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Aerial View of Project Site
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Overview Rendering

FIGURE  3
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Project Title:  The Premier on First Mixed-Use Project 

Project Location:  103 East Verdugo Avenue 

Project Applicant: Cusumano Real Estate Group 

   c/o Michael Cusumano  

   101 South First Street  

   Burbank, California 91502 

Lead Agency:   City of Burbank  

   Community Development Department 

   Planning Division 

   150 North Third Street 

Burbank, California 91502 

Contact Person: Genevieve Sharrow, Contract Planner 

   Direct: (626) 744-9872 

City of Burbank Planning Division: (818) 238-5250 

   Email: genevieves@migcom.com  

PROJECT SUMMARY 

The subject of this Initial Study is the Premier on First Mixed-Use Project (“Project”) to be located along 

the east side of First Street between Verdugo Avenue and Tujunga Avenue in Burbank (“Project Site”).  

The Project would be developed in two phases. Phase 1 would consist of a 14-story tower constructed 

on the Verdugo Avenue side of the site. This tower would contain 154 residential units and include 

approximately 10,400 square feet of ground-level retail space, 445 parking spaces, and residential 

amenities such as a fitness center, pool, and roof deck.  

Phase 2 of the Project would consist of a second 12- to 13-story tower constructed on the Tujunga 

Avenue side of the site that would be developed as either a hotel or office space. The Hotel Option 

would feature a 230-room hotel with 13 stories, including 256 parking spaces, guest amenities, dining 

space, and approximately 5,250 square feet of other ground-level retail space. The Office Option would 

consist of approximately 158,595 square feet of office space in 12 stories, 429 parking spaces, and 

approximately 11,728 square feet of ground-level retail. Additional parking for the office space would be 

reserved within the parking levels of the residential tower.  
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PURPOSE OF THIS INITIAL STUDY 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires state and local agencies to identify potential 

significant environmental impacts of their actions and where possible avoid or mitigate those impacts. 

The City of Burbank is the Lead Agency for the proposed Project. This Initial Study is a preliminary 

analysis prepared in accordance with CEQA by the City as Lead Agency to determine whether an 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Negative Declaration (ND), or Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) 

must be prepared to evaluate the potential impacts of the Project. 

This Initial Study is an informational document, and its preparation and distribution by the City neither 

presupposes nor mandates any action on the part of the City, or other agencies from whom permits and 

other discretionary approvals would be sought, with respect to the Project. 

If, through an Initial Study, the City concludes that there is evidence that a project may cause a 

significant environmental effect, the City shall find that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be 

prepared to analyze potential environmental impacts. The analysis contained in this Initial Study 

indicates that an EIR shall be prepared for the Project.  

ORGANIZATION OF INITIAL STUDY 

This Initial Study is organized into six sections as follows: 

Section 1.0, Introduction, identifies the Project and provides a brief summary. The Introduction also 

summarizes the purpose and structure of this study. 

Section 2.0, Environmental Setting, describes the existing conditions, surrounding land use, general 
plan, and existing zoning of the Project Site. 

Section 3.0, Project Description, provides a detailed description of the Project. 

Section 4.0, Environmental Analysis, includes an analysis for each resource topic and identifies the 
potential impacts of implementing the Project. 

Section 5.0, References, identifies printed references and individuals cited in this Initial Study. 

Section 6.0, List of Preparers, identifies the individuals who prepared this study. 
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project Site is located in downtown Burbank along the east side of South First Street between East 

Verdugo Avenue and East Tujunga Avenue. The current addresses for the Project Site include 103, 121, 

and 137 E. Verdugo Avenue and 100 E. Tujunga Avenue. The Project Site consists of six parcels identified 

under Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 2453-019-011, -012, -013, -015, -017, and -018. The regional 

location of the Project Site is shown in Figure 2.0-1, Project Location Map.  

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Project Site includes approximately 77,475 square feet of lot area (1.8 acres). As shown in Figure 

2.0-2, Aerial View of Project Site, the Project Site is currently developed with an office building and 

surface parking. As shown in Figure 2.0-3, Site Survey, the Project Site consists of 10 individual lots, Lots 

11–20, located on Block 58. The office building is located on the northern half of the Project Site on Lots 

16, 18, and 20. The office building is 2-stories in height and approximately 47,000 square feet in size. A 

total of 164 surface parking spaces are on the Project Site: 136 spaces on the southern half of the 

Project Site and 28 spaces on the northern half. An alleyway bisects the Project Site along South First 

Street, connecting to South San Fernando Boulevard on the northeast. Landscaping on the Project Site is 

characterized by minimal vegetation along the perimeter and includes street trees, shrubs, and other 

ornamental plants.  

The Burbank2035 General Plan land use designation for the Project Site is Downtown Commercial. The 

Project Site is located within the Burbank Center Plan (BCP) area and is currently zoned Burbank Center 

Commercial Limited Business (BCC-2). 

SURROUNDING LAND USES 

The Project Site is located in an area that is developed primarily with commercial uses. Surrounding uses 

include a mix of commercial and multifamily residential uses and surface parking lots. Bordering the 

Project Site to the north, across East Tujunga Avenue, are two 20-story hotel towers and related open 

space. To the west of the Project Site, across South First Street, are a 5-story hotel and a 1-story 

restaurant with related surface parking. A 2-story office building with related surface parking occupies 

the site south of the Project Site, across East Verdugo Avenue and west of South First Street. South of 

the Project Site is a series of 1-story structures that comprise an auto body shop along East Verdugo 

Avenue and one single-family house. Adjacent to the Project Site’s eastern boundary is a 10-story 

multifamily senior residential building along East Verdugo Avenue and an existing 1-story warehouse 

along East Tujunga Avenue.  
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Aerial View of Project Site
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Site Survey
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

The Project would involve the demolition of an existing 2-story office building and surface parking and 

the construction of two 12- to 14-story (up to approximately 164-foot high) towers containing a mix of 

uses. The Project consists of two development scenarios that would be constructed in two phases. 

These scenarios are identified below as (1) Hotel Option and (2) Office Option.  

The first phase of both scenarios consists of a residential tower on the southern side of the site that 

would include 154 multifamily units. The residential tower would include ground-level retail space, 3 

levels of aboveground podium parking, 2 levels of subterranean parking, and 10 levels of residential 

units above the podium level. The 154 total dwelling units would consist of 114 one-bedroom and 40 

two-bedroom units. Residential Levels 9 and 10 would make up the penthouse level of the residential 

tower. Proposed residential amenities would include a fitness center, roof deck, pool, and multipurpose 

meeting room.  

Phase 2 of the proposed Project would involve the construction of the second tower under one of the 

two development scenarios. The following is a description of each development scenario. 

Hotel Option (Phase 2A) 

The Hotel Option would consist of a 13-story hotel tower with approximately 230 rooms. The tower 

would include ground-level retail/restaurant space, 3 levels of aboveground podium parking, 8 levels of 

hotel rooms, and a sky restaurant or banquet facility on the top level. 

As shown in Figure 3.0-1, Ground Level—Hotel Option, the residential tower would consist of 

approximately 10,398 square feet of ground-level retail space, and the hotel tower would feature an 

additional 5,250 square feet of ground-floor retail. There would also be 2,562 square feet of restaurant 

space within the hotel. Each respective tower would also include a lobby for residents and hotel guests. 

The ground level would include loading docks located along the bisecting alley way.  

Figure 3.0-2, Subterranean Parking Level 1—Hotel Option and Figure 3.0-3, Subterranean Parking Level 

2—Hotel Option, depict the 2-level subterranean parking garage for the residential tower. There would 

be a total of 182 subterranean parking spaces provided for residential and retail uses. No subterranean 

parking would be built under the hotel. Figure 3.0-4, Parking Level 1—Hotel Option, Figure 3.0-5, 

Parking Level 2—Hotel Option, and Figure 3.0-6, Parking Level 3—Hotel Option depict the 

aboveground parking garages for both the residential and hotel towers, with a total of 263 and 258 

parking spaces provided, respectively.  



3.0 Project Description 

Meridian Consultants 3.0-2 The Premier on First Mixed-Use Project 
024-005-15  February 2016 

For the residential tower, vehicular access to both the aboveground and subterranean parking garage 

would be provided along East Verdugo Avenue. For the hotel tower, vehicular access to the 

aboveground parking garage would be provided along East Tujunga Avenue.  

The podium level for each tower would be above the 3-level aboveground parking garages. As shown in 

Figure 3.0-7, Podium Level—Hotel Option, the residential tower’s podium level would include 16 

residential units and various recreational and shared common areas, including a fitness center, outdoor 

recreation deck with pool, and multipurpose room. As shown in Figure 3.0-7, the podium level for the 

hotel tower would include 23 hotel rooms, a fitness center, a meeting room, an outdoor recreation deck 

with pool and lounge, and a green roof deck along the Tujunga Avenue frontage.  

As shown in Figure 3.0-8, Typical Level—Hotel Option, Residential Levels 2 through 8 of the residential 

tower would consist of 126 one- and two-bedroom units; and Hotel levels 2 through 8 would consist of 

207 rooms. As shown in Figure 3.0-9, Penthouse Level—Hotel Option, Residential Levels 9 and 10 would 

consist of 12 penthouse loft and two-bedroom units. 

Figure 3.0-10, Sky Restaurant/Banquet Room Level—Hotel Option, illustrates potential design 

alternatives for the top level of the hotel. The applicant has proposed to include either a 6,330-square-

foot sky restaurant or a 6,100-square-foot banquet space. Both arrangements would include some 

outdoor terrace space. The banquet room arrangement would also include 9,500 square feet of 

subterranean space to accommodate back-of-house activities. The roof plan for both towers is depicted 

in Figure 3.0-11, Roof Plan—Hotel Option. 

The building elevations of the two buildings are proposed for maximum heights of approximately 164 

feet, as shown in Figure 3.0-12, Verdugo Elevation—Hotel Option; Figure 3.0-13, First Street 

Elevation—Hotel Option; and Figure 3.0-14, Tujunga Elevation—Hotel Option.  

Office Option (Phase 2B) 

The Office Option would consist of a 12-story office tower with approximately 158,595 square feet of 

office space. The tower would include ground-level retail space, 3 levels of aboveground podium 

parking, 2 levels of subterranean parking, and 8 levels of office space over the aboveground podium 

parking. Characteristics of the residential component are the same as those previously identified for 

Phase 1, as described above. 

As shown in Figure 3.0-15, Ground Level—Office Option, the office component would consist of 

approximately 11,728 square feet of ground-floor retail space. The ground level would also include 

loading docks located along the bisecting alleyway.  
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Figure 3.0-16, Subterranean Parking Level 1—Office Option, and Figure 3.0-17, Subterranean Parking 

Level 2—Office Option, depict the 2-level subterranean parking garage for both the residential and 

office towers. The subterranean levels of the office tower would include a total of 174 parking spaces. 

Figure 3.0-18, Parking Level 1—Office Option, Figure 3.0-19, Parking Level 2—Office Option, and Figure 

3.0-20, Parking Level 3—Office Option, depict the aboveground parking garages for both the residential 

and office towers. The aboveground parking garage for the office tower would include 255 parking 

spaces. Vehicle access for both aboveground and subterranean parking would be provided by entrance 

and exit ramps along East Tujunga Avenue.  

The podium level for each tower would be above the 3-level aboveground parking garages. As shown in 

Figure 3.0-21, Podium Level—Office Option, the podium level for the office tower would include 

approximately 21,803 square feet of office space. As shown in Figure 3.0-22, Typical Level—Office 

Option, Figure 3.0-23, Penthouse Level—Office Option, and Figure 3.0-24, Penthouse/Loft Level—

Office Option, Levels 2 through 8 of the office tower would consist of a total of 136,792 square feet of 

office space. The roof plan for both towers is depicted in Figure 3.0-25, Roof Plan—Office Option. 

 Figure 3.0-26, Verdugo Elevation—Office Option, Figure 3.0-27, First Street Elevation—Office Option, 

and Figure 3.0-28, Tujunga Elevation—Office Option, present building elevations at all three abutting 

streets.  

Architectural Design and Landscaping 

As shown in the elevations, the Project would be designed in a modern style. The ground floor on each 

tower would have a glass storefront system and exposed architectural concrete structures. The Phase 1 

(Residential) upper-story garage levels would have factory-painted metal baffles with glazed comers and 

exposed architectural concrete structures. The upper residential stories would integrate a glass curtain 

walls system with glass-fiber-reinforced concrete (GFRC) panels with integral color. The Phase 2 

(Hotel/Office) upper-story garage levels would have stainless steel fabric screen with glazed comers and 

exposed architectural concrete structures. The Phase 2A (Hotel) levels integrate a glass curtain walls 

system with GFRC panels with integral color. The upper stories on the office building (Phase 2B) would 

have a glass curtain walls system. 

Street trees and other planters would be installed around open areas on the ground level. The podium 

level and residential roof deck would also feature ornamental plantings.  
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Construction 

Construction of the Project is anticipated to take approximately 72 months and be completed by 2023. 
Phase 1 of the Project would begin in summer of 2017 and finish in summer of 2020. Upon completion 
of Phase 1, Phase 2 would begin in summer 2020 and finish in summer of 2023. 

For both phases, construction activities associated with the proposed Project would be undertaken in 
three primary steps: (1) demolition and clearing; (2) grading and site preparation; and (3) building 
construction. Construction of each tower would commence with demolition and site-clearing activities. 
All existing improvements on the Project Site would be removed. Construction and demolition debris 
would be recycled to the maximum extent feasible. After the completion of site clearing, excavation for 
relevant subterranean levels would begin.  

Construction activities may necessitate temporary lane closures on streets adjacent to the Project Site 
on an intermittent basis for utility relocations/hookups, delivery of materials, and other construction 
activities as needed. Site deliveries and staging of all equipment and materials would be organized in the 
most efficient manner possible on site to mitigate any temporary impacts to the neighborhood and 
surrounding traffic. Construction equipment would be staged on site for the duration of construction 
activities. Traffic lane and right-of-way closures, if required, will be properly permitted by the City and 
will conform to City standards. 

CITY OF BURBANK PLANNING ACTIONS 

The following approval actions by the City of Burbank would be necessary for the Project:  

• Development Review 

• Zone change from Burbank Center Commercial Limited Business (BCC-2) to Planned Development 
(PD), pursuant to Burbank Municipal Code 10-1-19121 

• Development Agreement 

• Engineering and building permits 

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED  

In addition to the requested planning approvals, the Project may require additional permits and/or 
approvals from, including but not limited to, the following agencies: 

• Burbank Water and Power (BWP) 

• Los Angeles County Department of Public Health (LADPH) 

• Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) 

• South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

• California State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

• Federal Aviation Administration, Obstruction Evaluation Division (FAA) 
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Subterranean Parking Level 1—Hotel Option
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Subterranean Parking Level 2—Hotel Option
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Parking Level 1—Hotel Option

FIGURE  3.0-4
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Parking Level 2—Hotel Option

FIGURE  3.0-5
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Parking Level 3—Hotel Option
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Podium Level—Hotel Option

FIGURE  3.0-7
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Typical Level—Hotel Option

FIGURE  3.0-8
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Penthouse Level—Hotel Option

FIGURE  3.0-9
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Sky Restaurant/Banquet Room Level—Hotel Option

FIGURE  3.0-10
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Roof Plan—Hotel Option

FIGURE  3.0-11
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Verdugo Elevation—Hotel Option

FIGURE  3.0-12
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First Street Elevation—Hotel Option

FIGURE  3.0-13
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015
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Tujunga Elevation—Hotel Option

FIGURE  3.0-14
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015

024-005-15

APPROXIMATE SCALE IN FEET

40200 80



Ground Level—Office Option

FIGURE  3.0-15
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Subterranean Parking Level 1—Office Option

FIGURE  3.0-16
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015
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Subterranean Parking Level 2—Office Option

FIGURE  3.0-17
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015
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Parking Level 1—Office Option

FIGURE  3.0-18
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015
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Parking Level 2—Office Option

FIGURE  3.0-19
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015
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Parking Level 3—Office Option

FIGURE  3.0-20
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015
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Podium Level—Office Option

FIGURE  3.0-21
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015
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Typical Level—Office Option

FIGURE  3.0-22
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015
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Penthouse Level—Office Option

FIGURE  3.0-23
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015
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Penthouse/Loft Level—Office Option

FIGURE  3.0-24
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015
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Roof Plan—Office Option

FIGURE  3.0-25
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015
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Verdugo Elevation—Office Option

FIGURE  3.0-26
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015
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First Street Elevation—Office Option

FIGURE  3.0-27
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015
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Tujunga Elevation—Office Option

FIGURE  3.0-28
SOURCE:  Daniel Chudnovsky, A.I.A. Architects, Inc. - 2015
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

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

environmental issues and subject areas identified in the Initial Study Checklist (Appendix G to the State 

CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Sections 15000–15387).  

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would involve at least one impact that is a "Potentially 

Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry  Air Quality 
 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology/Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials  Hydrology/Water Quality 

 Land Use Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 
 Population/Housing  Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation/Traffic  Utilities/Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

DETERMINATION: 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

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

 I find that the proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

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

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

 

 
    
Signature  Date 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

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

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

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, the checklist 
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with 
mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is 
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially 
Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 

4) "Negative Declaration: Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to 
a "Less than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly 
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from "Earlier 
Analyses," as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced). 

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). 
In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the 

scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, 
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis. 

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

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

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or 
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead 
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's 
environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant. 
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4.1 AESTHETICS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Project 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
AESTHETICS—Would the project: 
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings 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? 

    

Discussion 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Scenic vistas within the City include views of the Verdugo Mountains to 

the northeast and views of the eastern Santa Monica Mountains to the southwest. Downslope views 

from hillside development in the Verdugo Mountains toward the City and the Santa Monica Mountains 

beyond are also considered a valued resource.1 Orientation of the street network maximizes public 

access to these views, with streets east of Interstate 5 (I-5) oriented toward the Verdugo Mountains.2 

The Project Site is located in a developed, urban area of Burbank characterized by low- to high-rise 

commercial and multifamily residential buildings. Existing views across the Project Site are limited due 

to the height and density of adjacent development. The Project would not obstruct views along streets 

and would not substantially affect views from distant points. Some views of the Santa Monica 

Mountains from the residential tower adjacent to the Project or from the nearby Holiday Inn would be 

obstructed. However, obstruction of a few private views is not generally regarded as a significant 

environmental impact. As such, impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this 

issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

                                                           
1  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: General Plan, “Open Space and Conservation Element” (February 19, 2013).  

2  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: Environmental Impact Report [EIR] (February 19, 2013) , p. 4.1-1. 
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b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

Less than Significant Impact. No unique natural features or other visual resources are located on the 

Project Site. The Project Site is neither close to nor visible from a State scenic highway. As such, the 

Project would not substantially damage scenic resources. Impacts would be less than significant, and no 

further evaluation is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would replace the existing 2-story building and surface 

parking with a 12- or 13-story tower and a 14-story tower. As such, the Project would substantially alter 

the visual character of the site. Therefore, the Project could result in significant impacts. This issue will 

be evaluated in the environmental impact report (EIR). 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to introduce new 
sources of light or glare on the Project Site that would be incompatible with the areas surrounding the 
Project Site or that would pose a safety hazard, such as to motorists utilizing adjacent streets. In 
addition, a significant impact could occur if the Project were to cast extensive shadows on shade-
sensitive uses. 

The Project would include artificial lighting to illuminate the building frontages, aboveground parking 

garages, common open space areas, and recreation decks; and largely to provide adequate night 

visibility for residents, employees, and visitors, as well as a measure of security. In addition, the change 

in building height on the site from 2 stories to up to 14 stories would result in more extensive shadows. 

As such, the Project could create new sources of substantial light and shadow. Therefore, the Project 

could result in significant impacts. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 
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4.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Project 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES—Would the project: 
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to 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 forestland or conversion of 
forestland to nonforest use?     

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature could result 
in conversion of Farmland, to nonagricultural use 
or conversion of forestland to nonforest use? 

    

Discussion 

No Impact. The Project Site is located within a developed and urbanized area of the City of Burbank. No 

farmland or agricultural activity exists on or near the Project Site. According to the EIR for the 

Burbank2035 General Plan, no designated Important Farmland or forestland is located within the City.3 

Also, no Williamson Act contracts are located within the City. The Project Site is currently developed and 

would not result in the conversion of agricultural lands and forestlands to urbanized uses. No impacts 

would occur, and no further evaluation is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

                                                           
3  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: EIR (February 19, 2013). 
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4.3. AIR QUALITY  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Project 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
AIR QUALITY—Where 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. 
Would the project: 
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 nonattainment 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?     

Discussion 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project Site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (”Basin”). 

Within the Basin, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is required, pursuant to 

the Federal Clean Air Act, to reduce emissions of those criteria pollutants for which the Basin is in 

nonattainment: ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter (PM10), and fine particulate 

matter (PM2.5). The Project’s demolition, construction, and operational activities would generate 

pollutant emissions. Additionally, the Project would generate residents and employment that would 

contribute to traffic. As such, the Project would have the potential to conflict with the SCAQMD’s 

current Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Therefore, the Project could result in significant impacts. 

This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 
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b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Basin is currently in nonattainment for O3, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5.4 

The Project’s demolition, construction, and operational activities would generate additional pollutant 

emissions that could contribute to an existing or projected air quality exceedance. As such, impacts 

could be significant. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Given that the Basin is currently in State nonattainment for O3, NO2, 

PM10, and PM2.5, cumulative growth could exceed an air quality standard or contribute to an existing 

or projected air quality exceedance. The Project’s demolition, construction, and operational activities 

would generate emissions. As such, the Project has the potential to considerably contribute to an 

increase in criteria pollutants. Impacts could be significant. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Project construction activities and operations could increase pollutant 

concentrations within the surrounding area. As such, nearby sensitive receptors could be exposed to 

increased pollutant concentrations. In addition, in accordance with standard SCAQMD procedures, 

Burbank2035 requires that a Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) be conducted for projects close to 

the I-5. Impacts could be significant. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

                                                           
4  SCAQMD, Final 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (February 2013). 
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e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

Less than Significant Impact. The uses proposed are residential, retail, hotel, and/or office. These uses 

do not generate substantial amounts of offensive odors. Good housekeeping practices, such as the use 

of trash receptacles, would be sufficient to prevent nuisance odors. Adherence with SCAQMD Rule 402 

(Nuisance) and SCAQMD Best Available Control Technology Guidelines would limit potential 

objectionable odor impacts from the proposed uses. As such, impacts would be less than significant, and 

no further evaluation is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Project 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would the project: 
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 

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

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion 

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

No Impact. The Project Site is located in an urbanized area of the City of Burbank and is currently 

developed with an office building and surface parking. The Project Site does not contain any natural 
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open spaces, act as a wildlife corridor, or possess any areas of significant biological resource value. Due 

to the lack of biotic resources on site, no candidate, sensitive, or special-status species identified in local 

plans, policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the California 

Native Plant Society (CNPS), or the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) would be expected to occur on 

the Project Site. No impacts would occur, and no further evaluation is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

No Impact. The Project Site is occupied by an existing building and surface parking. No riparian or other 

sensitive natural community is located on or adjacent to the Project Site. Therefore, no impacts would 

occur, and no further evaluation is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 

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? 

No Impact. The Project Site does not contain nor is it near wetland habitat. As such, the Project would 

not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands. No impacts would occur, and no 

further evaluation is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 

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? 

No Impact. No native biological resources exist on the Project Site, which is fully developed with urban 

uses. As such, the Project would have no impact on the movement of any native resident or migratory 

fish or wildlife species or within established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede 

the use of native wildlife nursery sites. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no further evaluation is 

required. 
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

No Impact. Pursuant to Burbank Municipal Code (BMC) Section 7-4-108, the City maintains a restricted 

list of trees in the City, including landmark trees, trees of outstanding size and beauty, and dedicated 

trees. These trees must be identified, mapped and recorded, and given special treatment to retain and 

protect them. The proposed Project does not include any trees identified on the Restricted Tree List 

included in BMC Section 7-4-108. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in a conflict with 

local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. Existing street trees removed during 

construction would be replaced with new street trees. Impacts would be less than significant, and no 

further evaluation is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

No Impact. No habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans, or similar plans are 

applicable to the Project Site. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no further evaluation is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 
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4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Project 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
CULTURAL RESOURCES—Would the project: 
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?     

e.  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource as defined 
in Public Resources Code § 21074? 

    

Discussion 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Based on the criteria established in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA 

Guidelines, a significant impact could occur if the Project were to disturb historic or prehistoric 

resources that presently exist within the Project Site. The State Office of Historic Preservation also 

recommends that properties more than 45 years of age be evaluated for their potential as historic 

resources. The existing office building is more than 45 years of age and thus may be considered a 

potentially historic resource. As such, impacts are potentially significant. This issue will be evaluated in 

the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines significant 

archaeological resources as resources that either meet the criteria for historical resources or constitute 

unique archaeological resources. A Project-related significant adverse effect could occur if the Project 

were to affect archaeological resources that fall under either of these categories. The Project Site is 

currently developed with an existing office building and surface parking. The development scenarios of 

the Project would involve the construction of up to two subterranean levels beneath the site. 

While the potential for the accidental discovery of archaeological resources is considered low, the 

presence or absence of such materials cannot be determined until the site is excavated. As such, 

excavation, grading, and construction activities would be conducted in accordance with federal, State, 

and local guidelines, including those set forth in California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21083.2. 

If archaeological resources are discovered, Project personnel shall not collect or move any 

archaeological materials and associated materials. The found deposits would be treated in accordance 

with federal, State, and local guidelines, including those set forth in PRC Section 21083.2. With 

regulatory compliance, any potential archeological resource impacts would be less than significant. No 

further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. A Project-related significant impact could occur if grading or excavation 

activities associated with the Project were to disturb paleontological resources or geologic features that 

presently exist within the Project Site. The Project Site has been previously graded and is currently 

improved with an existing office building and related surface parking. However, construction of 

subterranean parking levels would possibly excavate at depths greater than previously. 

While the potential for the accidental discovery of paleontological resources is considered low, the 

presence or absence of such materials cannot be determined until the site is excavated. As such, if 

paleontological resources are discovered during excavation, grading, and construction activities, the 

City’s Building Division shall notified immediately, and all work shall cease in the area of the find until a 

qualified paleontologist evaluates the find and prepares a recovery plan in accordance with the Society 
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of Vertebrate Paleontology 1996 guidelines.5 The found deposits would be treated in accordance with 

federal, State, and local guidelines, including those set forth in Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 

21083.2. With regulatory compliance, any potential paleontological resource impacts would be less than 

significant. No further evaluation of this issue is required.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. A Project-related significant adverse effect could occur if grading or 

excavation activities associated with the Project were to disturb previously interred human remains. The 

Project Site is located in a heavily urbanized area and is currently developed. No known human burials 

have been identified on the Project Site. However, it is possible that unknown human remains could be 

encountered during excavation and grading of the subterranean parking structure(s). As such, if proper 

care is not taken during construction, damage to or destruction of these unknown remains could occur.  

Pursuant to Burbank2035, the Project would comply with State Health and Safety Code Sections 7050.5 

and 7052, which require 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. In the event that 

human remains are discovered during excavation activities construction, the County Coroner and a 

qualified archaeologist shall be notified immediately, and all construction activities within a 100-foot 

radius shall cease. If the remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the Coroner shall 

have 24 hours to notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC shall immediately 

notify the person it believes to be the most likely descendent of the deceased Native American. The 

most likely descendent shall then have 48 hours to make recommendations to the landowner, or to the 

landowner’s representative, for the ultimate disposition of the remains. With regulatory compliance, 

any potential archeological impacts would be less than significant. No further evaluation of this issue is 

required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 

                                                           
5  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: EIR (February 19, 2013). 
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e. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural 
Resource as defined in Public Resources Code § 21074? 

No known Tribal Cultural Resources exist on the site. However, the Project would require excavation of 

the site that has the potential to disturb, unearth, or otherwise impact unknown artifacts. In compliance 

with Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) of 2014, the City shall notify California Native American Tribes that are 

culturally associated with the Project area in order to enable consultation regarding potential Tribal 

Cultural Resources. As the impacts are unspecified at this time, this issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 
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4.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Project 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS—Would the project: 
a. Expose people or structures to potential 

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: 

    

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

    

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 wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of wastewater? 

    

Discussion 

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?  

Less than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located in a moderately active seismic region. 

According to Burbank2035, the nearest fault is the Verdugo Fault, located north-northeast of the 
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site along the southwestern base of the Verdugo Mountains.6 While the Verdugo Fault Zone is 

considered a surface rupture hazard by the United States Geologic Survey (USGS) and California 

Geological Survey (CGS), it has not been designated as an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. The 

potential risk for surface fault rupture within the Project Site is considered low. Impacts would be 

less than significant, and no further evaluation is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located within a seismically active region. The USGS 

and CGS have identified 45 active or potentially active faults located within 50 miles of the site. Each 

of these faults is believed to be capable of producing sizeable earthquake events with significant 

ground motions. Ground shaking due to earthquakes should be anticipated during the life of the 

Project. The Project would conform to all applicable provisions of the California Building Code (CBC) 

with respect to new construction. Adherence to current building codes and engineering practices 

would ensure that the Project would not expose people, property, or structures to substantial 

adverse effects. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this issue is 

required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Potentially Significant Impact. According to Burbank2035, the Project Site is located within an area 

susceptible to liquefaction.7 While the Project would comply with CBC provisions for soil 

preparation to minimize hazards from liquefaction and other seismically related ground failures, 

impacts are potentially significant. Further analysis shall be included in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will 

be identified in the EIR. 

                                                           
6  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: General Plan, “Safety Element” (February 19, 2013), Exhibit S-3, Fault Locations.  

7  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: General Plan, “Safety Element” (February 19, 2013), Exhibit S-4, Liquefaction Zones.  
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iv.  Landslides  

No Impact. According to Burbank2035, the Project Site is not located within an area susceptible to 

landslide hazards.8 Therefore, the Project would result in no impacts related to landslides. No 

further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Project Site is almost completely developed and covered with 

impervious surface. After completion, the Project would mimic existing impervious conditions and 

almost completely cover the Project Site. Soil would be exposed during construction, creating the 

potential for erosion. However, implementation of required erosion control measures imposed by the 

City through the grading and building permit process would minimize or avoid any erosion. Impacts 

would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 

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? 

Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to be built in an 

unstable area without proper site preparation or design features to provide adequate foundations for 

buildings, thus posing a hazard to life and property. As previously mentioned, the Project Site is located 

in an area susceptible to liquefaction. While the Project would conform to all applicable provisions of 

the CBC as approved by the Building Division, impacts are potentially significant. Further analysis shall be 

included in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

                                                           
8  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: General Plan, “Safety Element” (February 19, 2013), Exhibit S-5, Earthquake-Induced 

Landside Zones. 
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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? 

Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to be built on 

expansive soils without proper site preparation or design features, thus posing a hazard to life and 

property. Expansive soils contain significant amounts of clay particles that swell considerably when 

wetted and shrink when dried. Foundations constructed on these soils are subject to uplifting forces and 

potential cracking.  

Site evaluation and geotechnical study of the site is ongoing. As such, the significance of impacts cannot 

be determined at this time. Further evaluation is required in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

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

No Impact. The Project Site is located in a developed area that is served by the wastewater collection, 

conveyance, and treatment system operated by the City. The Project’s wastewater demand would be 

accommodated via connections to this existing wastewater infrastructure. No septic tanks or alternative 

disposal systems would be utilized. No further evaluation of this issue is required.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 
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4.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
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Less than 
Significant 
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Impact 
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS—Would the project: 
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? 

    

Discussion 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would result in short-term emissions of greenhouse gases 

(GHGs) during construction, primarily from heavy-duty equipment, material delivery trucks, and 

construction vehicles. GHG emissions would also result from operation of the Project, primarily due to 

automobiles and commercial service trucks traveling to and from the site. The potential quantity of GHG 

emissions from the Project shall be evaluated in the EIR. 

Because the Project would have the potential to emit GHG emissions, the Project would have the 

potential to conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 

the emissions of greenhouse gases; for example, Assembly Bill (AB) 32 and/or the State’s 2013 Green 

Building Standards Code.9 As outlined in Burbank2035, the City has prepared a Greenhouse Gas 

Reduction Plan (GGRP) to work toward GHG reductions of 15 percent below 2010 levels by 2020, and 30 

percent below 2010 levels by 2035. The GGRP is the primary tool the City will use to achieve GHG 

reduction goals and demonstrate consistency with the State’s AB 32 and the ARB Climate Change 

Scoping Plan. The GGRP identifies measures to reduce construction-related GHG emissions and long-

term operational emissions. The Project shall be evaluated in the EIR for consistency with the GGRP. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

                                                           
9 California Building Standards Commission, 2010 Green Building Standards Code, 

http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/bsc/CALGreen/2010_CA_Green_Bldg.pdf. 
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4.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

 

Potentially 
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS—Would the project:  
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

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

    

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

    

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

    

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 [inclusive of 
Section 25356 of the Health & Safety Code] 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 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 a significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 
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Discussion 

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

Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if, as part of its routine operations, the 

Project used or disposed of hazardous materials in a way that could affect the public or the 

environment. Construction activities are anticipated to use typical construction materials, including 

vehicle fuels, paints, oils, transmission fluids, solvents, and other acidic and alkaline solutions that would 

require special handling, transport, and disposal. Demolition of the existing building on the site would be 

required to comply with appropriate codes and regulations, including SCAQMD's Rule 1403 addressing 

the removal of asbestos-containing materials and California Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration regulations pertaining to lead-based materials. 

The types and amounts of hazardous materials that would be used in connection with operation of the 

Project would be typical of those used on residential, commercial retail and restaurant, hotel, and office 

properties, such as cleaning solutions, solvents, pesticides for landscaping, painting supplies, and 

petroleum products used in normal vehicles operations. These substances can be hazardous in high 

concentrations. However, the routine and proper use of these standard construction and household 

products would not result in significant hazards. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further 

evaluation is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if an upset or accident associated with the 

Project could potentially release hazardous materials that could have a substantial effect. Hazardous 

materials used during construction or operation of the Project are expected to be minimal, due to the 

nature of the project, and used in accordance with regulatory standards and protocols. Such materials 

would not be used in quantities or stored in a manner as to pose significant safety hazards. Impacts 

would be less than significant, and no further evaluation is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 
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c. 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 Impact. The Burbank Community Day School, a 7th through 12th grade transitional 

school, is located at 223 East Santa Anita Avenue, approximately 385 feet east of the Project Site. No 

hazardous materials other than modest amounts of typical cleaning supplies or solvents associated with 

residential, commercial retail and restaurant, hotel, and office uses would be stored or used at the 

Project Site. Construction activities would comply with applicable federal, State, and local regulations 

that would reduce potential hazards during the transport, use, or disposal of these materials. Impacts 

would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 [inclusive of Section 
25356 of the Health & Safety Code] and, as a result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment? 

Less than Significant Impact. The Project Site currently contains an existing office building and related 

surface parking. Review of the EnviroStor State database indicates that the Project Site is not listed as a 

hazardous materials site pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Impacts would be less than 

significant, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such 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. The Project Site is located approximately 2.75 miles southeast of the Bob Hope Airport. 

Given that the Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan for the Bob Hope Airport or 

within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, there would be no impact. Furthermore, the 

Federal Aviation Administration conducted an aeronautical study of the Project and determined that the 

structure would not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a hazard to air navigation. No 

further evaluation is required in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 
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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 Site is not located within 2 miles of a private airstrip or airport. Thus, the Project 

would not result in a safety hazard associated with an airport for people residing or working in the 

Project area. No further evaluation is required in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to interfere with an 

emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The Project is located 250 feet west of South 

San Fernando Boulevard and 300 feet east of the I-5, which are selected disaster routes as identified by 

Burbank2035.10 Development of the Project Site may require temporary and/or partial street closures 

of South First Street, East Verdugo Avenue, and East Tujunga Avenue due to construction activities. Such 

closures would be temporary and would not result in the loss of any evacuation route. Impacts would be 

less than significant, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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

No Impact. According to the EIR for Burbank2035, two areas within the City have been mapped by the 

Burbank Fire Department (BFD) as a Mountain Fire Zone.11 One is an approximately 3,000-acre area 

along the foothills of the Verdugo Mountains, east of the Project Site, and the other overlaps with 

Warner Bros. Studio and residential development adjacent to undeveloped hillsides, southwest of the 

Project Site. The Project Site is not located within either of these designated wildfire hazard areas. No 

impact will occur, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

                                                           
10  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: General Plan, “Safety Element” (February 19, 2013), Exhibit S-2, Evacuation Routes. 

11  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: EIR (February 19, 2013). 
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4.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY—Would the project: 
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 preexisting 
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. Be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow?     
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Discussion 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities such as grading, excavation, and trenching will 

occur during development of the Project Site. These types of land-disturbing activities generate the 

potential for increased soil erosion and sedimentation in stormwater runoff. In addition, general 

construction activities could contribute pollutants such as construction waste, diesel and oil from 

equipment, solvents, and lubricants. Sediment and contaminants could enter the stormwater drainage 

system and eventually enter downstream waterways and water bodies. The potential increase in soil 

erosion, siltation, and construction-related pollutants could degrade downstream surface water or 

groundwater. However, regulatory requirements described below would control construction activities 

and minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, the degradation of water quality. 

The Project would be required to comply with National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

requirements. Construction activities would be subject to the NPDES general construction activity 

permit and would be required to eliminate or reduce nonstormwater discharges to storm sewer systems 

and other waters and consider the use of postconstruction permanent Best Management Practices 

(BMPs). The proposed Project would be required to develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) with BMPs that would be employed to prevent soil erosion and discharge of 

other construction-related pollutants, as well as a monitoring program to ensure that BMPs are 

implemented appropriately and are effective at controlling discharges of pollutants related to 

stormwater. Burbank Municipal Code Section 9-9-1-907, Best Management Practices, describes 

requirements for sediment and erosion control BMPs and SWPPPs.  

Operation of the Project would introduce sources of potential stormwater pollution that are typical of 

residential, commercial retail and restaurant, hotel, and office uses (e.g., cleaning solvents, pesticides 

for landscaping, and petroleum products associated with parking garages). Stormwater runoff from 

precipitation events could potentially carry urban pollutants into municipal storm drains. As such, the 

Project would also be required to comply with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), 

which includes implementation of BMPs to infiltrate or treat stormwater runoff, control peak flow 

discharge, and reduce the post-Project discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems. 

Compliance with these requirements would reduce potential impacts to water quality standards to less 

than significant. No further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 
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b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume 
or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 
preexisting 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. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to include deep 

excavations, which have the potential to interfere with groundwater movement, or includes withdrawal 

of groundwater or paving of existing permeable surfaces that are important to groundwater recharge. 

No groundwater wells or other withdrawal of groundwater is proposed. The net change in impervious 

surface would be negligible. As such, surface water runoff from the Project Site would continue to be 

directed to adjacent storm drains and would not percolate into the groundwater table beneath the 

Project Site. The Project development scenarios would involve grading and excavation for subterranean 

parking levels or back-of-house uses. The final grade of the lowest (2-level) subterranean parking 

garage(s) would extend between 20 and 25 below the existing grade. However, historical groundwater 

depths within the City are estimated to be more than 100 feet below ground surface (bgs).12 Thus, 

excavation for subterranean level(s) would be unlikely to adversely affect the groundwater table. 

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located in a highly urbanized area of the City, and no 

streams or river courses are located on or near the Project. The Project Site is fully developed with 

impervious surface. Implementation of the Project would not substantially increase site runoff or result 

in changes to the local drainage patterns. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further 

evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

 

                                                           
12  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: EIR (February 19, 2013). 
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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? 

Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to result in increased 

runoff volumes during construction, or if operation of the Project would result in flooding conditions 

affecting the Project Site or nearby properties. Grading and construction activities on the Project Site 

may temporarily alter the existing drainage patterns of the site and reduce off-site flows. However, 

construction and operation of the Project would not result in a significant increase in site runoff or cause 

any changes in the local drainage patterns that would result in flooding on or off site, as the Project will 

generally maintain existing grade and drainage patterns. Impacts would be less than significant, and no 

further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to increase the volume 

of stormwater runoff to a level that exceeds the capacity of the storm drain system serving the Project 

Site, or if the Project were to introduce substantial new sources of polluted runoff. Runoff from the 

Project Site currently is, and would continue to be, collected on the site and directed toward existing 

storm drains in the Project vicinity. The net change in impervious surface would be minimal. Therefore, 

the Project would not create or contribute substantial additional runoff. Impacts would be less than 

significant, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities would be subject to the NPDES requirements and 

would be required to eliminate or reduce nonstormwater discharges to storm sewer systems and other 

waters and consider the use of postconstruction permanent BMPs. The Project would be required to 

develop and implement a SWPPP with BMPs employed to prevent soil erosion and discharge of other 

construction-related pollutants, as well as a monitoring program to ensure that BMPs are implemented 

appropriately and are effective at controlling discharges of pollutants that are related to stormwater. As 

noted above, Burbank Municipal Code Section 9-1-9-907 describes BMPs for sediment and erosion 
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control. The implementation of BMPs and compliance with all federal, State, and local regulations 

governing stormwater discharge would reduce the impacts of the Project on surrounding water quality. 

Impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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? 

No Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to place housing within a 100-year flood 

hazard area. According to Burbank2035, the Project Site is not located within a designated flood zone.13 

Therefore, the Project would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area. No further 

evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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

No Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project Site were to be located within a 100-year flood 

zone and the proposed buildings would impede or redirect flood flows. As previously mentioned, the 

Project Site is not located within a designated flood zone.14 The Project Site is located in a highly 

urbanized area, and no changes to the local drainage pattern would occur with implementation of the 

Project. No further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact. The Project Site is not located in any area susceptible to floods associated 

with a levee or dam. However, the City contains three reservoirs (Reservoirs #1, #4, and #5) that are 

classified as dams by the California Department of Water Resources.15 These three reservoirs are 

                                                           
13  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: General Plan, “Safety Element” (February 19, 2013), Exhibit S-6, FEMA Flood Zone Areas.  

14  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: General Plan, “Safety Element” (February 19, 2013),, (2013) Exhibit S-6, FEMA Flood Zone 
Areas.  

15  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: General Plan, “Safety Element” (February 19, 2013).  
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relatively small and are not large enough to result in considerable risk of inundation in the City. As such, 

the Project would not 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. Impacts would be less than 

significant, and no further evaluation of this issue is required.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

j. Be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

Less than Significant Impact. The Project Site is not located near an ocean or enclosed body of water, 

and therefore would not be subject to inundation by seiche or tsunami. With respect to the potential 

impact from a mudflow, the risk of mudflow in the City is limited to areas at the base of undeveloped or 

unimproved slopes in the Verdugo Mountains, north of Sunset Canyon Drive.16 As such, there are no 

sources of mudflow near the Project Site. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further 

evaluation of this issue is required.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

                                                           
16  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: General Plan, “Safety Element” (February 19, 2013).  
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4.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
LAND USE AND PLANNING—Would the project: 
a. Physically divide an established 

community?     

b. Conflict with applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but 
not limited to, the general plan, specific 
plan, 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 community 
conservation plan? 

    

Discussion 

a. Physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The Project Site is located in an urbanized area featuring uses similar to the Project. The 

Project does not involve the development of infrastructure or other facilities that might result in the 

separation of uses or disruption of access between land use types. As such, no impacts would occur, and 

no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would modify the site to remove existing uses and replace 

them with new commercial retail and restaurant, residential, and hotel or office uses. The Project Site is 

located within the Burbank Center Plan area and is designated by the Land Use Element of Burbank2035 

as Downtown Commercial. The existing Burbank Center Commercial Limited Business (BCC-2) zoning 

designation permits commercial uses such as retail, hotel, offices, and entertainment, as well as 

residential uses above commercial uses (mixed use). The Project would require a change in the zoning 

designation from BCC-2 to Planned Development (PD) and would require a Development Agreement.  
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Further evaluation will be conducted in the EIR to determine the consistency of the Project with 

applicable local plans, including Burbank2035, and with plans or policies adopted by regional and 

subregional planning agencies, such as the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

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

No Impact. The Project Site is not subject to any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 

community conservation plan. The Project Site is developed with an office building and surface parking 

within a heavily urbanized area of Burbank. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any 

conservation plans, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 
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4.11 MINERAL RESOURCES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Project 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
MINERAL RESOURCES—Would the project: 
a. Result in the loss of availability of a 

known mineral resource that would 
be of future 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? 

    

Discussion 

No Impact. The City lies within the San Fernando Valley Production-Consumption Region in Los Angeles 

County, as mapped by the State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB). According to the EIR for 

Burbank2035, one area in the City is designated as MRZ-2, and two areas are designated as MRZ-3.17 

The Project Site is located in an area designated MRZ-3. The MRZ-3 classification indicates that the 

significance of mineral resources could not be evaluated from available data. 

The Project Site is developed with urban uses and is not a known mineral resource recovery site, nor is it 

delineated as such in Burbank’s General Plan or other land use plans. 

Given that the Project Site is not located in a MRZ-2 area, implementation of the Project would not 

result in the direct or indirect loss of availability of a known or locally important mineral resource, nor 

would it disrupt any current mining operations. No impacts would occur, and no further evaluation of 

this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

 

 

                                                           
17  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: EIR (February 19, 2013). 
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4.12 NOISE 

 

Potential
ly 

Significa
nt 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Project 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
NOISE—Would the project: 
a. Result in 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. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

    

c. Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels 
existing without the Project? 

    

d. Result in 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 2 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose students or staff 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? 

    

Discussion 

a. Result in 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? 

Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to elevate the 

ambient noise environment at the Project Site in excess of noise level standards set forth in the 

Burbank2035 Noise Element and the City of Burbank Noise Ordinance (“Noise Ordinance”). Construction 

of the Project would require the use of heavy equipment. Additionally, the Project would result in an 

increased density on the Project Site, potentially affecting ambient noise levels associated with 

operations of the Project. As such, the Project could result in significant impacts. This issue will be 

evaluated in the EIR. 
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Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

b. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Vibration is sound radiated through the ground. Construction activities 

for the Project have the potential to generate low levels of groundborne vibration. Given the relatively 

close proximity of adjacent uses, the Project could result in significant impacts. This issue will be 

evaluated in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

c. Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project 
vicinity above levels existing without the Project? 

Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to result in a 

substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels above existing ambient noise levels without the 

Project. The primary source of ambient noise in the vicinity is traffic. The Project involves the demolition 

of existing uses and the addition of two 12- to 14-story towers featuring a mix of uses. Because the 

Project would increase the density at the site and therefore generate additional traffic, the Project could 

result in an increase of ambient noise levels compared to existing conditions. As such, the Project could 

result in significant impacts. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

d. Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in 
the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Construction of the Project has the potential to temporarily or 

periodically increase ambient noise levels above existing levels. Additionally, because the Project would 

increase the density of uses at the site, operational activities may have the potential to temporarily or 

periodically increase ambient noise levels above existing levels. As such, the Project could result in 

significant impacts. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 
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e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

No Impact. The Project Site is located approximately 2.75 miles southeast of the Bob Hope Airport. The 

Project Site is not located within the airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public airport or public 

use airport. No impact will occur, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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 not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, the Project 

would not expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels. No further 

evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 
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4.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Project 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
POPULATION AND HOUSING—Would the project: 
a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, 

either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 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? 

    

Discussion 

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)? 

Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to introduce 

substantial new population or would substantially induce growth that would otherwise not have 

occurred as rapidly or in as great a magnitude. Table 4.13-1, Burbank2035 Population and Housing 

Forecasts, presents the 2010 and 2035 forecast population and housing units within the City.  

Table 4.13-1 
Burbank2035 Population and Housing Forecasts 

Projection Year Population Household Person/Household 
2010 103,340 44,309 2.33 

2035 116,516 50,219 2.32 

Net Change from 2010 to 2030 13,176 5,910  

Percent Change 12.75% 13.34%  
   
Source: Burbank2035 EIR (February 19, 2013). 

 

The Project would create 154 multifamily units. Based on the City’s household size in 2010 (i.e. an 

average of 2.33 persons per household), the construction of 154 residential units would result in an 



4.0 Environmental Analysis 

Meridian Consultants 4.0-38 The Premier on First Mixed-Use Project 
024-005-15  February 2016 

increase in approximately 359 residents in the City of Burbank. Given the unit mix of the Project (almost 

75 percent of units are one-bedroom units), this projected increase is likely higher than the actual future 

population of the Project. The overall increase of 154 housing units would be well within the forecasted 

growth of Burbank between 2010 and 2035, per Burbank2035. 

The Project would not accelerate development in an undeveloped area, nor would it introduce 

unplanned infrastructure that was not previously evaluated in the adopted General Plan. The overall 

increase of 154 housing units and corresponding population of 359 residents would be consistent with 

the SCAG forecast of 15,048 additional households and approximately 41,179 people in the Arroyo 

Verdugo Subregion between 2010 and 2035. As such, the Project would be consistent with the goals and 

strategies of SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan and the Compass Growth Vision Strategy. 

The Project is the type of project encouraged by Burbank2035 and SCAG policies to accommodate 

growth in urban centers located close to existing employment centers and mass transit. Impacts would 

be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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

No Impact. The Project Site is currently occupied by an office building and parking. The Project would 

include development of new housing units. As such, the Project would not displace any existing housing. 

Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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

No Impact. The Project Site is currently occupied by an office building and parking, the removal of which 

would not displace substantial number of people. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no further 

evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 
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4.14 PUBLIC SERVICES  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Project 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
PUBLIC SERVICES—Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts to: 
a. Would the project result in substantial adverse 

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

    

i. Fire Protection?     
ii. Police Protection?     
iii. Schools?     
iv. Parks?     
v. Other public services?     

Discussion 

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

i. Fire Protection? 

Less than Significant Impact. Fire protection and emergency medical services in the City are provided by 

the Burbank Fire Department (BFD). The Project Site is served by BFD Station 11, which is also BFD 

Headquarters, located at 311 E. Orange Grove Avenue, approximately 0.3 miles north of the Project Site. 

The Project could increase the demand for BFD services. However, due to the close proximity of the 

existing BFD Headquarters, it is not expected that the Project would require new or physically altered 

BFD facilities. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 
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ii. Police Protection? 

Less than Significant Impact. Police protection services in the City are provided by the Burbank Police 

Department (BPD), located at 200 N. 3rd Street, less than 0.5 miles from the Project Site. 

The Project could increase the demand for police services. However, due to the close proximity to the 

existing police station and the relative consistency of the Project with the existing uses in the vicinity, it 

is not expected that the Project would require new or physically altered facilities. Impacts would be less 

than significant, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

iii. Schools? 

Less than Significant Impact. School services within the City are provided by the Burbank Unified School 

District (BUSD). A significant impact could occur if the Project were to include substantial employment 

or population growth, which could generate a demand for school facilities that would exceed the 

capacity of the BUSD. The Project area is currently served by the following schools: Joaquin Miller 

Elementary School, John Muir Middle School, and Burbank High School. The Project involves the 

development of 154 multifamily residential units, of which 74 percent would be 1-bedroom units, and 

26 percent would be 2-bedroom units. As such, the likely new student population would be relatively 

small. In addition, the Applicant would be expected to pay applicable school fees in accordance with 

California Government Code Section 65995, which are deemed by Code to be full and complete 

mitigation of any impacts. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this issue 

is required.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

iv. Parks? 

Less than Significant Impact. There are more than 700 acres of parkland within the City, including a 

total of 26 parks and other recreational facilities.18 Burbank2035 establishes a Citywide goal of 5 acres 

of park facilities per 1,000 residents. The current ratio is approximately 7 acres per resident.19 The 

population increase associated with the Project would not noticeably reduce the existing ratio. The 

Project would incorporate amenities, such as a fitness center, pools, multipurpose and community 

                                                           
18  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: EIR (February 19, 2013). 

19  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: General Plan, “Open Space and Conservation Element” (February 19, 2013).  
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rooms, and open space and landscaping, that would reduce impacts on existing City facilities. In 

addition, the Project development would be required to pay applicable Community Facilities 

development impact fees. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this issue 

is required.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

v. Other Public Services? 

Less than Significant Impact. Library services within the City are provided by the Burbank Public Library 

(BPL). The BPL includes three branches: the Central Library, the Buena Vista Library, and the Northwest 

Library. The City currently meets its recommended standards for adequate library facilities.20 While the 

Project would result in the generation of new residents, it is not expected to require the provision of 

additional library space to maintain adequate standards because the increase in population is consistent 

with assumptions indicated in Burbank2035 EIR. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further 

evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

                                                           
20  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: EIR (February 19, 2013). 
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4.15 RECREATION 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Project 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
RECREATION—Would the project: 
a. 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. Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities, 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

    

Discussion 

a. 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? 

Less than Significant Impact. There are more than 700 acres of parkland within the City, including 26 

parks and other recreational facilities.21 The Project involves a mixed-use development that would 

slightly increase population and employment in Burbank. As such, it is reasonable to assume that the 

future occupants, guests, and employees of the Project would utilize recreation and park facilities in the 

surrounding area. However, the total number of new residents, guests, and employees would represent 

a relatively small increase to the existing population. The Project would also incorporate amenities, such 

as fitness centers, pools, and roof decks, that would meet some of the recreational needs of the 

residents and guests. In addition, the Project developer would be required to pay applicable Community 

Facilities development impact fees, which would support City-funded parks. Therefore, impacts would 

be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this issue is required.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

                                                           
21  City of Burbank, Burbank2035: EIR (February 19, 2013). 
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b. Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to include the 

construction or expansion of park facilities and such construction would have a significant adverse effect 

on the environment. The Project includes on-site resident and guest amenities, such as swimming pools, 

exercise rooms, and roof decks. These amenities are functional components of the Project and would 

not have an adverse effect on the environment. Other recreational facilities are not included or are 

required to be constructed. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this 

issue is required.  

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 
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4.16 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Project 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC—Would the project:  
a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or 

policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system, taking 
into account all modes of transportation including 
mass transit and nonmotorized 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? 

    

Discussion 

a. Would the project 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? 

Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to conflict with the 

transportation plans and policies of the City of Burbank. Construction of the Project has the potential to 
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affect transportation and the circulation system through the hauling of excavated materials and 

demolition debris; the transport of construction equipment and materials; travel by construction 

workers to and from the Project Site; and temporary closures of streets. Long-term operation of the 

Project would result in an increase of traffic. These potential impacts will be assessed through a Traffic 

Impact Study, and this issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

b. Would the project 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? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Congestion Management Program (CMP) in effect in Los Angeles 

County was issued by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (“Metro”) in 

October 2010.22 The Project would result in an increase in traffic during peak hours and thus may 

potentially conflict with level of service and travel demand measures established by the CMP. These 

potential impacts will be assessed through a Traffic Impact Study, and this issue will be evaluated in the 

EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact would occur if the Project included an aviation-related 

use and would result in safety risks associated with such use. The Project does not include any aviation-

related uses. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

                                                           
22  Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles 

County, (2010). 
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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)? 

Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact would occur if a project includes new roadway design 

or introduces into an area with specific transportation requirements, characteristics, project access, or 

other features a new land use or project features designed in such a way as to create hazardous 

conditions. Implementation of the Project would not alter existing roadways or create unusual design 

features that could affect traffic or circulation. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further 

evaluation of this issue is required in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

e. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project design were not to provide 

adequate emergency access, or if the Project were to threaten the ability of emergency vehicles to 

access and serve adjacent uses. Development of the Project Site may require partial street closures 

during construction. However, any such closures would be temporary in nature and would be 

coordinated with the City. Such closures may cause temporary inconvenience but would not 

substantially interfere with emergency response or evacuation plans. Project operation does not include 

features that would obstruct emergency vehicle access to the Project Site or adjacent uses in the 

vicinity. Access to the proposed structures will be reviewed by the City for conformity to building and 

safety codes as part of the approval and permitting process. As such, impacts would be less than 

significant, and no further evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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? 

Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to conflict with 

adopted polices of the City of Burbank or of transportation agencies, such as Metro. The relationship of 

the Project to these policies shall be assessed in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 
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4.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Project 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significan
t Impact 

No 
Impact 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—Would the project: 
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?     

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

    

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

    

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

Discussion 

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

Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the wastewater generated from the 

Project were to exceed treatment requirements of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 

Board (LARWQCB). Wastewater collection and treatment are provided by the City of Burbank through 

the Burbank Water Reclamation Plant (BWRP). The City is responsible for ensuring that its treatment 

meets all State and federal treatment requirements. Wastewater from the Project would have pollutant-

load characteristics typical of residential, commercial retail and restaurant, hotel, and office uses already 

treated by Burbank. As such, impacts would be less than significant, and no further evaluation of this 

issue is required. 
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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? 

Potentially Significant Impact. As compared to existing conditions, the Project would increase the 

demand for water and generate additional wastewater. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

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. A significant impact could occur if the volume of stormwater runoff were 

to increase to a level exceeding the capacity of the storm drain system serving the Project Site. The 

Project Site is currently mostly impervious surface that drains into the City’s storm drain system. The 

Project would likewise be predominantly impervious surface. Therefore, the Project would not create 

substantial additional stormwater runoff. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further 

evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to increase water 

consumption to such a degree that new water sources would need to be identified. The Project would 

increase the demand for water supplies. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 
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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? 

Potentially Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to increase 

wastewater flow to the extent that such flow exceeded the capacity of the BWRP. This issue will be 

evaluated in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would generate additional solid waste from demolition 

debris, site preparation, and construction activities, as well as from operations. This issue will be 

evaluated in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 

g. Would the project comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste? 

Less than Significant Impact. A significant impact could occur if the Project were to generate solid waste 

that was not disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. The Project would generate solid 

waste during both construction and operation that is typical of residential, commercial retail and 

restaurant, hotel, and office uses. The Project is expected to comply with all federal, State, and local 

statutes and regulations regarding disposal. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further 

evaluation of this issue is required. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation is necessary. 
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4.18 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Project 

Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE—Does the project: 
a. 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. 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. Have environmental effects, which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

    

Discussion 

Potentially Significant Impacts. Potentially significant impacts have been identified in this Initial Study 

that could degrade the quality of the environment, contribute to cumulative impacts, or have adverse 

effects on human beings. As such, these issues will be evaluated in the EIR. 

Mitigation Measures: If it is determined that impacts would be significant, mitigation measures will be 

identified in the EIR. 
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Aeronautical Study No.
2015-AWP-9136-OE
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Issued Date: 10/07/2015

Timothy Nelson
Cusumano Real Estate Group
101 S. First St.
Burbank, CA 91502

** DETERMINATION OF NO HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION **

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C.,
Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:

Structure: Building Premier on First Mixed Use Project
Location: Burbank, CA
Latitude: 34-10-40.50N NAD 83
Longitude: 118-18-26.00W
Heights: 581 feet site elevation (SE)

164 feet above ground level (AGL)
745 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

This aeronautical study revealed that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and would not be a
hazard to air navigation provided the following condition(s), if any, is(are) met:

It is required that FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, be e-filed any time the
project is abandoned or:

_____ At least 10 days prior to start of construction (7460-2, Part 1)
__X__ Within 5 days after the construction reaches its greatest height (7460-2, Part 2)

Based on this evaluation, marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking/
lighting are accomplished on a voluntary basis, we recommend it be installed and maintained in accordance
with FAA Advisory circular 70/7460-1 K Change 2.

This determination expires on 04/07/2017 unless:

(a) the construction is started (not necessarily completed) and FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual
Construction or Alteration, is received by this office.

(b) extended, revised, or terminated by the issuing office.
(c) the construction is subject to the licensing authority of the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) and an application for a construction permit has been filed, as required by the FCC, within
6 months of the date of this determination. In such case, the determination expires on the date
prescribed by the FCC for completion of construction, or the date the FCC denies the application.
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NOTE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF THIS DETERMINATION MUST
BE E-FILED AT LEAST 15 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EXPIRATION DATE. AFTER RE-EVALUATION
OF CURRENT OPERATIONS IN THE AREA OF THE STRUCTURE TO DETERMINE THAT NO
SIGNIFICANT AERONAUTICAL CHANGES HAVE OCCURRED, YOUR DETERMINATION MAY BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ONE EXTENSION OF THE EFFECTIVE PERIOD.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates , heights,
frequency(ies) and power . Any changes in coordinates , heights, and frequencies or use of greater power will
void this determination. Any future construction or alteration , including increase to heights, power, or the
addition of other transmitters, requires separate notice to the FAA.

This determination does include temporary construction equipment such as cranes, derricks, etc., which may be
used during actual construction of the structure. However, this equipment shall not exceed the overall heights as
indicated above. Equipment which has a height greater than the studied structure requires separate notice to the
FAA.

This determination concerns the effect of this structure on the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace
by aircraft and does not relieve the sponsor of compliance responsibilities relating to any law, ordinance, or
regulation of any Federal, State, or local government body.

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light or flashing obstruction
light, regardless of its position, should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen
(NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is restored, notify the same number.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (425) 227-2625. On any future correspondence
concerning this matter, please refer to Aeronautical Study Number 2015-AWP-9136-OE.

Signature Control No: 265647728-267899825 ( DNE )
Paul Holmquist
Technician

Attachment(s)
Map(s)
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TOPO Map for ASN 2015-AWP-9136-OE
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Sectional Map for ASN 2015-AWP-9136-OE



















From: Genevieve Sharrow
To: Ned Baldwin; Foote, Brian
Subject: Fwd: FW: NOP of DEIR for Premier on First
Date: Friday, March 04, 2016 4:42:52 PM
Attachments: NOP of a DEIR Premier on First Mixed Use Project.pdf

Premier Project SM Feeder.pdf
MWD_Guidelines for Development.pdf

FYI
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Doesserich,Diane M <DDoesserich@mwdh2o.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 4, 2016 at 1:51 PM
Subject: FW: NOP of DEIR for Premier on First
To: "genevieves@migcom.com" <genevieves@migcom.com>

Dear Ms. Sharrow,
 
Attached please find Metropolitan Water District’s response to the Notice of Preparation of a Draft
 Environmental Impact Report regarding “The Premier on First Mixed Use Project”. The blue line on
 the attached map is our Santa Monica Feeder pipeline. Thank you.
 
 
Diane Doesserich |  Environmental Specialist | Environmental Planning Team
The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(o) 213-217-5787 | ddoesserich@mwdh2o.com
 
 

  ________________________________  

This communication, together with any attachments or embedded links, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
 information that is confidential or legally protected. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review,
 disclosure, copying, dissemination, distribution or use of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail message and delete the original and all copies of the
 communication, along with any attachments or embedded links, from your system.

-- 

Genevieve Sharrow

Project Manager

MIG, Inc. 
537 S. Raymond Avenue
Pasadena, California 91105
626 744 9872 | www.migcom.com

Please note: I am out of the office on Fridays and may not be able to respond to your emails immediately.
 Please call our office with any pressing issues.

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual or
 entity to whom they are addressed. If you are NOT the intended recipient, be advised that you have received this e-

mailto:genevieves@migcom.com
mailto:nbaldwin@meridianconsultantsllc.com
mailto:BFoote@burbankca.gov
mailto:DDoesserich@mwdh2o.com
mailto:genevieves@migcom.com
mailto:genevieves@migcom.com
tel:213-217-5787
mailto:ddoesserich@mwdh2o.com
http://www.migcom.com/



I MWD 
METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 


Executive Office 


March 4, 2016 


Genevieve Sharrow 
City of Burbank 
Planning Division 
150 North Third Street 
Burbank, CA 91502 


Dear Ms. Sharrow: 


Notice of Preparation of a 


Via Email 


Draft Environmentallmpact Report for the Premier on First Mixed Use Project 


The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) has reviewed the Notice 
of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for The Premier on First Mixed
Use Project. The proposed project consists oftwo phases. Phase 1 would consist of a 14-story 
tower constructed on the Verdugo A venue side of the site, containing 154 residential units, 
approximately 10,400 square feet of ground-level retail space, 445 parking spaces, and 
residential amenities. Phase 2 would consist of a second 12 to 13 story tower constructed on the 
Tujunga Avenue side of the site and would be developed as either hotel or office spaces. 


Metropolitan is a public agency and regional water wholesaler. It is comprised of 26 member 
public agencies serving approximately 19 million people in portions of six counties in Southern 
California, including Los Angeles County. 


In the project area, Metropolitan's Santa Monica Feeder is located within the public right-of-way 
of East Verdugo Avenue (see attached location map). The Santa Monica Feeder is a 42 inch 
inside diameter treated water pipeline. Based on our review of the proposed project, the project 
could interfere with Metropolitan's ongoing operation, maintenance and repair activities on the 
Santa Monica Feeder, which requires unrestricted and unobstructed access to these facilities. 
Metropolitan requires unobstructed access to its facilities in order to maintain and repair its 
system. 


In order to avoid potential conflicts with Metropolitan's facilities and rights-of-way, we require 
that any design plans for any activity in the area of Metropolitan's pipelines or facilities be 
submitted for our review and written approval. Approval of the project is contingent on 
Metropolitan's approval of design plans for portions of the proposed project that could impact its 
facilities. Any future design plans associated with this project should be submitted to the 
attention of Metropolitan's Substructures Team. 


700 N. Alameda Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 • Mailing Address: P.O. Box 54153, Los Angeles, California, 90054-0153 • Telephone: (213) 217-6000 
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Detailed prints of drawings of Metropolitan's pipelines and rights-of-way may be obtained by 
calling Metropolitan's Substructures Information Line at (213) 217-6564. To assist the applicant 
in preparing plans that are compatible with Metropolitan's facilities and easements, we have 
enclosed a copy of the "Guidelines for Developments in the Area of Facilities, Fee Properties, 
and/or Easement of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California." Please note that all 
submitted designs or plans must clearly identify Metropolitan's facilities and rights-of-way. 


We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward to 
receiving future documentation and plans for this project. For further assistance, please contact 
Ms. Diane Doesserich at (213) 217-5787. 


Very truly yours, 


Deirdre West 
Manager, Environmental Planning Team 


DD 
(J:\Environmental Planning&Compliance\Completed Jobs\Job No. 201602!2ext) 


Enclosures: Planning Guidelines 
Map of Metropolitan Facilities in Project Vicinity 
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Guidelines for Develo ments in the 
Area of Facilities, Fee Properties, and or Easements 


- of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 


1. Introduction 


a. The following general guidelines should be 
followed for the design of proposed facilities and 
developments in the area of Metropolitan's facilities, fee 
properties, and/or easements. 


b. We require that 3 copies of your tentative and 
final record maps, grading, paving, street improvement, 
landscape, storm drain, and utility plans be submitted 
for our review and written approval as they pertain to 
Metropolitan's facilities, fee properties and/or 
easements, prior to the commencement of any construction 
work. 


2. Plans, Parcel and Tract Maps 


The following are Metropolitan's requirements for the 
identification of its facilities, fee properties, and/or 
easements on your plans, parcel maps and tract maps: 


a. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements and 
its pipelines and other ~acilities must be fully shown and 
identified as Metropolitan's on all applicable plans. 


b. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements 
must be shown and identified as Metropolitan's with the 
official recording data on all applicable parcel and 
tract maps. 


c. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements 
and existing survey monuments must be dimensionally tied 
to the parcel or tract boundaries. 


d. Metropolitan's records of surveys must be 
referenced on the parcel and tract maps. 
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3. Maintenance of Access Along Metropolitan's Rights-of-Way 


a. Proposed cut or fill slopes exceeding 10 percent 
are normally not allowed within Metropolitan's fee 
properties or easements. This is required to facilitate the 
use of construction and maintenance equipment, and provide 
access to its aboveground and belowground facilities. 


b. We require that 16-foot-wide commercial-type 
driveway approaches be constructed on both sides of all 
streets crossing Metropolitan's rights-of-way. Openings 
are required in any median island. Access ramps, if 
necessary, must be at least 16-feet-wide. Grades of ramps 
are normally not allowed to exceed 10 percent. If the slope 
of an access ramp must exceed 10 percent due to the 
topography, the ramp must be paved. We require a 
40-foot-long level area on the driveway approach to access 
ramps where the ramp meets the street. At Metropolitan's 
fee properties, we may require fences and gates. 


c. The terms of Metropolitan's permanent easement 
deeds normally preclude the building or maintenance of 
structures of any nature or kind within its easements, to 
ensure safety and avoid interference with operation and 
maintenance of Metropolitan's pipelines or other facilities. 
Metropolitan must have vehicular access along the easeme.nts 
at all t~es for inspection, patrolling, and for maintenance 
of the pipelines and other . facilities. on a routine basis. 
We require a· 20-foot-wide clea.r zone around all above-ground 
facilities for this routine access. This clear zone should 
slope away from our facility on a grade not to exceed 


. 2 percent. We must also have acce.ss along the easements 
with construction equipment. An example of this is shown on 
Figure 1. 


d. The footings of ~ny proposed buildings adjacent to 
Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements must not 
encroach into the fee property or easement or impose 
additional loading on Metropolitan's pipelines or other 
facilities therein. A typical situation is shown on 
Figure 2. Prints of the detail plans of the footings for 
any building or structure adjacent to the fee property or 
easement must be submitted for our review and written 
approval as they pertain to the pipeline or other facilities 
therein. Also, roof eaves of buildings adjacent to the 
easement or fee property must not overhang into the fee 
property or easement area. 
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e. Metropolitan's pipelines and other facilities, 
e.g. structures, manholes, equipment, survey monuments, etc. 
within its fee properties and/or easements must be protected 
from damage by the easement holder on Metropolitan's 
property or the property owner where Metropolitan has an 
easement, at no expense to Metropolitan. If the facility is 
a cathodic protection station it shall be located prior to 
any grading or excavation. The exact location, description 
and way of protection shall be shown on the related plans . 
for the easement area. 


4. Easements on Metropolitan's Property 


a. We encourage the use of Metropolitan's fee rights
of-way by governmental agencies for public street and 
utility purposes, provided that such use does not interfere 
with Metropolitan's use of the property, the entire width of 
the property is accepted into the agency's public street 
system and fair market value is paid for such use of the 
right-of-way. 


b. Please contact the Director of Metropolitan's 
Right of Way and Land Division, telephone (213) 250-6302, 
concerning easements for landscaping, street, storm drain, 
sewer, water or other public facilities proposed within 
Metropolitan's fee properties. A map and legal description 
of the requested easements must be submitted. Also, written 
evidence must be submitted that shows the city or county 
will accept the easement· for the specific purposes into its 
public system. The grant of the easement will be subject to 
Metropolitan's rights to use its land for water pipelines 
and related purposes to the same ~xtent as if such grant had 
not been made. There will be a charge for the easement. 
Please note that, if entry is required on the property prior 
to issuance of the easement, an entry permit must be 
obtained. There will also be a charge for the entry permit. 


5. Landscaping 


Metropolitan's landscape guidelines for its fee 
properties and/or easements are as follows: 


a. A green belt may be allowed within Metropolitan's 
fee property or easement. 


b. All landscape plans shall show the location and 
size of Metropolitan's fee property and/or easement and the 
location and size of Metropolitan's pipeline or other 
facilities therein. 
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c. Absolutely no trees will be allowed within 15 feet 
of the centerline of Metropolitan's existing or future 
pipelines and facilities. 


d. Deep-rooted trees are prohibited within 
Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements. Shallow
rooted trees are the only trees allowed. The shallow-rooted 
trees will not be permitted any closer than 15 feet from the 
centerline of the pipeline, and such trees shall not be 
taller than 25 feet with a root spread no greater than 
20 feet in diameter at maturity. Shrubs, bushes, vines, and 
ground cover are permitted, but larger shrubs and bushes 
should not be planted directly over our pipeline. Turf is 
acceptable. We require submittal of landscape plans for 
Metropolitan's prior review and written approval. (See 
Figure 3) • 


e. The landscape plans must contain prov1s1ons for 
Metropolitan's vehicular access at all t~es along its· 
rights-of-way to its pipelines or facilities therein. 
Gates capable of accepting Metropolitan's locks are 
required in any fences across its rights-of-way. Also, 
any walks or drainage facilities across its access route 
must be constructed to AASRTO R-20 loading standards. 


f. Rights to landscape any of Metropolitan's fee 
properties must be acquired from its Right of Way and 
Land Division. Appropriate entry permits must be obtained 
prior to any entry on its property. There will be a charge 
for any entry permit or easements required. 


6. Fencing 


Metropolitan requires that perimeter fencing of its fee 
properties and facilities be constructed· of universal chain 
link, 6 feet in height and' ~opped wi-th 3 strands of barbed 
wire angled upward and outward at a 45 degree angle or an 
approved equal for a total fence height of 7 feet. Suitable 
substitute fencing may be considered by Metropolitan. 
(Please see Figure 5 for details). 


7. Utilities in Metropolitan's Fee Properties and/or Easements 
or Adjacent to Its Pipeline in Public Streets 


Metropolitan's policy for the alinement of utilities 
permitted within its fee properties and/or easements and 
street rights-of-way is as follows: 
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a. Permanent structures, including catch basins, 
manholes, power poles, telephone riser boxes, etc., shall 
not be located within its fee properties and/or easements. 


b. We request that permanent utility structures 
within public streets, in which Metropolitan's facilities 
are constructed under the Metropolitan Water District 
Act, be placed as far from our pipeline as possible, but 
not closer than 5 feet from the outside of our pipeline. 


c. The installation of utilities over or under 
Metropolitan's pipeline(s) must be in accordance with the 
requirements shown on the enclosed prints of Drawings 
Nos. C-11632 and C-9547. Whenever possible we request a 
minimum of one foot clearance between Metropolitan's pipe 
and your facility. Temporary support of Metropolitan's 
pipe may also be required at undercrossings of its pipe 
in an open trench. The temporary support plans must be 
reviewed and approved by Metropolitan. 


d. Lateral utility crossings of Metropolitan's 
pipelines must be as perpendicular to its pipeline 
alinement as practical. Prior to any excavation our 
pipeline shall be located manually and any excavation 
within two feet of our pipeline must be done by hand. 
This shall be noted on the appropriate drawings. 


e. Utilities constructed longitudinally within 
Metropolitan's rights-of-way must be located outside the 
theoretical trench prism· for uncovering its pipeline and 
must be located parallel to and as close to its rights
of-way lines as practical. 


f. When piping is jacked or installed in jacked 
casing or tunnel under Metropolitan's pipe, there must be 
at least two feet of vertical clearance between the 
bottom of Metropolitan's pipe and the top of the jacked 
pipe, jacked casing or tunnel. We also require that 
detail drawings of .the shoring for the jacking or 
tunneling pits be submitted for our review and approval. 
Provisions must be made to grout any voids around the 
exterior of the jacked pipe, jacked casing or tunnel. If 
the piping is installed in a jacked casing or tunnel the 
annular space between the piping and the jacked casing or 
tunnel must be filled with grout. 
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g. Overhead electrical and telephone line 
requirements: 


1} Conductor clearances are to conform to the 
California State Public Utilities Commission, General 
Order 95, for Overhead Electrical Line Construction or 
at a greater clearance if required by Metropolitan. 
Under no circumstances shall clearance be less than 
35 feet. 


2) A marker must be attached to the power pole 
showing the ground clearance and line voltage, to help 
prevent damage to your facilities during maintenance or 
other work being done in the area. 


3) Line clearance over Metropolit.an' s fee 
properties and/ or easeme1nts shall be shown on the 
drawing to indicate the lowest point of the line 
under the most adverse conditions including 
consideration of sag, wind load, tempera.ture change, 
and suppc>rt type. We require that overhead lines be 
located cLt least 30 feet laterally away from all 
above-gretund structures on the pipelines. 


4) When underground electrical conduits, 
120 volts or greater, are installed within 
Metropolitan • s fee prope.rty and/or easement, the 
conduits must be incased in a minimum of three inches 
of red concrete. Where possible, above ground warning 
signs must also be placed at the right-of-way lines 
where the conduits enter and exit the right-of-way. 


h. The construction of sewerlines in Metropolitan's 
fee properties and/or easements must conform to the 
California Department of Health Services Criteria for the 
Separation of Water Mains and Sanitary Services and the 
local City or County Health Code Ordinance as it relates to 
installation o£ sewers in the vicinity of pressure 
waterlines. The construction of sewerlines .should also 
conform to these standards in street rights-of- way. 


i. Cross sections shall be provided for all pipeline 
crossings showing Metropolitan's fee property and/or 
easement limits and the location of our pipeline(s). The 
exact locations of the crossing pipelines and their 
elevations shall be marked on as-built drawings for our 
information. 
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j. Potholing of Metropolitan•s pipeline is required 
if the vertical clearance between a utility and 
Metropolitan•s pipeline is indicated on the plan to be one 
foot or less. If the indicated clearance is between one and 
two feet, potholing is suggested. Metropolitan will provide 
a representative to assists others in locating and 
identifying its pipeline. Two-working days notice is 
requested. 


k. Adequate shoring and bracing is required for the 
full depth of the trench when the excavation encroaches 
within the zone shown on Figure 4. 


1. The location of utilities within Metropolitan•s 
fee property and/or easement shall be plainly marked to 
help prevent damage during maintenance or other work done 
in the area. Detectable tape over buried utilities 
should be placed a minimum of 12 inches above the utility 
and shall conform to the following requirements: 


1) Water pipeline: A two-inch blue warning 
tape shall be imprinted with: 


"CAUTION BURIED WATER PIPELINE" 


2) Gas, oil, or chemical pipeline: A 
two-inch yellow warning tape shall be ~printed 
with: 


"CAUTION BURIED PIPELINE" ----
3) Sewer or storm drain pipeline: A 


two-inch green warning tape shall be imprinted with: 


"CAUTION BURIED PIPELINE" ---
4) Electric, street lighting, or traffic 


signals conduit: A two-inch red warning tape shall 
be imprinted with: 


"CAUTION BURIED ----- CONDUIT" 


5) Telephone, or television conduit: A 
two-inch orange warning tape shall be ~printed 
with: 


"CAUTION BURIED CONDUIT" ----
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m. Cathodic Protection requirements: 


1) If there is a cathodic protection station 
for Metropolitan's pipeline in the area of the proposed 
work, it shall be located prior to any grading or 
excavation. The exact location, description and manner 
of protection shall be shown on all applicable plans. 
Please contact Metropolitan's Corrosion Engineering 
Section, located at Metropolitan's F. E. Weymouth 
Softening and Filtration Plant, 700 North Moreno 
Avenue, La Verne, California 91750, telephone (714) 
593-7474, for the locations of Metropolitan's cathodic 
protection stations. 


2) If an induced-current cathodic protection 
system is to be installed on any pipeline crossing 
Metropolitan's pipeline, please contact Mr. Wayne E. 
Risner at (714) 593-7474 or (213) 250-5085~ He will 
review the proposed system and determine if any 
conflicts will arise with the existing cathodic 
protection systems installed by Metropolitan. 


3) Within Metropolitan's rights-of-way, 
pipelines and carrier pipes (casings) shall be coated 
with an approved protective coating to conform to 
Metropolitan's requirements, and shall be maintained in 
a neat and orderly condition as directed by Metropolitan. 
The application and monitoring of cathodic protection 
on the pipeline and casing shall conform to Title 49 of 
the Code of Federal· Regulations, Part 195. 


4) If a steel carrier pipe (casing) is used: 


(a) Cathodic protection shall be provided 
by use of a sacrificial magnesium anode (a sketch 
showing the cathodic protection details can be 
provided for the designers information). 


(b) The steel carrier pipe shall be 
protected with a coal tar en~el coating inside 
and out in accordance with AWWA C203 specification. 


n. All trenches shall be excavated to comply with the 
CAL/OSBA Construction Safety Orders, Article 6, beginning 
with Sections 1539 through 1547. Trench backfill shall be 
placed in 8-inch lifts and shall be compacted to 95 percent 
relative compaction (ASTM 0698) across roadways and through 
protective dikes. Trench backfill elsewhere will be 
compacted to 90 percent relative compaction (ASTM 0698). 







- 9 -


o. Control cables connected with the operation of 
Metropolitan's system are buried within streets, its fee 
properties and/or easements. The locations and elevations 
of these cables shall be shown on the drawings. The 
drawings shall note that prior to any excavation {n the 
area, the control cables shall be located and measures 
shall be taken by the contractor to protect the cables in 
place. 


p. Metropolitan is a member of Underground Service 
Alert (USA) • The contractor (excavator) shall contact 
USA at 1-800-422-4133 (Southern California) at least 48 
hours prior to starting any excavation work. The contractor 
will be liable for any damage to Metropolitan's facilities 
as a result of the construction. 


8. Paramount Right 


Facilities constructed within Metropolitan's fee 
properties and/or easements shall be subject to the 


· paramount right of Metropolitan to use its fee properties 
and/or easements for the purpose for which they were 
acquired. If at any t~e Metropolitan or its assigns 
should, in the exercise of their rights, find it necessary 
to remove any of the facilities from the fee properties 
and/or easements, such removal and replacement shall be at 
the expense of the owner of the facility. 


9. Modification of Metropolitan's Facilities 


When a manhole or other of Metropolitan's facilities 
must be modified to accommodate your construction or recons
truction, Metropolitan will modify the facilities with its 
forces. This should be noted on the construction plans. The 
est~ated cost to perform this modification will be given to 
you and we will require a deposit for this amount before the 
work is performed. Once the deposit is received, we w~ll 
schedule the work. Our forces will coordinate the work with 
your contractor. Our final billing will be based on actual 
cost incurred, and will include materials, construction, 
engineering plan review, inspection, and administrative 
overhead charges calculated in accordance with Metropolitan's 
standard accounting practices. If the cost is less than the 
deposit, a refund will be made; however, if the cost exceeds 
the deposit, an invoice will be forwarded for payment of the 
additional amount. 
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10. Drainage 


a. Residential or commercial development typically 
increases and concentrates the peak storm water runoff as 
well as the total yearly storm runoff from an area, thereby 
increasing the requirements for storm drain facilities 
downstream of the development. Also, throughout the year 
water from landscape irrigation, car washing, and other 
outdoor domestic water uses flows into the storm drainage 
system resulting in weed abatement, insect infestation, 
obstructed access and other problems. Therefore, it is 
Metropolitan's usual practice not to approve plans that show 
discharge of drainage from developments onto its fee 
properties and/or easements. 


b. If water must be carried across or discharged onto 
Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements, Metropolitan 
will insist that plans for development provide that it be 
carried by closed conduit or lined open channel approved in 
writing by Metropolitan. Also the drainage facilities must be 
maintained by others, e.g., city, county, homeowners association, 
etc. If the development proposes changes to existing drainage 
features, then the developer shall make provisions to provide . 
for replacement and these changes must be approved by Metropolitan 
in writing. 


11. Construction Coordination 


During construction·, Metropolitan's field representative 
will make periodic inspections. We request that a stipulation 
be added to the pl~s or specifications for notification of 
Mr. of Metropolitan's Operations Services Branch, 
telephone (213) 250- , at least two working days prior to 
any work in the vicinity of our facilities. 


12. Pipeline Loading Restrictions 


a. Metropolitan's pipelines and conduits vary in 
structural strength, and some are not adequate for 
AASHTO H-20 loading. Therefore, specific loads over the 
specific sections of pipe or conduit must be reviewed and 
approved by Metropolitan. Howeve~, Metropolitan's pipelines 
are typically adequate for AASHTO B-20 loading provided that 
the cover over the pipeline is .not less than four feet or 
the cover is not substantially increased. If the temporary 
cover over the pipeline during construction is between three 
and four feet, equipment must restricted to that which 
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imposes loads no greater than AASHTO H-10. If the cover is 
between two and three feet, equipment must be restricted to 
that of a Caterpillar D-4 tract-type tractor. If the cover 
is less than two feet, only hand equipment may be used. 
Also, if the contractor plans to use any equipment over 
Metropolitan's pipeline which will impose loads greater than 
AASHTO H-20, it will be necessary to submit the specifications 
of such equipment for our review and approval at least one 
week prior to its use. More restrictive requirements may 
apply to the loading guideline over the San Diego Pipelines 
1 and 2, portions of the Orange County Feeder, and the 
Colorado River Aqueduct. Please contact us for loading 
restrictions on all of Metropolitan's pipelines and 
conduits. 


b. The existing cover over the pipeline shall be 
maintained unless Metropolitan determines that proposed 
changes do not pose a hazard to the integrity of the 
pipeline or an impediment ~o its maintenance. 


13. Blasting 


a. At least 20 days prior to the start of any 
drilling for rock excavation blasting, or any blasting, in 
the vicinity of Metropolitan's facilities, a two-part 
preliminary conceptual plan shall be submitted to 
Metropolitan as follows: 


b. Part 1 of the conceptual plan shall include a 
complete summary of.proposed transportation, handling, 
storage, and use of explosions. 


c. Part 2 shall include the proposed general concept 
for blasting, including controlled blasting techniques and 
controls of .noise, fly roc~, airblast, and ground vibration. 


14. CEQA Requirements 


a. When Environmental Documents Have Not Been 
Prepared 


1) Regulations implementing the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) require that 
Metropolitan have an opportunity to consult with the 
agency or consultants preparing any environmental 
documentation. We are required to review and consider 
the environmental effects of the project as shown in 
the ' Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) prepared for your project before committing 
Metropolitan to approve your request. 
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2) In order to ensure compliance with the 
regulations implementing CEQA where Metropolitan is not 
the Lead Agency, the following minimum procedures to 
ensure compliance with the Act have been established: 


a) Metropolitan shall be timely advised of 
any determination that a Categorical Exemption 
applies to the project. The Lead Agency is to 
advise Metropolitan that it and other agencies 
participating in the project have complied with 
the requirements of CEQA prior to Metropolitan's 
participation. 


b) Metropolitan is to be consulted during 
the preparation of the Negative Declaration or 
EIR. 


c) Metropolitan is to review and submit any 
necessary comments on the Negative Declaration or 
draft EIR. 


d) Metropolitan is to be indemnified for 
any costs or liability arising out of any 
violation of any laws or regulations including but 
not limited to the California Environmental 
Quality Act and its implementing regulations. 


b. When Environmental Documents Have Been Prepared 


If environmental documents have been prepared for your 
project, please furnish us a copy for our review and files 
in a timely manner so that we may have sufficient time to 
review and comment. The following steps must also be 
accomplished: · 


. 1) The Lead Agency is ~o advise Metropolitan 
that it and other agencies participating in the project 
have complied with the requirements of CEQA prior to 
Metropolitan's . participation. 


2) You must agree to indemnify Metropolitan, its 
officers, engineers, and agents for any costs or 
liability . arising out of any violation of any laws or 
regulations including but not limited to the California 
Environmental Quality Act and its implementing regulations. 


15. Metropolitan's Plan-Review Cost 


a. An engineering review of your proposed facilities 
and developments and the preparation of a letter response 
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giving Metropolitan's comments, requirements anc/or approval 
that will require 8 ~an-hours or less of effort is typicallv 
performed at no cost to the developer, unless a facility -
must be modified where Metropolitan has superior rights. If 
an engineering review and letter response requires more than 
8 man-hours of effort by Metropolitan to determine if the 
proposed facility or development is compatible with its 
facilities, or if modifications to Metropolitan's manhole(s) 
or other facilities will be required, then all of 
Metropolitan's costs associated with the project must be 
paid by the developer, unless the developer has superior 
rights. 


b. A deposit of funds will be required from the 
developer before Metropolitan ·can begin its detailed 
engineering plan review that will exceed 8 hours. The 
amount of the required deposit will be determined after a 
cursory review of the plans for the proposed development. 


c. Metropolitan's final billing will be based on 
actual cost incurred, and will include engineering plan 
review, inspection, materials, construction, and 
administrative overhead charges calculated in accordance 
with Metropolitan's standard accounting practices. If the 
cost is less than the deposit, a refund will be made; 
however, if the cost exceeds the deposit, an invoice will be 
forwarded for payment of the additional amount. Additional 
deposits may be required if the cost of Metropolitan's 
review exceeds the amount of the initial deposit. 


16. Caution 


We advise you that Metropolitan's plan reviews and 
responses are based upon information available to 
Metropolitan which was prepared by or on behalf of 
Metropolitan for general record purposes only. Such 
information may not be sufficiently detailed or accurate for 
your purposes. No warranty of any kind, either express or 
implied, is attached to the information therein conveyed as 
to its accuracy, and no inference should be drawn from 
Metropolitan's failure to comment on any aspect of your 
project. You are therefore cautioned to make such surveys 
and other field investigations as you may deem prudent to 
assure yourself that any plans for your project are correct. 
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17. Additional Information 


Should you require additional information, please contact: 


JEH/MRW/l.k 


Civil Engineering Substructures Section 
Metropolitan Water District 


of Southern California 
P.O. Box 54153 


Los Angeles, California 90054-0153 
(213) 217-6000 


Rev. January 22 ,· 1989 


Encl.. 
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mail in error and that any use, dissemination, posting, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail and any
 attachments is illegal and strictly prohibited by law.



I MWD 
METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

Executive Office 

March 4, 2016 

Genevieve Sharrow 
City of Burbank 
Planning Division 
150 North Third Street 
Burbank, CA 91502 

Dear Ms. Sharrow: 

Notice of Preparation of a 

Via Email 

Draft Environmentallmpact Report for the Premier on First Mixed Use Project 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) has reviewed the Notice 
of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for The Premier on First Mixed
Use Project. The proposed project consists oftwo phases. Phase 1 would consist of a 14-story 
tower constructed on the Verdugo A venue side of the site, containing 154 residential units, 
approximately 10,400 square feet of ground-level retail space, 445 parking spaces, and 
residential amenities. Phase 2 would consist of a second 12 to 13 story tower constructed on the 
Tujunga Avenue side of the site and would be developed as either hotel or office spaces. 

Metropolitan is a public agency and regional water wholesaler. It is comprised of 26 member 
public agencies serving approximately 19 million people in portions of six counties in Southern 
California, including Los Angeles County. 

In the project area, Metropolitan's Santa Monica Feeder is located within the public right-of-way 
of East Verdugo Avenue (see attached location map). The Santa Monica Feeder is a 42 inch 
inside diameter treated water pipeline. Based on our review of the proposed project, the project 
could interfere with Metropolitan's ongoing operation, maintenance and repair activities on the 
Santa Monica Feeder, which requires unrestricted and unobstructed access to these facilities. 
Metropolitan requires unobstructed access to its facilities in order to maintain and repair its 
system. 

In order to avoid potential conflicts with Metropolitan's facilities and rights-of-way, we require 
that any design plans for any activity in the area of Metropolitan's pipelines or facilities be 
submitted for our review and written approval. Approval of the project is contingent on 
Metropolitan's approval of design plans for portions of the proposed project that could impact its 
facilities. Any future design plans associated with this project should be submitted to the 
attention of Metropolitan's Substructures Team. 

700 N. Alameda Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 • Mailing Address: P.O. Box 54153, Los Angeles, California, 90054-0153 • Telephone: (213) 217-6000 



Ms. Sharrow 
Page 2 
March 4, 2016 

Detailed prints of drawings of Metropolitan's pipelines and rights-of-way may be obtained by 
calling Metropolitan's Substructures Information Line at (213) 217-6564. To assist the applicant 
in preparing plans that are compatible with Metropolitan's facilities and easements, we have 
enclosed a copy of the "Guidelines for Developments in the Area of Facilities, Fee Properties, 
and/or Easement of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California." Please note that all 
submitted designs or plans must clearly identify Metropolitan's facilities and rights-of-way. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward to 
receiving future documentation and plans for this project. For further assistance, please contact 
Ms. Diane Doesserich at (213) 217-5787. 

Very truly yours, 

Deirdre West 
Manager, Environmental Planning Team 

DD 
(J:\Environmental Planning&Compliance\Completed Jobs\Job No. 201602!2ext) 

Enclosures: Planning Guidelines 
Map of Metropolitan Facilities in Project Vicinity 



... 

Guidelines for Develo ments in the 
Area of Facilities, Fee Properties, and or Easements 

- of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

1. Introduction 

a. The following general guidelines should be 
followed for the design of proposed facilities and 
developments in the area of Metropolitan's facilities, fee 
properties, and/or easements. 

b. We require that 3 copies of your tentative and 
final record maps, grading, paving, street improvement, 
landscape, storm drain, and utility plans be submitted 
for our review and written approval as they pertain to 
Metropolitan's facilities, fee properties and/or 
easements, prior to the commencement of any construction 
work. 

2. Plans, Parcel and Tract Maps 

The following are Metropolitan's requirements for the 
identification of its facilities, fee properties, and/or 
easements on your plans, parcel maps and tract maps: 

a. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements and 
its pipelines and other ~acilities must be fully shown and 
identified as Metropolitan's on all applicable plans. 

b. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements 
must be shown and identified as Metropolitan's with the 
official recording data on all applicable parcel and 
tract maps. 

c. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements 
and existing survey monuments must be dimensionally tied 
to the parcel or tract boundaries. 

d. Metropolitan's records of surveys must be 
referenced on the parcel and tract maps. 
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3. Maintenance of Access Along Metropolitan's Rights-of-Way 

a. Proposed cut or fill slopes exceeding 10 percent 
are normally not allowed within Metropolitan's fee 
properties or easements. This is required to facilitate the 
use of construction and maintenance equipment, and provide 
access to its aboveground and belowground facilities. 

b. We require that 16-foot-wide commercial-type 
driveway approaches be constructed on both sides of all 
streets crossing Metropolitan's rights-of-way. Openings 
are required in any median island. Access ramps, if 
necessary, must be at least 16-feet-wide. Grades of ramps 
are normally not allowed to exceed 10 percent. If the slope 
of an access ramp must exceed 10 percent due to the 
topography, the ramp must be paved. We require a 
40-foot-long level area on the driveway approach to access 
ramps where the ramp meets the street. At Metropolitan's 
fee properties, we may require fences and gates. 

c. The terms of Metropolitan's permanent easement 
deeds normally preclude the building or maintenance of 
structures of any nature or kind within its easements, to 
ensure safety and avoid interference with operation and 
maintenance of Metropolitan's pipelines or other facilities. 
Metropolitan must have vehicular access along the easeme.nts 
at all t~es for inspection, patrolling, and for maintenance 
of the pipelines and other . facilities. on a routine basis. 
We require a· 20-foot-wide clea.r zone around all above-ground 
facilities for this routine access. This clear zone should 
slope away from our facility on a grade not to exceed 

. 2 percent. We must also have acce.ss along the easements 
with construction equipment. An example of this is shown on 
Figure 1. 

d. The footings of ~ny proposed buildings adjacent to 
Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements must not 
encroach into the fee property or easement or impose 
additional loading on Metropolitan's pipelines or other 
facilities therein. A typical situation is shown on 
Figure 2. Prints of the detail plans of the footings for 
any building or structure adjacent to the fee property or 
easement must be submitted for our review and written 
approval as they pertain to the pipeline or other facilities 
therein. Also, roof eaves of buildings adjacent to the 
easement or fee property must not overhang into the fee 
property or easement area. 



- 3 -

e. Metropolitan's pipelines and other facilities, 
e.g. structures, manholes, equipment, survey monuments, etc. 
within its fee properties and/or easements must be protected 
from damage by the easement holder on Metropolitan's 
property or the property owner where Metropolitan has an 
easement, at no expense to Metropolitan. If the facility is 
a cathodic protection station it shall be located prior to 
any grading or excavation. The exact location, description 
and way of protection shall be shown on the related plans . 
for the easement area. 

4. Easements on Metropolitan's Property 

a. We encourage the use of Metropolitan's fee rights
of-way by governmental agencies for public street and 
utility purposes, provided that such use does not interfere 
with Metropolitan's use of the property, the entire width of 
the property is accepted into the agency's public street 
system and fair market value is paid for such use of the 
right-of-way. 

b. Please contact the Director of Metropolitan's 
Right of Way and Land Division, telephone (213) 250-6302, 
concerning easements for landscaping, street, storm drain, 
sewer, water or other public facilities proposed within 
Metropolitan's fee properties. A map and legal description 
of the requested easements must be submitted. Also, written 
evidence must be submitted that shows the city or county 
will accept the easement· for the specific purposes into its 
public system. The grant of the easement will be subject to 
Metropolitan's rights to use its land for water pipelines 
and related purposes to the same ~xtent as if such grant had 
not been made. There will be a charge for the easement. 
Please note that, if entry is required on the property prior 
to issuance of the easement, an entry permit must be 
obtained. There will also be a charge for the entry permit. 

5. Landscaping 

Metropolitan's landscape guidelines for its fee 
properties and/or easements are as follows: 

a. A green belt may be allowed within Metropolitan's 
fee property or easement. 

b. All landscape plans shall show the location and 
size of Metropolitan's fee property and/or easement and the 
location and size of Metropolitan's pipeline or other 
facilities therein. 
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c. Absolutely no trees will be allowed within 15 feet 
of the centerline of Metropolitan's existing or future 
pipelines and facilities. 

d. Deep-rooted trees are prohibited within 
Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements. Shallow
rooted trees are the only trees allowed. The shallow-rooted 
trees will not be permitted any closer than 15 feet from the 
centerline of the pipeline, and such trees shall not be 
taller than 25 feet with a root spread no greater than 
20 feet in diameter at maturity. Shrubs, bushes, vines, and 
ground cover are permitted, but larger shrubs and bushes 
should not be planted directly over our pipeline. Turf is 
acceptable. We require submittal of landscape plans for 
Metropolitan's prior review and written approval. (See 
Figure 3) • 

e. The landscape plans must contain prov1s1ons for 
Metropolitan's vehicular access at all t~es along its· 
rights-of-way to its pipelines or facilities therein. 
Gates capable of accepting Metropolitan's locks are 
required in any fences across its rights-of-way. Also, 
any walks or drainage facilities across its access route 
must be constructed to AASRTO R-20 loading standards. 

f. Rights to landscape any of Metropolitan's fee 
properties must be acquired from its Right of Way and 
Land Division. Appropriate entry permits must be obtained 
prior to any entry on its property. There will be a charge 
for any entry permit or easements required. 

6. Fencing 

Metropolitan requires that perimeter fencing of its fee 
properties and facilities be constructed· of universal chain 
link, 6 feet in height and' ~opped wi-th 3 strands of barbed 
wire angled upward and outward at a 45 degree angle or an 
approved equal for a total fence height of 7 feet. Suitable 
substitute fencing may be considered by Metropolitan. 
(Please see Figure 5 for details). 

7. Utilities in Metropolitan's Fee Properties and/or Easements 
or Adjacent to Its Pipeline in Public Streets 

Metropolitan's policy for the alinement of utilities 
permitted within its fee properties and/or easements and 
street rights-of-way is as follows: 
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a. Permanent structures, including catch basins, 
manholes, power poles, telephone riser boxes, etc., shall 
not be located within its fee properties and/or easements. 

b. We request that permanent utility structures 
within public streets, in which Metropolitan's facilities 
are constructed under the Metropolitan Water District 
Act, be placed as far from our pipeline as possible, but 
not closer than 5 feet from the outside of our pipeline. 

c. The installation of utilities over or under 
Metropolitan's pipeline(s) must be in accordance with the 
requirements shown on the enclosed prints of Drawings 
Nos. C-11632 and C-9547. Whenever possible we request a 
minimum of one foot clearance between Metropolitan's pipe 
and your facility. Temporary support of Metropolitan's 
pipe may also be required at undercrossings of its pipe 
in an open trench. The temporary support plans must be 
reviewed and approved by Metropolitan. 

d. Lateral utility crossings of Metropolitan's 
pipelines must be as perpendicular to its pipeline 
alinement as practical. Prior to any excavation our 
pipeline shall be located manually and any excavation 
within two feet of our pipeline must be done by hand. 
This shall be noted on the appropriate drawings. 

e. Utilities constructed longitudinally within 
Metropolitan's rights-of-way must be located outside the 
theoretical trench prism· for uncovering its pipeline and 
must be located parallel to and as close to its rights
of-way lines as practical. 

f. When piping is jacked or installed in jacked 
casing or tunnel under Metropolitan's pipe, there must be 
at least two feet of vertical clearance between the 
bottom of Metropolitan's pipe and the top of the jacked 
pipe, jacked casing or tunnel. We also require that 
detail drawings of .the shoring for the jacking or 
tunneling pits be submitted for our review and approval. 
Provisions must be made to grout any voids around the 
exterior of the jacked pipe, jacked casing or tunnel. If 
the piping is installed in a jacked casing or tunnel the 
annular space between the piping and the jacked casing or 
tunnel must be filled with grout. 
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g. Overhead electrical and telephone line 
requirements: 

1} Conductor clearances are to conform to the 
California State Public Utilities Commission, General 
Order 95, for Overhead Electrical Line Construction or 
at a greater clearance if required by Metropolitan. 
Under no circumstances shall clearance be less than 
35 feet. 

2) A marker must be attached to the power pole 
showing the ground clearance and line voltage, to help 
prevent damage to your facilities during maintenance or 
other work being done in the area. 

3) Line clearance over Metropolit.an' s fee 
properties and/ or easeme1nts shall be shown on the 
drawing to indicate the lowest point of the line 
under the most adverse conditions including 
consideration of sag, wind load, tempera.ture change, 
and suppc>rt type. We require that overhead lines be 
located cLt least 30 feet laterally away from all 
above-gretund structures on the pipelines. 

4) When underground electrical conduits, 
120 volts or greater, are installed within 
Metropolitan • s fee prope.rty and/or easement, the 
conduits must be incased in a minimum of three inches 
of red concrete. Where possible, above ground warning 
signs must also be placed at the right-of-way lines 
where the conduits enter and exit the right-of-way. 

h. The construction of sewerlines in Metropolitan's 
fee properties and/or easements must conform to the 
California Department of Health Services Criteria for the 
Separation of Water Mains and Sanitary Services and the 
local City or County Health Code Ordinance as it relates to 
installation o£ sewers in the vicinity of pressure 
waterlines. The construction of sewerlines .should also 
conform to these standards in street rights-of- way. 

i. Cross sections shall be provided for all pipeline 
crossings showing Metropolitan's fee property and/or 
easement limits and the location of our pipeline(s). The 
exact locations of the crossing pipelines and their 
elevations shall be marked on as-built drawings for our 
information. 



- 7 -

j. Potholing of Metropolitan•s pipeline is required 
if the vertical clearance between a utility and 
Metropolitan•s pipeline is indicated on the plan to be one 
foot or less. If the indicated clearance is between one and 
two feet, potholing is suggested. Metropolitan will provide 
a representative to assists others in locating and 
identifying its pipeline. Two-working days notice is 
requested. 

k. Adequate shoring and bracing is required for the 
full depth of the trench when the excavation encroaches 
within the zone shown on Figure 4. 

1. The location of utilities within Metropolitan•s 
fee property and/or easement shall be plainly marked to 
help prevent damage during maintenance or other work done 
in the area. Detectable tape over buried utilities 
should be placed a minimum of 12 inches above the utility 
and shall conform to the following requirements: 

1) Water pipeline: A two-inch blue warning 
tape shall be imprinted with: 

"CAUTION BURIED WATER PIPELINE" 

2) Gas, oil, or chemical pipeline: A 
two-inch yellow warning tape shall be ~printed 
with: 

"CAUTION BURIED PIPELINE" ----
3) Sewer or storm drain pipeline: A 

two-inch green warning tape shall be imprinted with: 

"CAUTION BURIED PIPELINE" ---
4) Electric, street lighting, or traffic 

signals conduit: A two-inch red warning tape shall 
be imprinted with: 

"CAUTION BURIED ----- CONDUIT" 

5) Telephone, or television conduit: A 
two-inch orange warning tape shall be ~printed 
with: 

"CAUTION BURIED CONDUIT" ----
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m. Cathodic Protection requirements: 

1) If there is a cathodic protection station 
for Metropolitan's pipeline in the area of the proposed 
work, it shall be located prior to any grading or 
excavation. The exact location, description and manner 
of protection shall be shown on all applicable plans. 
Please contact Metropolitan's Corrosion Engineering 
Section, located at Metropolitan's F. E. Weymouth 
Softening and Filtration Plant, 700 North Moreno 
Avenue, La Verne, California 91750, telephone (714) 
593-7474, for the locations of Metropolitan's cathodic 
protection stations. 

2) If an induced-current cathodic protection 
system is to be installed on any pipeline crossing 
Metropolitan's pipeline, please contact Mr. Wayne E. 
Risner at (714) 593-7474 or (213) 250-5085~ He will 
review the proposed system and determine if any 
conflicts will arise with the existing cathodic 
protection systems installed by Metropolitan. 

3) Within Metropolitan's rights-of-way, 
pipelines and carrier pipes (casings) shall be coated 
with an approved protective coating to conform to 
Metropolitan's requirements, and shall be maintained in 
a neat and orderly condition as directed by Metropolitan. 
The application and monitoring of cathodic protection 
on the pipeline and casing shall conform to Title 49 of 
the Code of Federal· Regulations, Part 195. 

4) If a steel carrier pipe (casing) is used: 

(a) Cathodic protection shall be provided 
by use of a sacrificial magnesium anode (a sketch 
showing the cathodic protection details can be 
provided for the designers information). 

(b) The steel carrier pipe shall be 
protected with a coal tar en~el coating inside 
and out in accordance with AWWA C203 specification. 

n. All trenches shall be excavated to comply with the 
CAL/OSBA Construction Safety Orders, Article 6, beginning 
with Sections 1539 through 1547. Trench backfill shall be 
placed in 8-inch lifts and shall be compacted to 95 percent 
relative compaction (ASTM 0698) across roadways and through 
protective dikes. Trench backfill elsewhere will be 
compacted to 90 percent relative compaction (ASTM 0698). 
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o. Control cables connected with the operation of 
Metropolitan's system are buried within streets, its fee 
properties and/or easements. The locations and elevations 
of these cables shall be shown on the drawings. The 
drawings shall note that prior to any excavation {n the 
area, the control cables shall be located and measures 
shall be taken by the contractor to protect the cables in 
place. 

p. Metropolitan is a member of Underground Service 
Alert (USA) • The contractor (excavator) shall contact 
USA at 1-800-422-4133 (Southern California) at least 48 
hours prior to starting any excavation work. The contractor 
will be liable for any damage to Metropolitan's facilities 
as a result of the construction. 

8. Paramount Right 

Facilities constructed within Metropolitan's fee 
properties and/or easements shall be subject to the 

· paramount right of Metropolitan to use its fee properties 
and/or easements for the purpose for which they were 
acquired. If at any t~e Metropolitan or its assigns 
should, in the exercise of their rights, find it necessary 
to remove any of the facilities from the fee properties 
and/or easements, such removal and replacement shall be at 
the expense of the owner of the facility. 

9. Modification of Metropolitan's Facilities 

When a manhole or other of Metropolitan's facilities 
must be modified to accommodate your construction or recons
truction, Metropolitan will modify the facilities with its 
forces. This should be noted on the construction plans. The 
est~ated cost to perform this modification will be given to 
you and we will require a deposit for this amount before the 
work is performed. Once the deposit is received, we w~ll 
schedule the work. Our forces will coordinate the work with 
your contractor. Our final billing will be based on actual 
cost incurred, and will include materials, construction, 
engineering plan review, inspection, and administrative 
overhead charges calculated in accordance with Metropolitan's 
standard accounting practices. If the cost is less than the 
deposit, a refund will be made; however, if the cost exceeds 
the deposit, an invoice will be forwarded for payment of the 
additional amount. 
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10. Drainage 

a. Residential or commercial development typically 
increases and concentrates the peak storm water runoff as 
well as the total yearly storm runoff from an area, thereby 
increasing the requirements for storm drain facilities 
downstream of the development. Also, throughout the year 
water from landscape irrigation, car washing, and other 
outdoor domestic water uses flows into the storm drainage 
system resulting in weed abatement, insect infestation, 
obstructed access and other problems. Therefore, it is 
Metropolitan's usual practice not to approve plans that show 
discharge of drainage from developments onto its fee 
properties and/or easements. 

b. If water must be carried across or discharged onto 
Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements, Metropolitan 
will insist that plans for development provide that it be 
carried by closed conduit or lined open channel approved in 
writing by Metropolitan. Also the drainage facilities must be 
maintained by others, e.g., city, county, homeowners association, 
etc. If the development proposes changes to existing drainage 
features, then the developer shall make provisions to provide . 
for replacement and these changes must be approved by Metropolitan 
in writing. 

11. Construction Coordination 

During construction·, Metropolitan's field representative 
will make periodic inspections. We request that a stipulation 
be added to the pl~s or specifications for notification of 
Mr. of Metropolitan's Operations Services Branch, 
telephone (213) 250- , at least two working days prior to 
any work in the vicinity of our facilities. 

12. Pipeline Loading Restrictions 

a. Metropolitan's pipelines and conduits vary in 
structural strength, and some are not adequate for 
AASHTO H-20 loading. Therefore, specific loads over the 
specific sections of pipe or conduit must be reviewed and 
approved by Metropolitan. Howeve~, Metropolitan's pipelines 
are typically adequate for AASHTO B-20 loading provided that 
the cover over the pipeline is .not less than four feet or 
the cover is not substantially increased. If the temporary 
cover over the pipeline during construction is between three 
and four feet, equipment must restricted to that which 
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imposes loads no greater than AASHTO H-10. If the cover is 
between two and three feet, equipment must be restricted to 
that of a Caterpillar D-4 tract-type tractor. If the cover 
is less than two feet, only hand equipment may be used. 
Also, if the contractor plans to use any equipment over 
Metropolitan's pipeline which will impose loads greater than 
AASHTO H-20, it will be necessary to submit the specifications 
of such equipment for our review and approval at least one 
week prior to its use. More restrictive requirements may 
apply to the loading guideline over the San Diego Pipelines 
1 and 2, portions of the Orange County Feeder, and the 
Colorado River Aqueduct. Please contact us for loading 
restrictions on all of Metropolitan's pipelines and 
conduits. 

b. The existing cover over the pipeline shall be 
maintained unless Metropolitan determines that proposed 
changes do not pose a hazard to the integrity of the 
pipeline or an impediment ~o its maintenance. 

13. Blasting 

a. At least 20 days prior to the start of any 
drilling for rock excavation blasting, or any blasting, in 
the vicinity of Metropolitan's facilities, a two-part 
preliminary conceptual plan shall be submitted to 
Metropolitan as follows: 

b. Part 1 of the conceptual plan shall include a 
complete summary of.proposed transportation, handling, 
storage, and use of explosions. 

c. Part 2 shall include the proposed general concept 
for blasting, including controlled blasting techniques and 
controls of .noise, fly roc~, airblast, and ground vibration. 

14. CEQA Requirements 

a. When Environmental Documents Have Not Been 
Prepared 

1) Regulations implementing the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) require that 
Metropolitan have an opportunity to consult with the 
agency or consultants preparing any environmental 
documentation. We are required to review and consider 
the environmental effects of the project as shown in 
the ' Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) prepared for your project before committing 
Metropolitan to approve your request. 
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2) In order to ensure compliance with the 
regulations implementing CEQA where Metropolitan is not 
the Lead Agency, the following minimum procedures to 
ensure compliance with the Act have been established: 

a) Metropolitan shall be timely advised of 
any determination that a Categorical Exemption 
applies to the project. The Lead Agency is to 
advise Metropolitan that it and other agencies 
participating in the project have complied with 
the requirements of CEQA prior to Metropolitan's 
participation. 

b) Metropolitan is to be consulted during 
the preparation of the Negative Declaration or 
EIR. 

c) Metropolitan is to review and submit any 
necessary comments on the Negative Declaration or 
draft EIR. 

d) Metropolitan is to be indemnified for 
any costs or liability arising out of any 
violation of any laws or regulations including but 
not limited to the California Environmental 
Quality Act and its implementing regulations. 

b. When Environmental Documents Have Been Prepared 

If environmental documents have been prepared for your 
project, please furnish us a copy for our review and files 
in a timely manner so that we may have sufficient time to 
review and comment. The following steps must also be 
accomplished: · 

. 1) The Lead Agency is ~o advise Metropolitan 
that it and other agencies participating in the project 
have complied with the requirements of CEQA prior to 
Metropolitan's . participation. 

2) You must agree to indemnify Metropolitan, its 
officers, engineers, and agents for any costs or 
liability . arising out of any violation of any laws or 
regulations including but not limited to the California 
Environmental Quality Act and its implementing regulations. 

15. Metropolitan's Plan-Review Cost 

a. An engineering review of your proposed facilities 
and developments and the preparation of a letter response 
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giving Metropolitan's comments, requirements anc/or approval 
that will require 8 ~an-hours or less of effort is typicallv 
performed at no cost to the developer, unless a facility -
must be modified where Metropolitan has superior rights. If 
an engineering review and letter response requires more than 
8 man-hours of effort by Metropolitan to determine if the 
proposed facility or development is compatible with its 
facilities, or if modifications to Metropolitan's manhole(s) 
or other facilities will be required, then all of 
Metropolitan's costs associated with the project must be 
paid by the developer, unless the developer has superior 
rights. 

b. A deposit of funds will be required from the 
developer before Metropolitan ·can begin its detailed 
engineering plan review that will exceed 8 hours. The 
amount of the required deposit will be determined after a 
cursory review of the plans for the proposed development. 

c. Metropolitan's final billing will be based on 
actual cost incurred, and will include engineering plan 
review, inspection, materials, construction, and 
administrative overhead charges calculated in accordance 
with Metropolitan's standard accounting practices. If the 
cost is less than the deposit, a refund will be made; 
however, if the cost exceeds the deposit, an invoice will be 
forwarded for payment of the additional amount. Additional 
deposits may be required if the cost of Metropolitan's 
review exceeds the amount of the initial deposit. 

16. Caution 

We advise you that Metropolitan's plan reviews and 
responses are based upon information available to 
Metropolitan which was prepared by or on behalf of 
Metropolitan for general record purposes only. Such 
information may not be sufficiently detailed or accurate for 
your purposes. No warranty of any kind, either express or 
implied, is attached to the information therein conveyed as 
to its accuracy, and no inference should be drawn from 
Metropolitan's failure to comment on any aspect of your 
project. You are therefore cautioned to make such surveys 
and other field investigations as you may deem prudent to 
assure yourself that any plans for your project are correct. 
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17. Additional Information 

Should you require additional information, please contact: 

JEH/MRW/l.k 

Civil Engineering Substructures Section 
Metropolitan Water District 

of Southern California 
P.O. Box 54153 

Los Angeles, California 90054-0153 
(213) 217-6000 

Rev. January 22 ,· 1989 

Encl.. 
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2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County 

 
 
Important Notice to User:  This section provides detailed travel statistics for the Los 
Angeles area which will be updated on an ongoing basis.  Updates will be distributed to all 
local jurisdictions when available.  In order to ensure that impact analyses reflect the best 
available information, lead agencies may also contact MTA at the time of study initiation.  
Please contact MTA staff to request the most recent release of “Baseline Travel Data for 
CMP TIAs.” 
 
D.1 OBJECTIVE OF GUIDELINES 
 
The following guidelines are intended to assist local agencies in evaluating impacts of land 
use decisions on the Congestion Management Program (CMP) system, through 
preparation of a regional transportation impact analysis (TIA).  The following are the basic 
objectives of these guidelines: 
 
Promote consistency in the studies conducted by different jurisdictions, while 

maintaining flexibility for the variety of project types which could be affected by these 
guidelines. 

 

Establish procedures which can be implemented within existing project review 
processes and without ongoing review by MTA. 

 

Provide guidelines which can be implemented immediately, with the full intention of 
subsequent review and possible revision. 

 
These guidelines are based on specific requirements of the Congestion Management 
Program, and travel data sources available specifically for Los Angeles County.  References 
are listed in Section D.10 which provide additional information on possible methodologies 
and available resources for conducting TIAs. 
 
D.2 GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 
Exhibit D-7 provides the model resolution that local jurisdictions adopted containing CMP 
TIA procedures in 1993.  TIA requirements should be fulfilled within the existing 
environmental review process, extending local traffic impact studies to include impacts to 
the regional system.  In order to monitor activities affected by these requirements, Notices 
of Preparation (NOPs) must be submitted to MTA as a responsible agency.  Formal MTA 
approval of individual TIAs is not required. 
 
The following sections describe CMP TIA requirements in detail.  In general, the 
competing objectives of consistency & flexibility have been addressed by specifying 
standard, or minimum, requirements and requiring documentation when a TIA varies 
from these standards. 
 

APPENDIX  
GUIDELINES FOR CMP TRANSPORTATION 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

D   
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D.3 PROJECTS SUBJECT TO ANALYSIS 
 
In general a CMP TIA is required for all projects required to prepare an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) based on local determination.  A TIA is not required if the lead agency 
for the EIR finds that traffic is not a significant issue, and does not require local or regional 
traffic impact analysis in the EIR.  Please refer to Chapter 5 for more detailed information. 
 
CMP TIA guidelines, particularly intersection analyses, are largely geared toward analysis 
of projects where land use types and design details are known.  Where likely land uses are 
not defined (such as where project descriptions are limited to zoning designation and 
parcel size with no information on access location), the level of detail in the TIA may be 
adjusted accordingly.  This may apply, for example, to some redevelopment areas and 
citywide general plans, or community level specific plans.  In such cases, where project 
definition is insufficient for meaningful intersection level of service analysis, CMP arterial 
segment analysis may substitute for intersection analysis. 
 
D.4 STUDY AREA 
 
The geographic area examined in the TIA must include the following, at a minimum: 
 
All CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including monitored freeway on- or off-ramp 

intersections, where the proposed project will add 50 or more trips during either the 
AM or PM weekday peak hours (of adjacent street traffic). 

 

If CMP arterial segments are being analyzed rather than intersections (see Section D.3), 
the study area must include all segments where the proposed project will add 50 or 
more peak hour trips (total of both directions).  Within the study area, the TIA must 
analyze at least one segment between monitored CMP intersections. 

 

Mainline freeway monitoring locations where the project will add 150 or more trips, in 
either direction, during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. 

 

Caltrans must also be consulted through the Notice of Preparation (NOP) process to 
identify other specific locations to be analyzed on the state highway system. 

 
If the TIA identifies no facilities for study based on these criteria, no further traffic analysis 
is required.  However, projects must still consider transit impacts (Section D.8.4). 
 
D.5 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
 
The following sections describe the procedures for documenting and estimating 
background, or non-project related traffic conditions.  Note that for the purpose of a TIA, 
these background estimates must include traffic from all sources without regard to the 
exemptions specified in CMP statute (e.g., traffic generated by the provision of low and very 
low income housing, or trips originating outside Los Angeles County.  Refer to Chapter 5, 
Section 5.2.3 for a complete list of exempted projects). 
 
D.5.1 Existing Traffic Conditions.  Existing traffic volumes and levels of service (LOS) on 
the CMP highway system within the study area must be documented.  Traffic counts must 
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be less than one year old at the time the study is initiated, and collected in accordance with 
CMP highway monitoring requirements (see Appendix A).  Section D.8.1 describes TIA 
LOS calculation requirements in greater detail.  Freeway traffic volume and LOS data 
provided by Caltrans is also provided in Appendix A. 
 
D.5.2 Selection of Horizon Year and Background Traffic Growth.  Horizon year(s) 
selection is left to the lead agency, based on individual characteristics of the project being 
analyzed.  In general, the horizon year should reflect a realistic estimate of the project 
completion date.  For large developments phased over several years, review of intermediate 
milestones prior to buildout should also be considered. 
 
At a minimum, horizon year background traffic growth estimates must use the generalized 
growth factors shown in Exhibit D-1.  These growth factors are based on regional modeling 
efforts, and estimate the general effect of cumulative development and other socioeconomic 
changes on traffic throughout the region.  Beyond this minimum, selection among the 
various methodologies available to estimate horizon year background traffic in greater 
detail is left to the lead agency.  Suggested approaches include consultation with the 
jurisdiction in which the intersection under study is located, in order to obtain more 
detailed traffic estimates based on ongoing development in the vicinity. 
 
D.6 PROPOSED PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION 
 
Traffic generation estimates must conform to the procedures of the current edition of Trip 
Generation, by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).  If an alternative 
methodology is used, the basis for this methodology must be fully documented. 
 
Increases in site traffic generation may be reduced for existing land uses to be removed, if 
the existing use was operating during the year the traffic counts were collected.  Current 
traffic generation should be substantiated by actual driveway counts; however, if infeasible, 
traffic may be estimated based on a methodology consistent with that used for the proposed 
use.   
 
Regional transportation impact analysis also requires consideration of trip lengths.  Total 
site traffic generation must therefore be divided into work and non-work-related trip 
purposes in order to reflect observed trip length differences.  Exhibit D-2 provides factors 
which indicate trip purpose breakdowns for various land use types. 
 
For lead agencies who also participate in CMP highway monitoring, it is recommended that 
any traffic counts on CMP facilities needed to prepare the TIA should be done in the 
manner outlined in Chapter 2 and Appendix A.  If the TIA traffic counts are taken within 
one year of the deadline for submittal of CMP highway monitoring data, the local 
jurisdiction would save the cost of having to conduct the traffic counts twice. 
 
D.7 TRIP DISTRIBUTION 
 
For trip distribution by direct/manual assignment, generalized trip distribution factors are 
provided in Exhibit D-3, based on regional modeling efforts.  These factors indicate 
Regional Statistical Area (RSA)-level tripmaking for work and non-work trip purposes.  
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(These RSAs are illustrated in Exhibit D-4.)  For locations where it is difficult to determine 
the project site RSA, census tract/RSA correspondence tables are available from MTA. 
 
Exhibit D-5 describes a general approach to applying the preceding factors.  Project trip 
distribution must be consistent with these trip distribution and purpose factors; the basis 
for variation must be documented. 
 
Local agency travel demand models disaggregated from the SCAG regional model are 
presumed to conform to this requirement, as long as the trip distribution functions are 
consistent with the regional distribution patterns.  For retail commercial developments, 
alternative trip distribution factors may be appropriate based on the market area for the 
specific planned use.  Such market area analysis must clearly identify the basis for the trip 
distribution pattern expected. 
 
D.8 IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
CMP Transportation Impact Analyses contain two separate impact studies covering 
roadways and transit.  Section Nos. D.8.1-D.8.3 cover required roadway analysis while 
Section No. D.8.4 covers the required transit impact analysis.  Section Nos. D.9.1-D.9.4 
define the requirement for discussion and evaluation of alternative mitigation measures. 
 
D.8.1 Intersection Level of Service Analysis.  The LA County CMP recognizes that 
individual jurisdictions have wide ranging experience with LOS analysis, reflecting the 
variety of community characteristics, traffic controls and street standards throughout the 
county.  As a result, the CMP acknowledges the possibility that no single set of 
assumptions should be mandated for all TIAs within the county. 
 
However, in order to promote consistency in the TIAs prepared by different jurisdictions, 
CMP TIAs must conduct intersection LOS calculations using either of the following 
methods: 
 
The Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method as specified for CMP highway 

monitoring (see Appendix A); or 
 

The Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) / Circular 212 method. 
 
Variation from the standard assumptions under either of these methods for circumstances 
at particular intersections must be fully documented. 
 
TIAs using the 1985 or 1994 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) operational analysis must 
provide converted volume-to-capacity based LOS values, as specified for CMP highway 
monitoring in Appendix A. 
 
D.8.2 Arterial Segment Analysis.  For TIAs involving arterial segment analysis, volume-to-
capacity ratios must be calculated for each segment and LOS values assigned using the V/
C-LOS equivalency specified for arterial intersections.  A capacity of 800 vehicles per hour 
per through traffic lane must be used, unless localized conditions necessitate alternative 
values to approximate current intersection congestion levels. 
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D.8.3 Freeway Segment (Mainline) Analysis.  For the purpose of CMP TIAs, a simplified 
analysis of freeway impacts is required.  This analysis consists of a demand-to-capacity 
calculation for the affected segments, and is indicated in Exhibit D-6. 
 
D.8.4 Transit Impact Review.  CMP transit analysis requirements are met by completing 
and incorporating into an EIR the following transit impact analysis: 
 
Evidence that affected transit operators received the Notice of Preparation. 
 

A summary of existing transit services in the project area.  Include local fixed-route 
services within a ¼ mile radius of the project; express bus routes within a 2 mile radius 
of the project, and; rail service within a 2 mile radius of the project. 

 

Information on trip generation and mode assignment for both AM and PM peak hour 
periods as well as for daily periods.  Trips assigned to transit will also need to be 
calculated for the same peak hour and daily periods.  Peak hours are defined as 7:30-
8:30 AM and 4:30-5:30 PM.  Both “peak hour” and “daily” refer to average weekdays, 
unless special seasonal variations are expected.  If expected, seasonal variations should 
be described. 

 

Documentation of the assumption and analyses that were used to determine the 
number and percent of trips assigned to transit.  Trips assigned to transit may be 
calculated along the following guidelines: 

 

Multiply the total trips generated by 1.4 to convert vehicle trips to person trips;  

For each time period, multiply the result by one of the following factors: 
 

3.5% of Total Person Trips Generated for most cases, except: 
 
10% primarily Residential within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit center 
15% primarily Commercial within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit center 
  7% primarily Residential within 1/4 mile of a CMP multi-modal transportation 

center 
  9% primarily Commercial within 1/4 mile of a CMP multi-modal transportation 

 center 
  5% primarily Residential within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit corridor 
  7% primarily Commercial within 1/4 mile of a CMP transit corridor 
  0% if no fixed route transit services operate within one mile of the project 

 
To determine whether a project is primarily residential or commercial in nature, please 
refer to the CMP land use categories listed and defined in Appendix E, Guidelines for 
New Development Activity Tracking and Self Certification.  For projects that are only 
partially within the above one-quarter mile radius, the base rate (3.5% of total trips 
generated) should be applied to all of the project buildings that touch the radius 
perimeter. 

 
Information on facilities and/or programs that will be incorporated in the development 

plan that will encourage public transit use.  Include not only the jurisdiction’s TDM 
Ordinance measures, but other project specific measures. 
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Analysis of expected project impacts on current and future transit services and proposed 
project mitigation measures, and; 

 

Selection of final mitigation measures remains at the discretion of the local 
jurisdiction/lead agency.  Once a mitigation program is selected, the jurisdiction self-
monitors implementation through the existing mitigation monitoring requirements of 
CEQA. 

 
D.9 IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION OF MITIGATION 
 
D.9.1 Criteria for Determining a Significant Impact.  For purposes of the CMP, a 
significant impact occurs when the proposed project increases traffic demand on a CMP 
facility by 2% of capacity (V/C ≥ 0.02), causing LOS F (V/C > 1.00); if the facility is already 
at LOS F, a significant impact occurs when the proposed project increases traffic demand 
on a CMP facility by 2% of capacity (V/C ≥ 0.02).  The lead agency may apply a more 
stringent criteria if desired. 
 
D.9.2 Identification of Mitigation.  Once the project has been determined to cause a 
significant impact, the lead agency must investigate measures which will mitigate the 
impact of the project.  Mitigation measures proposed must clearly indicate the following: 
 
Cost estimates, indicating the fair share costs to mitigate the impact of the proposed 

project. If the improvement from a proposed mitigation measure will exceed the impact 
of the project, the TIA must indicate the proportion of total mitigation costs which is 
attributable to the project.  This fulfills the statutory requirement to exclude the costs of 
mitigating inter-regional trips. 

Implementation responsibilities.  Where the agency responsible for implementing 
mitigation is not the lead agency, the TIA must document consultation with the 
implementing agency regarding project impacts, mitigation feasibility and 
responsibility. 

 
Final selection of mitigation measures remains at the discretion of the lead agency.  The 
TIA must, however, provide a summary of impacts and mitigation measures.  Once a 
mitigation program is selected, the jurisdiction self-monitors implementation through the 
mitigation monitoring requirements contained in CEQA. 
 
D.9.3 Project Contribution to Planned Regional Improvements.  If the TIA concludes that 
project impacts will be mitigated by anticipated regional transportation improvements, 
such as rail transit or high occupancy vehicle facilities, the TIA must document: 
 
Any project contribution to the improvement, and 
 

The means by which trips generated at the site will access the regional facility. 
 
D.9.4  Transportation Demand Management (TDM).  If the TIA concludes or assumes that 
project impacts will be reduced through the implementation of TDM measures, the TIA 
must document specific actions to be implemented by the project which substantiate these 
conclusions. 
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TONY NOAKES <camguy@mindspring.com> Tue, Apr 12, 2016 at 11:14 PM
To: "genevieves@migcom.com" <genevieves@migcom.com>

Hello All,

Well, we are, all, becoming aware that the Cusumano's are attempting another MAX DENSITY project, "Premier
on First Street".  This time round instead of using the "Leeds" propaganda like he did with Talaria to justify
maxing out, he's using the need for "millennials" housing propaganda.  Unfortunately for him, his reasoning is
based on mostly myth as much research is showing. I'll save that for a later day.  For now, here's a post from a
selfdescribed millennial on the FB page "Save Burbank Neighborhoods".  She posted in a thread, I started,
about the Cusumano project.  And, you can read her responding to quotes of what Cusumano either said or was
paraphrased as having said…all is easily validated if need be.  BTW, I've never met this young lady nor had I
ever communicated with her prior to my reply to the post below via a private message.  Enjoy:

_______________________
Becca Wallace: 

Wow. Okay.  

“ 1. Developers like you tell us the millennial generation needs housing. And, we know, due to college loan debt and low
pay, no benefits, high housing costs etc. it would be hard for a millennial to find affordable housing in Burbank.. Well, you
are quoted as stating the Talaria apartments will cost about $4000.00 per unit. And now this project you want to build will
have a ONE BEDROOM unit costing approx. $2282.50 – $2640.00. How do you propose a millennial is going to be able
to afford that kind of rent? “ 

They won't  not on their own. I can attest that millennials, even ones making a decent living, are cramming into smaller
units to be able to afford rent. If they are lucky enough to own cars, you have several cars per unit that clog up parking
spaces. I would know  I live in a house with four other people, 4/5 of us have cars. $2200 for a onebedroom is absurd,
and anything higher is laughable. 

“ Mr. Cusmano knows that there is a generational shift happening where Millennials, which are the demographic which
will most likely end up living in this building, are revolutionizing the way we get around, and becoming less likely to own
cars. “

I didn't know that not being able to afford a car  or using that money for more pressing financial obligations  was
"revolutionary." I'm fortunate enough to be a millennial who can afford a car, but it is mostly because it has proven to be a
necessity.  

“ He drew on examples from his personal life about his kids who are currently in college enjoy taking the train places. He
says many of their friends do not own cars and enjoy that. “

A rich kid in college representing my whole generation? That's cute. Ask a working postgrad millennial how often they
use the train to do anything other than commute long distances for little trips. We don't really commute via train. We
barely use the buses  the time spent using the spotty bus system would be better spent working. No, we begrudgingly
buy cars because, in many ways, it is the only real option. That is why I have one.

The cars aren't going anywhere. Only the richest people will be able to afford the housing; the alternative is more tenants
cramming themselves into smaller units, clogging up the streets and parking areas nearby.
_________________________
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Again, let's get ALL the information upfront and out there before we continue to let Burbank get overdeveloped in
a way that benefits the few and the expense of the many.

Cheers,
TONY NOAKES 
camguy@mindspring.com
818.269.3905 cell

smime.p7s
2K

mailto:camguy@mindspring.com
tel:818.269.3905
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=cd7c8942a8&view=att&th=1540e423cea5af97&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw


4/13/2016 MIG, Inc. Mail  2 of 2 Public comment to be included in the NOP for "Premier on First" project

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=cd7c8942a8&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1540e5e620e60384&siml=1540e5e620e60384 1/2
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1 message

TONY NOAKES <camguy@mindspring.com> Tue, Apr 12, 2016 at 11:45 PM
To: "genevieves@migcom.com" <genevieves@migcom.com>

Mr Cusumano proclaims that millennials will rent his units on "Premier on First".  The evidence is proving other
otherwise, given his estimated prices for rental, millennials could not afford to live there.  Mr. Cusumano
proclaims by building more units, in his cases, he built maximum density plus 25% bonus density with his
Talaria project and now he just wants to build max density for this Premier on First, that this will help create
affordable housing.  NOT TRUE!. 

Below is an article that covers a lot of issues, mostly dispelling the preconception many have about urban
renewal and expansion and validating some perceptions. 

It, also, reveals how and why a California study on affordable housing is flawed. The flaw is the fact that the
California study does not factor in where displacement in a socalled hot area happens and where it is eased
when new units are built.  In effect, the study doesn't distinguish between hot areas with tight housing (i.e inner
city San Francisco or San Jose) and rapidly growing areas on the urban fringe where land is cheaper and there is
much more space.  Here's quote from the article:

(  "But it relies upon a single imperfect definition of displacement and doesn’t distinguish between parts
of the Bay Area that are growing rapidly and where land is cheap from the tight housing markets in San
Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose. These three cities account for about a third of new marketrate units
in areas the report focuses on. But other top producers include cities on the urban fringe as well as
unincorporated areas where displacement pressures are minimal. Grouping together these very different
places can make it appear as though new marketrate units prevent displacement, when in fact the
opposite might be true.

The report also ignores clear evidence from other sources of ongoing shortfalls in affordable housing
supply. The state tracks how well cities perform on the goal of providing housing affordable to all
income levels. Between 2007 and 2014, fully 99 percent of the Bay Area’s need for highend units was
met. Conversely, building permits lagged far behind need for low and moderateincome units. "  )

In the content of the article, there is clear and concise info on the evidence that in hot markets, such as
Burbank, that new, "market rate units" drive up the price NOT stabilize it or reduce it.  This is due to NO
SUBSiDIZED units and the fact the lower class and the middle and upper classes are all competing for the same
properties.  Guess who wins out?

Here's the link to the article:

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2016/02/19/howtomakeexpensivecitiesaffordablefor
everyoneagain/

As you just read, the "displacement" in the inner city areas IS significant because of new "market rate units" and
less impacting (displacement) on the outskirts were pricing is less.

Now, the pricing that Cusumano is "estimating" is very high even though he calls refers to it as  "market rate"
pricing….that's the nice way of say it.

Burbank has no outer areas to grow…only UP!  And, the arguably less expensive areas of Burbank that might
exist? …well those are areas that no developers are asking to build.

FURTHERMORE, Mr. Cusumano proclaims "millennials" are NOT buying cars and rather are taking trains etc.
 NOT TRUE!  BTW, trains in Los Angeles?  To where?  And, Burbank only has 3 rail lines in and out of the

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2016/02/19/how-to-make-expensive-cities-affordable-for-everyone-again/
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city….limited to say the least.  

Here's an article on the fact that millennials are indeed car buyers and growing.

 http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/20150420/millennialsembracecarsdefyingpredictionsofsales
implosion

So, the myth that they aren't buying cars is NOT TRUE!   It is one of the many myths people like me get so tired
of hearing developers and city planners use to justify MAXIMUM GROW PROJECTS.

It's smoke and mirrors like what Mr. Cusumano tells us that have gotten so many people, like me, to be
mistrusting of our government leaders when they vote in favor of these excessive projects.  A developer, like
Cusumano, tells us that MAX DENSITY is good for us and then he quotes a bunch of government stats and
studies and recommendations to justify it.  And, we all know those studies or nothing more than talking points
that don't even begin to address all the infrastructure problems that come with their fruition.

 So, when a Cusumano gets to maximize his profits (i.e. MAX DENSITY) and the city gets the higher income,
we, the citizens, are left to deal with the chronic problems and mitigation needed to fix all the new issues…
again, the few benefit at the expense of the many.  

 There is a better more contained, less dense way to move forward.  We all know this.  The problem is will CITY
LEADERS step up to the plate and swing for it.

TONY NOAKES 
camguy@mindspring.com
818.269.3905 cell

smime.p7s
2K

http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2015-04-20/millennials-embrace-cars-defying-predictions-of-sales-implosion
mailto:camguy@mindspring.com
tel:818.269.3905
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=cd7c8942a8&view=att&th=1540e5e620e60384&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw


4/13/2016 MIG, Inc. Mail  REVISED: #1 Please add to the the public record for the "Premier on First" NOP

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=cd7c8942a8&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1540e3dde8abb424&siml=1540e3dde8abb424 1/3

Genevieve Sharrow <genevieves@migcom.com>

REVISED: #1 Please add to the the public record for the "Premier on First"
NOP
1 message

Heidi Ender <heidiender@mindspring.com> Tue, Apr 12, 2016 at 11:10 PM
To: "genevieves@migcom.com" <genevieves@migcom.com>

Here is my contact info:

Heidi Ender
Burbank resident
818.269.4569 cell

Begin forwarded message:

From: Heidi Ender <heidiender@mindspring.com> 
Subject: #1 Please add to the the public record for the "Premier on First"
NOP 
Date: April 12, 2016 11:05:59 PM PDT 
To: genevieves@migcom.com

Burbank is at a very pivotal point.  We either continue to overbuild and a congested mishmash of
mixed use, or we contain and have responsible development.  The studies(i.e. traffic, housing
etc.), the ideologies, the use of smoke and mirror tactics…they don't add up to a quality of life I
see disappearing at breakneck speed.  Even the "market rate units" the developers want to build
are still too EXPENSIVE with ZERO guarantee their maximum density projects will help more than
hinder.

This is a two tower / two phase project.

1. a 14 story apartment complex.
2. a 13 story hotel, or a 12 story office building (TBD)

ONE bedroom apartments: 830880 sq. feet
TWO bedroom apartments: 1140 – 1150 sq. ft.

Costs per square foot estimate according to Michael Cusumano: $2.75 $3.00 per sq ft. (1 bdrm.
apt. est. costs $2282.50 – $2640.00.

Michael Cusumano: “These will be upperincome apartments”

But, he sells it on the premise of a need for housing for the millennials to live in. Yet, millennials
tell us costs are too high to live in Burbank, and that that is mostly due to a socalled shortage of
housing.

Hmmm, there seems to be a disconnect, am I missing something here?

Here’s a quote from a propaganda piece written about the project:

“Mr. Cusmano knows that there is a generational shift happening where Millennials, which are the
demographic which will most likely end up living in this building, are revolutionizing the way we get
around, and becoming less likely to own cars. He drew on examples from his personal life about
his kids who are currently in college enjoy taking the train places. He says many of their friends do

tel:818.269.4569
mailto:heidiender@mindspring.com
mailto:genevieves@migcom.com
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not own cars and enjoy that. Consequently he believes that is almost certain that 445 parking
spaces are too many, and the garage will never be full. He hypothesizes that twenty years from
now, a large proportion of the parking spaces in this tower, as well as in the Talaria project, will sit
empty and unused”

Here is the link to the article:
(http://www.laocdb.com/…/thepremieronfirstprojectinbur…)

Here’s some questions that I'd like answered about this MAX DENSITY project:

1. Developers like you tell us the millennial generation needs housing. And, we know, due to
college loan debt and low pay, no benefits, high housing costs etc. it would be hard for a millennial
to find affordable housing in Burbank.. Well, you are quoted as stating the Talaria apartments will
cost about $4000.00 per unit. And now this project you want to build will have a ONE BEDROOM
unit costing approx. $2282.50 – $2640.00. How do you propose a millennial is going to be able to
afford that kind of rent?

2. Why 14 stories? Why not much smaller?

3. Do you believe downtown is already congested with vehicle traffic? Either way, Staff is telling us
they want bike paths around downtown and elsewhere, so given the APARTMENT CORRIDOR
attempting to be built up and down 1st street i.e., your project and the 2 city block 5+ story “Village
on First” project about 3 blocks away, so is a detailed traffic study going to be implemented that
incorporates bicycle traffic into the equations and will the results and methodology be made
EASILY available to council and the public?

4. Is a study going to made and available for council and public inspections about wind tunnel
effects of said “corridors”?

5. Water? We are coming off the worst 3 years of drought in the western United States in the 150+
years of record keeping? And we know Staff likes to revert to the decades old master plan and the
newly developed Burbank General Plan 2035 as justification why they allow such huge projects…
ie. because they can, BUT, does that really justify the tremendous drain on our water supply,
especially when we are being told to conserve water and being penalized if we don’t?

6 . Doesn’t smaller projects mean less water being used, less traffic, less pollution, less people
etc. ? Why do you have to max out or go above the max like when Staff allows the 25% density
bonus? Why not smaller since we already have, NOW, so many problems such as crowded
schools, rising crime, bad traffic etc.?

7. Does staff have any plans or will Cusumano have plans that the public and council can review
about your ideas of mitigation for such things as

A. the onslaught of future traffic.  
B. the current overcrowding in our school system?

8. Traffic in downtown and many other areas is bad and only getting worse, so how do you justify
the obvious increase in traffic, especially with the 4.7 million sq. feet of commercial space already
slated in and around your Talaria with a Whole Foods coming on line and the state
recommendation of Burbank adding 4500 new residential units, of which only a coupla hundred
have been built?

9. Mr. Cusumano has been paraphrased as stating “that twenty years from now, a large proportion
of the parking spaces in this tower, as well as in the Talaria project, will sit empty and unused”.
Well, what is that based on? Any study? And,  in the mean time what happens during those 20
years? Do we move to Malibu like Mr. Cusumano has already done?

10. Mr. Cusumano has stated that his kids “enjoy taking the train places”. Well, Mr. Cusumano, is
that to and from work? To and from college? Or is it just for vacation trips? Do you take a train
from Malibu to your office here in Burbank? Or is there no train system for that? Do your kids own
cars? Can you tell us how a metro station and system is truly going to relive Burbank of all these
growth problems and peoples need to travel to and from locations if the train system is decades

http://l.facebook.com/l.php?u=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.laocdb.com%2Fopinions%2Fthe-premier-on-first-project-in-burbank&h=MAQGd10-mAQGXNUu6NqfLSNu8odpGQhMbKPYwa6ra__PeoQ&enc=AZO_BPmqzKM1JTARGFgIaNpnP02I_WJYmiFK-uUKLbO3f3EhL-f-6lHRIO58pVmUsHZiFDp9HAHCC2y01qzXiPdsPnw8OcCyhMizUIzA0yHTyM9nbpgpWBJx6SRLbX49O28PggnmkknnlVOjV9ivmHr5tsKe9HMUNYIQfCzKrE4TbA&s=1
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away but the high density growth projects are happening now?

11. For staff, do you have or will you be doing a formal presentation of this decades old master
plan? So, citizens can get a glimpse of what is happening for a clearer understanding. Because
what we see being attempted is an URBANIZATION of Burbank, a Burbank that many consider
and want to stay a SUBURB?











From: Genevieve Sharrow
To: Ned Baldwin; Foote, Brian
Subject: Fwd: FW: NOP of DEIR for Premier on First
Date: Friday, March 04, 2016 4:42:52 PM
Attachments: NOP of a DEIR Premier on First Mixed Use Project.pdf

Premier Project SM Feeder.pdf
MWD_Guidelines for Development.pdf

FYI
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Doesserich,Diane M <DDoesserich@mwdh2o.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 4, 2016 at 1:51 PM
Subject: FW: NOP of DEIR for Premier on First
To: "genevieves@migcom.com" <genevieves@migcom.com>

Dear Ms. Sharrow,
 
Attached please find Metropolitan Water District’s response to the Notice of Preparation of a Draft
 Environmental Impact Report regarding “The Premier on First Mixed Use Project”. The blue line on
 the attached map is our Santa Monica Feeder pipeline. Thank you.
 
 
Diane Doesserich |  Environmental Specialist | Environmental Planning Team
The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(o) 213-217-5787 | ddoesserich@mwdh2o.com
 
 

  ________________________________  

This communication, together with any attachments or embedded links, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
 information that is confidential or legally protected. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review,
 disclosure, copying, dissemination, distribution or use of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
 communication in error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail message and delete the original and all copies of the
 communication, along with any attachments or embedded links, from your system.

-- 

Genevieve Sharrow

Project Manager

MIG, Inc. 
537 S. Raymond Avenue
Pasadena, California 91105
626 744 9872 | www.migcom.com

Please note: I am out of the office on Fridays and may not be able to respond to your emails immediately.
 Please call our office with any pressing issues.

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual or
 entity to whom they are addressed. If you are NOT the intended recipient, be advised that you have received this e-

mailto:genevieves@migcom.com
mailto:nbaldwin@meridianconsultantsllc.com
mailto:BFoote@burbankca.gov
mailto:DDoesserich@mwdh2o.com
mailto:genevieves@migcom.com
mailto:genevieves@migcom.com
tel:213-217-5787
mailto:ddoesserich@mwdh2o.com
http://www.migcom.com/



I MWD 
METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 


Executive Office 


March 4, 2016 


Genevieve Sharrow 
City of Burbank 
Planning Division 
150 North Third Street 
Burbank, CA 91502 


Dear Ms. Sharrow: 


Notice of Preparation of a 


Via Email 


Draft Environmentallmpact Report for the Premier on First Mixed Use Project 


The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) has reviewed the Notice 
of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for The Premier on First Mixed
Use Project. The proposed project consists oftwo phases. Phase 1 would consist of a 14-story 
tower constructed on the Verdugo A venue side of the site, containing 154 residential units, 
approximately 10,400 square feet of ground-level retail space, 445 parking spaces, and 
residential amenities. Phase 2 would consist of a second 12 to 13 story tower constructed on the 
Tujunga Avenue side of the site and would be developed as either hotel or office spaces. 


Metropolitan is a public agency and regional water wholesaler. It is comprised of 26 member 
public agencies serving approximately 19 million people in portions of six counties in Southern 
California, including Los Angeles County. 


In the project area, Metropolitan's Santa Monica Feeder is located within the public right-of-way 
of East Verdugo Avenue (see attached location map). The Santa Monica Feeder is a 42 inch 
inside diameter treated water pipeline. Based on our review of the proposed project, the project 
could interfere with Metropolitan's ongoing operation, maintenance and repair activities on the 
Santa Monica Feeder, which requires unrestricted and unobstructed access to these facilities. 
Metropolitan requires unobstructed access to its facilities in order to maintain and repair its 
system. 


In order to avoid potential conflicts with Metropolitan's facilities and rights-of-way, we require 
that any design plans for any activity in the area of Metropolitan's pipelines or facilities be 
submitted for our review and written approval. Approval of the project is contingent on 
Metropolitan's approval of design plans for portions of the proposed project that could impact its 
facilities. Any future design plans associated with this project should be submitted to the 
attention of Metropolitan's Substructures Team. 


700 N. Alameda Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 • Mailing Address: P.O. Box 54153, Los Angeles, California, 90054-0153 • Telephone: (213) 217-6000 







Ms. Sharrow 
Page 2 
March 4, 2016 


Detailed prints of drawings of Metropolitan's pipelines and rights-of-way may be obtained by 
calling Metropolitan's Substructures Information Line at (213) 217-6564. To assist the applicant 
in preparing plans that are compatible with Metropolitan's facilities and easements, we have 
enclosed a copy of the "Guidelines for Developments in the Area of Facilities, Fee Properties, 
and/or Easement of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California." Please note that all 
submitted designs or plans must clearly identify Metropolitan's facilities and rights-of-way. 


We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward to 
receiving future documentation and plans for this project. For further assistance, please contact 
Ms. Diane Doesserich at (213) 217-5787. 


Very truly yours, 


Deirdre West 
Manager, Environmental Planning Team 


DD 
(J:\Environmental Planning&Compliance\Completed Jobs\Job No. 201602!2ext) 


Enclosures: Planning Guidelines 
Map of Metropolitan Facilities in Project Vicinity 













... 


Guidelines for Develo ments in the 
Area of Facilities, Fee Properties, and or Easements 


- of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 


1. Introduction 


a. The following general guidelines should be 
followed for the design of proposed facilities and 
developments in the area of Metropolitan's facilities, fee 
properties, and/or easements. 


b. We require that 3 copies of your tentative and 
final record maps, grading, paving, street improvement, 
landscape, storm drain, and utility plans be submitted 
for our review and written approval as they pertain to 
Metropolitan's facilities, fee properties and/or 
easements, prior to the commencement of any construction 
work. 


2. Plans, Parcel and Tract Maps 


The following are Metropolitan's requirements for the 
identification of its facilities, fee properties, and/or 
easements on your plans, parcel maps and tract maps: 


a. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements and 
its pipelines and other ~acilities must be fully shown and 
identified as Metropolitan's on all applicable plans. 


b. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements 
must be shown and identified as Metropolitan's with the 
official recording data on all applicable parcel and 
tract maps. 


c. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements 
and existing survey monuments must be dimensionally tied 
to the parcel or tract boundaries. 


d. Metropolitan's records of surveys must be 
referenced on the parcel and tract maps. 
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3. Maintenance of Access Along Metropolitan's Rights-of-Way 


a. Proposed cut or fill slopes exceeding 10 percent 
are normally not allowed within Metropolitan's fee 
properties or easements. This is required to facilitate the 
use of construction and maintenance equipment, and provide 
access to its aboveground and belowground facilities. 


b. We require that 16-foot-wide commercial-type 
driveway approaches be constructed on both sides of all 
streets crossing Metropolitan's rights-of-way. Openings 
are required in any median island. Access ramps, if 
necessary, must be at least 16-feet-wide. Grades of ramps 
are normally not allowed to exceed 10 percent. If the slope 
of an access ramp must exceed 10 percent due to the 
topography, the ramp must be paved. We require a 
40-foot-long level area on the driveway approach to access 
ramps where the ramp meets the street. At Metropolitan's 
fee properties, we may require fences and gates. 


c. The terms of Metropolitan's permanent easement 
deeds normally preclude the building or maintenance of 
structures of any nature or kind within its easements, to 
ensure safety and avoid interference with operation and 
maintenance of Metropolitan's pipelines or other facilities. 
Metropolitan must have vehicular access along the easeme.nts 
at all t~es for inspection, patrolling, and for maintenance 
of the pipelines and other . facilities. on a routine basis. 
We require a· 20-foot-wide clea.r zone around all above-ground 
facilities for this routine access. This clear zone should 
slope away from our facility on a grade not to exceed 


. 2 percent. We must also have acce.ss along the easements 
with construction equipment. An example of this is shown on 
Figure 1. 


d. The footings of ~ny proposed buildings adjacent to 
Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements must not 
encroach into the fee property or easement or impose 
additional loading on Metropolitan's pipelines or other 
facilities therein. A typical situation is shown on 
Figure 2. Prints of the detail plans of the footings for 
any building or structure adjacent to the fee property or 
easement must be submitted for our review and written 
approval as they pertain to the pipeline or other facilities 
therein. Also, roof eaves of buildings adjacent to the 
easement or fee property must not overhang into the fee 
property or easement area. 
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e. Metropolitan's pipelines and other facilities, 
e.g. structures, manholes, equipment, survey monuments, etc. 
within its fee properties and/or easements must be protected 
from damage by the easement holder on Metropolitan's 
property or the property owner where Metropolitan has an 
easement, at no expense to Metropolitan. If the facility is 
a cathodic protection station it shall be located prior to 
any grading or excavation. The exact location, description 
and way of protection shall be shown on the related plans . 
for the easement area. 


4. Easements on Metropolitan's Property 


a. We encourage the use of Metropolitan's fee rights
of-way by governmental agencies for public street and 
utility purposes, provided that such use does not interfere 
with Metropolitan's use of the property, the entire width of 
the property is accepted into the agency's public street 
system and fair market value is paid for such use of the 
right-of-way. 


b. Please contact the Director of Metropolitan's 
Right of Way and Land Division, telephone (213) 250-6302, 
concerning easements for landscaping, street, storm drain, 
sewer, water or other public facilities proposed within 
Metropolitan's fee properties. A map and legal description 
of the requested easements must be submitted. Also, written 
evidence must be submitted that shows the city or county 
will accept the easement· for the specific purposes into its 
public system. The grant of the easement will be subject to 
Metropolitan's rights to use its land for water pipelines 
and related purposes to the same ~xtent as if such grant had 
not been made. There will be a charge for the easement. 
Please note that, if entry is required on the property prior 
to issuance of the easement, an entry permit must be 
obtained. There will also be a charge for the entry permit. 


5. Landscaping 


Metropolitan's landscape guidelines for its fee 
properties and/or easements are as follows: 


a. A green belt may be allowed within Metropolitan's 
fee property or easement. 


b. All landscape plans shall show the location and 
size of Metropolitan's fee property and/or easement and the 
location and size of Metropolitan's pipeline or other 
facilities therein. 
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c. Absolutely no trees will be allowed within 15 feet 
of the centerline of Metropolitan's existing or future 
pipelines and facilities. 


d. Deep-rooted trees are prohibited within 
Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements. Shallow
rooted trees are the only trees allowed. The shallow-rooted 
trees will not be permitted any closer than 15 feet from the 
centerline of the pipeline, and such trees shall not be 
taller than 25 feet with a root spread no greater than 
20 feet in diameter at maturity. Shrubs, bushes, vines, and 
ground cover are permitted, but larger shrubs and bushes 
should not be planted directly over our pipeline. Turf is 
acceptable. We require submittal of landscape plans for 
Metropolitan's prior review and written approval. (See 
Figure 3) • 


e. The landscape plans must contain prov1s1ons for 
Metropolitan's vehicular access at all t~es along its· 
rights-of-way to its pipelines or facilities therein. 
Gates capable of accepting Metropolitan's locks are 
required in any fences across its rights-of-way. Also, 
any walks or drainage facilities across its access route 
must be constructed to AASRTO R-20 loading standards. 


f. Rights to landscape any of Metropolitan's fee 
properties must be acquired from its Right of Way and 
Land Division. Appropriate entry permits must be obtained 
prior to any entry on its property. There will be a charge 
for any entry permit or easements required. 


6. Fencing 


Metropolitan requires that perimeter fencing of its fee 
properties and facilities be constructed· of universal chain 
link, 6 feet in height and' ~opped wi-th 3 strands of barbed 
wire angled upward and outward at a 45 degree angle or an 
approved equal for a total fence height of 7 feet. Suitable 
substitute fencing may be considered by Metropolitan. 
(Please see Figure 5 for details). 


7. Utilities in Metropolitan's Fee Properties and/or Easements 
or Adjacent to Its Pipeline in Public Streets 


Metropolitan's policy for the alinement of utilities 
permitted within its fee properties and/or easements and 
street rights-of-way is as follows: 
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a. Permanent structures, including catch basins, 
manholes, power poles, telephone riser boxes, etc., shall 
not be located within its fee properties and/or easements. 


b. We request that permanent utility structures 
within public streets, in which Metropolitan's facilities 
are constructed under the Metropolitan Water District 
Act, be placed as far from our pipeline as possible, but 
not closer than 5 feet from the outside of our pipeline. 


c. The installation of utilities over or under 
Metropolitan's pipeline(s) must be in accordance with the 
requirements shown on the enclosed prints of Drawings 
Nos. C-11632 and C-9547. Whenever possible we request a 
minimum of one foot clearance between Metropolitan's pipe 
and your facility. Temporary support of Metropolitan's 
pipe may also be required at undercrossings of its pipe 
in an open trench. The temporary support plans must be 
reviewed and approved by Metropolitan. 


d. Lateral utility crossings of Metropolitan's 
pipelines must be as perpendicular to its pipeline 
alinement as practical. Prior to any excavation our 
pipeline shall be located manually and any excavation 
within two feet of our pipeline must be done by hand. 
This shall be noted on the appropriate drawings. 


e. Utilities constructed longitudinally within 
Metropolitan's rights-of-way must be located outside the 
theoretical trench prism· for uncovering its pipeline and 
must be located parallel to and as close to its rights
of-way lines as practical. 


f. When piping is jacked or installed in jacked 
casing or tunnel under Metropolitan's pipe, there must be 
at least two feet of vertical clearance between the 
bottom of Metropolitan's pipe and the top of the jacked 
pipe, jacked casing or tunnel. We also require that 
detail drawings of .the shoring for the jacking or 
tunneling pits be submitted for our review and approval. 
Provisions must be made to grout any voids around the 
exterior of the jacked pipe, jacked casing or tunnel. If 
the piping is installed in a jacked casing or tunnel the 
annular space between the piping and the jacked casing or 
tunnel must be filled with grout. 
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g. Overhead electrical and telephone line 
requirements: 


1} Conductor clearances are to conform to the 
California State Public Utilities Commission, General 
Order 95, for Overhead Electrical Line Construction or 
at a greater clearance if required by Metropolitan. 
Under no circumstances shall clearance be less than 
35 feet. 


2) A marker must be attached to the power pole 
showing the ground clearance and line voltage, to help 
prevent damage to your facilities during maintenance or 
other work being done in the area. 


3) Line clearance over Metropolit.an' s fee 
properties and/ or easeme1nts shall be shown on the 
drawing to indicate the lowest point of the line 
under the most adverse conditions including 
consideration of sag, wind load, tempera.ture change, 
and suppc>rt type. We require that overhead lines be 
located cLt least 30 feet laterally away from all 
above-gretund structures on the pipelines. 


4) When underground electrical conduits, 
120 volts or greater, are installed within 
Metropolitan • s fee prope.rty and/or easement, the 
conduits must be incased in a minimum of three inches 
of red concrete. Where possible, above ground warning 
signs must also be placed at the right-of-way lines 
where the conduits enter and exit the right-of-way. 


h. The construction of sewerlines in Metropolitan's 
fee properties and/or easements must conform to the 
California Department of Health Services Criteria for the 
Separation of Water Mains and Sanitary Services and the 
local City or County Health Code Ordinance as it relates to 
installation o£ sewers in the vicinity of pressure 
waterlines. The construction of sewerlines .should also 
conform to these standards in street rights-of- way. 


i. Cross sections shall be provided for all pipeline 
crossings showing Metropolitan's fee property and/or 
easement limits and the location of our pipeline(s). The 
exact locations of the crossing pipelines and their 
elevations shall be marked on as-built drawings for our 
information. 
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j. Potholing of Metropolitan•s pipeline is required 
if the vertical clearance between a utility and 
Metropolitan•s pipeline is indicated on the plan to be one 
foot or less. If the indicated clearance is between one and 
two feet, potholing is suggested. Metropolitan will provide 
a representative to assists others in locating and 
identifying its pipeline. Two-working days notice is 
requested. 


k. Adequate shoring and bracing is required for the 
full depth of the trench when the excavation encroaches 
within the zone shown on Figure 4. 


1. The location of utilities within Metropolitan•s 
fee property and/or easement shall be plainly marked to 
help prevent damage during maintenance or other work done 
in the area. Detectable tape over buried utilities 
should be placed a minimum of 12 inches above the utility 
and shall conform to the following requirements: 


1) Water pipeline: A two-inch blue warning 
tape shall be imprinted with: 


"CAUTION BURIED WATER PIPELINE" 


2) Gas, oil, or chemical pipeline: A 
two-inch yellow warning tape shall be ~printed 
with: 


"CAUTION BURIED PIPELINE" ----
3) Sewer or storm drain pipeline: A 


two-inch green warning tape shall be imprinted with: 


"CAUTION BURIED PIPELINE" ---
4) Electric, street lighting, or traffic 


signals conduit: A two-inch red warning tape shall 
be imprinted with: 


"CAUTION BURIED ----- CONDUIT" 


5) Telephone, or television conduit: A 
two-inch orange warning tape shall be ~printed 
with: 


"CAUTION BURIED CONDUIT" ----
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m. Cathodic Protection requirements: 


1) If there is a cathodic protection station 
for Metropolitan's pipeline in the area of the proposed 
work, it shall be located prior to any grading or 
excavation. The exact location, description and manner 
of protection shall be shown on all applicable plans. 
Please contact Metropolitan's Corrosion Engineering 
Section, located at Metropolitan's F. E. Weymouth 
Softening and Filtration Plant, 700 North Moreno 
Avenue, La Verne, California 91750, telephone (714) 
593-7474, for the locations of Metropolitan's cathodic 
protection stations. 


2) If an induced-current cathodic protection 
system is to be installed on any pipeline crossing 
Metropolitan's pipeline, please contact Mr. Wayne E. 
Risner at (714) 593-7474 or (213) 250-5085~ He will 
review the proposed system and determine if any 
conflicts will arise with the existing cathodic 
protection systems installed by Metropolitan. 


3) Within Metropolitan's rights-of-way, 
pipelines and carrier pipes (casings) shall be coated 
with an approved protective coating to conform to 
Metropolitan's requirements, and shall be maintained in 
a neat and orderly condition as directed by Metropolitan. 
The application and monitoring of cathodic protection 
on the pipeline and casing shall conform to Title 49 of 
the Code of Federal· Regulations, Part 195. 


4) If a steel carrier pipe (casing) is used: 


(a) Cathodic protection shall be provided 
by use of a sacrificial magnesium anode (a sketch 
showing the cathodic protection details can be 
provided for the designers information). 


(b) The steel carrier pipe shall be 
protected with a coal tar en~el coating inside 
and out in accordance with AWWA C203 specification. 


n. All trenches shall be excavated to comply with the 
CAL/OSBA Construction Safety Orders, Article 6, beginning 
with Sections 1539 through 1547. Trench backfill shall be 
placed in 8-inch lifts and shall be compacted to 95 percent 
relative compaction (ASTM 0698) across roadways and through 
protective dikes. Trench backfill elsewhere will be 
compacted to 90 percent relative compaction (ASTM 0698). 
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o. Control cables connected with the operation of 
Metropolitan's system are buried within streets, its fee 
properties and/or easements. The locations and elevations 
of these cables shall be shown on the drawings. The 
drawings shall note that prior to any excavation {n the 
area, the control cables shall be located and measures 
shall be taken by the contractor to protect the cables in 
place. 


p. Metropolitan is a member of Underground Service 
Alert (USA) • The contractor (excavator) shall contact 
USA at 1-800-422-4133 (Southern California) at least 48 
hours prior to starting any excavation work. The contractor 
will be liable for any damage to Metropolitan's facilities 
as a result of the construction. 


8. Paramount Right 


Facilities constructed within Metropolitan's fee 
properties and/or easements shall be subject to the 


· paramount right of Metropolitan to use its fee properties 
and/or easements for the purpose for which they were 
acquired. If at any t~e Metropolitan or its assigns 
should, in the exercise of their rights, find it necessary 
to remove any of the facilities from the fee properties 
and/or easements, such removal and replacement shall be at 
the expense of the owner of the facility. 


9. Modification of Metropolitan's Facilities 


When a manhole or other of Metropolitan's facilities 
must be modified to accommodate your construction or recons
truction, Metropolitan will modify the facilities with its 
forces. This should be noted on the construction plans. The 
est~ated cost to perform this modification will be given to 
you and we will require a deposit for this amount before the 
work is performed. Once the deposit is received, we w~ll 
schedule the work. Our forces will coordinate the work with 
your contractor. Our final billing will be based on actual 
cost incurred, and will include materials, construction, 
engineering plan review, inspection, and administrative 
overhead charges calculated in accordance with Metropolitan's 
standard accounting practices. If the cost is less than the 
deposit, a refund will be made; however, if the cost exceeds 
the deposit, an invoice will be forwarded for payment of the 
additional amount. 
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10. Drainage 


a. Residential or commercial development typically 
increases and concentrates the peak storm water runoff as 
well as the total yearly storm runoff from an area, thereby 
increasing the requirements for storm drain facilities 
downstream of the development. Also, throughout the year 
water from landscape irrigation, car washing, and other 
outdoor domestic water uses flows into the storm drainage 
system resulting in weed abatement, insect infestation, 
obstructed access and other problems. Therefore, it is 
Metropolitan's usual practice not to approve plans that show 
discharge of drainage from developments onto its fee 
properties and/or easements. 


b. If water must be carried across or discharged onto 
Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements, Metropolitan 
will insist that plans for development provide that it be 
carried by closed conduit or lined open channel approved in 
writing by Metropolitan. Also the drainage facilities must be 
maintained by others, e.g., city, county, homeowners association, 
etc. If the development proposes changes to existing drainage 
features, then the developer shall make provisions to provide . 
for replacement and these changes must be approved by Metropolitan 
in writing. 


11. Construction Coordination 


During construction·, Metropolitan's field representative 
will make periodic inspections. We request that a stipulation 
be added to the pl~s or specifications for notification of 
Mr. of Metropolitan's Operations Services Branch, 
telephone (213) 250- , at least two working days prior to 
any work in the vicinity of our facilities. 


12. Pipeline Loading Restrictions 


a. Metropolitan's pipelines and conduits vary in 
structural strength, and some are not adequate for 
AASHTO H-20 loading. Therefore, specific loads over the 
specific sections of pipe or conduit must be reviewed and 
approved by Metropolitan. Howeve~, Metropolitan's pipelines 
are typically adequate for AASHTO B-20 loading provided that 
the cover over the pipeline is .not less than four feet or 
the cover is not substantially increased. If the temporary 
cover over the pipeline during construction is between three 
and four feet, equipment must restricted to that which 
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imposes loads no greater than AASHTO H-10. If the cover is 
between two and three feet, equipment must be restricted to 
that of a Caterpillar D-4 tract-type tractor. If the cover 
is less than two feet, only hand equipment may be used. 
Also, if the contractor plans to use any equipment over 
Metropolitan's pipeline which will impose loads greater than 
AASHTO H-20, it will be necessary to submit the specifications 
of such equipment for our review and approval at least one 
week prior to its use. More restrictive requirements may 
apply to the loading guideline over the San Diego Pipelines 
1 and 2, portions of the Orange County Feeder, and the 
Colorado River Aqueduct. Please contact us for loading 
restrictions on all of Metropolitan's pipelines and 
conduits. 


b. The existing cover over the pipeline shall be 
maintained unless Metropolitan determines that proposed 
changes do not pose a hazard to the integrity of the 
pipeline or an impediment ~o its maintenance. 


13. Blasting 


a. At least 20 days prior to the start of any 
drilling for rock excavation blasting, or any blasting, in 
the vicinity of Metropolitan's facilities, a two-part 
preliminary conceptual plan shall be submitted to 
Metropolitan as follows: 


b. Part 1 of the conceptual plan shall include a 
complete summary of.proposed transportation, handling, 
storage, and use of explosions. 


c. Part 2 shall include the proposed general concept 
for blasting, including controlled blasting techniques and 
controls of .noise, fly roc~, airblast, and ground vibration. 


14. CEQA Requirements 


a. When Environmental Documents Have Not Been 
Prepared 


1) Regulations implementing the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) require that 
Metropolitan have an opportunity to consult with the 
agency or consultants preparing any environmental 
documentation. We are required to review and consider 
the environmental effects of the project as shown in 
the ' Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) prepared for your project before committing 
Metropolitan to approve your request. 
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2) In order to ensure compliance with the 
regulations implementing CEQA where Metropolitan is not 
the Lead Agency, the following minimum procedures to 
ensure compliance with the Act have been established: 


a) Metropolitan shall be timely advised of 
any determination that a Categorical Exemption 
applies to the project. The Lead Agency is to 
advise Metropolitan that it and other agencies 
participating in the project have complied with 
the requirements of CEQA prior to Metropolitan's 
participation. 


b) Metropolitan is to be consulted during 
the preparation of the Negative Declaration or 
EIR. 


c) Metropolitan is to review and submit any 
necessary comments on the Negative Declaration or 
draft EIR. 


d) Metropolitan is to be indemnified for 
any costs or liability arising out of any 
violation of any laws or regulations including but 
not limited to the California Environmental 
Quality Act and its implementing regulations. 


b. When Environmental Documents Have Been Prepared 


If environmental documents have been prepared for your 
project, please furnish us a copy for our review and files 
in a timely manner so that we may have sufficient time to 
review and comment. The following steps must also be 
accomplished: · 


. 1) The Lead Agency is ~o advise Metropolitan 
that it and other agencies participating in the project 
have complied with the requirements of CEQA prior to 
Metropolitan's . participation. 


2) You must agree to indemnify Metropolitan, its 
officers, engineers, and agents for any costs or 
liability . arising out of any violation of any laws or 
regulations including but not limited to the California 
Environmental Quality Act and its implementing regulations. 


15. Metropolitan's Plan-Review Cost 


a. An engineering review of your proposed facilities 
and developments and the preparation of a letter response 







- 1 J -


giving Metropolitan's comments, requirements anc/or approval 
that will require 8 ~an-hours or less of effort is typicallv 
performed at no cost to the developer, unless a facility -
must be modified where Metropolitan has superior rights. If 
an engineering review and letter response requires more than 
8 man-hours of effort by Metropolitan to determine if the 
proposed facility or development is compatible with its 
facilities, or if modifications to Metropolitan's manhole(s) 
or other facilities will be required, then all of 
Metropolitan's costs associated with the project must be 
paid by the developer, unless the developer has superior 
rights. 


b. A deposit of funds will be required from the 
developer before Metropolitan ·can begin its detailed 
engineering plan review that will exceed 8 hours. The 
amount of the required deposit will be determined after a 
cursory review of the plans for the proposed development. 


c. Metropolitan's final billing will be based on 
actual cost incurred, and will include engineering plan 
review, inspection, materials, construction, and 
administrative overhead charges calculated in accordance 
with Metropolitan's standard accounting practices. If the 
cost is less than the deposit, a refund will be made; 
however, if the cost exceeds the deposit, an invoice will be 
forwarded for payment of the additional amount. Additional 
deposits may be required if the cost of Metropolitan's 
review exceeds the amount of the initial deposit. 


16. Caution 


We advise you that Metropolitan's plan reviews and 
responses are based upon information available to 
Metropolitan which was prepared by or on behalf of 
Metropolitan for general record purposes only. Such 
information may not be sufficiently detailed or accurate for 
your purposes. No warranty of any kind, either express or 
implied, is attached to the information therein conveyed as 
to its accuracy, and no inference should be drawn from 
Metropolitan's failure to comment on any aspect of your 
project. You are therefore cautioned to make such surveys 
and other field investigations as you may deem prudent to 
assure yourself that any plans for your project are correct. 







- 14 -


17. Additional Information 


Should you require additional information, please contact: 


JEH/MRW/l.k 


Civil Engineering Substructures Section 
Metropolitan Water District 


of Southern California 
P.O. Box 54153 


Los Angeles, California 90054-0153 
(213) 217-6000 


Rev. January 22 ,· 1989 


Encl.. 
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