacothamnus 
davidsonii 

Davidson’s 
bush-mallow 

CNPS: 
1B.2 

Found in sandy washes of 
chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, 
and riparian woodland.  
Blooming period: Jun - Jan. 

In southern California, this 
species is found in Los Angeles 
County. 
Elevational range: 606 – 2,805 
feet MSL. 

No potential to occur. 
The Project area 
lacks appropriate 
habitat for Davidson’s 
bush-mallow. Project 
activities would not 
impact this species; 
Project impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 

Pseudognaphali
um 
leucocephalum 

white rabbit-
tobacco 

CNPS: 
2.2 

Occurs in chaparral, 
cismontane woodlands,  
coastal scrub and riparian 
woodlands in sandy and 
gravelly sites. 
Blooming period: (Jul) Aug –
Nov (Dec) Months in 
parentheses are uncommon.

Found in Los Angeles, Orange, 
Riverside, Santa Barbara, San 
Diego, San Luis Obispo, and 
Ventura counties. 
Elevational range: 0 – 6,888 feet 
MSL. 
 

No potential to occur. 
The Project area 
lacks appropriate 
habitat for white 
rabbit-tobacco. 
Project activities 
would not impact this 
species; Project 
impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 

Listed Endangered, Threatened, and Candidate Wildlife

Birds 

Empidonax traillii 
extimus 

southwester
n willow 
flycathcher 

FE, 
SE 

Southwestern willow 
flycatchers typically arrive in 
southern California at the 
end of April and adults 
depart from the breeding 
territory in mid-August to 
early September. They are 
restricted to riparian 
woodlands along streams, 
rivers, wetlands and 
marshes with mature, dense 
stands of willows, 
cottonwoods, or smaller 
spring fed or boggy areas 
with willows or alders. 
Riparian habitat provides 
both breeding and foraging 
habitat for the species. The 
southwestern willow 

It occurs from near sea level to 
over 8,500 feet MSL, but is 
primarily found in lower elevation 
riparian habitat in southern 
California.  Breeds in California 
from the Mexican border north to 
Independence in the Owens 
Valley, the South Fork Kern 
River, and Santa Ynez River in 
Santa Barbara County. River 
systems where the flycatchers 
persists include the Colorado, 
Owens, Kern, Mojave, Santa 
Ana, Pilgrim Creek, Santa 
Margarita, San Luis Rey, San 
Diego, San Mateo Creek, San 
Timoteo Creek, Santa Clara, 
Santa Ynez, Sweetwater, San 
Dieguito, and Temecula Creek.  

No potential to occur. 
The project site does 
not contain suitable 
nesting or foraging 
habitat to support 
southwestern willow 
flycatcher. Project 
activities would not 
impact this species; 
Project impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 
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Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

 
Status 

General Habitat 
Description General Distribution 

Potential For 
Occurrence 

flycatcher nests from zero to 
13 feet above ground in 
thickets of trees and shrubs 
approximately 13 to 23 feet 
tall with a high percentage of 
canopy cover and dense 
foliage. Nesting willow 
flycatchers invariably prefer 
areas with surface water 
nearby.  

Polioptila 
californica 
californica 

coastal 
California 
gnatcatcher 

FT,  
SSC 

A non-migratory, permanent 
resident of coastal sage 
scrub (css) habitat, which is 
a broad category of 
vegetation that includes the 
following plant communities: 
Venturan css, Diegan css, 
maritime succulent scrub, 
Riversidean sage scrub, 
Riversidean alluvial fan sage 
scrub, southern coastal bluff 
scrub, and coastal sage-
chaparral scrub. They also 
use chaparral, grassland 
and riparian habitats next to 
css, but these habitats are 
used dispersal and foraging. 
They avoid nesting on steep 
slopes.  

They are restricted to coastal 
slopes of southern California 
from Ventura and western San 
Bernardino counties south to 
northern Baja below 1,500 feet 
MSL. May still occur along lower, 
coastal slopes of San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains 
in Los Angeles and San 
Bernardino counties, but status 
is uncertain. Their breeding 
period is from February to 
August.  
 

No potential to occur. 
The project site does 
not contain suitable 
nesting or foraging 
habitat to support 
coastal California 
gnatcatcher. Project 
activities would not 
impact this species; 
Project impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 

Vireo bellii 
pusillus 

least Bell’s 
vireo 

FE, 
SE 

Least Bell’s vireos primarily 
occupy riverine riparian 
habitats that typically feature 
dense cover within 1-2 m of 
the ground and a dense, 
stratified canopy. Typically it 
is associated with southern 
willow scrub, cottonwood-
willow forest, mule fat scrub, 
sycamore alluvial woodland, 
coast live oak riparian forest, 
arroyo willow riparian forest, 
or mesquite in desert 
localities. It uses habitat 
which is limited to the 
immediate vicinity of water 
courses. 2,000 feet 
elevation in the interior.  

A spring and summer resident of 
southern California. Except for a 
few outlying pairs, the 
subspecies is currently restricted 
to southern California south of 
the Tehachapi Mountains, along 
the coast and the western edge 
of the Mojave Desert to 
northwestern Baja California 
below 2,000 feet in elevation. 
Breeding pairs have been 
observed in the counties of 
Monterey, San Benito, Inyo, 
Santa Barbara, San Bernardino, 
Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange, 
Riverside, and San Diego. They 
usually arrive from their Mexican 
wintering areas by end of March, 
and depart southern California 
by end of August. 

No potential to occur. 
The project site does 
not contain suitable 
nesting or foraging 
habitat to support 
least Bell’s vireo. 
Project activities 
would not impact this 
species; Project 
impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 

Sensitive and Locally Important Wildlife 

Birds 

Athene 
cunicularia 

burrowing 
owl 

USFWS 
SSC 

The burrowing owl occurs in 
shortgrass prairies, 
grasslands, lowland scrub, 
agricultural lands, 
rangelands, prairies, coastal 
dunes, desert floors, and 

It is a year-long resident formerly 
common in appropriate habitats 
throughout the state, excluding 
the humid northwest coastal 
forests and high mountains. In 
California, burrowing owls are 

No potential to occur. 
The Project site is 
outside of the known 
range for this 
species. The project 
sites are located 
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Common 
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General Habitat 
Description General Distribution 

Potential For 
Occurrence 

some artificial, open areas 
as a year-long resident. 
They may also occur in forb 
and open shrub stages of 
pinyon-juniper and 
ponderosa pine habitats. 
They require large open 
expanses of sparsely 
vegetated areas on gently 
rolling or level terrain with an 
abundance of active small 
mammal burrows, most 
notably the California 
ground squirrel. As a critical 
habitat feature need, they 
require the use of rodent or 
other burrows for roosting 
and nesting cover. They 
may also use pipes, 
culverts, and nest boxes 
where burrows are scarce.  

restricted to the central valley 
extending from Redding south to 
the Grapevine, east through the 
Mojave Desert and west to San 
Jose, the San Francisco Bay 
area, the outer coastal foothills 
area which extend from 
Monterey south to San Diego 
and the Sonoran desert. It is a 
resident in the open areas of the 
lowlands over much of the 
southern California region. 
Found as high as 5,300 feet 
MSL in Lassen County. 
 

within disturbed and 
developed areas 
outside of this 
species normal 
habitat. . The Project 
would not negatively 
impact this species 
because of its 
confined work area.  

Reptiles 

Anniella pulchra 
pulchra 

silvery 
legless 
lizard 

SSC Has been described as a 
sand-swimmer that is 
common in several habitats, 
but especially in coastal 
dune, valley-foothill, 
chaparral, coastal sage 
scrub, oak woodland, pine-
oak woodland, sycamores, 
cottonwoods, and pine 
forests. Legless lizards also 
occur in creosote desert 
scrub at the western edge of 
the Mojave Desert. A 
fossorial animal, it is found 
primarily in areas with sandy 
or loose organic soil or 
where there is plenty of leaf 
litter. They are usually 
associated with friable soils 
with some moisture content 
and some vegetative cover.  
They are often found under, 
or in the close vicinity of, 
surface objects such as 
logs, rocks, old boards and 
the compacted debris of 
woodrat nests. Rocky soils 
or areas disturbed by 
agriculture, or other human 
uses apparently lack legless 
lizards. 

This California endemic ranges 
from Contra Costa County, south 
through the Coast, Transverse, 
and Peninsular ranges; parts of 
the San Joaquin Valley; and the 
western edge of the Sierra 
Nevada Mountains and Mojave 
Desert to northwestern Baja 
California, Mexico. It inhabits 
elevations from sea level along 
the coast to 6,000 feet MSL in 
the Sierra Nevada Mountains. It 
generally occurs west of the 
desert. Scattered desert slope 
records are known from 
Lancaster in Antelope Valley 
(Los Angeles and Kern 
counties), Morongo Valley (San 
Bernardino County), White 
Water (Riverside County), and in 
the San Felipe Creek drainage 
(San Diego County). 
 

No potential to occur. 
The Project site is 
outside of the known 
range for this 
species. The project 
sites are within 
disturbed and 
developed areas 
outside of this 
species normal 
habitat. . The Project 
would not negatively 
impact this species 
because of its 
confined work area.  

Emys marmorata western 
pond turtle 

SSC Inhabits slow moving 
permanent or intermittent 
streams, small ponds, small 
lakes, reservoirs, 
abandoned gravel pits, 

Currently, it ranges south of San 
Francisco Bay to northern Baja 
California, Mexico, west of the 
Sierra-Cascade crest and absent 
from desert regions, except in 

No potential to occur. 
The Project site is 
outside of the known 
range for this 
species. The project 
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permanent and ephemeral 
shallow wetlands, stock 
ponds, and sewage 
treatment lagoons. Pools 
are the preferred habitat 
within streams. Abundant 
logs, rocks, submerged 
vegetation, mud, undercut 
banks, and ledges are 
necessary habitat 
components for cover as 
well as a water depth 
greater than 2 m.  

the Mojave Desert along the 
Mojave River and its tributaries. 
Isolated populations are known 
to exist as far into the Mojave 
Desert as Afton Canyon, and in 
the Amargosa River, County of 
Los Angeles. Elevation range 
extends from sea level to 6,000 
feet MSL. 

sites are located 
within disturbed and 
developed areas 
outside of this 
species normal 
habitat. . The Project 
would not negatively 
impact this species 
because of its 
confined work area.  

Mammals 

Antrozous 
pallidus 

pallid bat SSC,  
FSS  

A wide variety of habitats is 
occupied by pallid bats, 
including deserts, 
grasslands, shrublands, 
woodlands, and forests form 
sea level up through mixed 
conifer forests. They are 
most common in deserts, 
preferring areas of open, dry 
habitats, with rocky areas for 
roosting and water nearby. 
Night roosts may be in more 
open sites, such as porches 
and open buildings. Pallid 
bats day roosts in rock 
crevices, tree hollows, 
mines, caves, and a variety 
of man-made structures.  

The pallid bat is a locally 
common species of low 
elevations in California. It occurs 
throughout California except for 
the high Sierra Nevada from 
Shasta to Kern counties and the 
northwestern corner of the state 
from Del Norte and western 
Siskiyou counties to northern 
Mendocino County.  Local data 
suggest that this species may be 
most common at elevations 
below 6,000 feet MSL on both 
coastal and desert sides.  

No potential to occur. 
The Project site lacks 
suitable roosting and 
foraging habitat. This 
project will not 
negatively affect this 
species because of 
the limited nature of 
the work and also 
because the work will 
take place in the 
daylight. Project 
impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 

Eumops perotis 
californicus 

western 
mastiff bat 
 
 

SSC Western mastiff bats are 
found in a variety of 
habitats, such as semi-arid 
to arid habitats, including 
conifer and deciduous 
woodlands, coastal scrub, 
annual and perennial 
grasslands, palm oases, 
chaparral, desert scrub, and 
urban areas. The species’ 
distribution is 
geomorphically determined. 
They roost generally under 
exfoliating rock slabs and 
rock crevices along cliffs.  
Western mastiff bats prefer 
deep crevices that are at 
least 15 or 20 feet above the 
ground.  

In California, they have been 
recorded from Butte County 
southward in the western 
lowlands through the southern 
California coastal basins and the 
western portions of the 
southeastern desert region. 
Uncommon resident in 
southeastern San Joaquin Valley 
and Coastal Ranges from 
Monterey County southward 
through southern California, from 
the coast eastward to the Mojave 
and Colorado Deserts. 
 

No potential to occur. 
The Project site lacks 
suitable roosting and 
foraging habitat. This 
project will not 
negatively affect this 
species because of 
the limited nature of 
the work and also 
because the work will 
take place in the 
daylight. Project 
impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 

Lasiurus 
cinereus 

hoary bat ND The hoary bat is often found 
near open grassy areas in 
coniferous and deciduous 
forest or near lakes. They 

The hoary bat may be found at 
any location in California, 
although distribution is patchy in 
southeastern deserts. This 

No potential to occur. 
The Project site lacks 
suitable roosting and 
foraging habitat. This 
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prefer open habitats or 
habitat mosaics, with access 
to trees for cover and open 
areas or habitat edges for 
feeding. Habitats suitable for 
bearing young include all 
woodlands and forests with 
medium to large-size trees 
and dense foliage. During 
summer, it roosts alone in 
the shade of foliage, with an 
open space beneath the 
roost so that it can drop into 
flight. Winter roosts include 
sides of buildings and tree 
trunks. 

common, solitary species winters 
along the coast and in southern 
California, breeding inland and 
north of the winter range. During 
migration, it may be found at 
locations far from the normal 
range, such as the Channel 
Islands and the Farallon Islands. 
Hoary bats have been recorded 
from sea level to 13,200 feet 
MSL. 
 

project will not 
negatively affect this 
species because of 
the limited nature of 
the work and also 
because the work will 
take place in the 
daylight. Project 
impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 

Lasiurus 
xanthinus 

western 
yellow bat 

SSC The western yellow bat can 
be found in valley foothill 
riparian, desert riparian, 
desert wash, and palm oasis 
habitats. This bat roosts in 
dead palm tree fronds and 
other trees. It roosts and 
feeds in, and near, palm 
oases and riparian habitats. 
It forages over water and 
among trees. It is 
sometimes found in urban 
areas. This species occurs 
year-round in California. 

The southwestern yellow bat is 
uncommon in California, known 
only in Los Angeles and San 
Bernardino counties south to the 
Mexican border. This species 
has been recorded below 2,000 
feet MSL. 
 

No potential to occur. 
The Project site lacks 
suitable roosting and 
foraging habitat. This 
project will not 
negatively affect this 
species because of 
the limited nature of 
the work and also 
because the work will 
take place in the 
daylight. Project 
impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 

Nyctinomops 
macrotis 

big free-
tailed bat 

SSC   No potential to occur. 
The Project site lacks 
suitable roosting and 
foraging habitat. This 
project will not 
negatively affect this 
species because of 
the limited nature of 
the work and also 
because the work will 
take place in the 
daylight. Project 
impacts are 
temporary and 
located within 
disturbed and 
developed areas; 
therefore Project will 
not affect this 
species. 
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Neotoma lepida 
intermedia 

San Diego 
desert 
woodrat 

SSC The San Diego desert 
woodrat is found in a variety 
of shrub and desert habitats 
primarily associated with 
rock outcroppings, boulders, 
cacti, or areas of dense 
undergrowth. Desert 
woodrats commonly inhabit 
Joshua tree woodlands, 
pinyon-juniper woodlands, 
mixed chaparral, coastal 
sage scrub, and desert 
habitats. Desert woodrats 
actively avoid open areas 
that do not provide adequate 
refuge sites. The desert 
woodrat often is associated 
with large cactus patches, 
rocky outcroppings and 
boulder-covered hillsides. In 
rocky outcrops, desert 
woodrats are known to 
construct dens in the cracks 
between boulders. Cactus 
patches are also a favorite 
den site.  

The San Diego desert woodrat 
occurs in coastal southern 
California from San Luis Obispo 
County south through the 
Transverse and Peninsular 
Ranges into Baja California. 
Historic locations of the San 
Diego desert woodrat on and 
adjacent to National Forest 
System lands have been 
recorded from San Luis Obispo 
near Los Padres National Forest, 
San Fernando near Angeles 
National Forest, Redlands and 
the San Bernardino Mountains 
on and near the San Bernardino 
National Forest, and Julian near 
the Cleveland National Forest. It 
elevational range is from sea 
level to 8,500 feet MSL. 

No potential to occur. 
The Project site is 
outside of the known 
range for this 
species. The project 
sites are located 
within disturbed and 
developed areas 
outside of this 
species normal 
habitat. . The Project 
would not negatively 
impact this species 
because of its 
confined work area.  

Onychomys 
torridus ramona 

southern 
grasshopper 
mouse 

SSC The southern grasshopper 
mouse rangewide is found in 
low arid scrub and semi-
scrub vegetation desert 
areas, especially scrub 
habitats with friable soils for 
digging. It prefers low to 
moderate shrub cover. It is 
also found in grasslands and 
sparse coastal sage scrub 
habitats. They nest in 
burrows, and while they may 
dig their own burrows in 
sandy or other friable 
substrates, they often use 
burrows dug by other 
rodents.  

The subspecies O. t. ramona is 
restricted to coastal southern 
California, with marginal records 
for Mint Canyon west of 
Palmdale, San Fernando, 
Riverside, Valle Vista, Warner 
Pass, La Puerta Valley, 
Jacumba, Santee Mountains, 
and the mouth of the Tijuana 
River Valley. 

No potential to occur. 
The Project site is 
outside of the known 
range for this 
species. The project 
sites are located 
within disturbed and 
developed areas 
outside of this 
species normal 
habitat. . The Project 
would not negatively 
impact this species 
because of its 
confined work area.  

Taxidea taxus American 
badger 

CDFW_
SSC 

Badgers occur from alpine 
meadows to elevations as 
low as Death Valley, which 
is below sea level. 
Essentially the badger is an 
animal of open places. It 
shuns forests. In California, 
badgers occupy a diversity 
of habitats. The principal 
requirements seem to be 
sufficient food, friable soils, 
and relatively open, 
uncultivated ground. 
Grasslands, savannas, 
openings in desert scrub, 

In California, badgers ranged 
throughout the state except for 
the humid coastal forests of 
northwestern California in Del 
Norte County and the 
northwestern portion of 
Humboldt County. No current 
data exist on the status of 
badger populations in California, 
but they have obviously declined 
or disappeared in large sections 
of the state, particularly areas 
west of the Cascade-Sierra 
Nevada mountain axis and in 
coastal basins of southern 

No potential to occur. 
The Project site is 
outside of the known 
range for this 
species. The project 
sites are located 
within disturbed and 
developed areas 
outside of this 
species normal 
habitat. . The Project 
would not negatively 
impact this species 
because of its 
confined work area.  
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and grassy mountain 
meadows near timberline 
are preferred. They can also 
occur in treeless pastures 
and drained marshes. 
Badgers are generally 
associated with dry, open, 
treeless regions, prairies, 
parklands, and cold desert 
areas. They seem to occur 
primarily in areas of low to 
moderate slope.  

California. The badger’s 
altitudinal range extends from 
below sea level in Death Valley 
to over 12,000 feet MSL. 
 

Federal Status 
FE= Federally Endangered: any species that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of their range.  
 
FT = Federally Threatened: any species, that is considered likely to become endangered throughout all or a significant portion 
of its range within the foreseeable future.  
  
FC= Federal Candidate for Listing: any species, that is being considered for listing as endangered or threatened, but for 
which a proposed regulation has not yet been published.  
 
California State Status  
SE= California State Endangered: any species, which is in serious danger of becoming extinct throughout all, or a significant 
portion, of their range.  
    
ST = California State Threatened: any species that is likely to become an endangered species in the foreseeable future in the 
absence of special protection.  
 
SCT = California State Candidate Threatened: any species that the Fish and Game Commission (FGC) has formally declared 
a candidate species. 
    
SSC = Species of Special Concern status applies to animals not listed under the federal Endangered Species Act or the 
California Endangered Species Act, but which the California Department of Fish and Wildlife have determined 1) are declining 
at a rate that could result in listing, or 2) historically occurred in low numbers and known threats to their persistence currently 
exist.  
 
Fully Protected: animal species may not be taken or possessed at any time and no licenses or permits may be issued for their 
take. . 
 
California Native Plant Society Status 
CNPS 1B =California Native Plant Society List 1B plants are native California species, subspecies or varieties that are rare, 
threatened, or endangered in California and throughout its range. 
 
California Native Plant Society Threat Codes 
0.1 means it is seriously endangered in California. 
0.2 means it is fairly endangered in California. 
0.3 means it is not very endangered in California.  
 
Other  
ND = No Designation 
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May 1, 2014 

Michael P. Donovan, PG, CHg 
P S O M A S 
Associate/Senior Hydrogeologist, Natural Resources 
3 Hutton Centre Drive, #200 
Santa Ana, CA 92707 
 

Subject: Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Report 
for the City of Burbank Pump Station and Force Main Project 
City of Burbank, California 

 

Dear Mr. Donovan, 

Attached is the cultural resources analysis for the Burbank Pump Station and Force Main 
project.  The analysis was performed in the format of the CEQA checklists that you had 
provided.  

Please let me know if you have any questions.  You can reach me at 714.508.4100, 
extension 1017, or email me at mhoulihan@brandman.com 

Sincerely, 

 

Michael E. Houlihan, AICP 
Associate Director, Environmental Services 
FirstCarbon Solutions 
220 Commerce, Suite 200 
Irvine, CA 92602 
 
Enc: Cultural Resources Reconnaissance Report 
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Construction Timing 

The construction is anticipated to begin in September 2014, and be completed within approximately 
12 months.  Site restoration and pump station upgrades will be the final phases of the construction 
and is anticipated to be completed between August and September 2015. 

 
 









P S O M
Pump S
Cultura

 

 
FirstCar
H:\Client (PN

SECT

After 
unrec
existin
main 
archa
Spark
Spark
the ex
Street
Chand

 

M A S - City of Burb
Station and Force M
l Resources Recon

rbon Solutions 
N-JN)\0914\09140031\CR Re

ATION 3: 

a field review
corded cultura
ng structures 
route.  Pipe-j
eology obser

ks Street, and 
ks Street and t
xisting buried
t between Riv
dler Boulevar

bank 
Main Project 

nnaissance Report

eport\09140031 CR Attachme

REA OF PO

w of the Proje
al resources a
during const
acking (a form

rved that a res
the new forc

the east curb
d facility at Mo
verside Drive 
rd to the BWR

t 

ent.docx 

OTENTIAL

ct, FCS believ
along the rout
ruction are p
m of tunnelin
sidential sew

ce main will b
.  For this rea
ountain View
and Chandle

RP (see Exhibi

L EFFECT

ves there to b
te.  Indirect im
ossible 50 fee

ng) will occur 
er line runs b
e placed betw
son, the Area

w Park, a band
r Boulevard, a
it 4). 

be no direct im
mpacts in the
et or less from
at certain int

beneath the c
ween the cen
a of Potential 
d of land near
and the force

mpact to any 
e form of vibr
m the centerl
ersections.  T
enter of Nort

nterline of No
Effect (APE) f

r and in North
e main replac

Area of Potentia

recorded or 
ration effects 
ine of the for

The FCS 
th and South 
rth and South
for this repor
h and South S
ement route 

al Effect 

7 

to 
rce 

h 
rt is 
Sparks 
along 





P S O M
Pump S
Cultura

 

 
FirstCar
H:\Client (PN

SECT

Galvin
and h
does 
list 10
signif
for m
that c
propo

Durin
comfo
Coast
numb
each y
alone
was lo
north
comp

The o
befor
famou
appea
Lots w
of sub
Inform
locati
those
limite
Tract 
visited

GPA li
the su
Centu
nonex
wide 
detac
lots, p
the st
one b

M A S - City of Burb
Station and Force M
l Resources Recon

rbon Solutions 
N-JN)\0914\09140031\CR Re

BTION 4: 

n and Taniguc
istorical back
not recognize

0 recommend
icance is subj
ore historic d

common arch
osed Burbank

g the Depress
ort of prosper
t.  Constructio
ber of residen
year, City pop
, over 275 str

ocated on the
 end.  Reside
lete by 1959.

ld sheep ranc
e about 1910
us Mexican la
ar with Tract n
within those T
bdivision left 
mation Numb
on descriptio

e sections cros
ed to those pa
were downlo
d. 

ists a series o
urvey include
ury Commerci
xistent becau
and 130 to 13
hed garages i

paving the str
treet, then th
by one, much 

bank 
Main Project 

nnaissance Report

eport\09140031 CR Attachme

URBANK 

chi (GPA 2009
kground speci
e any potentia
ded historic di
ect to reinter

districts elsew
itectural style

k historical dis

sion, manufa
rity to a lowe
on of hundred
ts gained was

pulation stood
ructures were
e old Rancho 
ntial develop
. 

ching lands of
0, were divide
andholders.  I
numbers bein
Tracts were as
its mark on th

ber, or AIN) no
on based on th
ssed by the st
arcels located
oaded from th

f main struct
d Bungalows,
ial.  Structure
se the lot size
35 feet long.  
in the rear.  T
reets, grading
e developer w
exhibited a s

t 

ent.docx 

DEVELOPM

9) have provid
ifics and can b
al historical d
istricts elsewh
rpretation as 

where in Burba
es of resident
stricts: some o

cturing (aviat
r to middle-c

ds of single fa
s substantial. 
d at 2,913 in 1
e built betwee
Providencia p
ment of thes

f the San Fern
ed into pieces
n the 1900’s,

ng assigned to
ssigned a seri
he official rec
ow recorded w
he older syste
treets in the A
 within 100 fe

he Los Angele

ural design st
, Tudor Reviva

es lacking dist
es along Nort
Most of the s
he Tracts in t
 the lots flat. 
would sell the
mall row of id

MENT HIS

ded the most 
be accessed o
istrict in or ne
here in the Ci
time passes a
ank is inevita
tial and comm
of these style

tion) and Holl
lass suburban
mily homes t
 Incorporated

1920 rising to
en 1924 and 1
property, with
e areas began

nando Valley, 
 bearing the n
Los Angeles 

o subdivisions
ies of number
cords because
with the Los A
em.  The Tract
APE, and disc
eet of the cen

es County Asse

tyles in their r
al, Spanish Co
tinctive styles
h and South S
structures we
his area appe
 Two or three

e remainder o
dentical home

STORY 

recent histor
online (http:/
ear the Force
ity.  Because 
and neighbor
ble.  A second

mercial develo
es can be foun

lywood (stud
n City that wa
took place be
d in 1911 and

o 78,577 in 19
1959.  Much 
h some land f
n in the early 

 like all prope
names of the
County’s Trac
s of land reco
rs beginning w
e each official
Angeles Coun
ts discussed b

cussion of the
nter of the na
essor website

report.  Some
olonial, Minim
s were also ob
Sparks Street
ere between 8
ear to have be
e homes wou
of the lots and
es (see 1511,

Burba

ry of Burbank
//www.burba
e Main Projec
historic archi

rhoods get old
d aspect of th
opment are fo
nd in and nea

io developme
as rare elsewh

etween 1930 a
d annexing Co
950.  Within t
of the land in

from the Scot
 1920’s and w

erties in Los A
eir owners and
ct and Lot sys
orded at the A
with Lot 1.  T
l parcel numb
nty Assessor b
below are mu

e properties in
ame streets.  
e before the P

e of the styles
mal Traditiona
bserved.  Ran
t ranged betw
800 and 1300
een develope
uld be built on
d new homes
 1515 and 15

ank Development

k city develop
nkca.gov).  G
t site, but the
tectural 
der, the poten
he GPA report
ound within t

ar the Project 

ent) brought t
here on the W
and 1938 and
ounty land tra
the Project AP
n the Project s
tt Tract near t
was essentiall

Angeles Count
d/or locally 

stem began to
Assessor’s Off
his visual met
ber (the Asses
bears an offic
uch larger tha
n the APE are
Maps of each
Project site w

s observed du
al, and Mid-
ch homes we

ween 45 to 50
0 square feet 
ed by plotting
n opposite sid
s would be bu
519 West Alam

t History 

9 

ment 
PA 
ey do 

ntial 
t is 
the 
site. 

the 
West 
d the 
acts 
PE 
site 
the 
y 

ty 

o 
fice.  
thod 
ssors 

cial 
an 
e 
h 

was 

uring 

ere 
0 feet 

with 
 the 

des of 
uilt 
meda 



P S O M A S - City of Burbank 
Pump Station and Force Main Project 
Cultural Resources Reconnaissance Report Burbank Development History 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 10 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\0914\09140031\CR Report\09140031 CR Attachment.docx 

Avenue) and all of these are Minimalist multi-family structures built in 1944, but this type of 
structure homogeneity is quite rare in this area. 

 



P S O M
Pump S
Cultura

 

 
FirstCar
H:\Client (PN

SECT

On Ju
record
Revie
taken
copie
This f
Prese

The re
been 
Spark
Street
conse

 

M A S - City of Burb
Station and Force M
l Resources Recon

rbon Solutions 
N-JN)\0914\09140031\CR Re

RTION 5: 

ly 11, 2012, F
ds search at t
w consisted o
 place within 
d, as was the
ile lists all str
rvation (OHP

ecord search 
recorded for 

ks Street: thes
t.  Each were 

ensus. 

bank 
Main Project 

nnaissance Report

eport\09140031 CR Attachme

ECORDS S

FCS Project Ar
the South Cen
of examining 

0.5 mile of th
Historic Prop

uctures, reco
) review. 

showed that 
the APE.  Thr

se are 541 No
recorded as “

t 

ent.docx 

SEARCH 

rchaeologist W
ntral Coastal I
maps and file
he APE.  Any 
perty Data Fil
rded or not, t

no previous s
ree structures
orth Sparks St
“6Y” or deter

Wayne Bonne
nformation C

es for professi
recorded cult
e for the City
that had been

studies have e
s have been r
reet, 118 Nor

rmined ineligi

er, M.S. unde
Center (SCCIC
ional cultural
tural resource

y of Burbank p
n the subject 

ever taken pl
reviewed by t
rth Sparks Str
ible for the N

rtook a cultu
C) located at C

 resource stu
es sites in tha
portion of Los
of Office of H

ace in the AP
he OHP along
reet, and 548
ational Regist

Records

ral resource 
CSU-Fullerton
udies that had
at zone were 
s Angeles Cou
Historic 

PE.  No sites h
g North and S
 South Sparks
ter through 

s Search 

11 

.  
d 

unty.  

have 
South 
s 



P S O M
Pump S
Cultura

 

 
FirstCar
H:\Client (PN

SECT

Four g
prehis
Despi
prehis

6.1 -

Early 
adapt
weap
the in
noma
this e

6.2 -

The M
chara
seaso
prima
metat

6.3 -

Morta
know
inland
arrow

6.4 -

The La
patter
the sp
Missio
part o
settle
Period
and fi
Gabri
Angel
from t

M A S - City of Burb
Station and Force M
l Resources Recon

rbon Solutions 
N-JN)\0914\09140031\CR Re

PRTION 6: 

general, but d
storic occupa
te the date o
storic past in 

 Early Hun-

Hunter perio
ted to chase b
on for huntin

nhabitants we
adic in hunter
arly period ar

 Milling St-

Milling Stone P
cterized by sm

onal round of 
arily on grasse
tes, and hamm

 Intermed-

ars and pestle
ledge of acor

d locations.  L
w.  Settlement

 Late Perio-

ate Period (A
rn.  Smaller p
pear thrower.
onaries into C
of the territor
ment pattern
d.  Important
ish for coasta
elino villages
es River.  Tem
the main villa

bank 
Main Project 

nnaissance Report

eport\09140031 CR Attachme

REHISTOR

distinctive, cu
tion of south
f his research
the coastal p

nter Period

d sites are ch
big game anim
ng was the da
ere not exploi
s, following t
re not commo

tone Perio

Period (about
mall, highly m
settlement th
es and seeds f
merstones.  S

diate Period

es first appea
rn leaching.  U
Large projecti
t patterns dur

od (A.D. 75

.D. 750 to His
project points 

  The end of t
California.  His
ry occupied by
n and subsiste
 food resourc
l dwellers.  Pr
would have b

mporary camp
age. 

t 

ent.docx 

RIC AND H

ultural periods
ern California

h, these temp
art of the Los

d (before 6

aracterized b
mals.  The larg
rt, propelled 
ting the plant
he game thro
on. 

od (about 6

t 6500 B.C. to
mobile groups
hat included b
for food.  Cha

Shell middens

d (about 1

r in the Interm
Use of the aco
le points sugg
ring this perio

50 to Histo

storic Contact
suggest intro

the Late Perio
storical docum
y the Gabriel
ence were like
ces would hav
rotein would 
been located 
ps would have

HISTORIC C

s have been i
a (Early Hunte

poral stages re
s Angeles Bas

6500 B.C.)

by large projec
ge size and w
by a spear th
t foods to the

oughout the s

6500 B.C. t

o 1000 B.C.) re
s of Native Am
both inland a
aracteristic in
s are more co

1000 B.C. to

mediate Perio
orn probably 
gest use of sp
od are not we

oric Contac

t or >1542) sa
oduction of th
od is defined 
ments prove 
ino Native Am
ely an extens
ve been acorn
have been pr
near reliable

e been utilize

CULTURAL

dentified by W
er; Milling Sto
epresent a rea
in. 

ctile points, a
weight of the p
hrower.  Lack o
e extent that 
seasons.  Arch

to 1000 B.C

epresents a lo
mericans.  The
nd coastal re
land sites inc
mmon at coa

o A.D. 750

od (about 100
permitted gre

pear throwers
ell understood

ct or >1542

aw a more se
he bow and a
by the incurs
that the Tolu

merican group
ion of those p
ns, agave and
rovided by hu

e fresh water 
ed during hun

Prehistoric and

L SETTING

Wallace (195
one; Intermed
asonable inte

and other sto
points sugges
of grinding to
later cultures

haeological si

C.) 

ong period of
ese groups pr
sidential base

clude numero
astal sites. 

0) 

00 B.C. to A.D
eater sedenti
s rather than 
d. 

2) 

mi-sedentary
rrow and less
ion of the Spa
ca and Lanke
p (Bean and S
practiced dur

d mesquite fo
unting game a
sources such 
ting and gath

d Historic Cultural

G 

5) for the 
diate; Late).  
erpretation of

ne implemen
st that the pri
ools, suggest t
s were.  They 
tes represent

f time 
robably had a
es.  They relie

ous manos, 

D. 750), indica
sm, especiall
the bow and 

y settlement 
s or no relianc
anish military
rshim area w

Smith 1978).  
ring the Late 
r interior dwe
and fishing.  
as the Los 

hering trips aw

l Setting 

12 

f the 

nts 
mary 
that 
were 

ting 

a 
ed 

ating 
y at 
 

ce on 
y and 

was 
Their 

ellers, 

way 



P S O M
Pump S
Cultura

 

 
FirstCar
H:\Client (PN

SECT

Given
affect
13, 20
South
Chand
Street
discus

Withi
the 19
and 1
years
Cottag
farmh
north
1892 

7.1 -

This c
Spark
There
Drive 
trees.

7.2 -

South
near R
sidew
about
Avenu
Tradit
style h
home
Spark
oldest
in this
walls 
The st
Avenu

M A S - City of Burb
Station and Force M
l Resources Recon

rbon Solutions 
N-JN)\0914\09140031\CR Re

RTION 7: 

n that it was u
ted by constru
012.  The arch
h Sparks Stree
dler Boulevar
t was driven a
ssed below be

n the set of h
930s; 102 we
934; none we
: 36 and 37 re
ge style.  This

house before 
 from Verdug
Burbank, CA.

 Tract 976-

consists of pro
ks Street.  All l
e are 7 relativ

is quite wide
.   

 Tract 848-

h Sparks Stree
Riverside Driv

walks, which re
t 1952, 44 SFR
ue.  A few app
tional houses 
homes in wel

es can be foun
ks Street (1926
t homes near
s area are slig
with crawlsp
tucco-clad M
ue is the struc

bank 
Main Project 

nnaissance Report

eport\09140031 CR Attachme

ECONNAI

uncertain that
uction, FCS un
haeologist dro
et, South and 
rd.  Access to 
and photogra
egins at the s

homes facing 
re built in the
ere built in 19
espectively.  O
s is the oldest
the lands we

go Avenue or 
 topographic 

6 in the AP

operties facin
lots were dev
ely upper end

e at this point 

88 in the AP

et is located in
ve.  South Spa
educe the eff
Rs were built 
pear to be rep
with several 
l-kept condit

nd at 515 Sou
6) and 548 So
r the APE, but
ghtly run-dow
ace.  618 Sou
inimal Traditi
cture in the P

t 

ent.docx 

SSANCE S

t recorded an
ndertook a re
ove that secti
North Sparks
the Burbank 

aphs of main i
south end of t

the project ri
e 1940s; and 
943.  The grea
One house, lo
t known struc
re subdivided
Olive Avenue
map. 

PE 

g south on Ri
veloped for sin
d homes built
and the stree

PE 

n this Tract be
arks Street is 
fective curb-to
on either sid

placement str
among them
ion and remo

uth Sparks Str
outh Sparks St
t many house

wn, but all fou
uth Sparks Str
onal style do

Project that is 

SURVEY 

d/or unrecor
econnaissance
ion of Riversid
s Street itself,
Water Plant w
intersections 
the APE with 

ight-of-way, 3
36 in the 195
atest number

ocated at 127 
cture within t
d into Tracts.  
e, which were

iverside Drive
ngle-family re
t in Bungalow
et-side landsc

etween Alam
listed as 60 fe
o-curb distan
e of South Sp
ructures.  Mo
 being compl

odeled Bunga
eet (1924), 53
treet (1926). 

es have been c
ndations are 
eet is a Mid-C
minates amo
nearest to a 

rded historic p
e survey of th
de Drive betw
, plus the pro
was not attem
and certain h
discussion of

39 were built 
50s.  No home
r of homes wa
North Sparks
he APE and w
 The drive to 

e streets platt

e between Mo
esidences (SF

w and Minima
caping is well

eda Avenue s
eet wide on t
nce to 33 feet
parks Street w
ost of these h
letely remode
lows were ob
31 South Spa
 This section 
completely re
either cinder

Century Mod
ongst the orig

the proposed

properties wo
he APE on the
ween Mounta
posed alignm

mpted.  North
homes were t
f Tracts runnin

in the 1920s;
es were built 
as built in the
s Street was b
was probably 

the house pr
ted and recor

ountain View
Rs) between 

al Traditional s
-kept with m

south to the e
he AIN maps
.  Beginning i

with a few fac
omes are sma
eled.  Several 
bserved.  Orig
arks Street (19

of this Tract 
emodeled.  So
r block or pou
ern remodel 
inals.  1600 W
d pipeline.  Th

Reconnaissance

ould be direct
e morning of J
ain View Park

ment along 
h and South S
taken.  Each T
ng to the nor

; 96 were bui
between 193

e 1938 and 19
built in 1910 i
built as a 

robably exten
ded on the U

w Park and So
1938 and 195
styles.  Rivers
any large orig

edge of Tract 
: this include 
n 1924 and e

cing Alameda 
all Minimal 
 Spanish Colo

ginal-looking 
925), 541 Sou
has some of t
ome of the ho
ured concrete
in nice condit

West Alameda
he foundation

e Survey 

13 

tly 
July 

k and 

Sparks 
Tract 
th. 

lt in 
32 
939 
n a 

nded 
SGS 

uth 
51.  
side 
ginal 

9766 

ending 

onial 

uth 
the 
omes 
e 
tion.  
a 
n is 



P S O M
Pump S
Cultura

 

 
FirstCar
H:\Client (PN

locate
is a 3-

7.3 -

Locate
Spark
in 194
fronti
(www
the st
style h
reflec
devel

7.4 -

Locate
with s
Tract 
remo
far ed

7.5 -

Home
Oak S
Spani
Avenu
Style 
this re
them 
facing

7.6 -

One o
about
rebuil
busin
gutted
North
these
very n

M A S - City of Burb
Station and Force M
l Resources Recon

rbon Solutions 
N-JN)\0914\09140031\CR Re

ed 30 feet fro
-unit triplex b

 Tract 105-

ed on South S
ks Street.  The
41 and the lat
ng Reese Plac

w.historicaeria
tructures off S
home on a sla

cts the Post-W
opments.   

 Tract 929-

ed on South S
several facing
exhibits Mini
deled to inclu

dge of the Lot

 Tract 100-

es facing Sout
Street and Ver
sh Colonial, B
ue and Olive A
(1947 W. Oliv
eviewer to ha
have been re

g South Spark

 Tract 646-

of the older Tr
t halfway from
lt in 1960 and
ess structure
d and remode

h Sparks Stree
 homes are ru

nice Minimali

bank 
Main Project 

nnaissance Report

eport\09140031 CR Attachme

m the South 
built in 1949 a

41 in the A

Sparks Street 
ere are 24 hom
test in 1956.  
ce are some o
als.com) show
South Sparks 
ab was obser

War trend of la

8 in the AP

Sparks Street 
g Oak Street.  
malist, Bunga

ude Ranch ele
.   

032 in the A

th Sparks Stre
rdugo Avenue
Bungalow, and
Avenue.  One
ve Avenue).  T
ave a number
emodeled wit
ks Street and O

62 in the AP

racts facing N
m Clark Avenu
d one in 2008
s, 1505 W. Ol
eled at the tim
et (built 1910
un-down and
st structure, w

t 

ent.docx 

Sparks Street
and possibly r

APE 

north of Alam
mes in this Tra
Several rebu

of the younge
w that vacant 

Street are stu
ved, and som
arger houses 

PE 

south of Oak
All houses we

alows and Tud
ements and b

APE 

eet in this Trac
e, 1938 and 1
d one Tudor R

e business stru
The neighborh
 of well-kept 

th attention to
Olive Avenue

PE 

North and Sou
ue.  There are

8.  Businesses 
ive Avenue, w
me of the site
), and appear
 remodels are
which lies jus

t/Alameda Av
remodeled in 

meda Avenue
act that face 
ilds exist.  Str
est in this sect
lots along Re

ucco covered 
me of the hous

with Ranch b

k and north of
ere built betw
dor Revival st

brick facades. 

ct were mass
939 saw 14 h

Revival styled
ucture appea
hood retains 
original hom
o the original
 between 192

uth Sparks Str
e 17 homes b
front Olive A

was built in a 
e visit.  The ol
rs to represen
e rampant.  O

st south of a v

venue pipelin
 1951. 

e, this Tract en
South Sparks

ructures outsi
tion of Town.

eese were stil
Minimal Trad

ses exhibit Ra
being the favo

f Tract 10541
ween 1927 an
tyles several o
 Some struct

s produced at 
homes built e
d structure.  B
ars to have be

much of its o
es.  Remodel
l elements.  A
28 and 1947. 

reet is located
uilt from 191

Avenue and Ve
Mid-century 

ldest home in
nt a Cottage o
One house at 
very large 200

e alignment, 

nds about ha
s Street, with 
ide the APE a
.  Historic aer
l available as 
ditional home
anch trim ele
ored type in n

1, this Tract ex
nd 1955.  This
of which have
ures have larg

 a good rate. 
ach year with

Businesses fro
een construct
original charm
s have occurr

A total of 46 h
 One was reb

d from Olive A
10 to 1951, w
erdugo Avenu
Modern style

n the APE is lo
or Bungalow s
143 North Sp

08 remodel.   

Reconnaissance

and the struc

lfway up Sou
the earliest b

and to the we
ial views 
of 1954.  Mo

es.  One Ranc
ments.  This 

new 

xhibits 26 hom
s portion of th
e been heavily
ge setbacks t

 Located betw
h Minimalist, 
ont Verdugo 
ed in a Mode

m and appears
red but many
homes were b
built in 1984. 

Avenue north
ith one house
ue.  One of th
e but was bei
ocated at 127
style.  Some o
parks Street is

e Survey 

14 

cture 

th 
built 
st 

ost of 
ch 

mes 
he 
y 
o the 

ween 

erne 
s to 

y of 
built 
  

h to 
e 
hese 
ing 
 

of 
s a 



P S O M
Pump S
Cultura

 

 
FirstCar
H:\Client (PN

7.7 -

This T
of Tra
Spani
an un

7.8 -

This T
home
Boule
Magn
yards
Ranch
(built 
Street
comp
as sm
Boule
massi
(1937

7.9 -

Exten
includ
runs e
massi
half o
few o
that e
is loca
one a
North
Overa
repre

7.10

The e
will pa
fronti
1890 
along

M A S - City of Burb
Station and Force M
l Resources Recon

rbon Solutions 
N-JN)\0914\09140031\CR Re

 Tract 928-

Tract front No
ct 6462.  The
sh Colonials a
usual arched

 Tract 950-

Tract is located
es in the Tract
evard.  The ho
nolia Boulevar
.  The street i
h homes are r
1928) is a be

t.  1600 Magn
letely refurbi
all well-kept 

evard suggest 
ive remodel, t

7-1940) in wh

 Tract 942-

ding along No
des businesse
east along Ch
ive trees.  The

of the homes w
f the homes h

exhibit minim
ated at 521 N
t 531 North S

h Sparks Stree
all, the charac
sented.   

 Tracts al0 -

xisting force 
arallel the ex
ng the old So
to 1992.  In 1
 the centerlin

bank 
Main Project 

nnaissance Report

eport\09140031 CR Attachme

4 in the AP

orth Sparks St
ere are 23 hom
at 224 (1928)
 window facin

07 in the AP

d along North
t facing North
omes were bu
rd.  The majo
s tree-lined w
represented, 
eautiful Spanis
nolia Bouleva
shed, appear
mid-century 
a future Hist

the neighbor
ich about hal

8 in the AP

orth Sparks S
es fronting Ma
andler Boulev

ere are 68 str
were built be
have undergo
al change.  O
orth Sparks S

Sparks Street 
et.  These like
cter of the ne

long Chand

main will rem
isting force m

outhern Pacifi
1992, the spu
ne.  The origin

t 

ent.docx 

PE 

reet at Clark A
mes in this Tra
 and 228 (192
ng the street.

PE 

h Sparks Stree
h Sparks Stree
uilt between 1
rity of these h

with large and
and there are
sh Colonial w
rd is a Stream

rs to be in ver
commercial s
oric District t
hood exudes 
f the Tracts’ h

PE 

treet from M
agnolia Boule
vard to Marip
uctures in thi

etween 1937 a
one total rem

One Spanish C
Street (built 1
(built 1926) a
ly exhibited s
ighborhood i

dler Boule

main along thi
main.  Tract 60

c spur railroa
r was abando
nal railroad gr

Avenue to a p
act built 1927
28), and anot
.   

et from Clark 
et including se
1928 and 195
homes are in 
d probably ori
e several rem

with an unusua
mline Modern
ry good condi
structures.  Th
o this review
the charm of

homes were b

agnolia Boule
evard and hom
posa, which e
is Tract, with 
and 1941, an
odeling, but t
olonial, which
926), and two

and one whic
shakes in the 
s somewhat e

evard to th

s section of t
022 holds an a
ad tracks that 
oned and the 
rade still exist

point halfway
7-1956.  Of pa
ther at 233 No

to Magnolia 
everal busine
52.  Two struc

good conditi
iginal tract ve
odels.  One h
al arched win

ne looking str
ition.  Other b
he run of bus
er.  Excluding
f the pre-War
built.   

evard to Chan
mes fronting C
exhibits origin
22 different b
d a wide varie
there are a n
h is possibly a
o Tudor Reviv

ch retains the 
original, but 
eclectic becau

he Burbank

the Project, an
assortment o
 ran along Ch
City construc
ts east from M

y south to me
articular inter
orth Sparks S

Boulevard.  T
sses facing M

ctures were b
on, with well

egetation.  M
house, located
ndow facing N
ucture that, w
businesses in 
iness building

g the occasion
r recovery pe

ndler Bouleva
Chandler Bou

nal landscapin
build years re
ety of styles i
umber of orig
a completely 
val structures
original v-les

now have asp
use of the wid

k Water Pla

nd the propo
of homes and 
handler Boule
cted a landsca
Mariposa.  Tra

Reconnaissance

eet the north 
rest are the tw
treet (1939) w

There are 51 
Magnolia 

uilt 1977 fron
l-kept facades
inimalist and 
d at 420 N. Pa
North Sparks 
while likely 
this district o

gs along Mag
nal ugly overly
riod of the Ci

ard, this Tract
ulevard.  The t
ng in the form
epresented.  A
s represented
ginal structur
original struc

s are represen
ss roof line at 
phalt shingles
de variety of 

ant 

sed force ma
multi-plexes 

evard from ab
aped bike pat
act 3419 is lo

e Survey 

15 

edge 
wo 
with 

nting 
s and 

arks 

occur 
gnolia 
y 
ty 

t 
tract 

m of 
About 
d.  A 
res 
cture, 
nted, 

615 
s.  
dates 

in 

bout 
th 
cated 



P S O M A S - City of Burbank 
Pump Station and Force Main Project 
Cultural Resources Reconnaissance Report Reconnaissance Survey 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 16 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\0914\09140031\CR Report\09140031 CR Attachment.docx 

on the north side of Chandler Boulevard between Mariposa Street and Victory Boulevard.  These lots 
probably served the small businesses that sprouted up along Victory Boulevard, and buildings are 
known from 1935 to about 1966.  One Lot features an original metal Quonset hut.  The force main 
route runs to Victory Boulevard, then  runs along the north side of the existing railroad spur and to 
the access road of the wastewater treatment plant.  No formal Tract subdivisions occur east of 
Victory Boulevard, which suggests that the area was used for business since the very early 1900s. 
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project impacts.  To reduce the potential for impacts to unknown archaeological resources, the 
following mitigation measures are required. 

MM CUL-1 A qualified project archaeologist shall be retained by the Applicant and approved by 
the City to prepare a monitoring mitigation plan.  A qualified archaeologist is defined 
as an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior Professional Qualification 
Standards for Archaeology.  An archaeological monitor, supervised by the project 
archaeologist, shall monitor ground-disturbing activities in previously undisturbed 
soils as designated by the project archaeologist.  If archaeological materials are 
identified during monitoring or unexpectedly during other project activities, all 
ground-disturbing activity in the vicinity of the find shall cease until the project 
archaeologist has evaluated the find.  If the project archaeologist determines that 
the find may be significant, the archaeologist will develop a treatment plan.  If the 
find is prehistoric in nature, Native American groups affiliated with the project 
vicinity as indicated by the Native American Heritage Commission, shall be notified 
of the find and invited to provide input for the treatment plan within a specified 
time frame.  The project archaeologist shall prepare a report presenting the 
methods and results of the monitoring.  A report on a treatment plan, if any, may be 
prepared separately.  Copies of the reports shall be submitted to the Applicant, the 
City, and CHRIS-SCCIC.  Any artifacts recovered during the monitoring program or 
treatment plan shall be curated along with copies of the appropriate report at an 
accredited facility selected by the City.  If prehistoric materials are recovered, 
affiliated Native American groups shall be consulted regarding curation location of 
these artifacts. 

MM CUL-2 The project archaeologist shall review final construction plans and soils information 
and attend a pre-construction meeting.  The archaeologist shall prepare education 
materials for construction crew indicating the types of buried artifacts and features 
that may be encountered along the route of the project.  For those portions of the 
project for which it is clearly documented that all excavations will take place in fill or 
otherwise disturbed soil, no monitoring shall be required.  For those portions of the 
project for which the nature of underlying soils is unknown, the archaeologist shall 
establish a monitoring schedule.  If underlying soils in an unknown area are 
determined to have been previously disturbed once construction and monitoring 
begins, the archaeologist may reduce or terminate monitoring for that area with the 
disturbed soils. 

MM CUL-3  

Implementation of the above mitigation measures, would reduce potential impacts to unknown 
archaeological resources to less than significant. 
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c) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

Less Than Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated.  Fossil-bearing geologic formations are known 
to exist in the foothills surrounding the San Fernando Valley, and it is possible that such resources 
will be encountered if construction takes place 10 or more feet below current grade.  Once a depth 
of 10 feet is reached during project-related excavations, a qualified paleontologist must monitor all 
excavations until the paleontologist determines the potential impact to fossil resources has been 
reduced to “low.”  To reduce the potential impacts to paleontological resources, the following 
mitigation measure is required. 

MM CUL-3 If construction takes place 10 or more feet below current grade, a qualified project 
paleontologist shall be retained by the Applicant and approved by the City to 
develop a paleontological monitoring plan.  A qualified project paleontologist is here 
defined as a paleontologist meeting the qualifications established by the Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontologists. 

MM CUL-4 The project paleontologist shall attend a pre-grade meeting in order to become 
familiar with the proposed depths and patterns of grading of the study area.  The 
project paleontologist shall establish a curation agreement with an accredited facility 
prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing activities. 

MM CUL-5 A paleontological monitor (the monitoring archaeologist and the monitoring 
paleontologist may be the same person), supervised by the project paleontologist, 
shall monitor ground-disturbing activities identified by the paleontologist as having 
potential to encounter paleontological resources.  Disturbed soils are anticipated not 
to have potential to contain intact fossils.  If soils in a given area are determined to 
have been previously disturbed once construction and monitoring begins, the 
project paleontologist may reduce or terminate monitoring for that area with the 
disturbed soils.  If fossils are found during monitoring or other project-related 
ground-disturbing activities, ground-disturbing shall be halted in order to allow 
evaluation of the find and determination of appropriate treatment. 

MM CUL-6 The project paleontologist shall prepare a final report on the monitoring.  If fossils 
are identified, the report shall contain an appropriate description of the fossils, 
treatment, and curation.  A copy of the report shall be filed with the City of Burbank 
and shall accompany any curated fossils. 

Implementation of the above mitigation measures, would reduce potential impacts to potential 
paleontological resources to less than significant. 
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d) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

Less than Significant Impact Unless Mitigation Incorporated.  There are no existing or known formal 
cemeteries within or near the boundary of the Project.  Therefore, implementation of the Project is 
not expected to impact known human remains associated with either a formal or informal cemetery.  
Notwithstanding, in the event that any human remains or related resources are discovered, such 
resources would be treated in accordance with Federal, State, and local regulations and guidelines 
for disclosure, recovery, relocation, and preservation, as appropriate, including CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5(e).  The following mitigation measure is required to reduce potential impacts to 
unknown human remains.  

MM CUL-7 If human remains are encountered unexpectedly during construction excavation and 
grading activities, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no 
further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary 
findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98.  If the remains 
are determined to be of Native American descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify 
the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).  The NAHC will then 
identify the person(s) thought to be the Most Likely Descendent of the deceased 
Native American, who will then help determine what course of action should be 
taken in dealing with the remains. 

Implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts to unknown 
human remains to less than significant. 
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PUMP STATION AND FORCE MAIN PROJECT 

CULTURAL RESOURCES RECONNAISSANCE REPORT 

 

View from Riverside Drive north toward the existing buried sewage pump structures located in 
Mountain View Park. 

 

View north of the neighborhood at the corner of Sparks and Riverside Drive. 

Appendix A
Site Photographs



 

 

Source: Michael Brandman Associates, 2012 

09140031 • 08/2012 | 09140031 app a site 

Michael Brandman Associates 

P S O M A S• CITY OF BURBANK 
PUMP STATION AND FORCE MAIN PROJECT 

CULTURAL RESOURCES RECONNAISSANCE REPORT 

 

View north of the neighborhood at the corner of Sparks and Alameda. 

 

View north of the neighborhood at the corner of Sparks and Oak. 

Appendix A
Site Photographs



 

 

Source: Michael Brandman Associates, 2012 
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P S O M A S• CITY OF BURBANK 
PUMP STATION AND FORCE MAIN PROJECT 

CULTURAL RESOURCES RECONNAISSANCE REPORT 

 

View north of the neighborhood at the corner of Sparks and Verdugo. 

 

View of a Bungalow built 1910 located at 127 North Sparks.  This is the oldest known structure 
near the Project. 

Appendix A
Site Photographs



 

 

Source: Michael Brandman Associates, 2012 
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P S O M A S• CITY OF BURBANK 
PUMP STATION AND FORCE MAIN PROJECT 

CULTURAL RESOURCES RECONNAISSANCE REPORT 

 

View north of the intersection of Sparks and Magnolia with a commercial Streamline Moderne 
(“stripped” per GPA) brick structure to the left. 

 

View of Tudor Revival structure in excellent condition at 615 Sparks. 

Appendix A
Site Photographs



 

 

Source: Michael Brandman Associates, 2012 
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P S O M A S• CITY OF BURBANK 
PUMP STATION AND FORCE MAIN PROJECT 

CULTURAL RESOURCES RECONNAISSANCE REPORT 

 

 
View west at the corner of Chandler and Mariposa where the old Southern Pacific railroad grade 
ends and merges with the modern Chandler bikeway. 

 

View south from Burbank Blvd at the new pumping station on the grounds of the Burbank Water 
Plant.  Access not gained for survey. 

Appendix A
Site Photographs
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Sacred Lands File & Native American Contacts List Request  

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
915 Capitol Mall, RM 364  

Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 653-4082  

(916) 657-5390 – Fax 
nahc@pacbell.net 

Information Below is Required for a Sacred Lands File Search 

Project:  The Burbank Force Main Project  

County:  Los Angeles County – City of Burbank (Lead Agency). 

USGS Quadrangle Name:  Burbank, CA. 

Township: 1 North --- Range: 14 West    Section(s): unsectioned 

Company/Firm/Agency:  Michael Brandman Associates 

Contact Person:  Michael H. Dice, M.A. 

Street Address: 621 E. Carnegie Dr. Suite #100 San Bernardino CA. 92408 

Cell  714.742.0468 (preferred number) 

Office Phone: 909.884.2255 

Fax: 909.884.2113 (preferred delivery method) 

Email: mdice@brandman.com 

SEE ATTACHED MAP 

The project consists of the abandonment of an old sewer main located below 
the pavement of Griffith Park Drive/Chandler Blvd.  The main, running 
between the Burbank Pump Station at the north end and Mountain View Park 
at the south end, shall be replaced with a new main running beneath the 
pavement of Sparks Place/Chandler Blvd.  Excavations shall be up to 15 feet 
below current grade.  All aspects of the project shall take place below 
pavement or within disturbed fill of the Pump Station and the Park. 

 
 
 



 
Source: Topo! @National Geographic Holdings. 
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Michael Brandman Associates Location of Linear Project Area 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES  PLANNING  NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

www.brandman.com 

July 17, 2012 
 
Chairperson Andrew Salas 
Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 
P.O. Box 393 
Covina CA 91723 

Subject: Native American Information Request Letter associated with the Burbank Force Main 
and Pump Station Project, City of Burbank, California. (USGS Burbank, CA. 
topographic quadrangle) 

 
Dear:Chairperson Andrew Salas: 

Michael Brandman Associates has completed a cultural resource reconnaissance survey of the Burbank 
Force Main Replacement project.  As shown in the attached Exhibit, the project will take place mostly 
beneath City streets in the south-central portion of the City.  The City plans to replace an aging sewer main 
that allows sewage in the central-southern portion of the City to be pumped to the Burbank Water 
Reclamation Plants, where the sewage is then treated.  MBA does not believe that any prehistoric cultural 
resource, recorded or not, will be harmed during this project, but we are writing you this letter because the 
NAHC has indicated that you may have knowledge of the project site. 

This information request letter is not associated with the SB18 process, but is a document that shall be 
included in our cultural resource survey report.  CEQA Guidelines and Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) must consider the effects a project may have on historic properties.  The 
definition of “historic properties” can include properties of traditional religious and cultural significance to 
Native American groups.  To determine whether the proposed project may impact any historic properties, 
including traditional cultural properties, MBA has reviewed background information and consulted with 
entities such as the NAHC.  The Native American Heritage Commission indicated that a records search of 
Native American Cultural Resources failed to indicate that any cultural resources are located within or 
immediately adjacent to the project area.   

We wish to ask if you have any information or concerns about this project area, and/or if the proposed 
project may have an impact on cultural resources that are important to you.  Please feel free to contact me 
at 909.884.2255 ext. 1208 or my cell 714.742.0468 if you have any questions or information, or you may 
address and mail a response to my attention at the address below. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
Michael H. Dice, M.A., Senior Archaeologist 
Michael Brandman Associates 
621 E Carnegie Drive, Suite 100 
San Bernardino, CA 92408 
 

Enc: USGS Burbank, CA. topographic map
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES  PLANNING  NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

www.brandman.com 

July 17, 2012 
 
Tribal Secretary Sam Dunlap 
Gabrieleno/Tongva Council/Gabrielino Tongva Nation 
P.O. Box 86908 
Los Angeles CA 90021 

Subject: Native American Information Request Letter associated with the Burbank Force Main 
and Pump Station Project, City of Burbank, California. (USGS Burbank, CA. 
topographic quadrangle) 

 
Dear:Tribal Secretary Sam Dunlap: 

Michael Brandman Associates has completed a cultural resource reconnaissance survey of the Burbank 
Force Main Replacement project.  As shown in the attached Exhibit, the project will take place mostly 
beneath City streets in the south-central portion of the City.  The City plans to replace an aging sewer main 
that allows sewage in the central-southern portion of the City to be pumped to the Burbank Water 
Reclamation Plants, where the sewage is then treated.  MBA does not believe that any prehistoric cultural 
resource, recorded or not, will be harmed during this project, but we are writing you this letter because the 
NAHC has indicated that you may have knowledge of the project site. 

This information request letter is not associated with the SB18 process, but is a document that shall be 
included in our cultural resource survey report.  CEQA Guidelines and Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) must consider the effects a project may have on historic properties.  The 
definition of “historic properties” can include properties of traditional religious and cultural significance to 
Native American groups.  To determine whether the proposed project may impact any historic properties, 
including traditional cultural properties, MBA has reviewed background information and consulted with 
entities such as the NAHC.  The Native American Heritage Commission indicated that a records search of 
Native American Cultural Resources failed to indicate that any cultural resources are located within or 
immediately adjacent to the project area.   

We wish to ask if you have any information or concerns about this project area, and/or if the proposed 
project may have an impact on cultural resources that are important to you.  Please feel free to contact me 
at 909.884.2255 ext. 1208 or my cell 714.742.0468 if you have any questions or information, or you may 
address and mail a response to my attention at the address below. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
Michael H. Dice, M.A., Senior Archaeologist 
Michael Brandman Associates 
621 E Carnegie Drive, Suite 100 
San Bernardino, CA 92408 
 

Enc: USGS Burbank, CA. topographic map
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES  PLANNING  NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

www.brandman.com 

July 17, 2012 
 
Chairperson Anthony Morales 
Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 
P.O. Box 693 
San Gabriel CA 91778 

Subject: Native American Information Request Letter associated with the Burbank Force Main 
and Pump Station Project, City of Burbank, California. (USGS Burbank, CA. 
topographic quadrangle) 

 
Dear:Chairperson Anthony Morales: 

Michael Brandman Associates has completed a cultural resource reconnaissance survey of the Burbank 
Force Main Replacement project.  As shown in the attached Exhibit, the project will take place mostly 
beneath City streets in the south-central portion of the City.  The City plans to replace an aging sewer main 
that allows sewage in the central-southern portion of the City to be pumped to the Burbank Water 
Reclamation Plants, where the sewage is then treated.  MBA does not believe that any prehistoric cultural 
resource, recorded or not, will be harmed during this project, but we are writing you this letter because the 
NAHC has indicated that you may have knowledge of the project site. 

This information request letter is not associated with the SB18 process, but is a document that shall be 
included in our cultural resource survey report.  CEQA Guidelines and Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) must consider the effects a project may have on historic properties.  The 
definition of “historic properties” can include properties of traditional religious and cultural significance to 
Native American groups.  To determine whether the proposed project may impact any historic properties, 
including traditional cultural properties, MBA has reviewed background information and consulted with 
entities such as the NAHC.  The Native American Heritage Commission indicated that a records search of 
Native American Cultural Resources failed to indicate that any cultural resources are located within or 
immediately adjacent to the project area.   

We wish to ask if you have any information or concerns about this project area, and/or if the proposed 
project may have an impact on cultural resources that are important to you.  Please feel free to contact me 
at 909.884.2255 ext. 1208 or my cell 714.742.0468 if you have any questions or information, or you may 
address and mail a response to my attention at the address below. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
Michael H. Dice, M.A., Senior Archaeologist 
Michael Brandman Associates 
621 E Carnegie Drive, Suite 100 
San Bernardino, CA 92408 
 

Enc: USGS Burbank, CA. topographic map
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES  PLANNING  NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

www.brandman.com 

July 17, 2012 
 
Chairperson Robert F. Dorame 
Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council 
5450 Slauson Avenue, Suite 151 
Culver City CA 90230-6000 

Subject: Native American Information Request Letter associated with the Burbank Force Main 
and Pump Station Project, City of Burbank, California. (USGS Burbank, CA. 
topographic quadrangle) 

 
Dear:Chairperson Robert F. Dorame: 

Michael Brandman Associates has completed a cultural resource reconnaissance survey of the Burbank 
Force Main Replacement project.  As shown in the attached Exhibit, the project will take place mostly 
beneath City streets in the south-central portion of the City.  The City plans to replace an aging sewer main 
that allows sewage in the central-southern portion of the City to be pumped to the Burbank Water 
Reclamation Plants, where the sewage is then treated.  MBA does not believe that any prehistoric cultural 
resource, recorded or not, will be harmed during this project, but we are writing you this letter because the 
NAHC has indicated that you may have knowledge of the project site. 

This information request letter is not associated with the SB18 process, but is a document that shall be 
included in our cultural resource survey report.  CEQA Guidelines and Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) must consider the effects a project may have on historic properties.  The 
definition of “historic properties” can include properties of traditional religious and cultural significance to 
Native American groups.  To determine whether the proposed project may impact any historic properties, 
including traditional cultural properties, MBA has reviewed background information and consulted with 
entities such as the NAHC.  The Native American Heritage Commission indicated that a records search of 
Native American Cultural Resources failed to indicate that any cultural resources are located within or 
immediately adjacent to the project area.   

We wish to ask if you have any information or concerns about this project area, and/or if the proposed 
project may have an impact on cultural resources that are important to you.  Please feel free to contact me 
at 909.884.2255 ext. 1208 or my cell 714.742.0468 if you have any questions or information, or you may 
address and mail a response to my attention at the address below. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
Michael H. Dice, M.A., Senior Archaeologist 
Michael Brandman Associates 
621 E Carnegie Drive, Suite 100 
San Bernardino, CA 92408 
 

Enc: USGS Burbank, CA. topographic map
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES  PLANNING  NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

www.brandman.com 

July 17, 2012 
 
 Bernie Acuna 
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe 
1875 Century Park East, #1500 
Los Angeles CA 90067 

Subject: Native American Information Request Letter associated with the Burbank Force Main 
and Pump Station Project, City of Burbank, California. (USGS Burbank, CA. 
topographic quadrangle) 

 
Dear: Bernie Acuna: 

Michael Brandman Associates has completed a cultural resource reconnaissance survey of the Burbank 
Force Main Replacement project.  As shown in the attached Exhibit, the project will take place mostly 
beneath City streets in the south-central portion of the City.  The City plans to replace an aging sewer main 
that allows sewage in the central-southern portion of the City to be pumped to the Burbank Water 
Reclamation Plants, where the sewage is then treated.  MBA does not believe that any prehistoric cultural 
resource, recorded or not, will be harmed during this project, but we are writing you this letter because the 
NAHC has indicated that you may have knowledge of the project site. 

This information request letter is not associated with the SB18 process, but is a document that shall be 
included in our cultural resource survey report.  CEQA Guidelines and Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) must consider the effects a project may have on historic properties.  The 
definition of “historic properties” can include properties of traditional religious and cultural significance to 
Native American groups.  To determine whether the proposed project may impact any historic properties, 
including traditional cultural properties, MBA has reviewed background information and consulted with 
entities such as the NAHC.  The Native American Heritage Commission indicated that a records search of 
Native American Cultural Resources failed to indicate that any cultural resources are located within or 
immediately adjacent to the project area.   

We wish to ask if you have any information or concerns about this project area, and/or if the proposed 
project may have an impact on cultural resources that are important to you.  Please feel free to contact me 
at 909.884.2255 ext. 1208 or my cell 714.742.0468 if you have any questions or information, or you may 
address and mail a response to my attention at the address below. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
Michael H. Dice, M.A., Senior Archaeologist 
Michael Brandman Associates 
621 E Carnegie Drive, Suite 100 
San Bernardino, CA 92408 
 

Enc: USGS Burbank, CA. topographic map
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES  PLANNING  NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

www.brandman.com 

July 17, 2012 
 
Chairwoman Linda Candelaria 
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe 
1875 Century Park East, #1500 
Los Angeles CA 90067 

Subject: Native American Information Request Letter associated with the Burbank Force Main 
and Pump Station Project, City of Burbank, California. (USGS Burbank, CA. 
topographic quadrangle) 

 
Dear:Chairwoman Linda Candelaria: 

Michael Brandman Associates has completed a cultural resource reconnaissance survey of the Burbank 
Force Main Replacement project.  As shown in the attached Exhibit, the project will take place mostly 
beneath City streets in the south-central portion of the City.  The City plans to replace an aging sewer main 
that allows sewage in the central-southern portion of the City to be pumped to the Burbank Water 
Reclamation Plants, where the sewage is then treated.  MBA does not believe that any prehistoric cultural 
resource, recorded or not, will be harmed during this project, but we are writing you this letter because the 
NAHC has indicated that you may have knowledge of the project site. 

This information request letter is not associated with the SB18 process, but is a document that shall be 
included in our cultural resource survey report.  CEQA Guidelines and Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) must consider the effects a project may have on historic properties.  The 
definition of “historic properties” can include properties of traditional religious and cultural significance to 
Native American groups.  To determine whether the proposed project may impact any historic properties, 
including traditional cultural properties, MBA has reviewed background information and consulted with 
entities such as the NAHC.  The Native American Heritage Commission indicated that a records search of 
Native American Cultural Resources failed to indicate that any cultural resources are located within or 
immediately adjacent to the project area.   

We wish to ask if you have any information or concerns about this project area, and/or if the proposed 
project may have an impact on cultural resources that are important to you.  Please feel free to contact me 
at 909.884.2255 ext. 1208 or my cell 714.742.0468 if you have any questions or information, or you may 
address and mail a response to my attention at the address below. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
Michael H. Dice, M.A., Senior Archaeologist 
Michael Brandman Associates 
621 E Carnegie Drive, Suite 100 
San Bernardino, CA 92408 
 

Enc: USGS Burbank, CA. topographic map
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES  PLANNING  NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

www.brandman.com 

July 17, 2012 
 
Director Ron Adrade 
LA City/County Native American Indian Comm 
3175 West 6th Street Rm. 403 
Los Angeles CA 90020 

Subject: Native American Information Request Letter associated with the Burbank Force Main 
and Pump Station Project, City of Burbank, California. (USGS Burbank, CA. 
topographic quadrangle) 

 
Dear:Director Ron Adrade: 

Michael Brandman Associates has completed a cultural resource reconnaissance survey of the Burbank 
Force Main Replacement project.  As shown in the attached Exhibit, the project will take place mostly 
beneath City streets in the south-central portion of the City.  The City plans to replace an aging sewer main 
that allows sewage in the central-southern portion of the City to be pumped to the Burbank Water 
Reclamation Plants, where the sewage is then treated.  MBA does not believe that any prehistoric cultural 
resource, recorded or not, will be harmed during this project, but we are writing you this letter because the 
NAHC has indicated that you may have knowledge of the project site. 

This information request letter is not associated with the SB18 process, but is a document that shall be 
included in our cultural resource survey report.  CEQA Guidelines and Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) must consider the effects a project may have on historic properties.  The 
definition of “historic properties” can include properties of traditional religious and cultural significance to 
Native American groups.  To determine whether the proposed project may impact any historic properties, 
including traditional cultural properties, MBA has reviewed background information and consulted with 
entities such as the NAHC.  The Native American Heritage Commission indicated that a records search of 
Native American Cultural Resources failed to indicate that any cultural resources are located within or 
immediately adjacent to the project area.   

We wish to ask if you have any information or concerns about this project area, and/or if the proposed 
project may have an impact on cultural resources that are important to you.  Please feel free to contact me 
at 909.884.2255 ext. 1208 or my cell 714.742.0468 if you have any questions or information, or you may 
address and mail a response to my attention at the address below. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
Michael H. Dice, M.A., Senior Archaeologist 
Michael Brandman Associates 
621 E Carnegie Drive, Suite 100 
San Bernardino, CA 92408 
 

Enc: USGS Burbank, CA. topographic map
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES  PLANNING  NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

www.brandman.com 

July 17, 2012 
 
Ms. Cindi Alvitre 
Ti'At Society 
3094 Mace Ave, Apt B 
Costa Mesa CA 92626-2545 

Subject: Native American Information Request Letter associated with the Burbank Force Main 
and Pump Station Project, City of Burbank, California. (USGS Burbank, CA. 
topographic quadrangle) 

 
Dear:Ms. Cindi Alvitre: 

Michael Brandman Associates has completed a cultural resource reconnaissance survey of the Burbank 
Force Main Replacement project.  As shown in the attached Exhibit, the project will take place mostly 
beneath City streets in the south-central portion of the City.  The City plans to replace an aging sewer main 
that allows sewage in the central-southern portion of the City to be pumped to the Burbank Water 
Reclamation Plants, where the sewage is then treated.  MBA does not believe that any prehistoric cultural 
resource, recorded or not, will be harmed during this project, but we are writing you this letter because the 
NAHC has indicated that you may have knowledge of the project site. 

This information request letter is not associated with the SB18 process, but is a document that shall be 
included in our cultural resource survey report.  CEQA Guidelines and Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) must consider the effects a project may have on historic properties.  The 
definition of “historic properties” can include properties of traditional religious and cultural significance to 
Native American groups.  To determine whether the proposed project may impact any historic properties, 
including traditional cultural properties, MBA has reviewed background information and consulted with 
entities such as the NAHC.  The Native American Heritage Commission indicated that a records search of 
Native American Cultural Resources failed to indicate that any cultural resources are located within or 
immediately adjacent to the project area.   

We wish to ask if you have any information or concerns about this project area, and/or if the proposed 
project may have an impact on cultural resources that are important to you.  Please feel free to contact me 
at 909.884.2255 ext. 1208 or my cell 714.742.0468 if you have any questions or information, or you may 
address and mail a response to my attention at the address below. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
Michael H. Dice, M.A., Senior Archaeologist 
Michael Brandman Associates 
621 E Carnegie Drive, Suite 100 
San Bernardino, CA 92408 
 

Enc: USGS Burbank, CA. topographic map 

 
 



   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix D 
Report of Geotechnical Investigation 
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Appendix E 
Noise Analysis Report 
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USA 
220 Commerce Street 
Irvine, California 92602 
Tel.: +1 (714) 508-4100 
USA Toll Free: +1 (888) 826 5814  
Email: usa@firstcarbonsolutions.com 
 
 
UNITED KINGDOM 
5th Floor, Hyde Park Hayes 3  
11 Millington Road  
Hayes UB3 4AZ  
Tel.: +44 (0) 845 165 6245 
Fax: +44 (0) 20 3070 0890 
Email: uk@firstcarbonsolutions.co.uk 
 
 
AUSTRALIA 
13-15 Smith Street 
Chatswood, NSW 2067 
Tel.: +61 (02) 9418 7822 
Email: australia@firstcarbonsolutions.com.au 
 
 
CANADA 
344 Bloor Street West, Suite 401 
Toronto, Ontario, M5S 3A7 
Tel.: +1 (416) 784 3509 
Fax: +1 (866) 205 1485 
Email: info@formidabletechnologies.com 
 
 
SINGAPORE 
20A Mosque Street 
Singapore 059500 
Tel.: +65 9667 2379 / +65 9639 7243 
Email: singapore@firstcarbonsolutions.com 
 
 
PHILIPPINES 
26th Floor  Philippine AXA Life Centre 
Sen. Gil Puyat Avenue 
1200 Makati City 
Tel.: +63 (2) 798 8408 
Email: phils@firstcarbonsolutions.com 
 
 
CHINA  
Jin Yan Long Building, Suite 1608A 
Hui Long Guan, Changping district 
Beijing, 100096 
Tel.: +86 (10) 6203 1420 
Fax: +86 (10) 6238 2915 
Email: china@firstcarbonsolutions.com 
 
7th Floor (701 & 702) 
25 Wang Hai Road 
Xiamen Software Park 
Xiamen, P.R. China 
Tel: +86 592 2177850 to 59 
Email: china@firstcarbonsolutions.com 

w w w . f i r s t c a r b o n s o l u t i o n s . c o m  

North America    l    Europe    l    Australia    l    Asia

May 1, 2014 

Michael P. Donovan, PG, CHg 
P S O M A S 
Associate/Senior Hydrogeologist, Natural Resources 
3 Hutton Centre Drive, #200 
Santa Ana, CA 92707 
 

Subject: Noise Analysis Report 
for the City of Burbank Pump Station and Force Main Project 
City of Burbank, California 

 

Dear Mr. Donovan: 

Attached is the noise analysis for the Burbank Pump Station and Force Main project.  
The analysis was performed in the format of the CEQA checklist that you provided.  The 
modeling output, ambient sampling data and supporting information is included as an 
appendix to the analysis.  

Please let me know if you have any questions.  You can reach me at 714.508.4100, 
extension 1017, or email me at mhoulihan@brandman.com. 

Sincerely, 

 

Michael E. Houlihan, AICP 
Associate Director, Environmental Services 
220 Commerce, Suite 200 
Irvine, CA 92602 
 
Enc: Noise Analysis 
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS) noise analysts have undertaken a noise analysis of the Burbank Force 
Main and Pump Station Project, which is located in the south-central portion of the City of Burbank, 
California.  The purpose of this research is to determine whether there will be direct or indirect noise 
impacts during construction of the project. 
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SECTION 2: PROPOSED PROJECT 

The City proposes to improve the existing Beachwood Pump Station located in Mountain View Park, 
and construct a new 24-inch force main line from the Beachwood Pump Station to the Burbank 
Water Reclamation Plant (BWRP).  The project alignment map is provided as Exhibit 1.  Each project 
component is discussed separately below. 

2.1 - Beachwood Pump Station Upgrade 

The Beachwood Pump Station receives wastewater from the southern portion of the City, and pumps 
the sewage to the BWRP via the Beachwood Force Main.  Improvements to the Beachwood Pump 
Station consist of: 

• Replacing three existing 150-horsepower (hp) pumps with three new 150-hp pumps, 
 

• Installing custom fabricated fittings to retrofit new pumps into pipes designed for the old 
pump dimensions, 

 

• Replacing suction and discharge isolation and check valves, 
 

• Re-coating the existing wet well with a polymer liner, 
 

• Improvements or modifications to existing odor control facilities, and 
 

• Integrating the new pumps with the existing variable frequency drive (VFD) system. 
 

2.2 - Beachwood Force Main Replacement 

The existing Beachwood Force Main currently runs mostly beneath the pavement of Beachwood Drive 
between Mountain View Park and the BWRP.  The Beachwood Force Main Replacement would 
construct a new force main mostly placed beneath North and South Sparks Street.  The new force main 
alignment would begin at the Beachwood Pump Station and continue west on West Riverside Drive for 
approximately 500 feet to North Sparks Street.  The new force main would then travel north in North 
Sparks Street for approximately 8,200 feet to West Chandler Boulevard.  From the intersection of North 
Sparks Street and West Chandler, the new force main would turn east and parallel the existing 
Beachwood Force Main on West Chandler Boulevard for approximately 4,000 feet.  The parallel 
alignment would continue into the BWRP until it discharges into the BWRP headworks located at the 
northeast side of the plant.  A new magnetic flow meter in an underground vault will be constructed 
inside the BWRP site similar to the existing Beachwood Force Main discharge.   

The construction of the proposed project would involve jacking and boring at the following 
intersections: Chandler Boulevard/Victory Boulevard, West Magnolia Boulevard/North Sparks Street, 
West Clark Avenue/North Sparks Street, and Verdugo Avenue/North Sparks Street.  Excavation 
during the jackpit excavation phase could be at a maximum of 20 feet below grade.  Boring will occur 
10 to 15 feet below grade. 
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2.3 - Construction Timing 

The construction is anticipated to begin in September 2014, and be completed within approximately 
12 months.  Site restoration and pump station upgrades will be the final phases of the construction 
and is anticipated to be completed between August and September 2015.   
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SECTION 3: INITIAL STUDY QUESTIONS 

The following are responses to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
environmental checklist questions for noise impacts.  The responses are based on the information 
above. 

Would the project 

Potentially 
Significant Unless 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant Unless 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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? 

    

b) Exposure of persons to or 
generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

Noise is defined as unwanted sound.  Sound becomes unwanted when it interferes with normal 
activities, when it causes actual physical harm or when it has adverse effects on health.  Sound is 
produced by the vibration of sound pressure waves in the air.  Sound pressure levels are used to 
measure the intensity of sound and are described in terms of decibels.  The decibel (dB) is a 
logarithmic unit, which expresses the ratio of the sound pressure level being measured to a standard 
reference level.  A-weighted decibels (dBA) approximate the subjective response of the human ear to 
a broad frequency noise source by discriminating against very low and very high frequencies of the 
audible spectrum.  They are adjusted to reflect only those frequencies that are audible to the human 
ear. 

Noise Equivalent sound levels are not measured directly, but are calculated from sound pressure 
levels typically measured in A-weighted decibels (dBA).  The equivalent sound level (Leq) represents a 
steady state sound level containing the same total energy as a time varying signal over a given 
sample period.  The Lmax and Lmin are the highest and lowest values measured by the sound level 
meter over a given period of time.  They are based on the time-weighted sound level in dB. 

Noise monitoring was performed using an Extech Model 407780 Type 2 integrating sound level 
meter.  The Extech meter was programmed in “slow” mode to record the sound pressure level at 1-
second intervals for in A-weighted form.  The sound level meter and microphone was mounted 
approximately five feet above the ground and equipped with a windscreen during all measurements.  
The sound level meter was calibrated before monitoring using an Extech calibrator, Model 407766.  
The noise level measurement equipment meets American National Standards Institute (ANSI) 
specifications for sound level meters (S1.4-1983 identified in Chapter 19.68.020.AA). 

The noise monitoring locations were selected in order to obtain noise measurements of the current 
noise sources impacting the project site and the project vicinity, and to provide a baseline for any 
potential noise impacts that may be created by development of the proposed project.  The sites are 
shown in Exhibit 2.  Exhibit 3 provides a photographic index of the study area and noise level 
measurement locations. 

The noise measurements were recorded between 11:57 hours and 12:41 hours on Monday, July 16, 
2012.  At the start of the noise monitoring, the sky was partly cloudy with calm wind conditions (3-5 
mph).  

The noise measurements were taken at two (2) locations adjacent to the alignment.  The results of 
the noise level measurements are provided below in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Existing Noise Level Measurements 

Site Location Description Leq LMAX LMIN 

Site 1 Center of E Chandler Boulevard adjacent to the 
Chandler Bikeway.  Between North Sparks Street and 
N Beachwood Drive. 

63.3 76.1 46.9

Site 2 East side of North Sparks Street adjacent to 212 
North Sparks Street. 

60.4 82.6 44.2

Source: Michael Brandman Associates, July 2012. 

 

The nearest noise receptor is approximately 30 feet from the proposed construction activities; 
however, for the purpose of this noise analysis, a receptor distance of 25 feet from the proposed 
construction activities is used as a worst-case evaluation. 

3.2 - Responses to Impact Questions 

a) Would the project 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? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  The City of Burbank understands that construction is a necessary part 
of community development.  Construction noise typically occurs intermittently; the amount of noise 
depends on the nature or phase of construction (e.g., demolition/land clearing, grading, and 
excavation, erecting structures).  Activities such as site preparation, hauling of materials by trucks, 
pouring of concrete, and use of power tools can temporarily generate noise.  Construction 
equipment, such as earthmovers, material handlers, and portable generators, also creates noise that 
reaches high levels for brief periods.  

In the City of Burbank Municipal Code, construction noise that occurs between the hours of 7 a.m. 
and 7 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturday is exempt from applicable noise 
standards.  With this regulatory exemption, the City acknowledges that construction noise is an 
acceptable public nuisance when conducted during the least noise-sensitive hours of the day.  The 
proposed project would abide by the time restrictions on construction activities as stated above.  
Therefore, the proposed project would be in accordance with the existing standards and noise 
ordinance, and the impact would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  The City of Burbank Municipal Code contains requirements regarding 
operational vibration levels.  Section 10-1-1704: Vibration states that “Every use shall be so operated 
that the ground vibration inherently and recurrently generated does not cause a displacement of the 
earth greater than three thousandths (.003) of one (1) inch as measured at any point along the line 
of determination as set forth in the specific zone.” 
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The human response to vibration greatly depends on whether the source is continuous or transient.  
Continuous sources of vibration include certain construction activities, while transient sources 
include large vehicle movements.  Generally, thresholds of perception and agitation are higher for 
continuous sources.  Table 2 illustrates the human response to both continuous and transient 
sources of groundborne vibration. 

Table 2: Human Response to Groundborne Vibration 

Peak Particle Velocity (inches/second) 

Human Response Continuous Transient 

0.40 2.00 Severe

0.10 0.90 Strongly perceptible 

0.04 0.25 Distinctly perceptible 

0.01 0.04 Barely perceptible 

Source: California Department of Transportation, 2004. 

 

Construction equipment causes different peak particle velocities at 25 feet as shown in Table 3.  The 
peak particle velocities have a corresponding vibration velocity that is commonly abbreviated as VdB. 

Typically, developed areas are continuously affected by vibration velocities of 50 VdB or lower.  These 
continuous vibrations are not noticeable to humans whose threshold of perception is around 65 
VdB.  Offsite sources that may produce perceptible vibrations are usually caused by construction 
equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads, while smooth roads rarely produce 
perceptible groundborne noise or vibration as shown in Table 3.   

Table 3: Vibration Levels Generated by Construction Equipment 

Equipment 
Peak Particle Velocity 

(inches/second) at 25 feet 
Approximate Vibration Level (LV) 

at 25 feet 

Pile driver (impact) 1.518 (upper range)
0.644 (typical) 

112 
104 

Pile driver (sonic) 0.734 upper range
0.170 typical 

105 
93 

Clam shovel drop (slurry wall) 0.202 94 

Hydromill  
(slurry wall) 

0.008 in soil
0.017 in rock 

66 
75 

Vibratory Roller 0.210 94 

Hoe Ram 0.089 87 

Large bulldozer 0.089 87 

Caisson drill 0.089 87 
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Equipment 
Peak Particle Velocity 

(inches/second) at 25 feet 
Approximate Vibration Level (LV) 

at 25 feet 

Loaded trucks 0.076 86 

Jackhammer 0.035 79 

Small bulldozer 0.003 58 

Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Federal Transit Administration, May 2006. 

 

While long-term operations of the proposed project would not generate excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels, short-term construction could potentially introduce 
groundborne vibration to the project site and the surrounding area. 

Construction activities such as trenching and jacking and boring can produce vibration that may be 
felt by adjacent uses.  Jacking and boring has a greater potential to produce vibration compared to 
trenching.  The construction of the proposed project would involve jacking and boring at the 
intersections of W. Chandler Boulevard and Victory Boulevard, W. Magnolia Boulevard and North 
Sparks Street, W. Clark Avenue and North Sparks Street, and W. Verdugo Road and North Sparks 
Street.  Jacking and boring would have a similar vibration impact as drilling, 0.089 inch per second 
PPV at 25 feet, with an approximate vibration level of 87 VdB.  Jacking and boring would occur only 
at locations where it is necessary to tunnel under main roads.  These locations are mostly adjacent to 
commercial/industrial receptors.  The only intersection with residential receptors adjacent to jacking 
and boring activities is Clark Avenue and North Sparks Street.  Although the home on the 
southeastern corner of the intersection is the nearest residence to jacking and boring activities and is 
approximately 30 feet from the point where jacking and boring would occur, a distance of 25 feet is 
used in this analysis as a worst-case scenario.  Although the vibration from the jacking and boring 
could be perceptible at residential boundaries, it would be intermittent, overshadowed by roadway 
activities, and cease once the pipeline has been installed under the road.  According to the FTA, the 
construction damage criterion for non-engineered timber and masonry buildings is 0.2 PPV (in/sec).  
As shown above, the drilling (jacking and boring) vibration impact would be approximately 0.089 
PPV.  Drilling would need to occur within approximately 14 feet of homes in order to reach the 0.2 
PPV construction damage criteria threshold.  Therefore, no damage to homes is anticipated from 
construction activities.  Vibration impacts from other construction-related equipment along the 
alignment are anticipated to be similar or less than those from jacking and boring. 

As construction-related vibration is short-term and will not cause damage to homes, potential 
impacts associated with the vibration from construction equipment are considered to be less than 
significant. 

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

No Impact.  The project consists of upgrades to the existing Beachwood Pump Station and the 
construction and installation of a force main sewer alignment which begins at the Beachwood Pump 



P S O M A S - City of Burbank 
Pump Station and Force Main Project 
Noise Analysis Initial Study Questions 

 

 
FirstCarbon Solutions 12 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\0914\09140031\Noise Report\09140031 Noise Attachment.docx 

Station and continues west on West Riverside Drive for approximately 500 feet, the alignment turns 
north and continues 8,200 feet on North Sparks Street up to West Chandler Boulevard.  From there, 
the alignment turns east and parallels the existing Beachwood Force Main on West Chandler 
Boulevard for approximately 4,000 feet.  The parallel alignment continues into the Burbank Water 
Reclamation Plant (BRWP) until it discharges into the BWRP headworks located at the northeast side 
of the plant.  The majority of the project will occur underground and is part of the city’s planned 
upgrade in order for the pump station to achieve its full design capability.  Operational activities 
would consist of maintenance visits by BRWP maintenance personnel, which would occur at a similar 
frequency as the existing facilities.  No permanent increase in ambient noise levels will occur as a 
result of project implementation. 

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

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation.  The noisiest phase of construction would be 
during the jacking and boring at major intersections along North Sparks Street and excavation of the 
trench.  Jacking and boring would occur mostly adjacent to commercial/industrial receptors.  The 
intersection with the nearest residential receptors adjacent to jacking and boring activities is West 
Clark Avenue and North Sparks Street.  Although the home on the southeastern corner of the 
intersection is approximately 30 feet from the point where jacking and boring and excavation is likely 
to occur, a distance of 25 feet is used in this analysis as a worst-case scenario.  Based on a distance of 
25 feet to the nearest receptor, the jacking and boring equipment was modeled, together will other 
equipment that will be used along portions of the alignment.  Modeling for construction-related 
noise was performed using the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration’s 
(FHWA) Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM).  The RCNM is the FHWA national model used 
for the prediction of construction-related noise and to determine compliance with noise limits for a 
variety of types of construction projects of varying complexity.  The RCNM includes an extensive 
compilation of built-in reference noise levels for dozens of types of construction-related equipment 
based on manufacturer and actual monitored sources.  Results from RCNM analysis are shown in 
Table 4Table 4. 

Table 4: Construction Equipment Noise Levels 

Equipment Description 
Noise Level (Lmax 
dBA) at 50 feet 

Distance to 
Receptor1 

(feet) 

Maximum Noise 
Level (Lmax dBA) at 

Receptor 

Average Noise 
Level 

(Leq  dBA) at 
Receptor 

Horizontal Boring Hydraulic Jack 82 25 88 82

Dump Truck 76.5 25 82.5 78.5

Crane 80.6 25 86.6 78.6

Excavator 80.7 25 86.7 82.8

Generator 72.8 25 78.8 75.8

Backhoe 77.6 25 83.6 79.6
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Equipment Description 
Noise Level (Lmax 
dBA) at 50 feet 

Distance to 
Receptor1 

(feet) 

Maximum Noise 
Level (Lmax dBA) at 

Receptor 

Average Noise 
Level 

(Leq  dBA) at 
Receptor 

Front End Loader 79.1 25 85.1 81.2

Note: 
1  The nearest noise receptor is approximately 30 feet from the proposed construction activities; however, for the 

purpose of this noise analysis, a receptor distance of 25 feet from the proposed construction activities is used as a 
worst-case evaluation. 

Source: FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (Appendix A). 

 

Typical operating cycles for these types of construction equipment may involve one or two minutes 
of full power operation followed by three to four minutes at lower power settings.  Although there 
would be a relatively high single event noise exposure potential, resulting in potential short-term 
intermittent annoyances, the effect in long-term ambient noise levels would be small when averaged 
over longer time (24 hours for CNEL).  As shown by the ambient noise level measurements in Table 1, 
the maximum noise level in the project vicinity is already up to 82.6 dBA.  The results in the Table 4 
show that the construction equipment for the pipeline and pump station would generate maximum 
noise levels of 88 dBA (Lmax) at a distance of 25 feet (distance of equipment use from sensitive 
receptors along the eastern side of North Sparks Street).  The noise from construction equipment for 
the pipeline would be transitory, intermittent, and not a source of continuous noise.  The installation 
and construction of the pipeline along the alignment will proceed at a speed of approximately 100 to 
120 feet per day.  Therefore, the disturbances will not be located directly adjacent to any one 
residence for the entire duration of construction, and the impacts will be transitory.  The 
construction activities at the pump station will include various pieces of equipment such as an 
excavator, backhoe, generator, rubber tire loader, crane, dump truck, air compressor, plate 
compactors, forklifts, and crane.  These pieces of equipment would be used during various stages of 
the construction activities at the pump station.  The maximum construction noise levels at the pump 
station would be similar to the maximum noise levels during pipeline construction. 

As stated previously, the City of Burbank Municipal Code, construction noise that occurs between 
the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturday is exempt 
from applicable noise standards.  With this regulatory exemption, the City acknowledges that 
construction noise is an acceptable public nuisance when conducted during the least noise-sensitive 
hours of the day.  The City also acknowledges that construction noise could cause a substantial 
temporary increase in the ambient noise environment at nearby noise-sensitive receptors if 
construction occurs during the more noise-sensitive hours (i.e., evening, nighttime, early morning), 
or if construction equipment is not properly equipped with noise control devices.  Therefore, in 
order to minimize the potential for construction noise impacts, the following mitigation measures 
are required. 

MM NOI-1 All construction equipment shall use available noise suppression devices and 
properly maintained mufflers.  All internal combustion engines used in the project 
area shall be equipped with the type of muffler recommended by the vehicle 
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manufacturer.  In addition, all equipment shall be maintained in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s specifications to minimize noise created by faulty or poorly 
maintained engine, drive train, and other components. 

MM NOI-2 During construction, stationary construction equipment shall be placed such that 
emitted noise is directed away from sensitive noise receptors and as far as possible 
from the boundary of sensitive receptors. 

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

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

No impact.  The project site is located approximately 1.9 miles southeast of Burbank airport.  The 
site occurs well outside of the designated 65 dBA, noise contours.1  Therefore, impacts associated 
with excessive airport noise levels are not anticipated. 

No private airstrip occurs within 10 miles of the project site.  As such, the proposed project would 

not expose workers to excessive noise levels from private airstrips.  Therefore, no noise impacts 

associated with private airstrips would occur. 

 

                                                            
1 Coffman Associates, Inc.  2003.  Draft Revision to Noise Compatibility Program for Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena. October.  Website: 

http://www.burbankairport.com/dmdocuments/11-06-03_Burbank-Glendale-PasadenaAirportNC.pdf. 
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Appendix A: 
Noise Modeling Data 

 



        Date Time=07/16/12  11:57:00
        Sampling Time=5
        Record Num= 180
        Leq Value=63.3     SEL Value=92.8
        MAX Value=76.1
        MIN Value=46.9
        Freq Weighting=A     Time Weighting=Slow
        49.9,11:57:00,
        48.7,11:57:05,
        48.8,11:57:10,
        49.8,11:57:15,
        49.4,11:57:20,
        65.9,11:57:25,
        59.1,11:57:30,
        66.8,11:57:35,
        54.0,11:57:40,
        51.1,11:57:45,
        48.8,11:57:50,
        47.1,11:57:55,
        47.6,11:58:00,
        47.9,11:58:05,
        50.4,11:58:10,
        68.4,11:58:15,
        55.3,11:58:20,
        64.9,11:58:25,
        70.0,11:58:30,
        57.9,11:58:35,
        58.8,11:58:40,
        48.2,11:58:45,
        48.3,11:58:50,
        48.6,11:58:55,
        48.8,11:59:00,
        48.8,11:59:05,
        48.9,11:59:10,
        50.3,11:59:15,
        66.9,11:59:20,
        54.1,11:59:25,
        51.5,11:59:30,
        53.6,11:59:35,
        56.9,11:59:40,
        67.2,11:59:45,
        53.0,11:59:50,
        52.4,11:59:55,
        55.1,12:00:00,
        68.8,12:00:05,
        60.6,12:00:10,
        63.9,12:00:15,
        54.9,12:00:20,
        50.8,12:00:25,
        55.0,12:00:30,
        50.1,12:00:35,
        49.9,12:00:40,
        53.2,12:00:45,
        56.5,12:00:50,
        63.5,12:00:55,
        67.7,12:01:00,
        67.4,12:01:05,
        67.3,12:01:10,
        72.0,12:01:15,
        72.5,12:01:20,
        65.9,12:01:25,
        56.9,12:01:30,
        52.8,12:01:35,
        55.6,12:01:40,
        55.3,12:01:45,
        60.6,12:01:50,
        54.9,12:01:55,
        68.9,12:02:00,
        61.4,12:02:05,
        60.4,12:02:10,
        66.6,12:02:15,
        57.6,12:02:20,
        61.1,12:02:25,
        59.5,12:02:30,
        56.4,12:02:35,
        55.3,12:02:40,
        55.6,12:02:45,
        72.9,12:02:50,
        65.4,12:02:55,



        57.1,12:03:00,
        54.4,12:03:05,
        70.4,12:03:10,
        58.4,12:03:15,
        56.7,12:03:20,
        57.8,12:03:25,
        63.7,12:03:30,
        60.0,12:03:35,
        55.6,12:03:40,
        67.3,12:03:45,
        58.4,12:03:50,
        54.1,12:03:55,
        68.4,12:04:00,
        73.0,12:04:05,
        65.0,12:04:10,
        61.4,12:04:15,
        54.6,12:04:20,
        56.9,12:04:25,
        55.0,12:04:30,
        54.6,12:04:35,
        52.0,12:04:40,
        53.4,12:04:45,
        59.0,12:04:50,
        59.1,12:04:55,
        55.6,12:05:00,
        66.8,12:05:05,
        60.9,12:05:10,
        60.1,12:05:15,
        57.1,12:05:20,
        63.3,12:05:25,
        53.3,12:05:30,
        63.0,12:05:35,
        55.2,12:05:40,
        65.7,12:05:45,
        57.3,12:05:50,
        61.6,12:05:55,
        55.8,12:06:00,
        68.4,12:06:05,
        66.6,12:06:10,
        57.9,12:06:15,
        49.0,12:06:20,
        54.2,12:06:25,
        69.1,12:06:30,
        59.8,12:06:35,
        50.0,12:06:40,
        65.4,12:06:45,
        63.0,12:06:50,
        57.0,12:06:55,
        53.1,12:07:00,
        57.3,12:07:05,
        55.0,12:07:10,
        62.5,12:07:15,
        56.5,12:07:20,
        50.9,12:07:25,
        60.1,12:07:30,
        56.4,12:07:35,
        50.1,12:07:40,
        48.2,12:07:45,
        48.0,12:07:50,
        48.9,12:07:55,
        48.1,12:08:00,
        49.3,12:08:05,
        54.8,12:08:10,
        53.0,12:08:15,
        58.6,12:08:20,
        55.8,12:08:25,
        57.4,12:08:30,
        48.0,12:08:35,
        56.3,12:08:40,
        59.4,12:08:45,
        69.8,12:08:50,
        65.5,12:08:55,
        58.1,12:09:00,
        55.0,12:09:05,
        63.2,12:09:10,
        68.0,12:09:15,
        59.6,12:09:20,
        71.0,12:09:25,
        67.4,12:09:30,



        57.4,12:09:35,
        64.2,12:09:40,
        55.5,12:09:45,
        48.6,12:09:50,
        51.4,12:09:55,
        60.4,12:10:00,
        67.6,12:10:05,
        55.5,12:10:10,
        56.3,12:10:15,
        49.9,12:10:20,
        47.1,12:10:25,
        47.4,12:10:30,
        49.8,12:10:35,
        53.7,12:10:40,
        74.5,12:10:45,
        57.2,12:10:50,
        52.5,12:10:55,
        58.8,12:11:00,
        51.7,12:11:05,
        49.9,12:11:10,
        48.2,12:11:15,
        47.3,12:11:20,
        47.4,12:11:25,
        47.6,12:11:30,
        48.8,12:11:35,
        57.9,12:11:40,
        70.2,12:11:45,
        53.4,12:11:50,
        57.6,12:11:55,



        Date Time=07/16/12  12:41:00
        Sampling Time=5
        Record Num= 180
        Leq Value=60.4     SEL Value=89.9
        MAX Value=82.6
        MIN Value=44.2
        Freq Weighting=A     Time Weighting=Slow
        49.5,12:41:00,
        47.5,12:41:05,
        49.2,12:41:10,
        48.8,12:41:15,
        47.4,12:41:20,
        48.2,12:41:25,
        48.2,12:41:30,
        48.4,12:41:35,
        48.2,12:41:40,
        50.9,12:41:45,
        50.3,12:41:50,
        50.8,12:41:55,
        51.1,12:42:00,
        50.4,12:42:05,
        49.9,12:42:10,
        49.4,12:42:15,
        50.4,12:42:20,
        50.0,12:42:25,
        58.2,12:42:30,
        56.4,12:42:35,
        47.8,12:42:40,
        47.4,12:42:45,
        49.3,12:42:50,
        48.5,12:42:55,
        48.1,12:43:00,
        47.8,12:43:05,
        50.0,12:43:10,
        49.3,12:43:15,
        49.0,12:43:20,
        50.8,12:43:25,
        50.3,12:43:30,
        48.2,12:43:35,
        49.0,12:43:40,
        49.7,12:43:45,
        49.2,12:43:50,
        49.5,12:43:55,
        49.8,12:44:00,
        49.9,12:44:05,
        50.0,12:44:10,
        52.0,12:44:15,
        69.3,12:44:20,
        53.3,12:44:25,
        61.6,12:44:30,
        55.2,12:44:35,
        50.4,12:44:40,
        48.6,12:44:45,
        50.9,12:44:50,
        70.7,12:44:55,
        51.1,12:45:00,
        49.5,12:45:05,
        49.2,12:45:10,
        49.8,12:45:15,
        49.8,12:45:20,
        49.1,12:45:25,
        48.8,12:45:30,
        48.3,12:45:35,
        49.1,12:45:40,
        49.2,12:45:45,
        49.9,12:45:50,
        49.2,12:45:55,
        54.9,12:46:00,
        55.3,12:46:05,
        50.3,12:46:10,
        46.2,12:46:15,
        46.2,12:46:20,
        49.5,12:46:25,
        46.4,12:46:30,
        47.3,12:46:35,
        46.0,12:46:40,
        46.5,12:46:45,
        47.5,12:46:50,
        67.0,12:46:55,



        49.8,12:47:00,
        46.7,12:47:05,
        46.0,12:47:10,
        53.1,12:47:15,
        51.3,12:47:20,
        47.6,12:47:25,
        46.8,12:47:30,
        49.9,12:47:35,
        51.2,12:47:40,
        64.9,12:47:45,
        54.7,12:47:50,
        65.7,12:47:55,
        63.6,12:48:00,
        60.2,12:48:05,
        45.7,12:48:10,
        44.6,12:48:15,
        48.5,12:48:20,
        48.5,12:48:25,
        45.5,12:48:30,
        46.7,12:48:35,
        45.9,12:48:40,
        52.8,12:48:45,
        49.3,12:48:50,
        53.1,12:48:55,
        50.9,12:49:00,
        62.1,12:49:05,
        64.6,12:49:10,
        50.7,12:49:15,
        48.7,12:49:20,
        47.6,12:49:25,
        48.1,12:49:30,
        51.3,12:49:35,
        48.4,12:49:40,
        49.6,12:49:45,
        48.3,12:49:50,
        52.5,12:49:55,
        50.2,12:50:00,
        58.7,12:50:05,
        59.8,12:50:10,
        49.0,12:50:15,
        48.3,12:50:20,
        50.8,12:50:25,
        56.3,12:50:30,
        74.3,12:50:35,
        54.6,12:50:40,
        49.1,12:50:45,
        48.7,12:50:50,
        49.2,12:50:55,
        48.4,12:51:00,
        48.5,12:51:05,
        50.2,12:51:10,
        48.8,12:51:15,
        54.2,12:51:20,
        57.0,12:51:25,
        60.4,12:51:30,
        70.3,12:51:35,
        76.7,12:51:40,
        57.3,12:51:45,
        51.6,12:51:50,
        50.7,12:51:55,
        51.1,12:52:00,
        48.7,12:52:05,
        47.6,12:52:10,
        51.9,12:52:15,
        51.2,12:52:20,
        48.5,12:52:25,
        48.5,12:52:30,
        47.4,12:52:35,
        49.0,12:52:40,
        48.7,12:52:45,
        52.5,12:52:50,
        49.1,12:52:55,
        51.7,12:53:00,
        51.9,12:53:05,
        51.7,12:53:10,
        50.2,12:53:15,
        49.6,12:53:20,
        49.8,12:53:25,
        50.8,12:53:30,



        47.7,12:53:35,
        49.1,12:53:40,
        49.4,12:53:45,
        51.5,12:53:50,
        61.9,12:53:55,
        57.4,12:54:00,
        49.1,12:54:05,
        51.3,12:54:10,
        49.1,12:54:15,
        58.5,12:54:20,
        60.3,12:54:25,
        49.8,12:54:30,
        48.3,12:54:35,
        49.7,12:54:40,
        49.6,12:54:45,
        50.8,12:54:50,
        47.7,12:54:55,
        52.0,12:55:00,
        57.5,12:55:05,
        62.5,12:55:10,
        51.0,12:55:15,
        49.7,12:55:20,
        50.8,12:55:25,
        48.5,12:55:30,
        49.7,12:55:35,
        70.8,12:55:40,
        53.1,12:55:45,
        49.3,12:55:50,
        53.4,12:55:55,



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date 8/6/2012
Case DescBurbank Sewer Pipeline Excavation/shoring/pipe install

---- Receptor #1 ----
Baselines (dBA)

DescriptionLand Use Daytime Evening Night
adjacent reResidential 55 60 45

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding
Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Horizontal Boring HydrNo 25 82 25 0
Dump Truck No 40 76.5 25 0
Crane No 16 80.6 25 0
Excavator No 40 80.7 25 0
Generator (<25KVA, VNo 50 72.8 25 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 25 0
Front End Loader No 40 79.1 25 0

Results
Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA) Noise Limit Exceedance (dBA)

Day Evening Night Day Evening Night
Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq
Horizontal Boring Hydr 88 82 N/A 60 N/A 60 N/A 45 N/A 22 N/A 22 N/A 37
Dump Truck 82.5 78.5 N/A 60 N/A 60 N/A 45 N/A 18.5 N/A 18.5 N/A 33.5
Crane 86.6 78.6 N/A 60 N/A 60 N/A 45 N/A 18.6 N/A 18.6 N/A 33.6
Excavator 86.7 82.8 N/A 60 N/A 60 N/A 45 N/A 22.8 N/A 22.8 N/A 37.8
Generator (<25KVA, V 78.8 75.8 N/A 60 N/A 60 N/A 45 N/A 15.8 N/A 15.8 N/A 30.8
Backhoe 83.6 79.6 N/A 60 N/A 60 N/A 45 N/A 19.6 N/A 19.6 N/A 34.6
Front End Loader 85.1 81.2 N/A 60 N/A 60 N/A 45 N/A 21.2 N/A 21.2 N/A 36.2

Total 88 88.8 N/A 60 N/A 60 N/A 45 N/A 28.8 N/A 28.8 N/A 43.8
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.
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