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INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 

This replort documents the environmental assessment findings for a new Bus 

Operation and Maintenance Facility to replace the existing Division 18 facility, 

1. 
which is currently located on an 8,3-acre leased site in South Los Angeles. 

L The existing facility acconmiodates about .125 buses and is Unable to expand on 

r its present site. The nev?facilityPto be located on a 13.3-acre site in the 

City of Carson, would allow for a fleet of up to 250 buses in order to supp'ort 

the expanded service planned for the South-Southwest Service Area. 

Background 

As part of its 1980 Sector ImprotvEtnent Program, the Southern California Rapid 

Transit District (SCRTD or District) has embarked on a long-range program to 

expand bus service, as well as expanding and modernizing the necEssary support 

facilities.. 

I., 

In October 1980, a "Bus Operating Facility Needs Study" was completed for the 

South-Southwest Service Area. This study presented results of technical studies, 

determination of alternate studies, refinement of candidate alternatives, and 

conninity information meetings conducted for the purpose of finding a suitable 

replacement for the existing Division 18 operating and maintenance, facility. 

. 

LAs a tesUlt of this earlier wOrk, one candidate site emtged which had the 
I 

following benefits: (1) near-optimum location; (2) compatible zoning and - 
adjacent land use; (3) vacant parcel; (4) favorable access; (5) acceptable \ ) 

L size and soil conditions; and (6) a willing seller. 

Based on these factors., the District entered into an Option Agreement with 

the owner (Wilmington Investments, Inc.) in March 1981. 

L 
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Fed!rai Environmental Assessment Guidelines 

4 .Section 14 of the Urban Mass Transportation Act requires that every major project application include an analysis of the environmental impacts of 

projects for which capital assistance is spught. In fulfilling its responsi- 

bility under this Act, the. Urban Mass Transportation Adrhinistration (UMTA) 

requires that the SCRTD submit, as part of a capital grant application, an 

assessment of environmental impacts that the project may have. 

r 
Li 

As a result, this report has been prepared in accordance with UMTA Guidelines 

for Preparing Environmental Assessments (UMTA C 5620.1).. Under these guide- 

lines, construction of new bus storage and thaintenance facilities in areas 

predominantly zoned for industry and located on or near an arterial Street 

with capacity adequate to handle anticipated bus traffic, are normally 

classified as Class 2 actions and as such, are .tategoricaily excluded from 

the requirement to provide either Environmental Impact Statements or Environ- 

rnent8l Assessnents. All that is required is that adetaiied description of 

the proposed project and its setting be provided in order to enable UMTA to 

verify that the proposed project. is indeed a categorical exclusion. 

However, based on uncertainty regarding the potential air quality, noise., and 

traffic impacts which the proposed project might produce, the District determined 

that a.n Environmental Assessment should be prepared. 

State Environmental Review Requirements 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that an Initial Study 

of Environmental Effect be conducted for ptojects which may have a sigific.ant 

effect on the environment. This document fulfills the CEQA requirements of 

an Initial .Stud as well as meeting Federal requirenients for an Environmental 

Assessment. 

Report Format 

This report follows the format of the more detailed Class 3 Environmental 

Assessment, rather than the simpler Class 2 Project Description and Setting, 

in order to clarify any areas in which doubt may exist regarding the proposed 

Bus Maintenance and Storage Facility's impact on environmental quality. Thi.s 
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dotument will assist UMIA in its determination relative to the categorical 

exclusion status of this project, or a "Finding of No Significant Impact." 

The District will file a Negative Declaration of Significant Enviroriniental 

Impacts according to CEQA following notification of concerned persons. 
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Jscatb DIVISION 18 REPLACEMENT FACILITX NOISE IMPACTS 
Noise emissions related to the operation Of a bus thaintenance facility would 

result fran the travel of buses and employee vehicles on arterials adjacent 

Ito the facility, as well as fran stationary on-site activities sUch as engine 

run-ups, cyclone vaçuwning and tire changes. In the case of the prqposed 

I 
Division 18 facility, the only sensitive receptors located in the vicinity of 

the facility is a major residential developmert located south of Victoria 

Street at?d e4st of So:. Main Street. .SEveal homes in this development would 

Ibe located adjaceht tO Victoria Street (one of the access routes for buses and 

employees to the facility). Also, several homes located in this development 

Iwould have a direct unobstructed line of sight to the facility. The distance 

between these htnes and the facility would be approximately .1,200 feet. 

Noise Effects of Buses and Eiñployee Vehicles on Victoria Street 

IIn an effort to determine the effect bus and empldyee vehicle activit9 would 

have on noise levels at th.is residential location, a worst case condition was 

developed. this worst case was deteniiined by the following: 

I 

o Hour of the day with the maximum number of bus trips 

o Hour of the dày when bus trips constituted the greatest prOpOrtion 

Iof facility-generated traffic 

o Hour Of the day when total facility-generated traffic constituted 

Ithe greatest proportion of total traffic. 

I 
The results of this investigation concluded that the hours betWeen .5 AM and 

6 NI would represent the worst case. Specific.all, the segment of Victoria 

Street just east of So. Main Street adjacent to the residential receptors 

Iwould carry an hourly ttaffic volume of 160 vehicles including 10 to 20 percent 

trucks. Facility-related traffic on this street segment would include 14 buses 

and 13 ernployele vehicles. 

1 
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IThe effect. of intErmittent noise emissions resulting froi engine run-ups, 
vacuutting and tire changes is detenined through a computation procedure 
developed by the Environmental Protection Agency.1 The formula is as follows: 

L L +10 Log [(1-x) x 1V3 

I 
eq b 

Where 

IL = The resultant noise level 
eq 

Lb = Ambient noise level 
Ix DUration of new emissions (in fractions of an hour) 
LA = Difference between maximum emissions of the new source and the 

ftibint1ièT 

Computations for each site activity are shown blelow. 

I 
Engine Run-Ups 

o One event with a duration of 20 seconds 

o MaximUm noise level produced is 63 dBA at 1,200 feet 

1 
o Ambient noise level is 51 cIBA. 

L =51 +lOLog[(1-20 _ ) +2 1Orj 
eq 

3600 3600 

L = 51 + 0.3 

I 

eq 

Leq=Sl3 

I 
Cycle Vacuum 

J0 One event with a duration of 240 seconds 

ot- -MaxiinthwWdl'iuf i'othked*t fOb"'feèt 'ir 5M' Hic:.;y jo Ambient noise-level is 51 dBAh1 i) o JESU d ' C)3f1C 

I 
Lq = 51 + 10 Lof [(1 - 240 ) + 240 

3 3600 3600 

Leq 

:.: 
0.4 

eq 

U.S. EPA, Informati.o?tfln Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect 

J 

Public Health and WElfäPe wftftnAe4uiti74argin of Safe', F4aPch 197, p. A-7. 
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Using the. FedErl Highway Administration Traffic Noise Prediction Model 

(nomograph) and applying it to background traffic. and facility traffic 

produced negligible changes in noise levels (1-2 decibels) at residential 

receptors located off of Victoria Street.1 Specifically, background traffic 

noise levels were .estirated to have an Leq:64._65. Traffic generated by the. 

Division 18 facility would produce an Leq 59. The addition of these sources 

yielded 6466. It should also be noted that the resultant Leq falls within 

the Leq 67 standard established by FHWA for residential (category B) land 

uses. 

Noise Effetts of On-Site Sources 

The following a,nalysis illustrates the negligible effect of noise emissions 

originating from engine rUn-us, cyclone vacuuming, and tire changes at the 

proposed bus maintenance facility. Specifically, in the night and early 

morning hours increases in noise levels at residential receptors located 

approximately 1,200 feet east of the facility would be as follows: 

Activity 

Engine Rut-ups 

Cyclone Vacuuming 

Tire Changes 

Ambient 
Noise 
Level At 
Receptor 

51 

51 

51 

Increase 
Due To 
Facility 
(Oecibels) 

[s 

0.4 

1.3 

. 

Remarks 

Changes less than 3 decibels 
Imperceptible change 

Changes less than 3 decibels 
are tmperceptibl.e 

Changes less than 3 decibels 
are imperceptible 

This analysis assumed events occurred at 4 A.M. An ambient noise level of 

51. dRA was. developed through the application of the Fedel-al Highway Adminis- 

tratiàn Traffic Noise Prediction Model (nbiirngraph) to an assumed 4 A.M. traffic 

volume of 50 vehicles per hour for S. Main Street (adjacent to the residential 

receptors). Noise level input data was developed from the operating experience 

of SCRTD's El Monte Bus Maintenance Facility. No barrier wall was assumed in 

this analysis. 

U.S. DOT, FHWA, Traffic Noise Prediction Model , FHWA-RD.-77-108, 
December 19.78. 
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Proposed Site and Surrounding Land. Uses 
(S 

S The proposed site for the facility is ac3-acre site two blocks to the east 
C, 

of the present facility. The site is zoned MH-D (Manufacturing, Heavy Design 

Overlay) and has been cleared and graded for industrial development. The site 

adjoins the Dominguez Channel (as does the current site) and it is surrounded 

by predominantly industrial land uses. (Figure 2). Inmediately to the south 

of the site. is a trucking-heavy machinery storage yard. To the east of the 

site between Broadway and South Main Street are several auto-wrecking yards, 

parts warehouses and vehicle repair services. Beyond South Main to the south- 

east is the Goodyear Blimp Airfield, while to the east and northeast is a 

single-family residential neighborhood. (The c1osest houses to the proposed 

bus maintenane facility are locatedat a distance of approximately 1,000 feet.) 

To the north of the site along Griffith Street are various light industrial 

firms, while to the northwest is the American corporate headquarters of Datsun! 

Nissan Corporation. Across the Dorninguez Channel along Fi'gueroa Street to the 

west and southwest are situated several industrial finns including Goodyear 

Rubber, Pacific Trading Company and a storage yard for a house-moving concern. 

Soil borings taken from the proposed site indicate that most of the site is 

composed of hatural soils or compacted fill materialS. Only the. northwest 

portion (Figure 3) is made. up of uncothpacted fill, As a result, prelirniary 

site design configurations (Figures 4 and 5) have soUght. to avoid placing ....................... 

buildings in this area. A storm sewer has also been installed by the present 

onér,Wim{ngton Investments, Inc. (Figure 3). 

Major Elements 

Primary components of the proposed facility are shown in two site plan concepts 

shown in Figures 4 and 5. Those components would include the following: 

.Mairtertance Building (47,500 square feet) 

To maintain and Service the coaches assigned to the Division 

including bus inspec'tioln, engine tuneups, minor overhaul, tire 

repair, engine steam cleaning and automobile repair. The 

maintenance building also contains the following facilities: 

supply rooms, lunch and locker rooms for ntechanics and office 

space for maintenance administration. 

6 
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. Transportation Building (15,30b square feet) 

Operators1 lounge area, showers, locker room, classroom aPd. offices 

-. for aôninistrative personnel. 

Fuel and Vacth.mi Facility (13,200 square feet) 

The fuel and vacuwn facility has four fuel islands with the capability 

of fueling and vacuunihg four buses simultaneously in less than four 

minutes. The cleaning syst consists of a dry vacutm system, dust 

separation and bailer. There are four 20,000-gallon diesel fuel tanks, 

two 10,000-gallon gasoline tanks and one 10,000-gallon oil tank, and 

one 100,000.-gallon reserve diesel fuel tank. 

Bus Washer (2,600 square feet) 

The bus washer is fully automatic and will wash each bus in less than 

one minute. The system includes a water circulatioi system that alldvis 

reuse of washer water. The only fresh water used iii the system is for 

the final rinse. 

Parkthg for approximately 250 buses. 

Parking for approximately 250 employees. 

Tire/Storage Building (7,100 square. feet) 

A facility similar in function to this project is operating in El Monte, 

California. Major components ofthis existing facility are similar to those 

which will be employed in the new project, with the exception of double- 

deep, angle-row parking which will be utilized at the new facility. 

Facility Operations 

Upon completion of construction, the 125 buses from the existing Division 18 

facilñy would be transferred to the new facility. The full capacity of 250 

buses would then be made up by transfers from other facilities and new buses 

purchased to coincide with SCRTD expansion plans. Major activities con- 

ducted at the facility include:; 

12 



- 
I-' f4 

Departures and arrivals of buses in service on SCRTB routes. 

jT Arrivals and departures of employees, including bus drivers, 

U mechanics, and administrative personnel. (Some drivers work 

split shifts, accounting for two arrival and departure cycles 

during the day.) 

Vacuuming and fueling of buses. 

Exterior washing and cleaning of buses. 

Service operations, including both routine maintenance and repairs, 

as required4 

9 

The daily sequence. of these events, somewhat generalized for purposes of 

approximating a typical day's activities, is presented in Figure: 6. This 

diagram represents the order of magnitude of events which would be generated 

when the facility is operating at full capacity (i.e., 250 buses:.) Also 

noted on the diagram are the morning and afternoon peak-hour traffic. occurrences. 

MitigationMeasures 

Features have been incorporated into initial planning work for the proposed 

new bus maintenance facility that are intended to mitigate adverse environ- 

mental impacts. They include the following: 

1. Reduced Deadheading 

This site is the closest of 21 candidate sites to the theoretkaI 

point of minimum deadheading mileage. This reduces the amount of 

mileage traveled by buses when not in service, thus reducing opera- 

ting costs (including fuel consumption) and air pollutioU emissions. 

2. Bus Routing 

Bus travel to and from the maintenance/operations facility has not 

been directed Qnto South Main Street, thus avoiding potential impacts 

to adjacent residential land uses. in addttion, easy access to 

freeways imposes a lesser burden On local streets. 

13 
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ILandscaping 

A ten-foot landscaped strip has been incorpQrated along the perimeter 

of the property. Appropriate planting and noise barrier wails would 

be provided as necessar9 to lessen noise impacts and enhance the visual 

Icharacter of the facility. 

4. On-Site Parking 

IAll buses and most employee vehicles would be accoimuodáted on site, 

thus minimizing demands on local street parking. 

1 5. Energy Conscious Design 

Buildings would be designed to high standards of ener' efficienc9, 

IIncluding possible utilization of passive solar desi4h and potential 

earth-shel tered transportatiOn bui 1 di ng 

I 

I 
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ISECTION 2: NEED.FOR AND ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Swmiaty of Needs Study 

In order to evaluate the need for expanded facilities in the South-Southwest 

IService Area, SCRTD commissioned a Bus Operating Facility Needs Study. The 

study was conducted by Gruen Associates, in association with DeLeuw, Gather 

I 
:& Company and Edward C. Barker and Associates, and was completed in October 

1980. 

IThe objectiv&of_thepianqing study was to detenhine the most cost-effective 

approach for oeratingthé -District's E*isting and future -bUs fleet. In the 

Iprocess of achieving the most cost-effective solution, it was recognized that 

physical environmental impacts and comunity impacts were key considerations 

IIn achieving a workable solution. The study consisted of the following major 

technical efforts: 

I Detetmination of the optimum location for the facility1 including 

consideration of economic trade-off s related to non-revenue bus 

Tmileage and locational costs. 

. 
S Determination of alternative sites--utilizing optimum ldcation 

Iinformation and established site selection criteria. 

I. Refinement of candidate alternatives, including illustrative facility 

site plans and cost, traffic, and environmental considerations. 

IFigure 7 shows the eighteen potential project site. locations, in addition to 

the existing Division 18 location, that were initially evaluated. These sites 

Iwere selected according to the following criteria: 

e Location 

Access 

o Size 

I Compatible Land Use 

Undeveloped Site 

I Cost 

17 
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Additionally, field observations were made, diSCUSSiOnS were held with an 

- in4ependent real estate consultant, arid research and discussiOns with property 

owners and their agents were conducted. The contour linerthat are shown on 

Figure 7 represent additional one-way "deadhead" mileage per day for each bus 

route. located at a facility away frOm the Division 18 centroid point. 

As a result of this initial analysts, five sites (numbers 1, 9, 15, 16 and 17) 

Iwere identified by the SCRTD Board for further study and presentation to the 

- affected comunities. Following the comunity meetings, three sites were 

Irejected from further consideration (numbers 1, 15 and 6) and three additional 

candidate sites were identified (U.S. Steel nd Sites A and-a)-.--Eigurs8.shôws____. 

I the final project sites that wereéãliiitid 

Alternatives and Decision-Makinq Process 

The Needs Study resulted in the identification of six candidate site locations 

whichiuet-the sl-te-selection-techntcai -criteria previousl' nbted. iThe follow- 

ing non-technical criteria then became crucial in the fili selection 

Fprocess: . .. 

1. Lack of citizen opposition 

2. Lack of local government opposition 

3. Willingness of owner to sell property 

Site A became. the only candidate site which met. the technical, as well as 

non-technical, selection criteria. All other final sites evaluated were. 

Ideficient in one or more of the non-technical criteria. The District deter- 

1{hidthát sieTcuisTfbn difficulties related-to theotherfive-sites-would----- 

have a significant, adverse affect on the timing and cost of the..replacement 

facilfty..A. result of this detrm,nation, the DjAtrict en'tered into nego- 
. . 

/ 

tiations with the owner of Site A End ecUted a-Urchase;option agreement 
I j._ i_ -.-, *1 I 

in March 1981. 

I 
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JThis Environmental Assessment docnents the sighificant environmental findings 

for Site A. As previously indicated in Section 1 of this docunent, additional 

I 
site plan refinement is contemplated after approval of the capital grant app1i 

cation. However, previous environmental and design experience throughout the 

District has been employed in the initial site plan concepts to further thinimize 

--------potentiai impact to theadjacent comunity. - ... .. 

I: 
I 
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TABLE 1 

IMPACT CATEGORIES 

1. Land Acquisition and Displacements 

2. Land Use and Zoning 

3. Air Quality 

4. Noise 

5. Water Quality 

6. Wetlands 

7. Floloding 

8. Navigable Wate,ays and Coastal Zones 

9. Ecologically Sensitive Areas 

1O Endangered Species 

11. Traffic and Parking 

12. Energy Requirements and Potential for Conservation 

.13. Historic Properties and Parklands 

1.4. Construction 

15. Aesthetics 

16. Community Disruption 

17. Safety and Security 

18. Secondary Development 

19. Consistency with Local Plans 

SOURCE: UMTA C 56W.1, October 16, 1979. 

..................... :.'7ir1 
. 
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A. Land Acquisition and Displacement 

The size and configuration of the proposed parcel are described in Figure 3 

I dflH äh. life 1 iii iii bién iáediñdida b 'its áuWiñfjñer, 

Wilmington Investnents, Inc., and no displacement would be required. SCRTD 

Ihas signed an option to purchase the parcel at a final price that is still 

to be determined. 

8. Land use and Zoning 

IFigure 2 of this report shows the existing land uses of the properties adjacent 

to the project site.. The property is zoned MH-D (manufacturing, heavy design 

I 
overlay) which means that the proposed bus operations and maintenance facilit9 

would be in conformance With zoning regulations. 

IC. Air Quality 

I 
An air quality assessment,. for both stationry and mobile sources, has been 

conducted. The results indicate that no significant impacts are. anticipated. 

A letter which docunents these findings., and seeking concurrence, has been 

forwarded to the. South Coast Air Quality Management District (see Appendix). 

IU. Noise 

A noise assessment was conducted considering both on-site (sthtiony) and 

Ioffsite-(buses and employee vehicles) sources. ---In addition., -possible -impacts 

in the early morning, low coninunity ambient noise level perio.d werE investigated. 

IResults of the assessment (see AppendiA) indicate that noise impacts would not be 

significant and that a noise barrier would not be required on the eastern edge 

Iof the site. 

I 

E.i4aterQua1lti' 

The existing and proposed sites are located within two blocks of one, another 

I 
and ape both adjacent to the DOminguez Channel, a tributary of the east basin 

of the Los Angeles Harbor. When the proposed site has been fully developed, 

it will result in an increase of apprdimately 4 acres of impervious surface 

Iarea over that of the existing facility. Some oil and grease will be produced 

during operation and maintenance of the buses at the proposed bus. yard. Inev- 
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itably, a portion of this oil and grease will remMn on the paved surface of 

the yard. When rain falls in sufficient quantity, the pollutants will be 

washed into stdyin drains as part of the runoff. An increase from 125 to 250 

buses will doubje the amount of pollutants being discharged into storm sewers, 

however, more efficient parking arrangement of the buses will increase the 

amount of impervious asphalt surface area by only about 35 percent. The owners 

of the proposed site have, installed a new storm sewer to handle this anticipated 

increase in runoff (Figure 3). 

Other features of the proposed bus facility designed to contain water quality 

pollutants include a bus washer water recirculation system in which fresh 

water is only utilized during the final rinse. 

With regard to the ability of the site in general to handle waste discharge, 

the Carson City Planning Comission Resolution No. 79-506 dated September 1]., 

1979 (see Appendix) states in Section 3.7: 

The discharge of waste from the proposed subdivision into the 

existing sewer system will not result in the violation of the 

existing requirements prescribed by the Regional Water Quality 

Control Board as the existing sewer system has adequate capacity 

to handle any increased discharge of waste frrn the proposed 

subdivision. 

. 

F. Wetlands 

The. site was once part of a lagoon adjacent to the Dominguez Canal. This 

lagoon was filled with debris and uncompacted fill ranging in depth up tO 

25 feet. The channel now has concrete sidewall.s and there are no wetlands 

in the vicinity of the proposed site. 
-. 
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I 
0. Aesthetics. 

The proposed project would significantly enhance the visual character of 

the existin.g site and adjacent parcels (see Figure 9 Photo Key Map and 

Ifollowing photographs of ekistiñg conditions). Figure 10 presents an artist's 

tendering of a similar facility which has recently been designed by the 

IDistrict. While not required, the District will cooperate with the City Of 

Carson to assure aPchitectural compatibility (see application fdtm in 

iAppendix). 
P. Conirninity Disruption 

IThe initial screening leading to selection of the proposed site, coupled with 

the results of the community informflion théeting held on January 26, 1981, 

Iresults in a finding of no significant potential for unity disruption. 

impact potential in this c4tegory is further redUceø. by the decision to pro- 

Ihibit site-generated bus traffic on SOuth Main Street between Victoria Street 

and the Dominguez Channel. 

Q. Safety and Secut'it 

INormal District design standards and operational prodedures will adequately 

provide for safe and Secure operations. 

R. Secondary Dvel.dpment. 

I 
The existing Division 18 facility has not geperated secondary development and 

none are a'nticipated as a result of the ppoposed facility.. 

Is. Consistency With Local Plans 

I 
As noted in the proposed project is in conformance with the local 

zoning and general plan. Resolution 79-506 of the Carson Planning Commission 

dated September 11, 1979 found the site (identified as Parcel Map No. 12318) 

to be suitable for heavy industrial development, in conformance with the City 

of Carson General Plan (see Appendix). Further coordination with the Cityls 

ICommunity Development staff has confirmed that. the proposed project would be 

an apprOpriate land use for the parcel. 
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I 

IG.. Flooding 

As a result of an industrial subdivision plan filed by the present owner 

of the proposed s:jte, the CarsOn City Engineer reported that the proposed 

site was subject to inundation and flood hazard and that particular portiOns 

of the, property were subject to sheet. dverf low and ponding. 

As a result, the current owner undertook site work improvements to cofrect 

grading and drainage problems and installed a storm sewer line as shown fit 

Figure. 3. The report of the carson City Engineer was referred to the Chief 

Engineerof the. Los Angeles Flood Control District, who inspected the property 

on July10, iso. : 

Deficiencieswere noted and corrected by the owner, and 

on August 5, 1980, theDistrict Inspector of the. Flood ContrOl District reported 

that all deficiencies had been corrected. The resolution of the Carson City 

Planning Commission (see Appendix) deteririined that the proposed site was 

suitable for industrial development, pending correction of deficiencies 

noted in the City Engineer's report! 

H.. . Navigable Waterways arid Coastal Zones . 

The proposed site is iiot located within a coastal zone. as defined by the 

California Coastal Zone Consehation Comission and is not located on or 

near a navigable waterway. 

I. Ecological1 Area 

The próposéd site is located on filled land and has been extensively graded 

and altered in configuration in. recent years. A methane barrier has been 

desigried to protect the site fron ñtcthane gas 
seepage from adjacvt uncom- 

pacted organic la!ld fills. No significant impact to an ecologically snsitive 

'"aiee canbe-exécted toUresultfrom the construction of this facility. 

J. Endangered Species 

I 
The proposed site has been cleared and graded and cannot be considered as 

a habitat for endangered species. 
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SECTION 4: LIST OF AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS. CONSULTED 

Organi±atiOn 

1. City of Carson 
Departnert of Public. Works 
Community Development 

2. Berryman & Stevenson 
Traffic Engirs 

(for City of Carson) 

3.. Caltrans, 
Los Angeles Transportation Study 
(URIS); Travel Fbrecast Section 

4. Caltrans, 
Traffic Operations & Counts 

5. Los Angeles County Road Department, 
Traffic Investigation Sections 

6. City of Los Angeles 
Transportation Survey 

7. thomas Properties 
(Owner s representative) 

8. South Coast Air Quality 
Managémeht District 

9. city of Los Angeles 
Bureau of Engineering 
Historical and Environmental Section 

10. University of California at 
at Los Angeles 

Institute of Archaeology 
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Individual . 
Earl Woods, Paul Lozada 
Richard Gunnarson., Daniel Cartagna, 
William Mellein 

Dave Plechas 

Gerald Bare 

Larry Spencer 

Kevin Ketchurn 

Brian Farris 

Harrison Kimball 

Barbara Beroza 
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ARCHITtGTURE PLANNING. ENGINEERING ALLEN M;RIJBENSTEIN. ASCE 
- BEN N. SOIJTHLAND. AlA, AICP 
March 27, 1981 BEDAr.VCkER.AIA 

I 
Mr. Brian I1 Earns 
Senior Air Qulit Specialist 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

I. 
Evaluation and Planning Division 
9150 E. Flair Drive 
El Monte, California 91731 

IDear Mr. Farris: 

This letter is a follow-up to our conversation concerning the relocation of 

I 
SCRTD's existing Division 18 Bus Maintenance Facility from a location just 
west of the interchange of the SEn Diego and Harbor Freeways in the City 
of Los Angeles to a location less than one-half-mile. east in the City of 

I 

Carson. As consultant to Southern California Rapid Transit District (SCRTD), 
GrUen Associates is respopsible for the preparation of an environmental 
assessment document for the maintenance facility to be fun4ed by the Urban 
Mass Transportation Adfliinisthation (UMTA). As part Of this UMTA assessment 

I 
process, we ae requesting the cocurrence of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMP) in our finding that the proposed bus rnainten- 
ance facility would not exceed SCAQMD Threshold Criteria and would, therefore, 
not have adverse air quality effects. 

In support of this evaluation, the following points, regarding the bus main- 

I 

tenance facility are pertinent: 

The existing Division 18 facility is located on 190th Street just west 
of the San Diego Freeway in the city of Los Angeles (Figure 1). Currently, 

I 
this facility houses approximately 125 buses which provide setvice to 
the southwestern portion of the SCRTD service area. 

I. In order to improve service in accordance with SCRTD planning objectives 
(particularly the Sector 80 Plan) and rhinimize dead)ieading (non-revenue 
mileage), the Division 18 facility requires expa.sion and upgPading 
to a 250-bus facility.. Additional land needed to accomodatä increased 

I 
buses is not available at the current site, and, as a result, Gruen 
Associates has provided technical support to SCRTD in the identification 
of alternative sites. After coñsiderEbIe study, a suitable and available 

I 
site was located in the City of Carson in an area bounded by Griffith 
Street on the north, Broadway ot the east, 192nd Street and the Dominguez 
Channel on the south and Figueroa Street on the west (Figure 1). Figure 

I 

2 illustrates that the. land uses adjoining the proposed site are predomi- 

nantly industrial in character. The nearest residential Uses to the 
site a'e located on the. east side of South Main Street (approximately 
1,200 feet east of the site.) 

I 

I. 
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APPENDIX 

o Letter to South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Noise AssesrnEnt 

los Angeles County Flood Control District Memorandum 

Traffic and Parking Impacts 

City of Carson: Application For Arthitectural Appoval 

City of Carson: Planning Commission Resolutiop 

Letter to UCLA Institute of Archaeology and Response 
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Hydrocarbon emissions from fuel storage and transfer would be mitigated 
by the -installation of vapor recovery systems (acceptable t0SVAQMD) 
and nozzlels to minimize both breathing and working losses. The -SCRTC 

Ifacility would comply with SCAQMD permit requirements and rules. 

Mobile Sources 

IIn evaluating mobile sources, it must be recognized that the pi-oposed bus 
maintenance facility is a replacement for an existing facility and, as a 
consequence, the facility would produce an incremental change in trip gene- 

I 
ration1 Specifically, the. existing Division 18 facility generates 750 trips 
per day and the proposed facility would geflerate an additional 950 daily 
trips. There would be a total of 1,700 daily trips generated. 

IOn a regional basis, additional trips from the proposed facility would not 
result in an increase, due to the fact that buses would generally be assigned 

I 

from other existing maintenance facilities. It should be noted, however, 
that the proposed maintenance, facility is an element of a larger SCRTD bUs 
service improvement plan which, when implemented, would repreEeAt a 60,300- 

I 

daily vehicle mile reduction to he region. 

Eyaluatio of traffic conditions on arterials serving the site such as Victoria 
Street, Figueroa Street, South Main Street, and Broadway inditate that the 

Itrips generatedhy the site would not adversely ithpact traffic flow, create 
congestion, nor produce degraded air quality, due to the. following factor's: 

I 

There is considèrãble temporal differentation between the peak trips 
genetated by the bus facility and the traffic peak for adjacent streets. 
Specifically, the pea. for the facility would fall between the hours of 
4:00 and 6:00 a.m., while the traffic peak occurs between 7:00 and 8:00 a.m. 

I During the morning peak travel period, facilit9-qenerated vehicles would 
represent only a small proportion Of the traffic on adjacent streets 

I 
(2 to 8 pe.rcent). The inximum loading of facility-related Vehicles 
to any Street segment would be 55 vehicles. 

. The application of SCAQMD's nomographic method for predicting carbon 

I 
monoxide concentrations for peak hout volumes (which range from 2,400 
to 2.600 vehicles on Victoria Street to under 700. vehicles on the other 
adjacent streetz'produces. roadway-related .concarvtratiohs of..iess .than 

I 
2 ppms along Victoria Street and' lesT than0;5ppm oñ-othér' ádjacSt 
streets. The additiQn of facility-related traffic produces negligible 
changes in these levels. 

IAdditional consideration was given to warm-up and idling Of bUses in the 
morning hours. Assupflpg worst case. conditions (where the peak number of 
buses deployed in a given hour (120 buses) would be idling simQltaheouly 
Ifor a 15-minute duration per vehicle, less than 4 pounds of carbon monoxide 

Ii 
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The specific elements of the proposed SCRID facility would include the 
development of this 13.3-acre site to piovide for a 250-bus parking 
area, a 250-space employee parking area, and the constfUction of a number 
of structures including, a bus maintenance facility (47,500 square feet), 
a transportation building including louhge, locker room, offices, etc., 
(15,300 square feet), a bus washer (2,600 square feet), tire/storage 
building (7,100 square feet)., and a fuel and vacuum facility (13,200 

square feet). The vacuum facility would include four fuel islands as 
well as a dry vacuum cleaning system with dust separation and bailer. 
Fuel storage would include four 20,000-gallon diesel fuel tanks, two 
10,000_gallon gasoline tanks, one 10,000-gallon oil tank, and one 100,000- 
gallon reserve diesel fuel tank. See site plan concepts, as shown in 

Figures 4 and 5. 

With respect to potential air quality impacts, prior environmental studief 
of bus .jtenance fciliVes have Indicated that both ttiopary and Mobile' 
sourcef would beirSôlved. Statiohar' sburces would Involve space heating 
and cooling, water heating, electrical usage, bus vatuuming activities and 
fuel storage. Mobile sources would include buses and employee vehicles 
as well as construction equipment used during site preparation and cdnstruction. 
The potential air quality effects of these sources are discussed below. 

Stationary Sources 

In environmental impact statements for the proposed SCRTD bus maintenance 
facilities in the east and west San Fernando Valley, ptepared by Gruen Asso- 
ciates, careful consideration was given to a numbe' of stationary sources 
including emissions from natural gas Combustion and emissions associated 
with the ,generatiqn of electricity for fuel oil cojnbustion. Input data was 
developed from SCRTD's operating El Monte facility which is the prototypical 
facility updn which both the Sap Fernando Valley and Division 18 facility 
have been modeled; The results of the analysis indicated that the increase 
from these stationary sources would be negligible. For natuPal as com- 
bustion, emissions fot all pollutants were less than .01 pounds per day. 
In the case of electric power generation effects, pollutant emissiol3s were 
less th4n one pound per day. Stationary source emissions from the Division 
18 faaility would fail within these ame parameters and would have no signi- 
ficant effect on air quality. 

Emissions from other stationary sources (vacuuming and fuel stprage and 

transfer) would also be minimal. Specifically: 

Emissions of particulates resulting from the cyclone bus vacuum system. 

are anticipated to be minimal. In prior environmental assessments, 
consideration was given to the emissions fron vacuum opePatiOns at SCRTD'S 
El Monte facility. While no tests have been conducted, visual inspection 

by both SCRTO and Lo,s Angeles County Air Pollution Control District 
personnel during 1975 indicated no significant particulate emissions. 
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would be produced. Daily emissiops for bus idles would probably not exceed 
7 pounds of carbon. monoxide. Carbon monoxide concentrations on-site as well 
as for nearest residential receptors (located approximately 1,200 feet from 
the facility) wOuld be negligible. Nor is it likely that odor from idling 
diesel vehicles (as indicated by concentration levels of formaldehyde) would 
approach threshold levels esblished by SCAQMD for nearby residences. 

A final aspect of mobile-source emissions would be those emissions that would 
result from construction equipment Used during site preparation, as well as 
dust generated as a result of soil movement. The emissions produced during 
fill and grading woUld be of short-term duration. It is fully anticipated 
that contract specifications will require that wetting procedures be irnple- 
mented to mitigate what could be. troublesome conditions for b*th workmen 
and nearby residents. 

In sum, the information compiled above has led to the conclusio.n that the. 

impact. of the proposed Division 18 Bus Maintenance Facility would have minimal 
effects on air quality. Hopefully, the above informatiOn 4dll provide SCAQMD 
with a basis to concur in this determination. 

Sincerely, 

GRUEN ASSOCIAT S 

Terry A. Hayes, 
Senior Planner 
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TRAFFIC ARID PARKING IMPACTS OF THE SCRTD DIVIS ION 18 
PR(POSED GRIFFITH STREET SITE FOR A BUS STORAGE AND MAINTENANCE FACILITY 

Overview 

This impict analysis for the relocation of the SCRTD Division 18 bug 
storage and mair en ice facility from its existing site to the Griffith 
Street location has been developed to evaluate both the project's 
"net" and "gross" traffic effects.* 

Net tmoacts. These teflect the fact that the pro.jett is a teplacement 
fat the existing 120-bits Victoria Street site with a larger 250-bus 
storage and maintenance facility at the Griffith Street beat-ion. 
Net impacts include those of.adding-L30rbuses toithe-.gñeral area, 
and the effect on specific streets of shifting traffic pattSns to 
and from the facility. 

Gross ImDacts. these are óve±all effects of the proposed facility's 
operatiôzi. They are the- difference between future conditions (1982) 
with the project and conditions with no Dfision 18 facility in the 
area. 

I 
Four cndition generally mitigate the potential traffic impacts of the 
ptoposed.project and result overall in nflrly neglible effects. These 
are: - 

I. The high letel of access and traffic capacity provided by three 
freeways (San Diego, Harbor, and Artelsia) and major arterial streets 
Iconcentrated in the area (Victoria, Figueroa and Broadway in particular). 

The temporal characteristics of the daily operations and site generated 
traffic of the proposed storage ad incenance facility. Nearly all 
bus deadhead trips to and from the site and employee arrivals aüd 
departures will occur outside both the morning and evening peak 
congestion periods of background vehicle traffic on streets in the 

I 
viciriity. of-the-site. ......... - ....... - .... 

Provision of on-site parking far employees-. Initial site plan evaluation 

I 

indicates that about 250 spaces can be located on the property; 
supplemental on-street parking on a widened section of Broadway 

-C1 0.. .-'3- pavea-t to a1!os parking' is contemplated. ...... -r 

r-_, 
Cr1 he Artesia (Highway 91) frEewaylocated-- 

north and generally parallel tith Victoria. ThTh will reduce traffic 
on Victoria substantially (perhaps ZO percent or more) resulting in a 

I 
net improvement in traffic conditions far outweighing the project's 
contribution to traffic in the area. 

*De Leuw, Cathei' & Company. March 1981. 

I 
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Street.and tiighway Characteristics 

Figure T-1 shows the location of the proposed Division 18 replacement. bus 
storage and maintenance facility site and its relationship to the street 
and highway system in the immediate area. The functional classification 
system ádopced by the City of Carson designates virtually all of the 
principal access routes to the site as "major arterials" WIth 100 feet 
L0.W. and 80 feet curb-to-curb pavement width where fully developed. 
Traffic control devices include full-phase traffic. signals providing for 
protected left turns on and off Victoria Street at the three key intersec- 
tions with Figueroa, Broadway, and South Main. Posted speeds in the 
area are typically 40 mph or 4, mph, reflecting the arterial character of 
most oUtliá striets. ....... 
Prolected Site Generated Traffic 

The new Division 18 facility would operate in a manner similar to the 
existing smaller facility located nearby. Like the existing site1 the 
Griffith Street site is situated very near the optimal location for 
minimizig'4aily deadhead costs (wages, fuel,, and wear-and-tear) between 
the garage an4 the 16 transit line terminal it will serve. These costs 
must be. a major consideration in facility location choice; projected 40- 
year deadhead costs for the site are between $18o6 million and $21.4 
million. These are., the lowest of any of the candidate sites screened in 
Phaset. --.- . -: ,, ..... 

. 

Based on the existing garage operation and those of similar new facilities 
in the Los Angeles area, the total daily volume of site generated traffic 
and its temporal distribution has been projected for trips to and from 
the site. About 246 pull-outs and 246 pull-ins per day are estimated for 
a fully utilized 250-bus facility (492 bus ttips per 24 hour period). A 
total of 1200 etüployee vehicle trips to and from the facility are forecast 
for an on-site workforce of 587 employees. (See "Phase I Report," May 
1980) The combined total of about 1,700 trips represents "gross" impact; 
the "net-" general area effect, considering the- current level of traffic 
generated by the existing Division 18 facility, would be about 950 new- 
trips daily. 

Peak periods for site generated traffic wOuld occur at 4-6 am which is 
before the morning background traffic peak hour (7-8 am) and at 7-9 pm the 
afternoon background traffic peak period (4-6.pm). Table T-1 shows that 
the estiaatddoaximuibour:focsitegenerate&trips is from 5-6 am with 
255 combined employee vehicle and bus deadhead trips (gross). During the 
more severeafternoon traffierpeak- from' '-5: pm--. thei !it' would: generate-S:. 
about 56-trips. Figure T-2 illustrates graphically the projected impact 
of transit operations and scheduling on bus pull-in and pull-out trips and 
ecployee passefler auto trips. 

. 



FIGURE T-1: SITE VICINITY MAP - FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION, 
POSTED SPEEDS AND TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES 
AT INTERSECTIONS 

I 
2 

3 z 0 0 C z 0 Lii .< 

0 - 
IC 

LU .c g a > ii. 0 ARTESIA IC 

LEGEND: Functional Classilicatlon Traltic Control Devices 
Malor Arterial Stop Sign 

...oU° SoconøarylColiector Metered On-Ramp Traffic Signal 

T- 3 



Table T1 
COMPARISON OF TRIP VOLUME DISTRIBUTIONS BY TD.E OF DAY: 
PROPOSED SITE GENERATED TRAFFIC AND LARTS STUDY AREA 

TIME PERIOD SITE GENERATED TRAFFIC (GROSS 
)a 

TOTAL AREA TRAFFICb 

No. Vehicle. Trios % Total 24 hr. % Total 24 hr. 

Mornin2. 

45 am 163 9.6% .24% 
5-6* 255 15.1 .78 
6-7 66 -3.9 -----. -. --3.56 
7-8 100 5.9 7.61 
8-9 116 6.9 5.51 

Afternoon 

4-5 p 56 3.3 9.85 
5-6 22 1.3 9.73 
6-7 90 5.3 5.99 
7-8 ZOO 11.8 4.80 
8-9 , 75 4.4. 3.32 

Sources: a) De Leuw, Cathar & Company projections based on operations 
of e*isting Division 18 facility. 

b) Caitrans, LARTS. "'Trips in Motion - Methodology and Factors 
for estimating Hourly Traffic Volumes from Average Daily 
Traffic." September 1975. 

*Maxjum site generated trips 

- -- 
¶ 

I 

I 

T-4 
I 



- -S s n e a -I. a a.siqia SM 

. S S..' 

In 

FIGURE T-2: 
ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF SITE GENERATED VEHICLE TRIPS (GROSS) 
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E*istiñg. and Future Traffic. Conditions 

Traffic cOunt data have been assembled from the various agencies con- 
ducting traffic monitoring in the area. While some of the data are 
current, others are quite dated Cf rom as far back as 1971). Based on the 
historical growth in Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT.) in the Los Angeles 
area, these data have been adjusted to common etsting base year values 
(1980). ADT and peak hour vOlumes on surrounding streets for 1982 (post'- 
facility copletion year) have been forecast assuthing an average 1.19 
percent annual growth rate in traveL. (See Appendix; tables A-i through 
A-4) Note that these projections do not account for te effects of completing 
the Artesia (Highway 91) freeway. 

Figure t3 shows the 1982 Afl projected for the street and highway network 
in the vicinity of the site. Also shown are projected 24-hour bus and 
employee vehicle trips on all access routes to be used to and from the 
garage. Bus deadhead routing can maximize use of the freeway network in 
the ithmediate area. These routes are predominantI' major arterials. No 
bus traffic needs to be routed on South Main, also a major arterial, but 
one which borders on a residential area about one-half-mile to the east. 

The greatest proportionate impact of the site traffic would be on Figueroa 
and Broadway south of Victoria - L3.Z percent ADT and 3.9 percent ADT 
respectively (gross impact). However, there is ample traffic. carrying 
capacity on both these streets. While only about 3.2 percent of ADT 
(gross impact) on Victoria between Harbor and Figueroa would be generated 
by the new larger facility, volumes are relatively heavy on this principal 
freeway access arterial - about 27,000 AM. About 60 percent of site 
generaced daily traffic vould use the critical Figueroa and Victoria 
intersection; accounting for about 150 bus and 300 employee left-turn 
movements daily from Figuero.a onto Victoria. 

Table t2 shows the estimated site generated traffic levels in comparison 
to the total project traffic volunes on the key street and highway segments 
in the vicinity of the site. The three critical hours of the day are 
examined -- maximum site generated traffic hour (5-6 am), total traffic 
morning peak (7-8 

am)1 and total traffic aftetnoon peak (45 pm). 

Truck traffic as a percentage of total varies from about 5 percent of 
peak hour on Harbor Freeway to about 11 percent of ADT on Broadway south 
of Griffith. 

A reasonable estimate is that the proportions of heavy truck traffic 
during the early motning pre-peak hour may be 2. to 3 times higher than 
peak hour on freeways (about 15%) about twice AM on arterial (about 
25%). 

I 
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1980 ACT (factored). Two year forecast ACT based on 1.2% 
annual VMT growth rate projected in LARTS study:t 979 - 1987. 
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Table T-2 
PROJECT IACT (GROSS) ON STRflT SEGMENTS IN VICI&Ifl OF SITE: S 
PROJECTED ROURLY VOLTThS (1982) 

MAXINtI SITE AM PEAK PM PEAK 
GENERATED TRAFFIC TRAFFIC 

STREET OR HIGEWAY (5-6 AN) (7-8 AM) (4-5 PM) 
SEGMENT Site Total % Site Total 2 Site Tdtal 2 

Harbor Freeway (N) 65 2,600 2Z 25 13,100 .2% 14 14,400 .1% 

Victoria Street 
o Harbor-Figueroa 145 400 35% 55 2,440 2.3% 32 2,760 .1.2% 

o Figuerca-Broadway 0 240 0 0 2,390 0 0 3,060 0 
o Broadway-South jain 2.5 285 9% 10 2,600 .4% 6 3,220 .2% 

Figueroa 
o Vjctorja-Grjffjth 145 - 220 667. 55 680 8.0% 32 7.30 4.4% 
o Griffith-San Diego 80 150 53% 30 700 4.3% 18 710 2.57. 

BtoadwA 
o Victoria-Griffith 25 75 33% 10 500 2.0% 6 580 1.1% 
o GriffIth-South Main 8 55 15% 3 490 .6% 2 565 3.6% 

Source: Attachment: Table A-i through A-4; De Leuw, Cather &. Company 

Level of Service Considerations 

Becaus.e 0 the differential in the peaking patterns of site generated and 
background general traffic, the peak hour impact of the proposed facility 
on the two critical streets identified above wäuld be considerably less 
than suggested by the 24 hour ADT figures. As shown in Table T-2, the. 

maximum number o. site generated trips on Victoria would occur from 5-6 S 
- about 145 trips to and from the garage. During this hour, about 375 
vehicles per hour, including site traffic, would be operating on the 
street. The "worst casC background traffic condition exists between 4-5 
pm, when the site would generate only about 32 of the 2690 projected total 
traffic voluce. 

Accounting for peak-hour directional distribution of both the backgrdund 
and site-oriented traffic, a summary level of service (LOS) analysis has 
been made for the critical west and south approaches to the Victoria and 
Figueroa intersection. The results of this capacity analysis and comparison 

with worst-case 4-5 pin peak hour approach volumes are shown in Tables T-3 

and T-4. Tis analysis shows that both the net and the gross ipact Of 
the project on traffic conditions is very small. 

. 
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Table T3 
CAPACITY ANALYSIS: 0NE4AY APPROACH V0LU}S 

Victoria Street (East of Figuero,a) 
3 thru. 1 left-turn lane: N parking. 

Possible capacity (tbs .t)a 4,575 VPH 

Adjustment Factors: Green Time @ .45 

Tnck Adjustment @ .95 

Adjusted LOS 'E" Capacity a 1,956 VPH 

o Fizueroa Street (South of Victoria) 
Zthru flÜS 1' left-turn lane: With Parking. 

Possible capacity (LOS 1") a 3,130 VPB 

Adjustment Factors: Green Tie @ .27 
Truck Adjustment @ .95 

Adjus ted LOS "E" Capacity = 830 VPH 

Sources: a) liRE Special Report 87, "Highway Capacity Manual. - 1965." 
Figure 10.1, page 294. 

Table T-4 
LEVEL OF SERVICE DETERMINATION (LOS) FOR CRITICAL STREETS 

SITE VOLUMEa TOTAL VOLu,b 

ALTERNATIVES FULL-OPERATIONS 1982 V/C RATIO LQSc 

Victoria Street: Peak Hour (4-5 pm)/Eastbound Approach to Intersection 

- 

1. With, no Div. 18 0 1670 .853 Mid-Low "D" 

2. Existing Viv 18 10 1680 .859 Mid-Low "fl" 

3. Proposed Div. 18 24 1694 '866 Mid-Low "0" 

Fizueroa Street: Peak Hour (4-5)/Northbound Approach to Intersection 

1. No Div. 18 0 450 .560 HLgU-Mid"C" 

2.. Existin Div.. 18 0 450 .560 High-Mid "C" 
.... - ..... -L.. !ier' Cfli' 

'3-Proposed Div. 18 24 474 590' "C" 

Sources: a) Existing . .Nisidn ISThtteéxperienceand projected-bus 
deadhead and employee vehicle trips (Adjusted upward; one 

bus trip equated to twO passenger cars.) 

b) Attachment Tables A-i through A-4 De Leuw, Cath!r & Company 

1980 counts expanded @ 1.19% annual growth as projected 

by tARTS' Study: 19791987. 

c) RU Special Report 87, "Highway Capacity Manual -1965." 
Figure 10.1, page 294. 
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Traffic Mitization Measures and Conditions of Develóoment 

Street improvement requirements for the developet Of the Griffith Street 
tract have been set by the Plannittg Commission, City of Carson.* In 

addition tostreet widening, lighting and signing conditions spelled out 
for Griffith and Broadway, a study to determine suitable control devices 
for the intersections of Griffith ith Figueroa and Broadway will be 
necessary. Under projected traffic conditions, warrants for signalization 
of either of these locations arE not !nee.t Consideration shod be given 
to installing reflective advance warning signs ahead of the intersections 
of Griffith with Figueroa and Broadway. This would advise approacing 
motorists that buses are entering the highway. Also, speed studies could 
be conducted in the area to determine the confoniance with posted speed 
liiuitj and ti eècáblish the feasibility of lowering the posted speed limit 
to 35 mph. Roadway design should provide suffIciently large curb radii to 
permit buses to accelerate quickly from a stopped, right-turning position. 
Painted pavement tapers in the curbside lane ttor:i of Griffith on Figueroa 
wuld be desirable to permit buses to reach 20-25 mph as they merge into 
the through traffic lane. 

- 

. .-"'"Y:t':. ?t'C is 

*Planning Commission, City of Carson, Resolurton 79-506, Approving 

Tentative Parcel Map Mo. 12318. 

tU.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Hihtay Administration. 
Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways." 

September 1978. 



ATTACHMENT 

table A-i 
TRAFFIC COUNTS UPDATE FACTORS 
USED TO ADJUST AVAILA3LE COUNTS TO 1980 VALUES 

Year Annual VMT Index 

(in 000,000) 

1971 63,996 .732 
1972 66,906 .765 

1973 70, 118 .802 

1974 69,026 .790 

1975 72,128 .825 

1976 76,679 .877 

1.9.77 80,604 .922 

1978 85,806 .981 

1979 86,640 .991 

1980 87,428* 1.000 

Source: Caltrans Traffic Engineering Section "Accident Data on 
California State Highways." 1979. 

*Unofficial estimate 

Table 4-2 
TRAFFIC EXPANSION DATA 
USED TO PROJECT 1980 COUNTS TO 1982 (POST FACILITY) VALUES 

Year Daily V!1? Anntial Crosth Rate 

1979 193.1 million - 

1987 222.3 million 1.19% 

1995 256.7 million 1.19% 

Source: LART Study, Travel Forecasts Section, "Trip Assignment Axialysis. 
February 1981. 
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Revised October, 1930 

Cl: of carton Date CASE NO 
701 Last Carson Street - 
telephone:- 830-7600, Etinsion 330 App) ication acceptec by 

Relocation - 

FOR CITY TREASURER'S USE 

Design Overlay Feer Receipt No. 

Redevelopment- Project Area SI Receipted On (date) 
Redevelopment Project Area 12 By - 

AP!t!cATION FOR ARCHITECTURAL APPROVAL - - -- 

1P1&asid&iplit'ëIEblack inCor We 

(Açpllcant,s.addrzssL.... ----- _-. -1''atar. ___. L...__......__.____--street-.- --- ------------ 

telethons - Ma. ( ) 
City ------ 

I rn hereby requesting architectural approval for he proposed bUilding(s) to be 1ocatedat__,_ --- ------ -r:?--r:. ----- :'r 

Thr following teiis nut be suSnitted with this apoUcation; 

I. Twelve (12) copies of a detàfled plot plan, one (I) of whith must be in color. 

2. twelve (t2 copast of--elevations 0f the building, one (I) of 'which must be 
in color. 

3. A statemenc describin' the structural materials an4 the colors to be usid 
on -the bulldinqs(sI. 

1 35'tn st-ides showing all angles of the prooiëty well as the cpeciflc làcation 
àf deviloprnont on the site, and/or te affected buildings. Slides shall also 
be prb',ided slq the edges of the subject raperty and ábuttng public 

- 
rights-o!-way. All Oidts Shall be captioned. 

5. A fiRm9 95'! in the nuumnt 69 $lQo.ao. 

$ 

I 

'All olot _ olan ___ and-elevátióits shall be foHed. toSt'x -}4";orsmaller. 

± 1'i*' ----- 

Applicants Si;nature 



S Section 5. The secretary shall ertily to the adoption of this 
resolution and shall transmit copics of the sane to the applicant, and the 
Cty Clerk. 

Section L This action shall hcco.ne final and effective fifteen 
(15) days after the adoption of this resbiution unless within such tine an 
appeal is flied with the City Clerk in accordance with the próvis ions of the 
Carson unicipal Cdde 

Passed, Approved and Ado,ted this tith day of September,. 1975. 

1 

£; 
CHAIRJtAN O 

P3.nnhit CorTmicirn ltvn1IJtic'fl Nc.. 
Tcntat ivc i'a rcel :1;ip Nb. 1 Z3 1$ 
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LEGAL DESCRIPT!6& 

EXHIBIT A 

Portions of Lots 111, 112, 118, 119 of Tract No. 4671 in the, 
City of Carson, County of Los Angeles, State of California, I. per Map Book SO, Pages 30 and 31, described as follows: 

Certeñcing at the intersection of the westerly right-of-way 
line of Brcadway 100 feet wide and the southerly tight-oft 

I 

way line of Griffith Street 50 feet wide, thence westerly 
alàng the southerly right-of-way line of Griffith Street 
842.97 feet; thence southerly along the easterly right-of-way 
line of Figueroa Street 90 feet wide; thence southeasterly 
53 feet along the northwesterly right-of-way line of the Los 

I 
Angeles County Flood Cohtrol District; thence easterly along 
said Los Angeles County Flood Control District- a distance of 
s; feet; thence southerly along said Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District 70 feet non or less; thence southeasterly 

I 

along said Los geles CoUnty Flood Control District 233 feet 
more- or less; thence easterly 7145 feet along the southerly 
boundary- of Lots 112 and ll8 thence northerly along the 
westerly right-of-way line of Broadway 100 feet wide to the 

- .- 
point of beginning. I- Exceot therefrom the westerly 12 feet of said described prop- 
erty and I c5rner cutoff at the intersection of the easterly 
right-of-way line of Figueroa Street 90 feet wide and the 

I 

southerly right-of-way line of Griffith Street 50 feet wide, 
with a radius of 15 feet and a distance of 2-3.56 fiet. 

. 

l'l;r.'uiit' Ce,ni:icin i:-o-iitij:t :;o. 79-cr 

I 
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F.x!cfl:T B 

COND!TCS 

It is reco.,rendcd that this subdivision. Tentative Parcel Map flo. l23 receive 
favoratic consideration subject to the following conditions: 
A. CITY Z!mStIER 

Suiin, and Safety Division: 
1. The gr*ding plan must bt approwed prior to (fling of a final ca. 
2. A preli.ainary soil report is recuired before grading plan approval. 

3. The gradir.g plan shAll conform ço the apprOved tentative map. 

Oescn 3;vision 

4. The property is subject to inundation and flood hazard. 

3. Portions of the property are subject to sheet overflow and pending. 

L Drainage plans nd necessary support docnnts to coly with the following 
reçuircments must be approved prior to filing of a fi.al map: 

a. PrOvide drainace facilIties to reave the flood hazard to the satisfaction 
of the City Ençineer and dedicate the necessary easenents, or 

b. No building permits will be issued for lots subject to flood haiard 
until adequate drainace facilities protecting those lots are Operable 
as determint by the City Cnineer. 

c. Eliminate the sheer overflD. and pondUig or elevate the floors of the 
buildings with no openings in the foundation walls to at least I! inches 
above the finishtd pad grade. 

4. ?rovide for csncdbutory drainace front adjoining properties. 

7. P.efer to the flood hazard report of the Chief Engineer of the Los Angeles 
rlc: CcntSl Ciscrict. 

8. The storm drain system as sho..n on preliMinary plans is no; approved. 

.Ceolo?: section 

9. r ceology and/or soil engineering repOrt ray be required prior to approval 
of building or grading plans. 

3:n3ivis iOn 

ID. Easents shall not be grAnted or fecarded within areas proposed to be 
gran;td, dedicated, or ofrered for dedication for public streets or hiyh- 
ways, or otler easimv.ts until a!ter the final parcel map is filed with 
the C:uaty ccorder unless such easements are subordinated to the proposed 
grant or dedication. If cacwtents are granted after the dato of tontative 
apprcval, a subordinatiOn must be caccuted by the cascrcnt holder prior to 
the filing of the final parcel map. 

11. A fin1 parcel cap preparco by, or unoer the dircction of, a Regisrerci 
Civil £ngineer or Licensed Land SurveYor must be processld through this 

'De2artnt prior to being filcTd with the County Recorder. 

P3 t:n inn Cowni inn Itcso I tit I .n O' 

Tcut;.ti-ve Parcel thp o. 1231 S 
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>i3pping Division (Cun:'d.) 

12. Prior to submitting the ;arcel rap to the City Engineer for his Czainj.nation 
pursuant to Section 56'.SD of the Government Code, óbtáin clearances from all. affwctcd Dcart'ncnts one Divisions including a clearance from the Sub- division Section of Mapping Division of County Engineer for the follc.ing 
cupping items: mathcmati:àI accuracy. survey analysis, and correctness 
of certificates. signatures. etc. 

13.. Submit a preliminary parcel rap guarantce i.f grants, dedications, or offer of dedication arc to be made by cértifatt on the parcel nap. A final 
parcel rap guarantee will be tequired at the time of f-i1in of the "up with 
the County Recorder. 

ilarerworks'and Utilities. Division 

II.. All lots shall be served by adecuatély sized water system facilities 
which shall include flre hydrants of the size and type and location as 
determined by the Fire Chief. 

15. The water mains shall be of suiflejent size to accorntoeate the fotil 
domestic and flre flows required for the land division. OOn:stic flows 
required are to be deterninco. by the Fire Chief. 

16. At the time the final land division rap is submitted for checking, plans 
and specifications for the water system facilities shall be submitted to 
the city Cngineer for checking and. approval, and shall cotiply with the City 
Engineer's standards. 

17. Approval for filing of this land division is conting6nt upon approval of 
plans and specifications mentioned above.. If the wàtdr system facilities 
are not installed prior to the filing of this land division, the sub- 
divider must also submit a Labor and Materials Bond in addition to either: 

a. An Agreecienc and a raithful Perforcance Bond in the amount estimated 
by the City Engineer guaranteeing the installation of the water system, or 

b. An .greersnt and other evidence satisfactory to the Cict Engineer, 
indicating tnat tne subdivider has entered into a coèfract witn the 
serving water utility to construct the water system as required, and 
has deositet with such water utility security euarant&ng aymcnt fr the installation of the water sys. 

lB. There shall also be filed with this Divisdn a statenent from the water 
purveyor indicating that the proposed water rains and any other required fai lities will be operated y the purveyor and that under norral operating 
conditions the system wiil eet the requirents for the land division. 

19. The deveiocr shall file with this Division a statarent from the water 
pUrveyOr indicating that water service will be provided by the %-:ater pur- 
veyor to each of the lots sncn on this land division rap. 

Envi.ronmen:aI evtlonent Division - Sewers 

20. Approval of tnis land diVision is contingent upon the installation and 
dedicatioil of local rain line sewers and separate hOuse laterals to serve 
each lot of the land division. The subdivider shall consult the Sewer 
esign Section of fl; pacr.cntof Cty Engineer to determine the sewer 

de5iqnIVqUtreneSt t 

r 
Ct' , 

21. Lasentats are tenttativcly rczuired,bj.it to'iw by the City Enrineer 
to determine the final l6cations and requirements. 

22 Or'flnir,ce 1rcntae chrgo: as dettirmined b the city CoDinccr shall be 
paid to the City before fil;..; this hind division IMp. 

l'l:nig Co::nissior. flesolt:tic'nNc'. 
Tentative I'nrccl Map No. 12313 
Pare S of $ 



gnvirdnentaI D ?lcn:r.cntflivHion - Sewers (Cont'cL) 

23. The dischrtt of scw.ge (TOO this land diision into the public sewer 
systernwill not violate the requirements at the California Regional Water 
uaI.t'; Coatrot Soard ursuans to iviston 7 (catInencing with S,ction 13000) 

of the Water Code. 

B. FIRt DEPARTMENT 

2ti. Fire flow. 5000 gallons per minute for 5. hours. This requirenent ray 
be mified to the satisfaction of the nrc oepartment.The watIr mains 
in the screec fronting this prOperty st be capable of deiRering this 
(la. at 20 pounds per square inch residual pressUre. A minivka 6'-' pipe 
is required fsr new main installations or extensions. 

25. flre Hydrants: Install seven (7) 6" x 4" x 2j" brass or bronze, conforming 
to Wa Standard C5C3-75 or approved equal. All installations nuist meet 
Fire Deart'r.snt specifications, whith can be obtained fro., the Fire Pre- 
vention £ureau. 

I. West side of Sroadway at south property line. 
2. North welt corher of roadway and new east/west street. 
3.. West side of Broadway at property line between Lots S and 9. 
Lu. Southwest corner of Sroadway and Griffith. 
5. Southwest corner of Lot Ii. 
6. East side of lew NOrthflouth street 300' south of Griffith. 
7.. East side of Figieroa at south property line. 

b. Upgrade existing hydrant on the south side of Griffith 200' west of 
Broadway. 

Should any questions arise, please call Inspector Al Shriver at 267-2467. 

C-. MEALTM DEPAqTMNT 

-26. Sanitary se,..ers shall be used as the method of sewage disposal. 

0. PAP.PS AM0. ECR!ATICU DEPiRTMENT 

27. Parkway tree recuirenents will be determined when the application for 
a buiiding parnit is subrritteo. 

C. ,SLlTATIC1 DISTUCT 

2. Mthough thtre are no Sanitation District facilities witifl the subject 
tract. the sa-ace flow generated within the develor4nt is tributart Ia 
the Cistric;'s rain trcet Relief Irurk Sewer. Section 2-C, which has 
ca;acity (Sr the anticipated flow. Therefore. this office has no objac- 
tica tO the finalization of the develoatnt as shown. 

F. OitlCt.07 THE Cot:;?? SHflIFF j 

29. The project sill have no ir5act on the level of service currently bcing 
pTovided in the area by the Sheriff's Gepartnitnt. 

C. PQLIC J.ltS CEh.TMEMT 
-. 

.: --' .. .. .... r.-.. t'.!I-Th. 
30. Griffith Str.et shaH be kiroved as follows: 

a. Og-licate 5 feet for stret 'urposes., 
b. A 27 foot rMius corner cutoff dedcation thai I b, made at corner of 

Griiiith and 3roaday. 
C. Citi.nd Cutter. 
4. FuIl-ai.nn sidewalks (ia feet widi). 
c. P.vs..,'.nr to ,atch exist in; pavc-m.nt. 
f. I!c .-2Il; (cxact nuthcr to be determined upon submittal of precite 

lc..t ilv.n). 
g. Strctc içnts (s.':t rnr,tier to be determined upon submittal of p!0 cite flint j).n). 
h. Strctt ...'v! "vnt, trnu.uic -..rning t.igns. afcty signs, and strcet Strir 

incj thali e iis:Jtld. 
r1:uinimr Cczsmicsion h.solut i.r.a No. /9 

Te,.tttivc. I'arccj No.. IZS1S 
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a. 

J 
ruiic. WORKS_Dr?dzt1FNT (Cont'd.) - 

31- Driveay location and type shall ke approved by the Department of Public 

I- .works prior to issuance of a building permit. 

.32. Street nanc Signs, troffic warning and safety signs, and street striping. -will be paid for in cash by theo..sner. The Cty will order and install signs. 
A $2000.00 cash contribution required for traffic signs and paint. 

a 3 Drainage plans to be checked by Los Angeles County Engineer. Owner shall 
be required to provide facilities for alt run-off. No water ray cross 
over the public right-of -4ay. 

34. Prior to issuance of a bufldin permir. the follosing is required: 

a. Certificite of workers Ctpensation 
b. Two (2) sets of plot plans and cne(l) set of grading plins. All to be 

I 
approved by the Los Angeles County Engineer. 

- . .. 

c. Awntruc:i6n Permit before any rk in the public rght-of,ay. 
lnspectiàn shall be by LA County Roac Cepartoent. 

An excavation permit is required for all excavadon within the public- Id. 
right-of way. Inspection shall be by City of Carson. 

35. Paper !cnds shall be acquired thrOugh the Los Angeles County Engineer. 

1 36. 3roadwaVsháll be improved as follows: 

a. AZ? foot radius corner cut-Off dedication shall be nade at inter- 
. Section 01 propoSed nt.. street and Broadway.. I. b. Curb and gutter and TO foot wide sidewalk shall be installed. 

c Pave-out to match existing pavement. 
wells and Street lights shalt be provided (exact numers shalt 

be dcttrinined UPOn submittal of precise plot plans). 
e Street name sicns, traffic warning signs, safety signs, and Street j striping shall be installed. 

37. Driveway location and type shall be aoprcved by the Oèpartment of Public 
Woi'ks priOr to issvancc of a building permit. 

I 3. Street nae signs, tratfic warning and safety signs, and street striping 
will bi paid for in cash by the owner. The City will order and install 
signs. 

I 35. Drainaoe plans to be checked by Los Angeles County Engineer. D,aer shall 
be reouired to provide faculties for all run-off. No water ray cross 
over the public right-of-day. 

1 
40. Prior to issuance of a buildng permit, the following is required: 

a. Certificate of 'n!orkers Compensation. 
- b. two (2) sets of plot plans and one (I) set of grading plans. All to 

be approvnd by the Los Angeles County Engineer. 
I -- c. A.con:tructiCfl pernit before any work in the public right-oN:ay. hciiiT?iüernit iS requiree for all excavation within public : ;r;jlght-of-ey-..lntpection- sAall be by CUy of Carson. 

1 
41;. Raper:3onüs shall, be acçuircd through. the Los Angeles County (ngini,er. 

'2. rr4 pfcpocd two (2) .. .C(cetS ¶.hali bc ivhprovcd as follc.ws: 

a. Cornei curoff dedication it rtquircd at intersectiL'n of rwflrIt I- with Criflith Street. 
b. Curb and g'atter and fullwidth (2 fcet widtd sid:n41k n oe side 

of n'a ctrccts. 
'Jid:h of ntw streets shall be dttcr,rin.d by the Public 'orLs 3;ri-ctor. IC. 

The width shall I.: either 64 iect or i3 Let. 
d. trc ":1 It nd 'arret I ktts 1.Exact r.uat.er to t,e ,4ctvrtdnctt °r" 

suzjthinal of rrt'c.e plot pl.ns), 
a. trt n.. trilfic. Ldarning signs, safety and Street I-- . ri,.ing shall be in.ralled. 

l'innnn't r6nniscicu Ttcsottiticn No. 79- 
Ttn r-':ve l'arce.l .lat1.'3. 123] 3 
P::te 7 o 
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PUBLIC. TORKS fl:? T:::xT (Ccnt'd.) 

¼3. Driveway lotation and type shall be approved by the Department of Public 
Works prior to issuan:e f a building permit. 

'.4. Street nane Signs, traffic warning and safety signs, and street striping. 
- will be paid for in cash by the owner. The City will order and install 

signs. 

45. Drair.àde plans to be checked by Los Angiles Countt Engineer. Owner shall 
e required to provide facilities for all run-àff. No water nay cross 

over the public right-of-way. 

46.. Prior to issuanci of a building permit, the follo4ng is required: 

a. Certificate of 'Jorkers Cxipinsation 
b. Two (2) sets at plot plans and one (I) set of grading plans. All 

to be approved by the Los Ange lit Cointy Engineer. - c. A construction pernit before ant work in the public right- 
of-way. 

47. Pasr Bonds shall be ac:uired through the as Angiles County Engineer. 

a. Street construction plans shall be checked and approved by LA County 
Road Departnent. 

b All excavation plans shall be checked and approved by LA County Road 
Dcoarncnt - Sewer and Drain puns shall also be checked and approved 
by LA County Engineer. 

H. COMNIfl DEVLrMEt1T DEPP.TME.'jT 
48. ?roide for the unoergrounoing of new utilities in accordance with 

the requirements of the Subdivisidn Ordinance. 

49. That the recijirenent for a 64 foot wide street, as rejüired by Section 
5205.Stc) of the Sudivhion Ordinance, is nodified to 60 fee:, under 
the provisions of Section 5203.12, ue to existing dedication requirenonts. 

50. Unor lot Uric adjustnents ray be made to the satisfaction of the 
Co-cuni:y Oevelc;tent Director and Pubiic Works Director prior to final 
approval of the nap by the City Council. 

51. Show all ózisting and/or proposcd easements on the final cap. 

5.2. All existing structures on the prc.,ises shall be demolished or reiraved 
prior oazaining building permits. 

53. That .his tentative parcel nap shall be recorded with the County Recorder 
within one year of the date of approval of the tentative map by the Plan- 
fin: Cc.t,issicn of the City of Carson. 

5. That the a;;licant shall cc-.tply with all City, County, State and 
Feceral laws and regulatics applicable to this land division and not 
specified elsewnere in these pages. 

-. 
,.,- .... .t ._t: . :. 

............. Y. ......... .-: . _itf 0. ..... 

_ _ ... 
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j 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District 

It'. %. Oshiro 
Construction 

I nu.: 
District Inspector 

I. 

HZ MO R AN D U H 
I 

DAZE: 

File NO. 2-15.40 r,cteV 
No. foo7f-6 
Inspection of Transfer Drain - Deficiencies 

]On 5.' 3 , an inspection was pirformad on the subject 

Iproject. Upon correction of all deficiencies noted below, a final inspection 

Will bnade. gLL Dc c,etvc/C o, ?27D 

IAIJK Zit'.' coc?r, 
The underg±ound crew wa8) was not) used. p 

Remarks: -oe eAi/(4e' AH'fr 
w 

gflc&'rflA2he tkCC7t4J ,zZL0ci/S 

1#i wic DPtI' "&çc' ç::: z. 
CI. .,,Z V!a#'-IQ'i ' Ct.'4ccz t7S 

%7f2(4 £-Jn'e--.rr2erY,s (A ,e,t/4&-o:.. 

I #I3 m.1/''ve Jti.t(rfc"t YCoc-'c /J 
44/ (A 4 f *te'(/r ee> ,',( ,nk /' /st' 

Li' "'t "' 7Jc Red2Ja-',i D,C7Zy vewdeic '-vpiv- 6VdC*? S 
A copy of this merzorandtn was given to: K" ictpfldn-t_' 1 .............. ': ......... ;v it' -7/,o#' esent at 
A copy of this mworandI should be sent to: Inspection 

I fE7L ,ZZ4ts.cz O&4cet 
it. k.iJ4tdf,k'9' , of the CoLinty Ensineer's office Ye No 

1 wIlt.,.;, in , of the County Road Department Yes .. (.II) 
I ,Of Yes No 

Mr. _________________,of Yes No r Signed: (L- (o_e,jóeP 
- District Inspectoi I. ......... 

21$A reo 



Tire Chanq 

o Two events with duration of 600 seconds 

o Maximum noise level at 1,200 feet is 56 dBA 

o Mibient noise level is 51 dBA 

Leq = .51 + 10 Log [(1 - 

Leq=Sl+l3 

Leq 52.3 

600 ) + 600. 
3600 3600 

Q 

- 
lfl.f.:4 H H fl;; 

4 

F 

. 
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GRUEN ASSOCIATES 
ARCMIflCTURE. PLANNING ENGINEERING 

April 7, 1981 

Ms. Barbara Beroza 
Survey Archaeologist 
Institute of Archaeology 

University of california 

405 Hilgard 
Los Angeles, California 

Dear Ms. Beroza: 

at Los Angeles 

90024 

As a follow-up to our conversation today, I would like 
check on the archaeological significance of the parcel 
the attached plans and located in carson, California. 

DANIELM. EANIGA4 AlA 
WILLIAM H. CMII, AlA 

KURT FRANZEN. AlA 
HERMAN GUflMAN. AlA 

ABBOTT MAPLE. AlA. ASIC 
Xl SUM PAPX.AIA,AICP 

AU.ZN M.RUBEtSTEtN. ASCE 
BEN H. SOUTHLAND. AlA. A1CP 

BEDA ZWICKZA. AlA 

to request a records 
of land described in 

The site is approximately 13.3 acres in size and is located between Figuerca 
and Broadway, adjacent to the Dominquez Channel of the East Basin of 
Los Angeles Harbor. A soils report prepared by LERoy Crandall and Associates 
indicated that the site was at dfle time part of a marsh, but that it has 
subsequently been filled to a depth of' approximately 25 feet (suntry 
attached). The site has been proposed by the Southern California Rabid 
Transit District as a bus operäti9ns and maintenance facility to replace the 
exisfing facility located at 777 Wet' 190th Street in Los Angeles (appr'oi- 
mately f mile west of the proposed site). 

We are in the process of preparing an Enviromental Assessment for this 
proposed site and wouJd appreciate very much your comments on potential 
archaeological impacts that. would be created by the cbnstPuction of this 
facility. Please call me if you should require, ay further infonation that 
can assist you in nraking this deteritlination. 

Sincerely, 

GRUE1 ASSOCIATES 

David L. flieger 

P1 anr.er 

DLM:3 

Encltsures 

j.i.n. HRAV 

I,OSAflLE3 .NEW YCWX ..wAsHINGtO' 6220 53n V:er.ta Boulevard. Lz AqelescaIilornja 90043 Tel (2137 fl7-c70 



a Ca!iforna 

I ArChaeOIOgiCat 
Site 

Survey 
; 

ogg©c 
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Archaeologica Surey 
Institute of Archaeology 

OANGE University of Calitoriiia, Los Angeles 
LOS ANGELIS Los Angeles, CA 90024 
v!NTUR (213)825-7411 

r,ruen Associates April 20, 19S1 
6330 San Vicente Slvd. 
Los .Angeles, CA 9004C 

I 
Attantion: David L. Mieyer, Planner j RE: fl.T.P. T3us Operations and !aintenance Facility, Carson 

I (U.S.C.S. '2 Torranc 7.5') 

IDear Mr. Tieger: 

Pursuant to your renuest of Ari1 7, 1931, I iive chacked records on Lila at 
the Survv relevant to the above-referenced parcel, also indicated on the enclosed 

- - 

Our records indicate that the subject roerty has not been previously systenatically 

I 
sun'evsd fot Erchaeoloeical r&rtns. Althoush no well-documented archaeological sites 
have been recorded within the bot4aries of the subject parcel, it is within En area 
known to have contained traces of prehistoric occuDation. A researcher actively 
involved in recording sites in the r3ater harbor district in the late 1930's noted 
"a nur.ber of small cas retains arotmd the borders of the L.agunas de los Doninuez" 
(Racer 1939:7) . The remains of this slough ar now represented by the Dotnguez 
Channel, which borders the subject parcel on the southwest. Racer also reported a 

I 
nearby èoncentratiofl of preistpric habitation rer.ains alongside the slough, now 
referred to as archaeological siteS LAn-38. Two other archneological sites have been 
reported, within two kiloneters of the property, and three additional sites are 

Ilocated within four kiloceters of it. 
A check of the historic topographic maps for this an: did not show record of 

historic structures within the bowtdaries of the parcel on the ISOG and 1944 editions of 
I 

the Redondo 15' rap. A chec!: of the National Register and the Califonija Inventory of 
listoric Resources was also negative for the subject parcel. 

I 
Because ten is no record of the subject property being nreviously surveyed by 

arthSolo4jsts j-and-the zEp pretared by soils engineers for the parcel subnitted with your 
request letter indicated ihat atrnroxinatelv 1/3 of th: narcel consists of natural soil 

a (as otosed to fill), we are imab1e to clear the oronerty for develdnrient without. a 
fjeld reconnaissance renort preared by a qualified archaeologist which addresses the. 
issue of possible extant prehistoric or historic rSains on the pronetty. 

IShould you have any questions reardjg this racotds check, do not hesitate to contact 
U me at the Survey. 

Sincerely, 
I 

/krbara zejot/ ('\ 
I/surveY Areo1oM Refrencc: 


