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This appendix contains comments received during the 30‐day public review period for the Draft MND.  
The 30‐day public  review period  for  the Draft MND extended  from April 18, 2012,  to May 18, 2012.  
Subsequent to this public review period, a City Planning Commission Hearing was held on May 22, 2012, 
to  receive  additional  public  comment  and  consider  approval  of  the  proposed  project.  Comments 
received during this period are addressed through the refinements to the proposed project and through 
the  revised  analysis  of  potential  environmental  impacts  contained  in  the  body  of  this  Draft  Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. Therefore,  individual  responses  to  comments  received  are not 
included as part of this document or appendix. 

The comments included within this appendix are organized by the type of commenter (i.e., agency, non‐
profit organization, public comments and adjacent landowners), and then by date received. 
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3294

(323) 881-2401

RECEIVED

MAY 10 2012
DARYL L. osBY
FIRE CHIEF
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

May 8,2012

Eduardo Schonborn, Senior Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
Community Development Department
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Schonborn:

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE POINT
VIEW MASTER USE PLAN, THREE DISTINCT COMPONENTS, 1 THE EXPANSION OF THE
AGRICULTURAL US; 2 DEVELOPMENT OF A PRIVATE EXECUTIVE GOLF COURE; 3
IMPROVEMENTS TO AN EXISTING LANDSCAPED PATIO/EVENT GARDEN AREA; 6001 PALOS
VERDES DRIVE SOUTH, RANCHO PALOS VERDES (FFER #201200055)

The Notice of Intent has been reviewed by the Planning Division, Land Development Unit, Forestry
Division and Health Hazardous Materials Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. The
following are their comments:

PLANNING DIVISION:

1. We have no comments at this time.

LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT:

1. The development of this project must comply with all applicable code and ordinance
requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows and fire hydrants.

2. The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land
Development Unit, are the review of and comment on, all projects within the unincorporated
areas of the County of Los Angeles. Our emphasis is on the availability of sufficient water
supplies for firefighting operations and local/regional access issues.

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

AGOURA HILLS CALABASAS DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HilLS LA MIRADA MALIBU POMONA 51GNALHlll
ARTESIA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LA PUENTE MAYWOOD RANCHO PALOS VERDES SOUTH EL MONTE
AZUSA CERRITOS EL MONTE INDUSTRY LAKEWOOD NORWALK ROLLING HILLS SOUTHGATE
BALDWIN PARK ClAREMONT GARDENA INGLEWOOD LANCASTER PALMDALE ROLLING HILLS ESTATES TEMPLECrrv
BEll COMMERCE GLENDORA IRWINDALE LAWNDALE PALOS VERDES ESTATES ROSEMEAD WALNUT
BELL GARDENS COVINA HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS WEST HOllYWOOD
BELLFLOWER CUDAHY HAWTHORNE LA HABRA lYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SANTA CLARITA WESTLAKE vilLAGE
BRADBURY WHiniER
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However, we review all projects for issues that may have a significant impact on the County of
Los Angeles Fire Department. We are responsible for the review of all projects within Contract
Cities (cities that contract with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department for fire protection
services). We are responsible for all County facilities, located within non-contract cities.

The County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit may also comment on
conditions that may be imposed on a project by the Fire Prevention Division, which may create
a potentially significant impact to the environment.

3. This property is located within the area described by the Forester and Fire Warden as a Fire
Zone 4, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). All applicable fire code and
ordinance requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire hydrants, fire flows, brush
clearance and fuel modification plans, must be met.

4. Every building constructed shall be accessible to Fire Department apparatus by way of access
roadways, with an all-weather surface of not less than the prescribed width. The roadway
shall be extended to within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls when measured by an
unobstructed route around the exterior of the building.

5. Access roads shall be maintained with a minimum of 10 feet of brush clearance on each side.
Fire access roads shall have an unobstructed vertical clearance c1ear-to-sky with the
exception of protected tree species. Protected tree species overhanging fire access roads
shall be maintained to provide a vertical clearance of 13 feet 6 inches.

6. The maximum allowable grade for private fire apparatus access roads shall not exceed 15.0%.
Where grades exceeding 15.0% are necessary due to topographical conditions, a grade
percentage of 15.1 % - 20.0 % is allowed for a maximum length of 150 feet, the overall average
grade shall not exceed 17%. Private fire apparatus access roads with a grade percentage of
15.1 % - 20.0% and greater in length than 150 feet shall provide a 100 lineal foot grade break
area that does not exceed a 10% differential for each 150 foot length. The overall average
grade shall not exceed 17.0%. When determining the average grade, the entry apron, fire
apparatus tumaround area, garage driveway area, etc. shall not be considered in the
percentage calculation. The maximum fire apparatus access road cross slop shaH not exceed
2.0%. The maximum cross slope within any change of direction of the road shall not exceed
5.0 %.

7. The development may require fire flows up to 5,000 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per
square inch residual pressure for up to a five-hour duration. Final fire flows will be based on
the size of buildings, its relationship to other structures, property lines and types of
construction used. The fire flow for this permit will be determined upon submittal of the
Conditional Use Permit review by Fire Prevention Land Development.

8. Fire hydrant spacing shall be 300 feet and shall meet the following requirements:

a) No portion of lot frontage shall be more than 200 feet via vehicular access from a public
fire hydrant.
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b) No portion of a building shall exceed 400 feet via vehicular access from a properly spaced
public fire hydrant.

c) Additional hydrants will be required if hydrant spacing exceeds specified distances.

d) When cul-de-sac depth exceeds 200 feet on a commercial street, hydrants shall be
required at the corner and mid block.

e) A cul-de-sac shall not be more than 500 feet in length, when serving land zoned for
commercial use.

9. Turning radii shall not be less than 32 feet. This measurement shall be determined at the
centerline of the road. A Fire Department approved turning area shall be provided for all
driveways exceeding 150 feet in-length and at the end of all cul-de-sacs.

10. All access devices and gates shall meet the following requirements:

a) Any single gated opening used for ingress and egress shall be a minimum of 26 feet in
width, clear-to-sky.

b) Any divided gate opening (when each gate is used for a single direction of travel i.e.,
ingress or egress) shall be a minimum width of 20 feet clear-to-sky.

c) Gates and/or control devices shall be positioned a minimum of 50 feet from a public right
of-way and shall be provided with a turnaround having a minimum of 32 feet of turning
radius. If an intercom system is used, the 50 feet shall be measured from the right-of-way
to the intercom control device.

d) All limited access devices shall be of a type approved by the Fire Department.

e) Gate plans shall be submitted to the Fire Department, prior to installation. These plans
shall show all locations, widths and details of the proposed gates.

11. The roundabout shall provide a 32 foot turning radius with a minimum drive aisle width of 20
feet.

12. The County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit comments are only
general requirements. Specific fire and life safety requirements will be addressed at the
bUilding and fire plan check phase. There may be additional reqUirements during this time.

13. Submit three sets of water plans to the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land
Development Unit. The plans must show all proposed changes to the fire protection water
system, such as fire hydrant locations and main sizes. The plans shall be submitted through
the local water company.

14. Should any questions arise regarding subdivision, water systems, or access, please contact
the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit Inspector, Joseph
Youman at (323) 890-4243.
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15. The County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit appreciates the
opportunity to comment on this project.

FORESTRY DIVISION - OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:

1. The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division
include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation,
fuel modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones or Fire Zone 4, archeological and
cultural resources and the County Oak Tree Ordinance.

2. The are"as germane to the statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department, Forestry Division have been addressed.

HEALTH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION:

1. Based on the submitted documents, the Health Hazardous Materials Division has no objection to
the proposed project.

If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330.

Very truly yours,

11liJ.-i~~JJt.-1- rr.J-"J-k
FRANK VIDALES, ACTING CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU

FV:ij



 

 

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office 

6010 Hidden Valley Road, Suite 101 

Carlsbad, California  92011 

(760) 431-9440 

FAX (760) 431-9618  
 

California Department of Fish and Game 

South Coast Region 

3883 Ruffin Road 

San Diego, California  92123 

(858) 467-4201 

FAX (858) 467-4299 

    
In Reply Refer To: 

FWS/CDFG-LA-12B0214-12TA0367 

           May 21, 2012 

 

Mr. Eduardo Schonborn 

City of Rancho Palos Verdes 

Community Development Department 

30940 Hawthorne Boulevard 

Rancho Palos Verdes, California  90275 

 

Subject: Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Point View Master Use Plan (SCH 

#2012041048, ZON2010-00087), City of Rancho Palos Verdes, Los Angeles County, 

California 

 

Dear Mr. Schonborn: 

 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and the California Department of Fish and Game 

(Department), collectively the Wildlife Agencies, have reviewed the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) Initial Study and Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) dated 

April 17, 2012, for the proposed Point View Master Use Plan (MUP), which includes a 

Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application for allowable uses and activities on the 94-acre York 

Property located at 6001 Palos Verdes Drive South, Rancho Palos Verdes, California, 90275 

(Project). 

 

The proposed Project is a Master Use Plan on 94 acres in the Portuguese Bend area of the City of 

Rancho Palos Verdes (City) consisting of the following three components:  1) a 25.5-acre 

expansion of agricultural uses for orchards, vineyards, and gardens; 2) development of a 2.5-acre 

private executive golf course comprised of five tee locations and two greens; 3) improvements to 

the existing landscaped patio/event garden for the purposes of holding 30 annual onsite events 

per year with up to 140 cars; and 4) the provision for a paved internal driveway at Narcissa Drive 

through the property to connect with Palos Verdes Drive South. 

 

The site is located within the planning boundaries of the City’s Natural Communities 

Conservation Plan (NCCP) planning boundary.  The City approved an NCCP in July 2004 (2004 

NCCP), but this version was not evaluated by the Wildlife Agencies for Federal or State permits. 

The City is currently developing a revised draft NCCP/Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) (Draft 

NCCP/HCP) and intends to submit applications for Federal and State permits in 2012.  The Draft 

NCCP/HCP would provide coverage for various City and private projects, including 

development within the proposed project site. 

 

u.s.
FISH ... WlLDLIFE

SERVICE

~
u.s.

FISH ... W1LDLIFE
SERVlCE

~
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Based on information provided in the Draft MND and supporting biological information, and in 

consideration of our partnership with the City in developing the Draft NCCP/HCP, the Wildlife 

Agencies have the following comments on the Project and related Draft MND that focus on:  1) 

consistency with the Draft NCCP/HCP; 2) the CEQA analysis for project-specific and 

cumulative impacts; and 3) potential impacts to jurisdictional streambeds regulated under Fish 

and Game Code 1600 et seq.  Please note that comments on CEQA and 1600 streambeds are 

provided in the enclosure (“Attachment A”) to this letter, and these comments/information 

should be incorporated into the final CEQA document and City MUP/CUP conditions for the 

Project to ensure consistency with applicable sections of the Department Fish and Game Code. 

 

The project site is identified in the 2004 NCCP and Draft NCCP/HCP as containing an important 

wildlife linkage area, and both documents anticipate that any development proposed for the 

subject property will include dedication of at least 40 acres of the property to the Draft 

NCCP/HCP Preserve (Preserve).  The project site provides one of only two viable wildlife 

corridors between the upland sections of the Draft NCCP/HCP Preserve (i.e., Portuguese Bend, 

Upper Filiorum, and Forrestal Reserves) and Abalone Cove Shoreline Park/Ecological Reserve.  

Specifically, the presence of California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), cactus 

wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus), and Palos Verdes blue butterfly (Glaucopsyche 

lygdamus palosverdesensis) habitat on the project site suggest that the property may be important 

for habitat connectivity of sensitive species.  Recent fires (e.g., 2009) that have occurred in 

Portuguese Bend highlight the importance of viable movement corridors for species to respond to 

changes in local habitat conditions. 

 

The Draft MND (page B-27) discusses the Project’s impacts to wildlife linkages based on the 

2004 NCCP and concludes that impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would 

be required.  The Wildlife Agencies require additional information to adequately evaluate the 

consistency of the Project with the Draft NCCP/HCP.  Although the Draft MND states that 

replacing non-native grasslands with agricultural uses may improve habitat for some wildlife 

species, it does not specifically evaluate the wildlife movement function within the site following 

construction of the Project.  Because the Project does not propose to dedicate the remaining open 

space to the Preserve, the Wildlife Agencies are concerned about eventual degradation of habitat 

values for wildlife, including Draft NCCP/HCP covered species.  We request the opportunity to 

work with the City and the Project proponent to ensure that a viable wildlife movement corridor 

is maintained on the property such that it can be included as a viable wildlife corridor in our 

analysis of the Draft NCCP/HCP. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Point View Project.  If you have any 

questions, please contact Randy F. Rodriguez (Department) at (858) 637-7100/ 

RFRodriguez@dfg.ca.gov; or Eric Porter of the Service at (760) 431-9440/ 

Eric_Porter@fws.gov. 

 
 

Enclosure: 

Attachment A:  CEQA and 1600 Comments 

 

i ~Q. ~SincerelY'

Karen A. Goebel
Assistant Field Supervisor
u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service

Ste . en M. Juarez
Environmental Program Manager
California Department of Fish and Game

i ~Q. ~smcerelY'

Karen A. Goebel
Assistant Field Supervisor
u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service

Ste . en M. Juarez
Environmental Program Manager
California Department of Fish and Game
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Attachment A 

 

CEQA 

 

1. Based upon the Department’s review, including the September 2003 Biological Resources 

Assessment of the 94-Acre Point View Site which was not originally included in the draft MND 

public noticed material submitted to the Department, the initial study lacks details regarding 

current biological and botanical resources that may be impacted on the Project site, avoidance 

and mitigation measures.  The several surveys conducted on the Project site in 1995, 2003, 2004, 

and 2005 included as reference only in the draft MND, are not considered current by the Wildlife 

Agencies because they are over 2 years old for botanical resources and 1 year old for wildlife 

resources.  The survey methodologies and full results, including those from the most recent 2011 

survey were not included within the draft MND for review.  The majority of the surveys were 

conducted before a 2009 wildfire that occurred on the adjacent Preserve making the Project site’s 

existing habitat a potential source of refugio for additional special status species that occurred on 

the preserve before the fire. 

 

2. The draft MND lacks an adequate discussion on the habitat values provided by non-native 

grasslands on the Project site, the quantity of Project impacts to this habitat and avoidance and 

mitigation measures.  Grasslands provide important foraging habitat for many raptor species and 

some of the last remaining breeding, foraging and wintering habitat in coastal Los Angeles 

County and southern California for western burrowing owl (Athena funicular) a California 

species of special concern.  Therefore, the loss of grassland habitat within the Project area may 

be considered a significant impact under CEQA and an Environmental Impact Report may need 

to be prepared for the Project unless a final Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) addresses 

this issue. 

 

3. To enable Department staff to adequately further review and comment on the proposed 

Project we recommend the following information, where applicable, be included in the 

environmental document: 

 

a) A thorough recent assessment of rare plants and rare natural communities should be 

conducted following the Department's Guidelines for Assessing Impacts to Rare Plants and 

Rare Natural Communities.  (See Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special 

Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities at: 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/plant/).  In addition to following this protocol for assessing 

potential impacts the project may have on Rare Plants, the draft MND should also include a 

complete current list of all botanical species observed on the Project site (species 

compendium) in addition to the discussion of coastal sage scrub.  The MND should quantify 

how many acres of each vegetative community exist on the site, how many acres will be 

impacted by the Project and how many acres will be avoided by the Project.  A recent 

vegetation map should be included to further illustrate vegetative communities on the Project 

site with site disturbance overlays. 
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b) The draft MND does not provide a recent comprehensive discussion of what wildlife 

species were observed on the Project site or may occur on the site other than coastal 

California gnatcatcher, coastal cactus wren and white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus).  A 

complete, recent assessment of sensitive fish, reptiles, amphibians and other wildlife species 

including but not limited to mammals and birds should be conducted and described in the 

draft MND.  Seasonal variations in use within the Project area should also be addressed.  For 

example, the draft MND notes the presence of a swale and states that several common 

amphibian species may be found on the site and references further discussion on the presence 

of sensitive amphibian species within the draft MND.  However there appears to be no 

further discussion on this subject as well as a discussion of the presence of special status 

reptile species.  The Department recommends an evaluation of the suitability of habitat, such 

as the presence of seasonal pools on the project site for western spadefoot (Spea hammondii), 

and special status fairy shrimp such as Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni).  

Other species to be evaluated on the Project site should address the full range of potential 

species that may occur where suitable habitat exists (including those not proposed for 

coverage under the City’s NCCP-HCP) and include, but not be limited to, the following: 

coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii); western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia); 

and, San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia).  For guidance on western 

burrowing owl, please see the Department’s Guidelines (see 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing 

Owl Mitigation at:  www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/docs/BUOWStaffReport.pdf. 

 

c) The Department's Biogeographic Data Branch in Sacramento should be contacted at (916) 

322-2493 (www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata) to obtain current information on any previously 

reported sensitive species and habitats, including Significant Natural Areas identified under 

Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game Code.  Conclusions on the absence of special status species 

should not rely solely on lack of records in the California Natural Diversity Data Base but on 

focused surveys based on species range and habitat requirements if the Project site is 

consistent with these parameters. 

 

d) The MND needs to include a thorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative 

impacts expected to adversely affect biological resources, with specific measures to offset 

such impacts.  This discussion should focus on maximizing avoidance, and minimizing 

impacts to annual grasslands and any other vegetative communities identified on the Project 

site to justify a MND for the Project. 

 

e) A cumulative effects analysis should be developed as described under CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15130.  General and specific plans, as well as past, present, and anticipated future 

projects, should be analyzed relative to their impacts on similar plant communities and 

wildlife habitats.  The Wildlife Agencies are concerned with the loss of annual grasslands. 

This should be evaluated in a cumulative effects discussion within an EIR unless adequate 

mitigation measures are implemented to justify a MND. 
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f) Impacts to migratory wildlife affected by the Project should be fully evaluated including 

proposals to remove/disturb native and ornamental landscaping and other nesting habitat for 

native birds.  Impact evaluation may also include such elements as migratory butterfly roost 

sites and neo-tropical bird and waterfowl stop-over and staging sites.  All migratory non-

game native bird species are protected by international treaty under the Federal Migratory 

Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (50 C.F.R. Section 10.13).  Sections 3503, 3503.5 and 

3513 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibit take of birds and their active nests, 

including raptors and other migratory non-game birds as listed under the MBTA.  Proposed 

project activities (including, but not limited to, staging and disturbances to native and 

nonnative vegetation, structures, and substrates) should occur outside of the avian breeding 

season which generally runs from March 1-August 31 (as early as January 1 for some raptors) 

to avoid take of birds or their eggs. Take means to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or 

attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture or kill (Fish and Game Code Section 86), and includes 

take of eggs and/or young resulting from disturbances which cause abandonment of active 

nests. 

 

g) The MND indicates that 500 feet of clearing would be required for City- or County-

required Fuel Modification Zones (FMZ) for the project, which is at least three times greater 

than the 140-foot maximum depth that is included as a covered activity under the City’s 

NCCP-HCP.  Please explain why a 500-foot cleared zone would be required.  In addition, 

areas offered as providing mitigation for loss of habitat shall not occur within the FMZ. 

 

h) A biological monitor should be on site during project disturbances to capture and relocate 

wildlife species of low mobility to assist in reducing injury or death from construction 

activities.  Captured wildlife should be relocated to adjacent appropriate habitat not impacted 

by the Project. 

 

i) The Department recommends a minimum of 0.5:1 replacement-to-impact ratio mitigation 

ratio for the unavoidable Project loss of annual grassland on the Project site not associated 

with other mitigation requirements referenced in the draft NCCP pertaining to mitigation for 

ongoing fuel modification activities being performed on the Project site.  Any annual 

grassland mitigation habitat remaining on the site should be preserved in perpetuity under a 

Conservation Easement or equivalent mechanism. 

 

4. The California Wildlife Action Plan, a recent Department guidance document, identified the 

following stressors affecting wildlife and habitats within the Project area:  1) growth and 

development, 2) water management conflicts and degradation of aquatic ecosystems, 3) invasive 

species, 4) altered fire regimes, and 5) recreational pressures.  The Department looks forward to 

working with the Lead Agency to minimize impacts to fish and wildlife resources with a focus on 

these stressors.  Please let Department staff know if you would like a copy of the plan to review. 
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State Jurisdictional Streambeds 

 

1. The draft MND states that the Project will not impact any Federal or State jurisdictional 

wetlands/streambeds because none were observed to be on the Project site.  The Department 

opposes the elimination of watercourses (including concrete channels, blue line streams and other 

watercourses not designated as blue line streams on USGS maps) and/or the channelization of 

natural and manmade drainages or conversion to subsurface drains.  All wetlands and 

watercourses, whether intermittent, ephemeral, or perennial, must be retained and provided with 

substantial setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquatic habitat values and maintain their 

value to onsite and offsite wildlife populations.  The Department recommends a minimum 

natural buffer of 100 feet from the outside edge of the riparian zone on each side of drainage. 

 

2. The Department has regulatory authority with regard to activities occurring in streams and/or 

lakes that could adversely affect any fish or wildlife resource.  For any activity that will divert or 

obstruct the natural flow, or change the bed, channel, or bank (which may include associated 

riparian resources) of a river or stream or use material from a streambed, the Project applicant (or 

“entity”) must provide written notification to the Department pursuant to Section 1602 of the 

Fish and Game Code.  Based on this notification and other information, the Department then 

determines whether a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (Agreement) is required.  The 

Department’s issuance of an Agreement is a project subject to CEQA.  To facilitate issuance of 

an Agreement, if necessary, the environmental document should fully identify the potential 

impacts to the lake, stream, or riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, 

monitoring, and reporting commitments for issuance of the Agreement.  Early consultation is 

recommended to request concurrence from the Department regarding the presence of 

jurisdictional streams on the Project site, since modification of the proposed Project may be 

required to avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildlife resources.  Again, the failure to include 

this analysis in the Project environmental document could preclude the Department from relying 

on the Lead Agency’s analysis to issue an Agreement without the Department first conducting its 

own, separate Lead Agency subsequent or supplemental analysis for the Project. 
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RECEIVED

MAY 10 2012

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT

May 9,2012

The Honorable Anthony Misetich, Mayor
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

The Planning Commission
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

RE: Proposed Master Use Plan for the Point View Property
Interpretation Hearing Request (Case NO. ZON2010-00087),
6001 Palos Verdes Drive South, Rancho Palos Verdes

Dear Mayor Misetich and Members of the Planning Commission:

On behalf of the Board of Directors for the Palos Verdes Peninsula Chamber of Commerce, we are
writing in support of the York Point View Properties' proposed Conditional Use Permit application to
implement a Master Use Plan on their 94-acre Point View Property.

The Chamber's Board of Directors has reviewed the current proposal and has concluded that the
suggested development will be of direct economic benefit to our local economy. In addition, the
"Event Garden" has the potential to bring additional business to surrounding properties, including
Terranea Resort, Trump National Golf Club and Wayfarers Chapel. We are confident that Mr. York will
address any questions that local residents may have regarding this development.

We support the York Point View Properties request before the Planning Commission for a Conditional
Use Permit for the proposed "Event Garden", executive golf course, and agriculture. Thank you for
your consideration.

Sincerely,

Marilyn Lyon
Chairman of the Board

Eileen Hupp
President & CEO

Palos Verdes Peninsula Chamber of Commerce & Visitors' Center
707 Silver Spur Road, Suite 100. Rolling Hills Estates, CA 90274

310.377.8111 • 310.377.0614 fax. Office@pa[osverdeschamber.com • www.palosverdeschamber.com
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EDUCATION
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May 9, 2012

City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, Ca 90275

RECEIVED

MAY 10 2012
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT

To the Members of the Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission:

For over 15 years, Jim York has been a strong supporter ofour Palos Verdes Peninsula schools
and many other important causes on the Peninsula and around the South Bay area. He has
donated his time to serve as a Board member at the Peninsula Education Foundation, and has
given monetary donations as well as donations for our auctions.

I am writing in support of his newly developed event garden and hope you will grant him
permission to have up to 30 events on the property, five of which will benefit local non-profit
organizations like ours. I also support developing 30 acres of agricultural land which will keep
those acres beautiful and pristine. Jim has always been a consummate gardener and I have
witnessed first-hand how he maintains his land. The venue is a beautiful vista of our wonderful
coastline and will offer new opportunities for Jim to support groups on the Peninsula.

If approved, this site will provide a high quality public and private venue that will complement
the existing venues in Palos Verdes and provide an alternative, less expensive location.

For over 30 years, the Peninsula Education Foundation has supported important programs for the
Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified School District (PVPUSD) such as elementary music and world
language, intermediate and high school counseling and STEM programs, and the high school
academic counselors and College Career Centers. This year we are also raising vital funds to
keep teachers in the classroom. We have pledged to donate over $2.7 million to the District for
the 20 J1-2012 school year.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions or if you need further information.

Kind regards,

Andrea Sala
Executive Director

P.D, Box 2632, Palos Verdes Peninsula, CA 90274
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May 10,2012

Eduardo Schonborn
Planning Department
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr Schonbnm,

The members of Las Candalistas would like to express support for Jim York's
application for a Conditional Use Permit for the property located at 600 I Palos
Verdes Drive South, Rancho Palos Verdes.

Over 40 years ago Las Candalistas presented its first Walk on the Wild Side in
Portuguese Bend at the very site which is now part of York Point View Properties.
It was a perfect setting for our fundraiser benefiting South Bay Charities. We have
proven that events can be held on the property without adversely affecting the
neighbors. Both our guests and members loved the beauty of the area and the beauty
helped make The Walk a truly memorable event.

It has been twelve years since we had an event at that site and would like to return.
Mr. York has generously offered to let us do that depending on your approval of his
CUP application to hold events on the property. We expect our event to involve
approximately 600 people. We are sensitive to the concerns of the neighbors and will
abide by the restrictions Mr. York has outlined in the application.

Las Candalistas would also provide traffic control with the Lomita Sheriff's Station
at the Palos Drive South entry to the property. If required we would obtain a separate
permit for our event from the Rancho Palos Verdes City Planning Department.

Mr. York has always been more than generous to our philanthropic group and has
shown support for in many wa}s over the years. We are delighted that he would
allow us to use his property for our event.

If there is any other information we can provide, please contact me at 310373-2874
or maryraJ.sloper.org.

Sincerely yours,

/)~~
Mary Sloper,
Chair, Board of Directors

c: Jim York

Posr Office Box 3655 • Palos \'erdes Peninsula, c.\ 90274' Ph 310 798-7499 • \V\V\v.bscandalisras.org



4101 Torrance Boulevard
Torrance. CA 90503
, 310303.5340
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May 10, 2012

Mr. Eduardo Schonborn
Senior Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes - Planning Deportment
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Subject: Point View Agriculture and Golf Course Property

Dear Mr. Schonborn,

RECEIVED

MAY 14 2012

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT

IDENCE
Little Company of Mary
Foundation

Providence Little Company of Mary Foundation is honored to have on on-going relationship with
York Properties. Jim and Kathy York have generously shored their hillside patio and gardens on
Palos Verdes Drive South on multiple occasions.

This "one of a kind" meticulously landscaped hillside is a profound benefit to the community. Point
View Property should be shored and used in ways that would allow others to enjoy its magnificent
beauty. We urge you to consider approving the use permit for Point View - the ability to continue
hosting events on this property would greatly benefit local charities and the community at large.

We look forward to continuing our partnership with York Properties and we truly appreciate all the
York family does to enhance and support the South Boy.

Sincerely,

Steven W. Wallace
Vice President of Developrnent



Palos Verdes - South Bay Group / Angeles Chapter

May 11, 2012

Eduardo Schonborn, AICP
Senior Planner, Community Development Department
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Re: Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Point View Master Use Plan

Dear Mr. Schonborn,

The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Point View Master Use Plan should not be approved

at this time without substantial modifications.

The Point View Master Use Plan is inconsistent with the Rancho Palos Verdes Natural Communities

Conservation Plan (NCCP) as approved by the City in 2004. The project site, also known as Lower

Filiorum, is very specifically addressed in the NCCP, but the MND both fails to acknowledge that fact and

fails to address the requirement established by the NCCP that any project on the site dedicate a wildlife

habitat corridor to the Palos Verdes Nature Preserve (Preserve).

Furthermore, the MND fails to provide mitigation for numerous direct and indirect impacts to wildlife

and wildlife habitat quality that would be incurred by this project plan.

Background

The following considerations need to be made in evaluating impacts to the project site:

1. The Non-native Grassland, Coastal 5age Scrub (C5S), and disturbed Coastal Sage Scrub that exist on

the Point View / Lower Filiorum property have important habitat value for Sensitive Species including

Gnatcatchers, Cactus Wrens and the Palos Verdes Blue Butterfly which exist, or are likely to exist, on the

project site.

2. The California Department of Fish and Game and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service require

mitigation for impacts to Coastal Sage Scrub at a 3:1 ratio and mitigation for impacts to Non-native

Grassland at a 0.5:1 ratio.

3. Wildlife habitat is most functional when it is in large contiguous blocks and where disturbances are

minimized. It is a goal of the approved NCCP to preserve large contiguous areas of natural wildlife

habitat.

P.O Box 2464' Palos Verdes Peninsula, California 90274
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May 11, 2012 Page 2 of3

4. Fragmentation of habitat areas by project eiements, motorized and non-motorized traffic, traiis,

clearing of vegetation, noise, iighting, and various other human activities can all be considered impacts

to habitat areas.

5. Buffer areas need to be proVided around impact areas to mitigate impacts to wildlife and habitat.

6. It is a goal of the approved NCCP to restore disturbed and non-native areas to the appropriate mix of

native vegetation in order to improve habitat function for native wiidlife species.

Inconsistencies with the Rancho Palos Verdes Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP)

The NCCP has always incorporated a functional wildlife habitat corridor through the Lower Filiorum site

as an important part ofthe overall Preserve design in orderto insure adequate biological connectivity

for the Preserve as a whole. The faiiure of this MND to designate such a habitat corridor is in direct

conflict with that intent of the NCCP.

The entire Point View site is mapped in the NCCP as a Regionally Important Habitat Area and Linkage

Pianning Area (NCCP Figure 2-4) and as a Priority Habitat Restoration Area within the Reserve (NCCP Figure 6

1). Because of those important habitat values, Section 3.1.2 of the NCCP specifically addresses mitigation

required at the Lower Filiorum / Point View project site as follows:

...at a minimum the Reserve area must be at least 40 acres in size and the minimum reserve corridor width
should be no less than 300 feet in width at its narrowest location. The 40 acres of dedicated Reserve
include 1.5 acres to be proVided as mitigation for previous brush clearing activities and 38.5 acres of
mitigation for C55 and grassland losses resulting from any future development of the 95~acre Lower
FUiorum parcel.

The inclusion of Lower Fifiorum acreage in the Reserve will be a condition of approval for any development
project subsequently approvedfor the Lower Filiarum property. [Emphasis added]

The MND completeiy ignores this relevant Section of the NCCP and instead pretends that the site should

be considered a "Neutral Land" because "similar grasslands in the adjacent Barkentine Canyon are

designated by the NCCP as being 'Neutral Land', not accessible for active habitat management and not

included in the NCCP Reserve area". (p.B-29) The MND's argument is completely illogicai for three

reasons: Barkentine is not mapped as Neutral Land (NCCP Figure 4.3); Barkentine Canyon is indeed included

in the Preserve; and the Point View property does not meet the criteria for the definition Neutral Lands

as stated in Section 4.1.3 of the NCCP:

The Neutral Lands designation has been applied to privately owned properties in the Gity that contain
development constraints due to ex;s{;ng City zoning code restrictions. .... By definition ~Neutral Lands" are

those areas that are considered to be extreme slopes (35% or greater slope), are zoned Open Space
Hazard or exist as deed restricted open space belonging to a Homeowners Association.

Thus the MND has failed to properly address several inconsistencies of the proposed Point View Master

Use Plan with the approved Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP.

P.O Box 2464 • Palos Verdes Peninsula, California 90274
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Inadequate Mapping

Page 3 of 3

This MND does not provide adequate mapping of the boundaries of project elements or any mapping of

the existing grassland vegetation on site. There are verbal references to such site elements as existing

unpaved roads and paths, a 500 foot fuel modification area, and tents for events, but their locations are

not mapped. Designated staging areas are not mapped. It is impossible to completely evaluate project

impacts without such mapping.

In order to better visualize the footprint of the project elements in relationship to the vegetation and

habitat on site, we combined the data from the project map with the Lower Filiorum.pdfmap which is

found on the city's website. We have attached the resulting composite map, entitled "Estimated

Minimum Impacts to Vegetation".

It should be noted that there are some discrepancies in the mapping of Coastal Sage Scrub between the

city's map and the project maps. Areas depicted in yellow on the composite map were mapped as C55

on the city map, but have lost that designation on the developer's map.

It can be easily seen from the composite map that the project would indeed significantly impact

Grassland and that there would also be some impacts to C55 at the northeastern and southwestern

corners. The proposed irrigation line bisects and thus impacts the largest intact C55 remnant in the

center of the property. The proposed paved road divides the wildlife habitat corridor.

The MND fails to acknowledge or provide mitigation for these impacts.

Project Impacts

The project would entail direct and indirect impacts which would be detrimental for native wildlife and

Sensitive Species. Unless the wildlife corridor is actually dedicated to the Preserve, the "undeveloped"

parts of the site will have no protection as wildlife habitat or as a wildlife corridor and would be subject

to continued impacts and degradation. Furthermore, without such a dedication to the Preserve, there is

no assurance that the corridor, which the NCCP identifies as a First Priority Habitat Restoration Area,

would ever be restored.

The following impacts are of particular concern:

On site vehicular use

The project proposes a 20 foot wide road (referred to as a "driveway") which would bisect any

configuration for a habitat corridor. The effective disturbance of such a road would actually be greater

than its paved width, since roads require routine fuel modification and vegetation clearance along their

edges. We are concerned that the intensified development and use of this proposed road would

significantly impact the wildlife corridor.

The MND also refers to routinely traversing the site on mid-sized tractors; a "four-wheel-drive John

Deere Gator"; and a range of other vehicles required for commercial agricultural work and events to be

P.O Box 2464 • Palos Verdes Peninsula, California 90274
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staged on site. Usage of existing or new roads or paths would be greatly intensified in order to support

these commercial uses. Therefore, the MND should map any such roads and paths, evaluate their

impacts and provide mitigation for those impacts. Extraneous roads and paths should be closed, and all

roads and paths should avoid the wildlife corridor.

Event staging

The MND states that "Improvements to the existing landscaped patio / event garden area at the centrol

portion of the site would camplement the proposed golf course, which would be used as an "Event

Gorden". (p.A-9) This statement implies that events would actually be staged on the golf course and

needs to be clarified.

Parking and Tents

The MND fails to identify where the proposed temporary tents would be allowed on the site and fails to

establish any restrictions for their placement. Likewise, locations for delivery vehicles and other event

support vehicles or structures are not specified or restricted in the MND. Locations and restrictions for

these elements need to be identified in order to determine potential impacts and the need for

mitigation.

Fuel Modification

The MND states that vegetation would be trimmed within 500 feet of the event garden for fire

prevention but fails to map that fuel modification area or to evaluate impacts to vegetation or wildlife

from such trimming. 500 feet seems to be well beyond what is normally required by the fire

department.

Landscaping, Cover Crops, Vegetated Buffers

The proposed project includes new landscaping which incorporates plant species which are considered

Invasive by the California Invasive Plant Council (CaIIPC). Invasive plant species which are listed by Cal

IPC should not be used on the project site for landscaping, cover crops or vegetated buffers. These

include, but are not limited to, pepper trees, eucalyptus, myoporum, and rye grass.

Conventional Agriculture

The avocado and olive groves are proposed to be grown organically, however the remaining citrus,

grapes and vegetables are proposed to be grown with conventional agricultural practices. Such practices

potentially include the use of pesticides.

Sensitive wildlife species including the California Gnatcatcher, Coastal Cactus Wren and the Palos Verdes

Blue Butterfly occur or potentially occur on the project site. The Gnatcatcher and Cactus Wren are both

insectivorous birds. We are concerned that the use of insecticides on the project site could be

P.O Box 2464· Palos Verdes Peninsula, California 90274
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detrimental to those sensitive bird species. The Palos Verdes Blue Butterfly could also be vulnerabie to

insecticides used on the project site. In order to avoid potentiai impacts to these Sensitive Species,

pesticides shouid not be used on the project site.

Irrigation

A proposed irrigation line bisects the largest intact patch of Coastal Sage Scrub on the project site.

Locating project infrastructure through sensitive habitat is not acceptabie as it will cause impacts both

during instaiiation and for maintenance. This irrigation line shouid be re-routed through iess sensitive

Non-native Grassland or eliminated entirely.

Lighting and Noise

The MND fails to evaluate impacts from event lighting and noise on wildlife.

Analysis of Mitigation due for Project Impacts

Section 3.1.6 ofthe NCCP anaiyzes mitigation requirements for any development on the Point View site.

Prior disturbances to sensitive vegetation and habitat require 1.5 acres of mitigation. The NCCP analysis

calculated an additional total of 51.4 acres of mitigation needed for an anticipated project impacting 7.3

acres of Coastal Sage Scrub (mitigated at 3:1) and 59 acres of Non-native Grassland (mitigated at 0.5:1.)

A new taliy of total acreage of impacts might differ somewhat from the initiai NCCP totai because of the

change in the project configuration. Nonetheless, project impacts to vegetation and wiidlife would still

be significant. (See attached map.) The obligation also remains for the project to dedicate a habitat

corridor as specified by the NCCP in order to preserve biologicai functionality for wildlife. The Point View

MND fails to acknowledge these mitigation obligations.

The MND claims that the "improvements proposed as part of the project would only effect [sic]

approximately 31 acres", but does not identify the impacted areas. The MND faiis to provide any

mapping documenting the project impacts to the onsite vegetation; fails to quantify impacts to

Grasslands, Coastal Sage Scrub, and a necessary habitat connection corridor; and fails to provide

mitigation for those impacts.

The Grassland and CSS areas which are shown as impacted on the composite map we have attached are

only part ofthe impact areas which must be mitigated. The impacts of project elements including roads,

developed and unpaved; overflow parking; tents; and unrestricted event or agricultural uses should be

added. Allowances for adequate buffers around each of the project elements should also be added to

mitigate "edge effects" of these disturbances on wildlife. It is likely that a large proportion of the

vegetation and habitat of the project site will need to be considered impacted by these multiple project

elements and activities and wiii require mitigation.
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Conclusion

Page 6 of6

The Sierra Club requests that the Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission deny approval for this MN D

for the Point View Master Use Plan. The Sierra Club requests the following changes:

• The MND needs to be substantially revised to correctly acknowledge the property's obligations

under the NCCP.

• The MND needs to fully address and acknowledge project impacts to vegetation and wildlife.

• The Mitigated Negative Declaration needs to provide real and appropriate mitigation for the

impacts of the proposed project elements by formally dedicating an appropriate wildlife habitat

corridor to the NCCP Preserve as specified by section 3.1.2 of the approved Rancho Palos Verdes

NCCP.

• Project impacts to that corridor should be prohibited in order to truly protect that portion of the

site for wildlife and habitat covered by the NCCP and to provide an opportunity for the

improvement and restoration of optimal habitat value.

• Additional project modifications should be required to reduce impacts to wildlife and habitat:

a Relocate the irrigation line outside ofthe remnant Coastal Sage Scrub.

a Minimize the width of the main access road.

a Formally designate and restrict all other paths and roads and staging areas to areas

outside of the wildlife habitat/corridor

a Prohibit the use of insecticides on site.

a Remove any plants listed as Invasive by the California Invasive Plant Council from the

Landscape Plan

Very truly yours,

Alfred Sattler

Chair, Executive Committee

Palos Verdes - South Bay Regional Group

Sierra Club

Attachments:

Estimated Minimum Impacts to Vegetation (composite map)

NCCP Preserve Properties, Lower Filiorum Potential Preserve
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buffers for habitat areas; and to
mitigate fuel modification; roads;
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THESE IMPACTS MUST
BE MITIGATED



ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE
DEDICATED TO ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION AND SUSTAINABLE LAND USE

May 16, 2012

Eduardo Schonborn
Community Development Department
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274

Re. Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Point View Master Plan

Dear Mr. Schonborn,

The Endangered Habitats League, which has been working on matters related to the
Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) for more than twenty years, is
concerned that the proposed Point View project offers no evidence to support its claim of
consistency with Rancho Palos Verdes's subregional NCCP. We believe that the NCCP
envisages an eventual robust wildlife corridor connecting the existing preserve north of
the Point View project with Abalone Cove. Until there is clear evidence that Point View
will provide such a corridor, the Mitigated Negative Declaration for it should be denied.

While acknowledging the existing NCCP preserve adjacent to the proposed project with
the statement on page A-I of Attachment A. "To the north and east of the site are areas
that fall within the boundaries of the City's Natural Communities Conservation Plan,"
there is nothing but an unsupported assertion that the Point View development is
consistent with RPV's NCCP. Thus on pages B-27 and B-28 we find the argument that
the habitat linkage requirements of the NCCP will be satisfied by plantings of avocado
trees, vineyard, gardens and "diversifies structural cover" because the area south of Point
View contains habitat that is itself fragmented. This seems a dubious proposition on its
face, and no biological evidence is offered that would support such a conclusion.

The NCCP is an important advance in good land use planning for both people and
wildlife. The NCCP reserve on the Palos Verdes Peninsula is widely acknowledged to be
the best implementation of the NCCP idea within any of the subregions. Unfortunately,
this proposed Point View plan offers nothing to the existing NCCP, and may even be
detrimental to the completion of an eventual wildlife corridor between the core reserve
and the coastal bluffs.

8424 SANTA MONICA BLVD. SUITE A 592. Los ANGELES. CA 90069-4267 • WWW.EHLEAGUEORG • PHONE 213.804.2750



California Native Plal1t Societ~
south Coast chapter

May 17,2012

City ofRancho Palos Verdes
Community Development DepaI1ment
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275-5391
ATTN: Senior Planner Eduardo Schonborn

RE: MND for the Conditional Use Permit for the Point View Agriculture, Golf Course and Event
Garden Master Plan project (ZON2010-00087)

Dear Mr. Schonbom:

The Board of the South Coast Chapter of the California Native Plant Society wishes to
express some concerns about the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Point View Agriculture
and Golf Course project Point View (Lower Filiorum) property.

The MND does not clearly state or uphold the requirement of the August 2004 Rancho
Palos Verdes Natural Communities Conservation Plan that "a condition of approval for
any development project subsequently approved for the Lower Filiorwn property" will be
the inclusion in the Reserve area of "at least 40 acres in size and the minimum reserve
corridor width should be no less than 300 feet in width at its narrowesllocation,"
(Section Three, 3.1.2 (Private Lands to be Contributed)
Mitigation for the previous unauthorized clearance of native plants by the property owner
needs to be documented if completed. Ifnot completed, that mitigation also needs to be
required as part of this MND.
The new 20 foot wide road/driveway cuts through the wildlife habitat corridor which is a
key linkage between the Upper Filiorum area and the coast
The new irrigation system would be routed through the largest existing Coastal Sage
Scrub area. That impact must be avoided.
The dedicated Reserve corridor should be restored to native vegetation as habitat for the
gnatcatcher and cactus wren
Impacts to the Calochortus caralinae should be avoided by re-locating the grape vines. If
that is not feasible, Calochorlus calalinae should be restored at a 3: I ratio to an
appropriate location in the Reserve corridor as detennined by the Palos Verdes Land
Conservancy and California Department ofFish and Game. Any plants or bulbs used for
restoration must be of local genetic origin and of a flowering age, i.e. at least five year
old bulbs.



The new landscaping for the expanded events center should not use invasive plants, such
as pepper trees (Schinus sp.), eucalyptus, or rye grass. Similarly, nOll~native invasive
plants should not be used for cover crops in the agricultural area or for the buffer strips
which will reduce water runoff. Please consult the Cal IPC list of invasive plants for a
complete current listing (www.cal-ipc.org).

We ask that all ofthe above points be addressed by the City when considering approval
for this project.

Yours truly,

David Berman, President
South Coast Chapter, California Native Plant Society
4010 Sepulveda Blvd. #3
Torrance, CA 90505

cc: Planning Commission, City of Rancho Palos Verdes
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May 2.1, 2012

Dear Eduardo,

On behalf of the USC Marshall School of Business we would like to express our
support and gratitude to Jim York for allOWing us access to his beautiful Point
View Event Garden property.

Mr. York has graciously hosted our usc Marshall Partners donors at Point View
Event Gardens for two years to help raise critical funds for our Dean's
Exploratory Fund for the SchooL This property offers our donors a highly
exclusive and unique event space to experience and has been agreat way for us
to recruit new members In addition to learning about the process of developing

agricultural properties.

USC Marshall Partners is the USC Marshall School of Business's premier annual
membership organization-open to all who seek aconnection to Marshall or Its
Leventhal School of Accounting. USC Marshall Partners Is dedicated to keeping
Its members wired, inspired, and fulfilled through Its dynamic learning
community and one of the most highly coveted giobal networks in business
the Marshall Trojan Family. As members of Marshall Partners, our donors help
ensure the faculty and students receive the academic support they need to
shape the future of business and the future of USC Marshall.

Again, we are grateful for the opportunity that we h~ve been prOVided to utilize
the Point View Event Garden as away of providing our members with exclusive
opportunities and continue to raise funds for the USC Marshall School of

Business.

Warmest rega~ds,
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Attention: Senior Planner, Eduardo Schonborn

Eduardo Schonborn

From: Carolynn Petru

Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 201211:16 AM

To: Eduardo Schonborn

Cc: Joel Rojas

Subject: FW: Attention: Senior Planner, Eduardo Schonborn

Hi Ed-

Just in case you didn't already receive this ....

CP

From: Marianne Hunter [mailto:2hunter@cox,netj
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2012 10:12 AM
To: City Council
Subject: Attention: Senior Planner, Eduardo Schonborn

Attention: Senior Planner, Eduardo Schonborn

Dear Mr. Schonborn,

We have read the proposals for the York property and have some comments,
with which we will be very brieg.

I. RE: organic farming. We have no problem with this agricultural use
PROVIDING the use of water is limited by good farming practices for 2
reasons:

a.Water is a limited resource and
b. WATER IS THE ENEMY OF THOSE LIVING ON BENTONITE

LANDSLIDE.
2. RE: NON- ORGANIC FARMING. We are opposed to the use of chemical on
this land in general but for 3 specific reasons

a. this land drains into the ocean and more specifically into a
manne preserve.

b. It is known that various chemicals used in agriculture are
harmful to humans, can cause birth defects and kill or damage wildlife.

c. The land abuts a nature preserve striving to rebalance the natural
cycle of plants, insects and wildlife including endangered species.

3. RE : Event Garden; We are opposed to this facility. It is inappropriate for it's
location.

William and Marianne Hunter
1 cinnamon Lane RPV 90275

5/1/2012
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May 01. 2012

Mr. Eduardo Schonborn

30940 Hawthorne Blvd
eduardos@rpv.com

City of Rancho Palos Verdes. CA 90275

RE: Point View-Master Use Plan

Mr. Schonborn.

Based on fhe review of the Point View Master Use Plan and my personal knowledge of the past

use of the subject property. I am in favor of the continued use of Point View with all main access
for use through the all-weather. paved driveway from the Palos Verdes Drive South Gate to the
Event Garden area.

The Assets for the community:

- Emergency road

- Environmental friendly by restoring the agricultural uses of the property
- Maintaining of the Ocean View

-Securing the concern of the neighborhood that no homes will be built in the Point View area

The agricultural use at plantings of Avocado orchards. Olive trees and two vineyards keeps the
land open as it has been for years

The historic use by the U.S. Pony club and camping on the grounds for one week each year with
their horses. as well as Walk on the Wild side were some of the events that utilized this beautiful

piece of land.

The proposed all weather road from PV Drive south to Point View is an advantage to the

neighborhood as long as it is used as the "main access" road. The road will provide emergency

access as well as keep additional traffic off the sub-standard road of Narcissa.

In my opinion the "Planned neighborhood garage sale day" that opens our roads to the public is

more concerning than allowing the construction of an all weather road that will assist in keeping

traffic off of our private roads.

Corinne Gerrard

22 Narcissa Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes

CA. 90275



Eduardo Schonborn

From: twoyags@aol.com

Sent: Monday, May 02, 2011 5:36 PM

To: EduardoS@rpv.com

Subject: Fwd: Proposed Point View Event Center

-----Original Message-----
From: twoyags <twoyags@aol.com>
To: CC <CC@rpv.com>; pc <pc@rpv.com>; EuardoS <EuardoS@rpv.cm>; joelr <joelr@rpv.com>
Sent: Mon, May 2, 2011 5:31 pm
Subject: Proposed Point View Event Center

I have serious concerns about the scope of the environmental review re the Point View Event Center.
First, this is an issue that doesn't fit within the city zoning laws, and now seems to be downplaying
the scope of the studies necessary particularly with regard to noise and traffic.
Palos Verdes Drive South is incessantly undergoing construction and reconstruction. I believe that's
directly due to the increase in traffic. Traffic is endless these days on PV Drive South; hence, the endless
construction and reconstruction that goes on. The traffic noise alone has greatly compromised quality of
life. Whenever I open a window, I can hear the roar of traffic from Palos Verdes Drive South at all hours.
This is not what our City needs, more traffic, more noise from a party event center. It seems that the city
is compromising the quality of residential living our community rather than working towards maintaining
the quality of life here. I urge the City council to consider these factors in its review of an event center
and I further urge the City Council to consider quality of life for the residents here. The City should not
compromise the rights of enjoyment of its residents for the sake of allowing a magnate to make yet more
money in another venture. This is not in the best interest of our fair city.

Sincerely,

Da'ad Makhlouf
25 Narcissa Drive
RPV

5/8/2012

Page 1 of 1



05/03/2012 10:00

To Jim York

3105446179
PAGE 01

RECEIVED

MAY 03 2012

From Jim La Barba
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT

As a Rancho Palos Verdes resident and one who also has a vineyard I am pleased to see
you have finally been allowed to present your proposal to the plarnring commission for
their approval.

I have visited your property and have discussed with you your plans for developing it a
number of times over the last few year.; and I think it will be great to see this finally come
to fruition.

Good luck with your presentation and I'm sure the city will also see the benefits that will
be derived by everyone once you complete your development.



Eduardo Schonborn

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mike Griffith [MikeGrif@aol.com]
Tuesday, May 03, 2011 4:24 PM
cc@rpv.com; pc@rpv.com; eduardoS@rpv.com; joelr@rpv.com
Proposed Point View Development

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN,

As a resident of Portuguese Bend I have a definite opinion about what will be allowed by
this body to be put in my front yard ... literally.

Expanding the scope of the Point View Environmental Review was a good place to start.
But, allowing a noise study conducted, planned, and controlled by the applicant as the
only measure of possible noise from this development is sheer folly!

There have been many part~es hosted at Point View and the noise from them was FAR greater
than the small amount of noise measured by the applicant under his controlled mock event.
In fact, the Sheriff Department has been called multiple times due to complaints of noise
from events "hosted" by the applicant. One of the noisiest parties hosted on the site was
actually a party by the applicant for the Sheriff's department; funny if it wasn't the
truth.

I am against the Point View property being developed as an event center which, I am sure,
will be called an ancillary building as part of a golf course just so the applicant can
come into conformity on his application. If you check the plans of any ancillary building
to the golf course, I am sure they will VERY closely resemble the original plans for the
event center that were voted down by the Planning Commission on the first attempt. This
is a farce and the City Council is being duped into approving a site plan that will
negatively impact the surrounding community. Between both Trump and Terranea do we REALLY
need another golf course ... think about it.

Please expand the Environmental study to include an un-biased noise study that correctly
reflects what the applicant wants to do in our quiet neighborhood. Thank you.

Michael Griffith
13 Fruit Tree Rd
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

1



Susie Beall
Number Four Thyme Place

Rancho PalosVerdes
California 90275

May 7, 2012

Rancho Palos Verdes City Council
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

To whom it may concern,

In the last twenty-five years I have been involved in and planned many
community fund raising events. It is always a lot of work but because of our
communities involvment and spirit the events are always rewarding.

Jim Yarks proposal for his beautiful property would be such a great option
for those ofus who struggle to find appropriate venues. I urge you to
consider granting Mr. York the opportunity to use his property as proposed.

Sincerely,



Jeanne Smolley
56 Limetree Lane

Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

May 8, 2012

Eduardo Schonbom,
Senior Planner
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Subject. Point View Agriculture and Golf Course Project

RECEIVED

MAY 10 2012

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT

With respect to the miscellaneous section the following should be removed. "To improve
on-site circulation and access, the proposal includes legalizing an after-the-fact roadway
segment that was paved to provide a secondary access to the site from the Narcissa Drive
gate." As per the court ruling Mr. York's property cannot have public access to Narcissa
Drive. Nor do I believe that the City has the authority to "legalize" what is actually a
driveway for the limited use spelled out in said ruling.

Roads for access to this property must come from a public road, i.e. Palos Verdes Drive
South. A circulation route could be provided by a second access to PVDS at the eastern
end near the Wayfarer's Chapel.



Eduardo Schonborn

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Re: Point View

candsons@aol.com
Tuesday, May 08, 2012 11 :45 AM
Eduardo Schonborn
Point View

We support the Event Garden and agriculture at Point View. This peninsula has a storied
history of agriculture and with the end of much of the farming community here, the
opportunity Mr York presents to
bring some agriculture back is most welcome. In addition, an event
garden would be a welcome location to hold special events. La Venta Inn has proven that
an event location can co-exist in a residential area. The fact that Pt View has more open
surrounding space makes this proposed location a good one.

sincerely,

John and Janine Colich
4115 Maritime Rd, RPV

1



RECEIVED May 8,2012

MAY 0B2m2
Planning Commission,

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

I'm responding to the Public Notice Proposed rtI~[~'1ifegative Declaration relative to
York Point View Properties. Mr. York erected chain link fences with threatening signs
blocking well used trails that had been in existence for many years. I was under the
impression that there was an implied right-of-way under the circumstances, but
apparently I'm wrong. We have a beautiful nature preserve thanks to RPV and the
Land Conservancy with an impenetrable fortress in the middle. The only passage East

and West is either the McBride Trail near the top of the peninsula or PV Drive South by
the ocean. RPV has generally done an excellent job of assuring public access via trails

and paths as an integral part of large parcel land development. I urge you to consider
some reasonable means of public access. In many respects, York's proposal isn't much
different from the Trump golf course. Both have or will have a golf course, a club
house or structure and public use of facilities for a fee. As you know, the Trump

property is not enclosed by a fence and provides many trails for public use.

Respectfully,

Jeff Grant
3212 Barkentine Rd
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
310-377-9693



RECEIVED

Planning Commission,

MAY 10 2012
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT

May 9, 2012

I am directing my written comments to the Public Notice Proposed
Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding the York Point View Properties.

While I realize that property owners have a right to develop the land they
own, what I don't see is this development compromising the hiking routs
established years ago through the nature preserve. It's those fences that were
erected years ago. East to west trails have been blocked off with the only
way through is on public streets or through deep mostly impassable canyons
inaccessible to many.

This is one of the most beautiful natural recreational areas on our Peninsula,
so with that in mind, I ask that when considering any future development
that Mr. York has in mind, public access passing through his property
becomes a high priority in the master plan.

An excellent example is how the Trump (Ocean Trails) Organization
actually improved public access with their network oftrails and paths along
the coastline making it enjoyable for everyone.

Please include my comments as you consider the approval ofthe conditional
use permit and site plan review.

Bill churmer
32468 Searaven Dr,
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
(310) 377-0913



RECEIVED

MAY 14 2012

y
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT

YORK POINT VIEW PROPERTIES, LLC
550SlLVER SPUR RD., SUlTE250, RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA 90275 (310)544-6177

May 11,2012

Mr. Eduardo Schonborn, AICP
City of Rancho Palos Verdes
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275-5391

VIA Us. MAIL & E-MAIL

RE: POINT VIEW MASTER USE PLAN - MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Dear Mr. Schonborn:

Pursuant to the Public Notice issued on April 17,2012, York Point View Properties (YPVP) has
reviewed the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Point View
Master Use Plan. Based on a thorough examination of this comprehensive document, we believe
the City, PCR Services, and its technical consultants have prepared an accurate and adequate
description of our proposed project and its potential impacts.

While we believe the document is both adequate and accurate as required by CEQA, we offer the
following comments and questions:

• Page A-I, paragraph B.I, fourth sentence (Project Location and Surrounding Uses):
There is a reference to the "Portuguese Bend Riding Club, a private commercial
recreational facility". We believe it would be instructive to note that this private
commercial recreational facility is zoned for residential single family uses, which is
comparable to the zoning on the Point View property.

• Page A-I, paragraph B.I (Project Location and Surrounding Uses): Please note that the
land to the west of Point View also includes the Barkentine portion of the NCCP
Reserve, in addition to the Upper Abalone Cove Community.

• Page A-5, fourth full paragraph (Existing Conditions): Note that a revised plan for the
Greenhouse was approved in April 2012 (not a part of this CUP).

• Page A-25, first paragraph (amplified sound): The reference that speakers will be set for
a "maximum sound level of 85 dB" should be changed to "dBA". We also recommend
that the noise level needs to be specified at a location or distance from the speakers.
Finally, and most important, the reference to setting the speakers to 85 dBA isn't really

1



consistent with mitigation measure NOISE-6 (page B-102) which limits the speaker
setting to "8".

• Page A-26, second full paragraph, last sentence (amendments): In addition to adding
fertilizers and amendments to the tanks or injected at valve stations, some fertilizers and
amendments may be added by hand at individual trees, vines, etc.

• Page A-29, first full paragraph, last sentence (irrigation): Irrigation in the evening is not
planned. We anticipate that irrigation will be limited to daylight hours, when watering
can be accurately monitored.

• Page A-33, paragraph 7, third sentence (Noise Containment): Note that the speakers will
be tilted "downward" at7.5 degrees.

• Page A-35, paragraph E (Project Construction): While some plantings may occur this
year, we anticipate that a majority of the avocado trees and vines will be planted in the
Spring of2013.

• Page B-7, third full paragraph, third sentence (vine height): It is anticipated that the
mature grape vines will reach an average height of about 7 feet.

• Page B-8, first full paragraph and Mitigation Measure AES-l (driveway): . While it is
clear that the driveway will be visible and will contrast to some extent with the existing
semi-rural character, we disagree that the visual character of the proposed driveway
would represent a "potentially significant impact". The driveway has been designed to
rural standards (20 feet wide, no concrete curbs/gutters, curvilinear character, etc.).
Moreover, it will be bordered by vegetated buffer strips and ornamental plants/trees
(citrus, avocados, etc.) on both sides that will help mitigate any aesthetic concerns.

• Page B-40, paragraph E (septic tank): Please note that the Point View restroom and cook
shack are served by the Abalone Cove Sewer System, not a septic system. The structures
were connected to the public sewer in 2007, pursuant to a permit (PLM2007-00l15)
issued by the City. This error also occurs on pages B-129, B-130, B-133, etc.

• Page B-5JL~h B (hazardolls materials): The cook shack and restrooms were
originally constructed in the late 1960s. In 2008-9, the restroom was remodeled,
pursuant to permits issued by the City.

• Page B-66, Policy 4 (Natural Environment): Policy 4 is not applicable since no part of
the property is located in the active landslide (RM4). This policy statement should be
deleted or the "Analysis of Project Consistency" should state that no portion of the
property is in the active landslide.

• Page B-71, Policy 2 (Urban Environment): The "Analysis of Project Consistency"
should also state that the property is served by the Abalone Cove Sewer, a public
infrastructure facility.

• Page B-84, first full paragraph, third sentence (existing noise environment): The
reference to Table B-9 should be changed to Table B-1 O.

2



• Page B-84, second full paragraph. first sentence (existing nOIse environment): The
reference to Table B-9 should be changed to Table B-1 O.

• Page B-89, Mitigation Measure NOISE-2: This mitigation measure would unnecessarily
preclude the periodic use of a mid-size tractor from mowing the grass and cover crops
adjacent to Vineyard #2 and Orchard #2. We request, that the mitigation measure be
modified to allow use of a mid-size tractor for limited mowing operations within 120 feet
of residential areas during mid-day hours and a maximum ofthree times a year.

• Page B-93, second full paragraph, second to last sentence (site cleanup): Please note that
in some cases site cleanup or "take down" may occur on the following Monday, at the
direction of the owner.

• Page B:21, first paragraph, last sentence (site access): We generally concur with the last
sentence, but for clarity and to avoid future misunderstandings, we request that the
statement be expanded to permit event guests access to the primary and overflow parking
areas, the vegetable garden, the future greenhouse, and golf course (by invitation only).

• Page B-97, last paragraph (speaker test): There is a statement that during speaker tests
increasing the speaker loudness "did not noticeably increase levels at RI through R4".
However, the data in Table B-14 shows that the noise did increase from 44 dBA to 51
dBA for R2. Given the location of R2 and the large increase, we doubt that the increase
was due to the speakers.

• Page B-101, Mitigation Measure NOISE-5: The mitigation measure should be modified
to allow the sound absorption panels or blankets to be placed on the pony wall
temporarily for any event authorized by the CUP.

• Page B-IOI, Mitigation Measure NOISE-6: A Draft Entertainment Agreement (York
Point View Properties, LLC (yPVP) Entertainment Vendor Policies and Code of
Conduct Agreement) is attached for discussion purposes.

• Page B-I02, last paragraph and Mitigation Measure NOISE-7: This mitigation measure
is ullclear. We request that the narrative and mitigation measure be modified to allow
activities on the "ceremony" lawn until 8:00 p.m. on weekend evenings (Friday,
Saturday, and Sunday). In addition, we request that the mitigation measure be modified
to permit amplified sound during weddings for clergy and ceremonial music (e.g.,
recorded music, string quartet, guitar, vocalist, etc.). All sound equipment would be
provided by the Owner and speakers would be directed toward the ocean.

• Page B-I02, Mitigation Measure NOISE-8: We concur with the mitigation measure, but
it is unclear whether we are required to provide two reports per year or one report that
would cover both sets of measurements during the year.

• Page B-I06 (Public Services) and Page B-128, paragraph E (Emergency Access): We
agree with the overall conclusions in these sections regarding emergency access,
however, we believe it should be noted that with the construction of the all-weather
driveway, emergency access for fire, police and public utilities will be greatly enhanced.
In fact, we believe that proposed driveway will benefit the Portuguese Bend Community
by providing an additional egress from the community during times of emergencies.

3



• Page B-134. paragraph F. second sentence (compost): For clarification, there is no
formal composting program contemplated nor is there any composting being done on the
property at this time. Currently, green waste is "mulched" and spread in select areas on
the property or disposed of by a private disposal company. We anticipate that these
practices will continue in the future.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Respectfully,

~SWt$~
Gary S. Weber

C: Jim York
Attachment

4



DRAFT

Client Name: _
Event Date: _

YORK POINT VIEW PROPERTIES, LLC ("YPVP") ENTERTAINMENT VENDOR
POLICIES AND CODE OF CONDUCT AGREEMENT

This agreement between YPVP and ,-----c--------------------
is made with reference to the following facts.

intoentertoauthorityhas1)
contracts/agreements on behalf of the musical group _
(hereinafter "PERFORMER").

2) YPVP (YPVP also refers to the property owned by York Point View Properties, LLC) is
located in a residential environment and is subject to noise restrictions.

3) Violation of the noise restrictions could jeopardize YPVP's ability to remain in business.

4) As a material condition ofYPVP permitting live or amplified music, PERFORMER must
agree to abide by all direction or instruction of YPVP, regarding all aspects of any musical
performance.

IT [S HEREBY AGREED:

J) When performing at YPVP, PERFORMER will adhere to the instructions of the
management of YPVP. Although PERFORMER is not the direct client of YPVP, PERFORMER
agrees that YPVP has the absolute right to specify the types of music performed, the noise level
and the location of any set up, including, but not limited to the following:

a) The noise level shall never exceed 84dBA, and all speakers must face the south and be
pointed towards the Pacific Ocean.

b) PERFORMER shall utilize YPVP sound system, which include the decorative "rock"
speakers and other on-site fixed speakers, and the QSC-8 stand-mounted sound
minimizing speakers.

c) PERFORMER shall use all pre-approved settings and speaker direction.

37598\4096989v2



DRAFT

d) When within the assembly area of the event garden PERFORMER shall ensure that
stand-mounted movable speakers shall be oriented towards the existing pony wall and the
top of the speakers shall be no higher than 5 feet above the ground.

e) Stand-mounted, sound-minimizing speakers (QSC-8 or similar) shall be tilted downward
at 7.5 degrees and be directed away from the Portuguese Bend Community

f) The volume of the stand-mounted movable speakers shall be set no greater than "8" at the
volume controller of the speakers.

g) All amplified sound and/or musicians shall be limited to the hours when events are
permitted.

h) PERFORMER shall calibrate sound equipment or musical instruments for low bass and
for volumes not to exceed 85 dBA (volume setting of "6") at the source.

i) YPVP shall approve all musical instruments and singer(s), including but not limited to
acoustic instruments, string instruments, woodwinds. piano, tambourine, choir etc.

2) PERFORMER has been made aware of the noise restriction and agrees that if approved
to play at YPVP, PERFORMER will respect the residential environment ofYPVP.

3) Any and all amplified music must be pre-approved and played only through the YPVP
sound system and speakers. PERFORMER understands and agrees that PERFORMER is not
allowed to furnish any additional amplifiers or speakers. If PERFORMER is approved to utilize
amplification, PERFORMER will provide line level feeds either directly from a single
instrument, through a non-amplified mixer or by use of a single free standing YPVP microphone.

4) It is understood and agreed that the PERFORMER must leave the YPVP premises in a
neat and orderly condition, free of debris or refuse. If the YPVP staff must remove materials or
debris during, throughout or at the close of any event, additional charges may be charged to
PERFORMER, and PERFORMER agrees to pay same directly to YPVP.

5) PERFORMER must have its equipment set and ready to perform at least one-half hour
before the designated start time. Tardiness will not be tolerated and may be subject to a price
reduction or additional charge to PERFORMER if the performance is late.

6) All functions are private; non-performing guests are not allowed to accompany any
PERFORMER or entertainer.

7) YPYP is a place of business and as such, proper behavior and language must be
observed. Loud or obscene language, rough housing and horseplay will not be tolerated.

8) Absolutely no alcoholic beverages or illegal drugs are to be consumed by PERFORMER
(or its staff) while on the YPVP premises. PERFORMER (or any of its staff) appearing to be
under the influence of these substances will not be permitted to perform or remain on the YPYP
premIses.

37598\4096989v2 2



DRAFT

9) Smoking of tobacco products is not permitted at the YPYP premises.

10) All decorations and lighting must be approved by YPYP.

II) PERFORMER shall not affix any item whatsoever to surfaces including with the use of
tape, wire, staples, nails, glue and/or similar damaging adhesives, without approval by YPYP
staff. PERFORMER shall in no event penetrate any existing improvements at the YPYP
premises.

12) Failure to adhere to any of the above will result in the following:

a) PERFORMER will be banned from YPYP, including any event already
contracted for with a client. Since said banning is due to breach of this agreement,
PERFORMER agrees 10 waive any and all rights, financial or otherwise, to hold YPYP or
its/their clients responsible for these events.

b) The performance will be shut down and PERFORMER will be required to vacate
the premises.

c) If the Sheriff and or police are contacted, PERFORMER assumes liability for any
legal action by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.

d)
deposit.

PERFORMER's client may have to pay part or all of their $__ security

13) PERFORMER hereby agrees to hold YPYP harmless from all accidents, injuries or
damages arising wholly or partially due to the negligence of YPYP, its agents or employees. In
addition, PERFORMER hereby releases YPYP from any and all claims of liability that may
occur while in, on or about the YPYP premises.

37598\4096989v2 3



DRAFT

I have read and agree to all of the above mentioned terms and conditions of this Entertainment
Vendor Policies and Code of Conduct Agreement.

Business Name: _

Contacl: _

Address: _

Phone #: _

Signed _

Date: _

Agreed by Client

Signed _

Date _

Approved by Owner

Signed _

Date _

37598\4096989v2 4



1
 

 
May 14, 
 
 
Eduardo 
Senior Pl
City of Ra
30940 Ha
Rancho P
 
 
Re: Point
 
Dear Edu
 
This lette
schedule
 
We have
potentia
we canno
View Pro
we believ
the goals
agricultu
 
We appr
 
Should yo
me at yo
 
 
Sincerely
 

J. Todd  M
Vice Pres
Resort D

00 Terranea W

2012 

Schonborn 
anner 
ancho Palos 
awthorne Bl
Palos Verdes

t View Agricu

uardo, 

er is in regar
ed to be revie

 read the M
l impacts of 
ot opine upo
operties plan
ve that the p
s established
ral history a

eciate the co

ou have any
ur earliest c

y,   

Majcher 
sident  
evelopment

Way -  Rancho P

Verdes 
vd. 
s, CA 90275 

ulture and G

ds to the pro
ewed by the

itigated Neg
the Point Vi
on the techn
n will not hav
proposed us
d in the City’
nd represen

onsideration

y questions o
onvenience 

   

 
   
   

t and Design

 

Palos Verdes C

Golf Course P

oposed Poin
e Planning Co

gative Declar
ew Master P
nical aspects
ve a negative
es specified
s’ General P
nt a very sign

n of our lette

or require an
so that we m

 

California, 902

Project 

nt View Agric
ommission o

ration (MND
Plan, and ag
 of the MND
e impact on
in the Point

Plan, are in a
nificant gest

er by both St

ny additiona
may respond

 

 
 
 
 

275 - T 310 800

culture and G
on May 22, 2

D) dated Apr
gree with Sta
D, we have d
Terranea or
t View Maste
accord with R
ure to prote

taff and the 

l explanatio
d as needed

 

  T
  E
  M

02 7400 - F 31

Golf Course 
2012. 

ril 2012, revi
affs determin
determined t
r its busines
er Plan are c
Rancho Palo
ect open spa

Planning co

n, please fee
d.  

Terri A. Haac
Executive Vic
Managing Di

0 802 7450 

Project, 

ewing the 
nation.    Wh
that York Po
s. Furthermo
consistent w
os Verdes lon
ace. 

ommission.

el free to co

ck 
ce President
rector 

hile 
oint 
ore, 
with 
ng 

ontact 

   

t 



Rancho Palos Verdes Planning Commission
30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 90275
Senior Planner Eduardo Schonborn

Re: York's Point View Conditional Use permit.

Dear Commissioners,

RECEIVED

i'lAY 15 2012
COMMUNITY

OEVELOPMENT
OEPARTMENT May 14,2012

My name is Mike Cooper I live at 3 Ginger Root Lane in Portuguese Bend with my wife Sharon
and our four children. I am writing this letter in support for Jim York's proposed development at
his Point View site. I served on the Portuguese Bend Community Assoc. board from 2004 - 2010
and worked with Jim York on issues that were sensitive to the Portuguese Bend Community, I
found Jim York to be very agreeable and accommodating in working with the community and
willing to alter and sometime completely change his plans when having private events on his
property.

When Jim York proposed his plans to develop his property into residential homes a few years
ago I wrote and spoke before the City Counsel in opposition to this plan on a grading stand point.
In looking at the development potential of his property and recent rulings by the appellate courts
concerning building in the Portuguese Bend area, I find his new proposal to be very modest to
say the least, allowing the city to permit use of the property but still keeping with the rural nature
of the property, which is very important to many in the Portuguese Bend Community.

I know there are some in my community that are opposed to any development of the Point View
property, I would like to share one observation I noticed while serving on the board. Jim York
would always inform the board when he was having an event on his property, on some occasions
the board would inform the co=unity via email of these events which always resulted in
complaints of noise, traffic etc. on the occasions the board didn't inform the co=unity of
York's events we didn't receive any complaints of noise, traffic etc. I feel the proposed event
center will have little effect on the quality of life in Portuguese Bend especially with the access
being from Palos Verdes Drive South and not Narcissa Drive. Thank You for your consideration.

Mike Cooper



Eduardo Schonborn

From: Lee Jester [Ieejester@verizon.net]

Sent: Monday, May 14, 201211:26 PM

To: Eduardo Schonborn

SUbject: Point View Agriculture and Golf Course Project

May 14, 2012

Planning Commission
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Dear Sirs:

I am opposed to the golf course component and the ancillary Event Garden of the
Conditional Use Permit application of the Point View Agriculture and Golf Course
Project.

On September 22,2009, the Planning Commission upheld the Community
Development Department's interpretation that an application for a conditional use
permit cannot be submitted to conduct a commercial enterprise on any Residentially
zoned property for the purpose of holding events.

The Event Garden with its proposal to conduct 30 events per year would adversely
affect the semi-rural nature of the Portuguese Bend neighborhood. Noise, traffic and
nighttime lights would disrupt the tranquility of the community, with attendance at
events of possibly 300 to as many as 750 people. Additionally, the potential of a fire
occurring through carelessness should be considered.

I would like the Planning Commission to deny the Conditional Use Permit for the
components other than agricultural use and roadway improvement.

Sincerely,

Lois Jester
20 Narcissa Dr.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA

5115/2012
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Eduardo Schonborn

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Marlene Black [marlenecblack@yahoo.com]
Monday, May 14,2012 11 :02 PM
pc@rpv.com; Eduardo Schonborn
Point View CUP

To Whom it May Concern:

This is in regard to the Point View CUP petition. I have lived on Fruit Tree Road in the
Portuguese Bend area for almost 40 years. Every time there was a party in the stable area
or the pony club area, the noise level was unbelievable. You would swear the party was in
our front yard. Thank heaven there weren't very many, so we never complained. The
thought of having something every weekend is almost unbearable. The value of my home will
be definitely negatively impacted. Who would want to buy a home near an Event Center with
the amount of noise it produces? I plead with you to deny this Petition.

Thank you.

Marlene C. Black
13 Fruit Tree Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

1



Eduardo Schonborn

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mike Griffith [mikegrif@aol.com]
Monday, May 14,201210:04 PM
planning@rpv.com; Eduardo Schonborn; pc@rpv.com
Point View CUP

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

I am writing in opposition to the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) applied for by the Point
View Agriculture and Golf Course Project. I am the property owner of 11 Fruit Tree Rd.,
in Portuguese Bend and feel that my property will be negatively impacted if this
development is allowed to proceed.

Mr. York bought his Point View property many years ago with the understanding that it was
zoned residential (R2) and was not for use as a commercial venture. Over the past few
years, he has tried to submit plans and develop his property for commercial use. The
entire community of Portuguese Bend is impacted by having this proposed commercial venture
being allowed to exist so close to houses that have made up a tranquil neighborhood for
more than 40 years. During all of the testing and the parties he has held at the
location, the level of noise experienced in my neighborhood has been unacceptable.

This application for a CUP is a pathetic and last-ditch effort to force a project into an
area that was never zoned for such activity. The only acceptable use of this property was
supposed to be houses. Then it was for an organic vineyard. Then it was for a wedding
and event center. When all of these were rejected for not conforming to the current
rules, a IIgolf course" was proposed to allow development. The "golf course lt does not
conform to any standard of a regulation course as recognized by the Professional Golf
Association, will not be open to the public and will not even have regular hours. This is
an obvious attempt of a scofflaw who has been told so many times before that this type of
development is not wanted. Remember, this development is between the Trump Course and the
Terranea golf courses and there does not need to be a fake golf course added to the mix in
such a short distance on Palos Verdes Drive.

I urge you to vote NO on this CUP for the reasons above, and the obvious illegitimate
reasons of trying to force a commercial venture into a residential neighborhood.

Thank you.

Michael Griffith
11 Fruit Tree Road
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

1



Eduardo Schonborn

From: Claire Monks [b.c1aire.m@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, May 14, 2012 1001 PM

To: Eduardo Schonborn

Subject: York Long Point Support

Dear Mr. Schonborn,

Mr. York's property is visible from our property on Plumtree Road (RPV) and because it is, we
have felt it necessary to pay close attention to his plans for the outdoor venues.

On balance, we feel Mr. York is making a great effort to be a good neighbor locally by listening
to our concerns about excessive noise being detrimental to our at home enjoyment and to our
property values. We observed his professional noise testing and have read the contract he will
use with organizations/parties to mitigate abuse of noise limits during evening events. (During
the day, the machinery noise from the Stables is so loud, all else is not noticeable.) He proposes
control of lighting as well-another issue we care about.

Further, creating road access from the front of his property ensures that unnecessary traffic
through Portuguese Bends roads is eliminated and for us to have emergency egress over his
roads is a great benefit.

We therefore support Mr. York's use permit application.
The Monks Family
4 Plumtree Road

5115/2012
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To: The Planning Comnlission via P~....!L~l~.ill

From: Victoria Pinkham
Datc: 5/14/2012

Comments on the York Event Garden/Orchard/Golfeourse application request before the
Planning Commission 5-22-2012

1) There is a prohlem within the Project description within the MNO

A) The MND clearly states that Mr. York paved this section of gravel road without
permits and is now seeking with this proposal to fonnally pennit this driveway.
The project description is misleading when it describes this road as an "Existing paved road otT
of Narcissa" and docs not clarify that this is part of the proposed improvcments in which thc
project sceking approval. For the reasons below, a full analysis oflh. impacts of creating an
impervious surface may in fact be cause for tlus Planning Commission to require DG or some
other pervious surface to be required. By describing this"" ·'existing" conditions misleads thc
Plalllling Commission in to believing that this component of the application is not discretionary.

H) There is an incorrect description of the Event garden and Avocado orchard as
"existing"" When was either the "event garden" or the "avocado orchard" approved by this
City? The MND as well as the staff report must be ckar as to what is existing and what is tmder
the project description so that the Planning Commission can make a clear, consistent decision.

2) Drainage issue onto Nardssa Dr.

The above dcscribed hardseape road is sloped to drain onto Narcissa Rd.
Narcissa Rd. is part of the storm drain system for the rBeA community.

A) The PBCA stoml drain system has suffcred flooding as well as severe property
damage in the Altimira Cyn. areas. There is no analysis of the contribution of storm drain runoff
from this project and its impact to the PBCA.

B) The area of Narcissa across from where this newly paved road on York's project site
has created a Hooding situation into the neighboring PB Horse Club that did not exist before
when there was a porous gravel road. Sand bags have had to be used during rain events to
prevent !1ooding. There has been no hydrologic study to determine the impact of this
hardscaping has to the PHCA storm drain system and/or contribution to water inliltration into the
Horse C1ub's open corrals, its impact to the PB Horse Club and what contribution this water
might have hy shifting the site or infiltration into this landslide area.

3) Definition of "public" verses "private" events

How will the CUP distinguish between public or private? The project description
includes Mr. York's "invited gucsts" to the golf course. When does "invited guests" become
"the public" for any proposal herc, including the event garden? The limit set on "events" needs
to be clearly defined.
There is proposcd 119 parking stalls. How DIallY would that allo\V~



The project ntH\: proposes a t:ommercial operation of agricultural uses. Is the community
being subjected now to an unprecedented hcavy usc of Narcissa Dr. as a result of this project
including this commercial operation'? Wherc is the impact analysis j()r this"

4) Court decision - Access on Narcissa Dr.

The Courts have ruled that York cannot have access to his Filionun property via the
PBCA private streets (including Narcissa Dr.) for public use. He only has acccss te)f his own
personal use.

Figurc A-'i shows thc main cntrancc to the entry fountain coming otT of the Narcissa
Dr. with no other planned road cntrancc for the parking lot. It appears by the map, and some
description. that Narcissa will be used as an entrance for public events 'md/or commercial
operations. There needs to be clariJication that access to this site for either events and/or
commercial agricultural operations must come from PVDS on Iy.

5) Previous Planning Commission decision

The Planning Commission denied a previous application for an event garden on this same
site. This decision must be consistent with that decision. The Planning Commission does not
want to open the door for other RS- I residents to make their properties an "event" center.

6) Fire hazards

There have been numerous fire incidents on this site and tlre trucks have had ditliculty
accessing those tires on this site. For this reason, increasing public use of this site places the
public to additional risks. In addition, by increasing public use. a greater risk is being passed
along to the local residents in terms of both increased tires and impeding emcrgcncy evacuation.

7) Geological issues

In 2011 the Abalone Cove Landslidc Abatement District (ACLAD) noticed a an
unprecedented incrcase of well production on WWI4 on this site. Mr. York indicated he had
chcckcd his irrigation system and there were not leaks. The well production increase continued
until Mr. York had discovered the leak.

This clearly indicates two problems:
I) a mitigation of the owncr monitoring for leaks may not be enough prevention for this
to occur in the future and
2) the addition of a commercial scale water component of this proposed projcct could

havc scrious cffccts on infiltration of water into a known landslide area.

This 20 II leak occurrence was significant enough to show a huge amount of water infiltraling to
the landslide planes below despite the installation of drip irrigation. It was the main supply li.)r
that drip irrigation that has the potcntial of causing serious problems in triggering a known
landslide in this area that could affect many homeowners. Drip irrigation as a mitigation docs



not address the large quantities of pressurized water in the supply lines to the drip irrigation
system.

8) Point View OEIR dated July 2005

There are many issues raised with a previous development ou this same site that wcrc
discussed in a DEIR in July of 2005. Any applicable concerns and/or mitigations must hc
addressed in this MND.

9) Compliance with other city or government agency documents
The project must bc in compliance with any eity documents or policies such as the

Conceptual Trails Plan, and must comply with any other government documents affecting this
property sucb as the NCCP.

Thank you for yOUT time in thoroughly addressing this application and the potential impacts it
may have on the general public and the PBCA residents.

Victoria Pinkham
# INarcissa Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes. CA 90275



The City of Rancho Palos Verdes

Attn: Mr. Eduardo Schonborn

Subject: Point View Agriculture and Golf Course Project

Conditional Use Permit Application lON2010-00087

Planning Commission Staff;

May 14,2012

The Portuguese Bend Community Association Board of Directors, in accordance

with community member's comments in open board meeting, offers the following

comments:

* We oppose any access to the Point View property, other than that defined in

the California State Superior Court Judgment of July 27, 2001, regarding case No.

YC036521.

* As previously communicated to the RPV Planning commission, after the initial

submission of this application in 2010, a significant faction of community

residents object to the request to allow large public events the existing event

garden. Recent private events of this type of activity have proven to be more

disquieting than that associated with normally accepted residential activities.

Respectfully submitted;

Robert Cumby

President

PBCA Board of Directors



Eduardo Schonborn

From: Elaine [erahn@earthlink.net]

Sent: Monday, May 14, 2012 9:42 AM

To: Eduardo Schonborn

Subject: In support of Mr. York

Agriculture/Special Activities

I support the agricultural uses by Mr. York on his Point View property. Where else in our
community can young people experience real vegetable gardens, an avocado orchard or pick
their own artichoke? Mr. York has always welcomed visitors interested in what he is growing
(especially kids) and shares his knowledge about the various gardens. It seems to me that the
Palos Verdes community will benefit a great deal from agricultural uses over more houses.

We should welcome, encourage and support more efforts like those of Mr. York into our
community.

E.Rahn

28846 Crestridge Road

RPV

5/14/2012
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Eduardo Schonborn

From: meridian [dimensionaI.3@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, May 14,2012800 AM

To: Eduardo Schonborn

Subject: York Event Garden

Dear Mr. Schonborn,

Although we do not live in Rancho PV, we have benefitted from use of the York Event Garden
through his willingness to allow local non-profit or charilty organizations to use this property at
very little or no cost. What this has meant is that the funds raised for our children's programs
goes to the programs and not to overhead.

Please accept this letter of support for York Point View.
LMDennen
813 Via Somonte
PVE

5/14/2012
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Eduardo Schonborn

From: Dr. Theresa Tarcha [0Iliver8@msn.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2012 8:00 AM

To: Eduardo Schonborn; pc@rpv.com

SUbject: FW: Opposition to York Point View Plan ZON2010-00087

Dear Staff and Planning Commission,

I arn opposed to allowing the York Point View Project to proceed, because it definitely will
have a significant negative impact on the residents of Portuguese Bend, Mr. York's event
center is the main objective of his plan, which basically is an outdoor nightclub. That will
destroy the quality of life of many residents of Portuguese Bend and Barkentine, and
negatively impact the property values of the homes that are subjected to the obnoxious
noise.

His parties over the past 2 years have angered a significant number of residents, as
documented in the signatures that were obtained opposing this and submited to you, and
the large turnout of residents at the last city council meeting regarding this issue. His plan
was ultimately defeated.

I live close to Mr. York's event center, and he recently had a party on April 21, 2012, The
noise was so loud, the windows and French doors of my house were reverberating. The
pounding noise from the base in the sound system was unbearable. It finally stopped
because a neighbor on the next road over from me called the sherriff,

His planting of organic fruit and vegetables is a fine idea, and compatible with the semi
rural nature of the area. The proposed golf course appears to be a ruse. Revenue from
renting out the area for wedding receptions and parties is his main objective. Please don't
allow our property values and the serene quality of life of our community be destroyed.

Sincerely,

Dr. Theresa Tarcha
RPV Resident.

5/15/2012
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Eduardo Schonborn

From: suzanne black [suzannejoyblack@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 20121116AM

To: pc@rpv.com; Eduardo Schonborn

Cc: Suzanne Griffith

Subject: Opposition to Conditional Use Permit Application - Point View

May 15, 2012; 11:15 a.m.

To whom it may concern:

I am respectfully writing in opposition to the Conditional Use Permit application for the "Point
View Agriculture and Golf Course Project." I live at 13 Fruit Tree Road, Portuguese Bend. Our
Street is perpendicular to the property in question.

I have been a resident of Portuguese Bend for over 43 years. My parents moved to Portuguese
Bend because of the tranquil nature of the area and the privacy it provides. The private gates
furthered the privacy and peacefulness of the place they chose for their home.

I find it very interesting that the project is now called "Point View Agriculture and Golf Course
Project" with no mention of an Event Center. If we are all honest, this is a CUP for the York
Event Center Project. The applicant wishes to make a profit on his investment of residential
property. As he isn't building homes at the moment, he would like to have an Event Center on
his property to earn income. While I can understand that desire, it is not appropriate for the
residential area where his property is located. Mr. York knew of the zoning constraints when
acquiring the property.

The biggest issue is the Noise. Interestingly, I noticed that the Noise Study did not even test on
our street. Fruit Tree Road is probably one of the most affected areas due to the unique
"tunnel" from the location of the Event Center. A few examples of the noise issues:

Mr. York held a personal Wedding reception at the Event Center site for his friend's daughter in
2011. I had the opportunity to speak to Mr. York that evening and invited him to walk up to my
home so he could hear what it sounded like from my perspective. His comment to me was
"this is too loud." While I appreciate his honesty, I am still concerned that the mitigation he
proposes (Mr. York has promised that only Bands and DJs adhering to site-specific controls
would be utilized to entertain guests) will not provide the deterrent needed to stop a OJ from
"turning the volume up" at the request of a beautiful young bride. Mr. York will not be in
attendance for each party and will not be able to control the situation.

Mr. York recently (in the last couple of weeks) held a party/wedding at the Point View location.
I don't know whether he was in attendance, but the noise was again - TOO LOUD. I could not
be outside. I had to close all of my doors and all of my windows. I heard the screams of the
guests .... I heard the OJ's announcements ... I heard conversations ... and most of all, I heard all
of the Wedding Songs - very clearly. As a result, again, I am not confident that Mr. York's
method of dealing with the noise will be successful. I may be forced to call the police each
weekend if the noise is too loud. I should be able to enjoy the outdoor living of our home
without having to hear KC and the Sunshine Band.

5/15/2012
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If the Planning Commission votes to approve the CUP, I strongly request that the number of events be
reduced. Thirty Events each year represents approximately two parties each weekend for four months. That
is simply too many.

While I may be more affected than others in our community, the majority of residents in Portuguese Bend are
not in favor ofthe Event Center Project. Please note that in 2009, a petition was circulated in Portuguese
Bend with 80 percent ofthe residents in opposition to the Event Center Project. Having an Event Center near
our homes will devalue our property and decrease our enjoyment of our homes.

I ask you to consider the following questions. Would you want an Event Center in your neighborhood? Do you
want to hear loud music, screaming, laughter and talking until 10:00 pm every weekend in the
spring/summer/fall? Shouldn't Rancho Palos Verdes citizens be allowed to enjoy the tranquility of their home
and neighborhood, especially since it is all zoned residential? I invite all of you to come to our home to hear
what these parties sound like. You will be amazed at the noise.

I respectfully request that you deny the CUP in question. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Best Regards,
Suzanne Black Griffith

5115/2012
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Eduardo Schonborn

From: Ardys Burt [aanddburt@cox.net]

Sent: Sunday, May 20,20123:01 PM

To: Eduardo Schonborn

Subject: York Hearing

This email is in support of York's CUP application and we are in full accordance with the email you received from
Marva Burt.

DOll and Ardys Burt
79 Narcissa Drive
RPY

5/21/2012
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May 21, 2012 

 

City of Rancho Palos Verdes 

Attn:  Eduardo Schonborn, Senior Planner 

 

This letter is in regards to Jim York’s request for a Conditional Use Permit to include a proposed golf 
course and event garden.  We are extremely opposed to a golf course and event garden.  This area in 
Portuguese Bend is residential and we feel it should remain that way.  There are a lot of concerns 
regarding the proposed request for a golf course and event center. 

When we bought our property on Fruit Tree Road in Portuguese Bend, we bought it for the rural, quiet 
area that it is.  When there have been parties on the land Jim York is proposing for the event center, we 
have been able to hear the music, as well as announcements, toasts, etc that are being conducted on 
the microphone.  When we look out of our living room window which includes our ocean view, during 
the parties we look out onto a parking lot of cars.  We work during the week, and look forward to 
enjoying peaceful weekends at home.  Not hearing someone else’s parties.  There are many places / 
venues to host weddings and parties in the Rancho Palos Verdes area, including a variety of choices to 
play golf that are already established. 

Other concerns include this area is at a high risk for fires.  What is to keep golfers and party‐goers from 
coming into the Portuguese Bend neighborhood?  We are concerned regarding the amount of people 
coming in and out of the area as well as traffic with a golf course and event center.   Another concern is 
the potential decrease in our property value being next to an event center.  We certainly would not have 
bought where we did in Portuguese Bend if we knew it was adjacent to an event center for parties.  One 
last concern is that this area is fairly close to the slide area, and a golf course requires irrigation which in 
turn could possibly cause more slides.  We do not want our house, or anyone in Portuguese Bend to be 
at an increased risk. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

 
Jason and Laura Parks 

15 Fruit Tree Road, Rancho Palos Verdes 

  



Eduardo Schonborn
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From:

Sent:

To:

Carolynn Petru

Tuesday, May 22,20128:58 AM

Eduardo Schonborn

Cc: Joel Rojas

Subject: FW: York's night club

From: tom hoffman [mailto:comptonhoffman@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2012 8:34 PM
To: citymanager@rpv.com
Subject: York's night club

Dear Sir,

I have written reams of copy on this topic because I am directly effected by York's party venue. I
live less than 400 yards from the epicenter of his noise. Obviously, I am staunchly opposed to
having scores of loud parties in my back yard. All that being said; what is in it for the city? How
much additional tax revenue will the city get? I know that York and Terranea will reap huge
rewards. Will whatever revenues the city receives balance the bills for police and fire when
hundreds of strangers that are drunk or close to it are released on our streets? Remember that the
party venue will be sending hundreds and hundreds of compromised drivers out onto streets that
aren't lighted and aren't at all familiar to them. It's more than a thought. One more ream for the
record. York has bought off all his rivals; you might consider putting out your hand if you
haven't already.

Sincerely,

Tom Hoffman
5 Plumtree Road
RPV

5/22/2012



Eduardo Schonborn

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Greg Pfost
Monday, May 21,20122:02 PM
Eduardo Schonborn
FW: York Project

sincerely,
Gregory Pfost, AICP
Deputy Community Development Director
City of Rancho Palos Verdes

30940 Hawthorne Blvd.
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275
(310) 544-5228

-----Original Message-----
From: Ysidro Salinas [mailto:ysidros@adventresources.com]
Sent, Monday, May 21, 2012 11,39 AM
To: pc@rpv. com
Subject, York Project

To Whom it May Concern

I would like to voice my opposition to the proposed York project on PV Drive S.

I live at 3 W Pomegranate in the Portuguese Bend Community_ My objection is based solely
on the concern of the noise that can be expected from the construction and operation of
the facilities that Mr. York intends to pursue. My home is situated almost exactly
between the Terranea resort and the Trump golf course. I can hear any outside events that
take place at these facilities, not only from any location on my property, but also from
within my home. I cannot explain the reasons why sound carries so well in our location, I
can only tell of the experiences I have, and I can guarantee that any events at the York
site will easily be heard over the entire Portuguese Bend Community. We are fortunate
that both Trump and Terranea rarely have outside events. My understanding is that York
intends to have them almost every day of the week.

I am a strong believer in property rights, but at the same time, I question the city
allowing a single person to construct and operate a facility that will likely lower the
property values of so many people due to the inevitable sounds of music and parties Mr.
York intends to carry out on his property. And more important than property values, do
the hundreds of property owners in the area have the right to continue enjoying the peace
and pastoral environment that has existed for decades in their community? I can't think
of a more invasive intrusion in someone's home life than to bombard them with unwanted
noise. And this noise will never stop, as long as York's events are allowed. What are we
to do if we want to enjoy a quiet evening in our homes?

I urge the City to consider this in their deliberations. I am sure Mr. York will build a
world class facility, the envy of any in the City; however, how will the quality of life
be maintained for all those residents within ear-shot of his site. Please visit our
community, take a walk along our streets, listen to the Wayfarer's chimes, hear the roar
of the surf from Abalone Beach, hear the peacocks call. Stay long enough and you will
hear how well man-made sounds carry along the canyons and hillsides, the roar of Harley's
from PV Drive, the training flights of helicopters from Torrance, the growl of cigarette
boats from off-shore.

Sincerely,
Ysidro Salinas
3 W Pomegranate Road

1



Eduardo Schonborn

From: Andre Ruggeri [andre@ruggerimarble.com]

Sent: Monday, May 21,20128:31 AM

To: Eduardo Schonborn; suzanne black

Subject: York's

Mr Eduardo,
I'm A resident (6 Fig Tree road ,Rancho Palos Verdes CA 90275)
I'm very concern about York getting Approved,
He once had a Fire department Non profit Event,
That lasted until I am,
The music, was nice but we could not go to sleep until the y finish, the community is
residential, we moved Here because of the Tranquil setting,
York wants to conduct Bussiness fro profitt, and change the setting of our comunity , the
comunity was here long before he purchase the land (we can't stand for this)
thank you for your'e time

Andre Ruggeri
Ruggeri Marble And Granite Inc

Please make a note of our new address just 2 blocks south of the old one
thank you
645 Pioneer Ave,
Wilmington, CA 90744
310-513-2155

5/21/2012

Page I of I



5/21/2012

Re: Pt. View Agriculture and Golf Course Project

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing with respect to the Conditional Use Permit for the Point View project. I am not convinced

that the zoned use (residential) for the property is appropriate, and that the proposed Conditional Use

Permit may be a reasonable alternative not only for the short term, but also with an eye to the future,

for the long term. While I realize that a residential development is not on the table tonight, why would

you even want to eventually consider the zoned use of 2 homes per acre in a landslide adjacent area

when a proposal such as the one before you tonight is a reasonable option? The amount of grading,

road-building and irrigation to support 80 homes, more or less, is much more intrusive and damaging

than occasional and light agricultural use. If it is a successful venture, then the building of roads and

addition of hardscape might be avoided. Take this opportunity to insist on a far-reaching, well thought

out plan for the entire area that addresses the white elephant in the room of development in a landslide

adjacent and a landslide prone area.

The City so far, in my estimation, does not have a good track record for development and building of

homes in the adjacent Zone 2. A planned for Environmental Impact Report for the building of 47 homes

is still pending yet homes are being constructed that, from all appearances, are already not conforming

to guidelines for grading. In speaking with the people actually doing the grading, they have agreed that

the amounts of cut and fill permitted are being exceeded. The City originally allowed 50 yards of total

cut and fill and then increased it to 1000 yards without ANY studies being done with respect to water

runoff and landslide issues. Now they seem incapable of enforcing even that.

The Portuguese Bend Community Association, the Planning Commission and the City Council need to

take a good hard look at what all types of development can do to activate or aggravate the Abalone

Cove Landslide or contribute to the Portuguese Bend Landslide. The long-awaited Draft EIR would be a

good starting point. Meanwhile, a relatively low-impact use for the land such as what Mr. York proposes

may not be such a bad idea.

Cassie Jones

Rancho Palos Verdes
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Shawn Gaver

From: Eduardo Schonborn [EduardoS@rpv.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2012 4:55 PM
To: Jay Ziff; Shawn Gaver
Subject: FW: Additional York Comments re:  CUP and MND

fyi 
 
EDUARDO SCHONBORN, AICP 
SENIOR PLANNER 
City of Rancho Palos Verdes 
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 
ph: 310-544-5228 
fax: 310-544-5293 
 

From: suzanne black [mailto:suzannejoyblack@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2012 4:50 PM 
To: pc@rpv.com 
Cc: Eduardo Schonborn 
Subject: Additional York Comments re: CUP and MND 
 
Planning Commission: 
 
I recently reviewed the MND in more detail and wanted to send additional comments to you all for your 
consideration. 
 
Narcissa Drive Access  
There is a current court decision that ruled that Mr. York cannot have access to this Project property via the 
private streets of the PBCA for public use (unless he joins the PBCA), which includes Narcissa Drive.  As far as I 
can see, this project does not include joining the PBCA. 
 

•         The MND must assure that no public access will occur from Narcissa Drive in compliance with this 
court order.   

•         There is confusion running through the MND.  For example, the 2nd to last sentence on PAGE A‐29 
inaccurately includes Narcissa Drive as an “entrance” to the project.  And on Page B‐128 the project is 
to use Narcissa Drive for emergency access as mitigation for public use. 

•         The MND refers to Mr. York’s” invited guests “to the golf course.  Will patrons of the golf course 
and/or the Event Garden be allowed to use the Narcissa Drive Gate if Mr. York refers to them as his 
“invited guests”?  This flies in the face of the opinion, as written.   

•         Where is the mitigation that distinguishes between invited guests and the public?   This is especially 
important in terms of the impact to the Portuguese Bend Community Association (PBCA) based upon 
the above mentioned court order.  In addition, loading and unloading for the public use of the Event 
Garden and commercial agriculture operations must be conditioned to be from PVDS and not from 
Narcissa Drive and these are not private in nature. 

•         The project now proposes a commercial operation of agricultural uses.  “Personal maintenance” 
should not be interpreted to allow access from Narcissa Drive for this new commercial use.  The 
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impact of unprecedented use of commercial equipment must be properly mitigated to have access 
only from PVDS and should not impact the adjacent community with noise or dust. 

 
Noise Containment 
PAGE A33  ‐ The fact that this Project “includes amplified sound daily from 8am to 10pm” is an incorrect 
description of the project.  The Project does not include amplified sound daily with only 30 events planned per 
year (NOTE:  Although on PAGE B‐93 it is stated that 35 events will be held, an inconsistency that needs to be 
corrected).  
 
If it is the intention for the MND to take the worst case scenario, then it must be made clear that “although 
the project includes no more than 30 events per year, the analysis will include the worst case scenario for 
analysis…” 
 
The Noise Analysis does not include neighbor’s complaints with events that have occurred at this site in the 
past.  The surrounding neighbors issues should be included and addressed and further explored.   
 
PAGE B‐101,102 ‐ Noise mitigations are inadequate and are set up to fail.  Who will monitor whether or not at 
any given moment the dial is turned up to a volume setting beyond 6?  While all monitoring is left up to the 
landlord, how can we be certain this will be completed?  Shouldn’t the residents who will be affected be 
allowed to have a say as to what is too loud?   
 
PAGE 104 ‐ The ambient, pre‐project noise in the Portuguese Bend community adjacent to this project is 
mostly rustling trees in the wind as described in the MND.  Road noise from PVDS in this area is insignificant 
and should not be used as a threshold. This is a very quiet and tranquil neighborhood relative to other urban 
areas.  The fact that it is a private gated community furthers this fact.  The introduction of an Event Center and 
commercial agriculture will be a significant change in the area and will have a negative impact on the property 
values of the surrounding homes/lots. 
 
Lighting 
PAGE B‐9 ‐ No lighting for film permits should be allowed for night use.   
 
Although events are required to end by 10 pm, clean‐up crews will have to stay later.  Proper mitigation would 
be to end events at 9 pm and allow one hour for clean up, which effectively ends all activity at 10 pm as 
intended. 
 
Note that there appears to be a discrepancy as to the number of individuals that any one event can have 
under this CUP.  While most events would have a 300 people cap at any one event the MND states that there 
can be special charity events up to 750 (not including security and other personnel).   The project description 
should be consistent and the worst case scenario should be used in order to arrive at proper mitigation. 
 
Air Quality 
PAGE B‐12:  This section only addresses air quality impacts as it relates to traffic and does not address dust 
and commercial equipment exhaust for agriculture use.  With potentially hundreds of cars driving on non‐
paved or graveled dirt, the dust issue is tremendous and must be reviewed. 
 
Geology & Soils  
PAGE B‐37 and 38 ‐ Narcissa Drive is part of the storm drain system for the PBCA community.  The PBCA storm 
drain system has suffered flooding as well as severe property damage and loss in the Altimira Canyon areas.  
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The area of Narcissa across from where this newly paved road on York’s project site has created a flooding 
situation into the neighboring Portuguese Bend Stables that did not exist before.  After paving of this road, 
sand bags have had to be used during rain events to prevent additional flooding.    
 
The MND discussion and mitigation needs to provide a study to determine the impact of this hardscaping has 
to the PBCA storm drain system and/or the affect to the Stables and corresponding drainage.   
 
Has the MND reviewed Abalone Cove Landslide Abatement District (ACLAD) documents to determine what 
affect York’s irrigation may have on ACLAD’s efforts?  Any leakage of the agriculture irrigation and/or 
additional hardscape could have a major effect with regard to a known landslide area.  
 
Potential Fire Risks  
PAGE B‐52 VIII (h)  ‐ There have been numerous fires on this site.  This project is described as having as many 
as 750 or more people at one event.  The safety of the people in attendance as well as the PBCA residents 
must be addressed.  What is the affect of this project on the emergency evacuation plan and effectiveness for 
the surrounding residents?   
 
Water Drainage 
PAGE B‐58 and 59  ‐ The Project descriptions involve drainage pursuant to the existing stormwater system 
through Portuguese Bend.  The MND states that there are no current identified deficiencies identified with 
this storm water system.  This is not a correct statement and in fact, the City is aware of the issues we have in 
Portuguese Bend regarding proper drainage and our storm drain status.  This must be addressed further.   
 
Conflict With Land Use Policy and RPV General Plan 
PAGE B‐61  ‐ The Event Garden portion of this project was addressed in a previous RPV Planning Commission 
application. At that time, it is my understanding that the Planning Commission rejected the application for 
several reasons, including a conflict of existing zoning laws.  This is not addressed in this MND. 
 
Emergency Access 
PAGE B‐128 ‐ This section discusses the use of Narcissa Drive for emergency access.  As indicated above, there 
is a current court ruling limiting York’s access along Narcissa Drive to not include the general public.  This 
project includes use by the public so the need for emergency access from Narcissa Drive for this public use is 
incompatible with this court ruling.  This must be addressed further.   
 
General Comments 
In summary, if substantial evidence of significant impacts is presented, an EIR must be prepared, even though 
it may be presented with other substantial evidence that the project would not have significant impacts.   
 
As a result, there is substantial evidence that unanswered questions and issues remain and that they must be 
addressed.  Based upon the open questions and issues with the current MND, this project requires a full EIR in 
order to disclose and analyze all impacts. 
  
Thank you for your time.   
  
Best Regards,  
Suzanne Black Griffith 
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Shawn Gaver

From: Shawn Gaver
Sent: Wednesday, June 06, 2012 1:37 PM
To: Shawn Gaver
Subject: FW: York CUP

From: j [mailto:joanmc8921@aol.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2012 5:03 PM 
To: Eduardo Schonborn 
Subject: York CUP 
 
I HOPE THE COUNCIL DOES THE RIGHT THING IN REJECTING MR. YORK'S REQUEST TO HOLD "SPECIAL 
EVENTS" AT HIS PROPERTY.  THE NOISE ( and there will be noise ) TRASH AND INVASION OF PRIVACY  
BY BOTH VENDERS AND THE PUBLIC  JUST DOESN'T SEEM RIGHT.  PLEASE DO THE RIGHT THING AND TELL 
MR. YORK NO. 
THANK YOU. 
ROBERT AND JOAN MCCLELLAN 
60 NARCISSA DRIVE 
RANCHO PALOS VERDES 
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Shawn Gaver

From: Eduardo Schonborn [EduardoS@rpv.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 06, 2012 11:13 AM
To: Shawn Gaver
Subject: FW: Point View
Attachments: York's Chain Link.docx

This is the second comment. 
 
EDUARDO SCHONBORN, AICP 
SENIOR PLANNER 
City of Rancho Palos Verdes 
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 
ph: 310-544-5228 
fax: 310-544-5293 
 

From: Shahzad [mailto:shahzad.khaligh@cox.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2012 1:12 PM 
To: Eduardo Schonborn 
Cc: PC@RPV.com 
Subject: Point View 
 
Dear Eduardo, 
 
It was great seeing you  last night! And you did awesome! Excellent performance!! 
 
With regards to our friend, I recall that back in early 2000 Mr. York was granted a Conditional Use Permit for placing a 4’ 
X 6’ X 8’ storage bin in the very same location that today has become an EVENT GARDEN. I fear to extrapolate this trend 
‐‐ what this  EVENT GARDEN scenario will become in the very near future! Follow here are my concerns and suggestions 
to Point View MUP that I did not get to present last night. Please include them in the next hearing. I appreciate that! ☺ 
 
Concerns 
 

1) The Event Garden ‐‐  
a. I oppose to this Commercial establishment in a residential zone for the purposes stated in the MUP. We 

can see and hear the party clearly. We can hear the words, screams, laughter, etc.. We clearly hear the 
words of every single song ‐‐ that is how clearly the sound travels.   

b. A few times I recorded them but my hard drive crashed and the recordings were destroyed. I will 
manage to record them again on the next party (June 3rd).  I also welcome Ms Heidi and/or her 
associate(s) to my residential to examine the noise DB from my place. Nevertheless,  double glass 
windows help when inside. 
 

2) The 25 acres of Agricultural Use ‐‐  
a. Organic Avocado, Non‐organic Avocado, and Tomato are other troublesome types of Commercial 

establishment in residential zone!   
b. How many Raccoons, Squirrel, Skunks, Rabbits, and other wild animal will 25 acres of fruit trees bring to 

our houses? Isn’t it a violation of Fishing Game regulations? We went through such a agony and torture 
to eliminate the Raccoons and Skunks from our area by getting help from Fishing game’s HQ and Animal 
Control’s HQ to stop our inconsiderate neighbor from feeding them.  Now we are speaking of 25 Acres 
of food for these animals!! 
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c. Unless Mr. York makes 50 bathrooms and pools on his 25 acres for these animals to poop after eating 
his organic fruits and jump to his pools to clean themselves (that is what we have been going through 
for the past several years until we got it under control)  he would bring many diseases to our homes 
from these animals by feeding them via his agricultural plan.  

d. In addition, Anthracnose and Stem end Rot, are dispersed fungal diseases from these organic agricultural. 
e. Lastly, the watering resources for his 25 acres of agricultural can become an issue.  Currently, he has 

miles of hose running along the chain link and once a week his worker comes and water his plants with 
those hose!! What would be the impact of watering 25 acres of organic trees on the neighbors? 

 
3) It will be great if the Planning Commission can ask Mr. York for a survey of his property with the markers and 

chain link. He has placed the chain link into our property by 3 ft and some other Portuguese Bend properties by 
a foot (pictures attached). A few years ago, we were able to get him to get a survey of his property and his 
survey drew a border line that was about 10 feet further away from our properties. That means he has gained 
10 feet of lands (by 200 feet around my property)  by putting his chain link into others’ properties. He removed 
his Surveyor’s markers when I asked him to move his chain link into his property line and responded that he 
does not accept my survey and I have to get another one!!! I My guess is that he pushes his chain link in to our 
property line to acquire all those extras that it might very well belong to City. So pushing him to get an accurate 
survey, with markers for his Acres might release some property to City!  

 
 

Suggestions 
 

The following approvals can be granted given no further development request is allowed for XX terms: 
• The Even Garden can be permitted for up to 12 hours/month and only and only for purposes of Fund Raising, 

Charity and Educational Events which will meet the 6PM cutoff time.  
• A paved new road off of the PV Drive South to the Event Garden is a great idea supported by a wall along the PV 

Drive and a lever arm/chain link gate at PV Drive entrance to protect the PV Drive South from any hazards on the 
new road. 

• The Agricultural Use can be permitted only and only for those plants in support of the Natural Habitations such 
as Cactus, Vines, and etc.. but not for the food trees in preventing the creation of a sweet home for Raccoons, 
Skunks, Squirrel, Rabbits, and etc. 

 
 
 
I hope this lengthy note is not longer than 3 min!!! 
 
Best regards, 
 
Shahzad Khaligh, Ph D 
6100 Arrowroot Lane,  RPV  CA 90275 
310‐722‐3788 cell 



Our property is to the right of the Chain Link .. See our surveyor marker behind the chain Link. Also our 
Marker is 2 feet short into our property to account for setback. Meaning his chain link is about 4 feet 
into our property!!  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Our property is to the left of Chain link. The Pine tree behind the chain link belongs to our property. Big 
trouble every time we need to clean the tree!!He entirely violating our property.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Continuation of the chain link from East to West towrd Barkentine Rd. The trees to the right of Chainlink 
is his recent vegatation and I think that is where he believes his property line is.  
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A.1  Air Quality 
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Appendix A.1 

Air Quality 

 
A.1-1 Construction Emissions 

 CalEEMod Output File 

 SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) Control Requirements 

A.1-2 Operational Emissions 

 CalEEMod Output Files 

o Summer 

o Winter 

 Temporary Diesel Generator Emissions (Special Events) 

 Regional Stationary Emissions Calculations 

 Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis 

o Emfac2007 Output: CO Emissions Factors 

o LOS Analysis 

o CO Analysis 

 1-hr 

 8-hr 

o CALINE4 Files 

 

 

 

 

 



Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Trips and VMT - Initial planting would require temporary increase in number of on-site employees to 10-20 people at a AVR of 1.135.

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Recreational Use #2 is Event Garden, which combines with the golf course to occupy less than 5 acres.
City Park = avocade, vineyard, citrus, olives, and vegetable garden.
Construction Phase - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Climate Zone 8 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 31

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & PowerUrbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s)

Golf Course 2.5 Acre

User Defined Recreational 2 User Defined Unit

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

City Park 26 Acre

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 12/13/2011

Pointview
South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 3,932.99 0.00 0.35 0.00 3,940.383.05 1.87 4.46 1.66 1.87 3.06

3,221.27 0.00 0.35 0.00 3,228.53

2012 3.93 30.09 16.67 0.04

1.51 4.57 1.66 1.51 3.17 0.002011 3.85 32.00 17.63 0.03 3.05

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

NA NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NA

3,932.99 0.00 0.35 0.00 3,940.38

Total NA NA NA NA

1.87 4.67 1.66 1.87 3.06 0.002012 3.93 30.09 16.67 0.04 3.26

0.00 3,221.27 0.00 0.35 0.00 3,228.533.26 1.51 4.78 1.66 1.51 3.17

N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2011 3.85 32.00 17.63 0.03

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Land Use Change - 

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Grading - Driveway is 1880ft long by 20ft wide (37600 sq ft) with no import/export of materials.

Vehicle Trips - See Traffic Study
Saturday and Sunday rates are assumed to be the same
Energy Use - 

Solid Waste - Assumed Event Garden generates same solid waste as golf course
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

N2O CO2eExhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

225.72 0.01 225.980.02 0.24 0.00 0.02 0.02Total 0.14 0.50 1.38 0.00 0.22

170.81 0.01 171.030.20 0.01 0.21 0.00 0.01 0.01

54.91 0.00 54.95

Worker 0.10 0.10 1.15 0.00

0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01Vendor 0.04 0.40 0.23 0.00 0.02

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

2,995.55 0.33 3,002.551.49 4.54 1.66 1.49 3.15Total 3.72 31.50 16.25 0.03 3.05

2,995.55 0.33 3,002.551.49 1.49 1.49 1.49

0.00

Off-Road 3.72 31.50 16.25 0.03

0.00 3.05 1.66 0.00 1.66Fugitive Dust 3.05

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

3.2 Mass Site Grading - 2011

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

N2O CO2eExhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

2,995.55 0.32 3,002.211.38 4.43 1.66 1.38 3.04Total 3.54 29.63 15.40 0.03 3.05

2,995.55 0.32 3,002.211.38 1.38 1.38 1.38

0.00

Off-Road 3.54 29.63 15.40 0.03

0.00 3.05 1.66 0.00 1.66Fugitive Dust 3.05

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.2 Mass Site Grading - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

225.72 0.01 225.980.01 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.02

170.81 0.01 171.03

Total 0.14 0.50 1.38 0.00

0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01Worker 0.10 0.10 1.15 0.00 0.01

54.91 0.00 54.950.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01

0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.04 0.40 0.23 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 2,995.55 0.33 3,002.553.05 1.49 4.54 1.66 1.49 3.15

2,995.55 0.33 3,002.55

Total 3.72 31.50 16.25 0.03

1.49 1.49 1.49 1.49 0.00Off-Road 3.72 31.50 16.25 0.03

0.003.05 0.00 3.05 1.66 0.00 1.66

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

3.3 Fine Site Grading - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

222.32 0.01 222.580.01 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02

167.29 0.01 167.51

Total 0.12 0.45 1.27 0.00

0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01Worker 0.09 0.09 1.06 0.00 0.01

55.03 0.00 55.070.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01

0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 2,995.55 0.32 3,002.213.05 1.38 4.43 1.66 1.38 3.04

2,995.55 0.32 3,002.21

Total 3.54 29.63 15.40 0.03

1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 0.00Off-Road 3.54 29.63 15.40 0.03

0.003.05 0.00 3.05 1.66 0.00 1.66

N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

222.32 0.01 222.580.02 0.24 0.00 0.02 0.02Total 0.12 0.45 1.27 0.00 0.22

167.29 0.01 167.510.20 0.01 0.21 0.00 0.01 0.01

55.03 0.00 55.07

Worker 0.09 0.09 1.06 0.00

0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.02

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

0.00 3,749.27 0.28 3,755.070.06 1.34 1.40 0.00 1.34 1.34

3,749.27 0.28 3,755.07

Total 3.09 27.65 11.56 0.03

1.34 1.34 1.34 1.34 0.00Off-Road 3.09 27.65 11.56 0.03

0.000.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

183.72 0.01 183.920.01 0.19 0.00 0.01 0.02Total 0.10 0.43 1.02 0.00 0.17

128.69 0.01 128.850.15 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01

55.03 0.00 55.07

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.81 0.00

0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.02

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

3,749.27 0.28 3,755.071.34 1.40 0.00 1.34 1.34Total 3.09 27.65 11.56 0.03 0.06

3,749.27 0.28 3,755.071.34 1.34 1.34 1.34

0.00

Off-Road 3.09 27.65 11.56 0.03

0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00Fugitive Dust 0.06

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

Mitigated Construction On-Site

183.72 0.01 183.920.01 0.19 0.00 0.01 0.02Total 0.10 0.43 1.02 0.00 0.17

128.69 0.01 128.850.15 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01

55.03 0.00 55.07

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.81 0.00

0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.02

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

3,466.91 0.34 3,474.091.85 1.85 1.85 1.85Total 3.83 29.46 14.52 0.03

0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3,466.91 0.34 3,474.09

Paving 0.00

1.85 1.85 1.85 1.85Off-Road 3.83 29.46 14.52 0.03

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.4 Paving - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

183.72 0.01 183.920.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02

128.69 0.01 128.85

Total 0.10 0.43 1.02 0.00

0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01Worker 0.07 0.07 0.81 0.00 0.01

55.03 0.00 55.070.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01

0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

447.52 0.06 448.740.35 0.35 0.35 0.35

447.52 0.06 448.74

Total 0.65 4.17 3.05 0.00

0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35Off-Road 0.65 4.17 3.05 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.5 Golf Course - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

183.72 0.01 183.920.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02

128.69 0.01 128.85

Total 0.10 0.43 1.02 0.00

0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01Worker 0.07 0.07 0.81 0.00 0.01

55.03 0.00 55.070.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01

0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 3,466.91 0.34 3,474.091.85 1.85 1.85 1.85

0.00

Total 3.83 29.46 14.52 0.03

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Paving 0.00

0.00 3,466.91 0.34 3,474.091.85 1.85 1.85 1.85

N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 3.83 29.46 14.52 0.03

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Summer (121311)  8 of 12 



Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

3.6 Event Garden Improvemnts - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

64.34 0.00 64.430.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00

64.34 0.00 64.43

Total 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00

0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00Worker 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 447.52 0.06 448.740.35 0.35 0.35 0.35

447.52 0.06 448.74

Total 0.65 4.17 3.05 0.00

0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.00Off-Road 0.65 4.17 3.05 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

64.34 0.00 64.430.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00

64.34 0.00 64.43

Total 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00

0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00Worker 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.08

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 2,443.29 0.16 2,446.680.78 0.78 0.78 0.78

2,443.29 0.16 2,446.68

Total 1.82 17.15 7.17 0.02

0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.00Off-Road 1.82 17.15 7.17 0.02

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

64.34 0.00 64.430.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00

64.34 0.00 64.43

Total 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00

0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00Worker 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.08

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

2,443.29 0.16 2,446.680.78 0.78 0.78 0.78

2,443.29 0.16 2,446.68

Total 1.82 17.15 7.17 0.02

0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78Off-Road 1.82 17.15 7.17 0.02

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

286.67 0.01 287.000.30 0.02 0.32 0.00 0.02 0.02

231.64 0.01 231.93

Total 0.15 0.49 1.67 0.00

0.01 0.29 0.00 0.01 0.01Worker 0.12 0.13 1.46 0.00 0.28

55.03 0.00 55.070.02 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01

0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

620.36 0.11 622.690.51 0.51 0.51 0.51

620.36 0.11 622.69

Total 1.23 5.93 4.87 0.01

0.51 0.51 0.51 0.51Off-Road 1.23 5.93 4.87 0.01

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.7 Planting - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

64.34 0.00 64.430.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00

64.34 0.00 64.43

Total 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00

0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00Worker 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Category lb/day lb/day
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

286.67 0.01 287.000.01 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.02

231.64 0.01 231.93

Total 0.15 0.49 1.67 0.00

0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01Worker 0.12 0.13 1.46 0.00 0.01

55.03 0.00 55.070.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01

0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 620.36 0.11 622.690.51 0.51 0.51 0.51

620.36 0.11 622.69

Total 1.23 5.93 4.87 0.01

0.51 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.00Off-Road 1.23 5.93 4.87 0.01

Category lb/day lb/day
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 10/30/2012

Point View (Sound Wall Construction)
South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

User Defined Recreational 1 User Defined Unit

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & PowerUrbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s)

Climate Zone 8 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 31

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Emissions from construction of proposed sound wall (estimated at 60 feet in length, 12 feet high).

Construction Phase - Emissions from construction of a sound wall (approximately 60 feet in length, 12 feet high); Estimated two weeks of construction activity.

Off-road Equipment - 1 Forklift (6 hr/day, 149 hp, default load factor); 1 Cement/Mortar Mixer (8 hr/day, 9 hp, default load factor).

Trips and VMT - Estimated 4 worker trips/2 vendor trips on a single day.

Consumer Products - No consumer product use.

Area Coating - No coatings.

Landscape Equipment - No Landscaping equipment emissions.
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

2012 0.49 3.54 2.82 0.01 0.08 0.20 0.28 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 492.69 0.00 0.04 0.00 493.60

Total NA NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NA

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

NA NA NA NA

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2012 0.49 3.54 2.82 0.01 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 492.69 0.00 0.04 0.00 493.60

Total NA NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Building Construction - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.43 3.15 2.28 0.00 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 386.19 0.04 386.99

0.18Total 0.43 3.15 2.28 0.00 386.19 0.04 386.990.18 0.18 0.18

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 55.03 0.00 55.07

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.32 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 51.48 0.00 51.54

0.01Total 0.06 0.39 0.53 0.00 0.08 106.51 0.00 106.610.01 0.09 0.00 0.01

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.43 3.15 2.28 0.00 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.00 386.19 0.04 386.99

0.18 0.00Total 0.43 3.15 2.28 0.00 386.19 0.04 386.990.18 0.18 0.18
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 55.03 0.00 55.07

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 51.48 0.00 51.54

0.01Total 0.06 0.39 0.53 0.00 0.00 106.51 0.00 106.610.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
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(Adopted May 7, 1976)(Amended November 6, 1992) 
(Amended July 9, 1993)(Amended February 14, 1997) 

(Amended December 11, 1998) 

RULE 403. FUGITIVE DUST 

(a) Purpose 
The purpose of this rule is to reduce the amount of particulate matter entrained in 
the ambient air as a result of anthropogenic (man-made) fugitive dust sources by 
requiring actions to prevent, reduce or mitigate fugitive dust emissions. 

(b) Applicability 
The provisions of this rule shall apply to any activity or man-made condition 
capable of generating fugitive dust. 

(c) Definitions 
(1) ACTIVE OPERATIONS shall mean any activity capable of generating 

fugitive dust, including, but not limited to, earth-moving activities, 
construction/demolition activities, or heavy- and light-duty vehicular 
movement. 

(2) ANEMOMETERS are devices used to measure wind speed and direction 
in accordance with the performance standards, and maintenance and 
calibration criteria as contained in the most recent Rule 403 
Implementation Handbook, now or hereafter adopted by the Governing 
Board. 

(3) BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL MEASURES represent fugitive dust 
control actions which are required to be implemented within the 
boundaries of the South Coast Air Basin.  A detailed listing of best 
available control measures for each fugitive dust source type shall be as 
contained in the most recent Rule 403 Implementation Handbook, now or 
hereafter adopted by the Governing Board. 

(4) BULK MATERIAL is sand, gravel, soil, aggregate material less than two 
inches in length or diameter, and other organic or inorganic particulate 
matter. 

(5) CHEMICAL STABILIZERS mean any non-toxic chemical dust 
suppressant which must not be used if prohibited for use by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Boards, the California Air Resources Board, the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), or any applicable law, 

403-1 


elopez
Text Box
Title V - SIP Approved RulesSIP-Approved Rules That Are Not The Most Current SCAQMD RulesThis information is intended for use by any facility applying for a Title V permit or in possession of a Title V permit that contains references to two different version of the same SCAQMD rule.  http://www.aqmd.gov/titlev/siprules.html



Rule 403 (Cont.) 	 (Amended December 11, 1998) 

rule or regulation; and should meet any specifications, criteria, or tests 
required by any federal, state, or local water agency.  Unless otherwise 
indicated, the use of a non-toxic chemical stabilizer shall be of sufficient 
concentration and application frequency to maintain a stabilized surface. 

(6) 	CONSTRUCTION/DEMOLITION ACTIVITIES are any on-site 
mechanical activities preparatory to or related to the building, alteration, 
rehabilitation, demolition or improvement of property, including, but not 
limited to the following activities; grading, excavation, loading, crushing, 
cutting, planing, shaping or ground breaking. 

(7) 	 CONTINGENCY NOTIFICATION means that the U.S. EPA has 
determined and notified the District in writing that PM10 contingency 
requirements must be implemented based on a finding that: (1) PM10 and 
PM10 precursor emissions reductions were less than required at any three
year milestone reporting interval, or (2) the region failed to attain the 
PM10 standards within the time frames allotted under the Federal Clean 
Air Act, or (3) if as part of an Attainment/Maintenance Plan, the region is 
no longer in attainment of the PM10 standards. 

(8) 	 CONTRACTOR means any person who has a contractual arrangement to 
conduct an active operation for another person. 

(9) 	 DISTURBED SURFACE AREA means a portion of the earth's surface 
which has been physically moved, uncovered, destabilized, or otherwise 
modified from its undisturbed natural soil condition, thereby increasing 
the potential for emission of fugitive dust.  This definition excludes those 
areas which have: 
(A) 	 been restored to a natural state, such that the vegetative ground 

cover and soil characteristics are similar to adjacent or nearby 
natural conditions; 

(B) 	 been paved or otherwise covered by a permanent structure; or 
(C) 	 sustained a vegetative ground cover over at least 95 percent of an 

area for a period of at least 6 months. 
(10) 	 DUST SUPPRESSANTS are water, hygroscopic materials, or non-toxic 

chemical stabilizers used as a treatment material to reduce fugitive dust 
emissions.  

(11) 	 EARTH-MOVING ACTIVITIES shall include, but not be limited to, 
grading, earth cutting and filling operations, loading or unloading of dirt 

403-2 




Rule 403 (Cont.) 	 (Amended December 11, 1998) 

or bulk materials, adding to or removing from open storage piles of bulk 
materials, landfill operations, or soil mulching. 

(12) 	 FUGITIVE DUST means any solid particulate matter that becomes 
airborne, other than that emitted from an exhaust stack, directly or 
indirectly as a result of the activities of man. 

(13) 	 INACTIVE DISTURBED SURFACE AREA means any disturbed surface 
area upon which active operations have not occurred or are not expected 
to occur for a period of ten consecutive days. 

(14) 	 LARGE OPERATIONS means any active operations on property which 
contains in excess of 100 acres of disturbed surface area; or any earth
moving operation which exceeds a daily earth-moving or throughput 
volume of 7,700 cubic meters (10,000 cubic yards) three times during the 
most recent 365-day period. 

(15) 	 MEDIUM OPERATIONS means any active operations on property which 
contains between 50 and 100 acres of disturbed surface area; or any earth
moving operation with a daily earth-moving or throughput volume of 
between 3,850 cubic meters (5,000 cubic yards) and 7,700 cubic meters 
(10,000 cubic yards) three times during the most recent 365-day period. 

(16) 	 NON-ROUTINE means any non-periodic active operation which occurs 
no more than three times per year, lasts less than 30 cumulative days per 
year, and is scheduled less than 30 days in advance. 

(17) 	 OPEN STORAGE PILE is any accumulation of bulk material with 5 
percent or greater silt content which is not fully enclosed, covered or 
chemically stabilized, and which attains a height of three feet or more and 
a total surface area of 150 or more square feet.  Silt content level is 
assumed to be 5 percent or greater unless a person can show, by sampling 
and analysis in accordance with ASTM Method C-136 or other equivalent 
method approved in writing by the Executive Officer, the California Air 
Resources Board, and the U. S. EPA, that the silt content is less than 5 
percent. The results of ASTM Method C-136 or equivalent method are 
valid for 60 days from the date the sample was taken.  

(18) 	 PARTICULATE MATTER means any material, except uncombined 
water, which exists in a finely divided form as a liquid or solid at standard 
conditions. 

(19) 	 PAVED ROAD means an improved street, highway, alley, public way, or 
easement that is covered by typical roadway materials excluding access 
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Rule 403 (Cont.) 	 (Amended December 11, 1998) 

roadways that connect a facility with a public paved roadway and are not 
open to through traffic. Public paved roads are those open to public 
access and that are owned by any federal, state, county, municipal or any 
other governmental or quasi-governmental agencies.  Private paved roads 
are any paved roads not defined as public. 

(20) 	PM10 is particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter smaller than or 
equal to 10 microns as measured by the applicable State and Federal 
reference test methods. 

(21) 	 PROPERTY LINE means the boundaries of an area in which either a 
person causing the emission or a person allowing the emission has the 
legal use or possession of the property.  Where such property is divided 
into one or more sub-tenancies, the property line(s) shall refer to the 
boundaries dividing the areas of all sub-tenancies. 

(22) 	 REASONABLY AVAILABLE CONTROL MEASURES are appropriate 
techniques and procedures used to prevent or reduce the emission and 
airborne transport of fugitive dust, outside the boundaries of the South 
Coast Air Basin. These include, but are not limited to, application of dust 
suppressants, use of coverings or enclosures, paving, enshrouding, 
planting, reduction of vehicle speeds, and other measures as specified by 
the Executive Officer. A detailed listing of reasonably available control 
measures for each fugitive dust source type shall be as contained in the 
most recent Rule 403 Implementation Handbook, now or hereafter 
adopted by the Governing Board. 

(23) 	 SILT means any aggregate material with a particle size less than 74 
micrometers in diameter which passes through a No. 200 Sieve. 

(24) 	 SIMULTANEOUS SAMPLING means the operation of two PM10 
samplers in such a manner that one sampler is started within five minutes 
of the other, and each sampler is operated for a consecutive period which 
must be not less than 290 minutes and not more than 310 minutes. 

(25) 	 SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN means the non-desert portions of Los 
Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties and all of Orange 
County as defined in California Code of Regulations, Title 17, Section 
60104. The area is bounded on the west by the Pacific Ocean, on the 
north and east by the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto 
Mountains, and on the south by the San Diego county line. 

(26) 	 STABILIZED SURFACE means: 
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Rule 403 (Cont.) 	 (Amended December 11, 1998) 

(A) 	 any disturbed surface area or open storage pile which is resistant to 
wind-driven fugitive dust;  

(B) 	 any unpaved road surface in which any fugitive dust plume 
emanating from vehicular traffic does not exceed 20 percent 
opacity. 

(27) 	 UNPAVED ROADS are any unsealed or unpaved roads, equipment paths, 
or travel ways that are not covered by one of the following: concrete, 
asphaltic concrete, recycled asphalt, asphalt or other materials with 
equivalent performance as determined by the Executive Officer, the 
California Air Resources Board, and the U.S. EPA.  Public unpaved roads 
are any unpaved roadway owned by Federal, State, county, municipal or 
other governmental or quasi-governmental agencies.  Private unpaved 
roads are all other unpaved roadways not defined as public. 

(28) 	 VISIBLE ROADWAY DUST means any sand, soil, dirt, or other solid 
particulate matter which is visible upon paved road surfaces and which 
can be removed by a vacuum sweeper or a broom sweeper under normal 
operating conditions. 

(29) 	 WIND-DRIVEN FUGITIVE DUST means visible emissions from any 
disturbed surface area which is generated by wind action alone. 

(30) 	 WIND GUST is the maximum instantaneous wind speed as measured by 
an anemometer. 

(d) 	Requirements 
(1) 	 A person shall not cause or allow the emissions of fugitive dust from any 

active operation, open storage pile, or disturbed surface area such that the 
presence of such dust remains visible in the atmosphere beyond the 
property line of the emission source. 

(2) 	 A person conducting active operations within the boundaries of the South 
Coast Air Basin shall utilize one or more of the applicable best available 
control measures to minimize fugitive dust emissions from each fugitive 
dust source type which is part of the active operation. 

(3) 	 A person conducting active operations outside the boundaries of the South 
Coast Air Basin may utilize reasonably available control measures in lieu 
of best available control measures to minimize fugitive dust emissions 
from each fugitive dust source type which is part of the active operation. 
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Rule 403 (Cont.) 	 (Amended December 11, 1998) 

(4) 	 A person shall not cause or allow PM10 levels to exceed 50 micrograms 
per cubic meter when determined, by simultaneous sampling, as the 
difference between upwind and downwind samples collected on high
volume particulate matter samplers or other U.S. EPA-approved 
equivalent method for PM10 monitoring.  If sampling is conducted, 
samplers shall be: 
(A) 	 Operated, maintained, and calibrated in accordance with 40 Code 

of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 50, Appendix J, or appropriate 
U.S. EPA-published documents for U.S. EPA-approved equivalent 
method(s) for PM10. 

(B) 	 Reasonably placed upwind and downwind of key activity areas and 
as close to the property line as feasible, such that other sources of 
fugitive dust between the sampler and the property line are 
minimized. 

(5) 	 Any person in the South Coast Air Basin shall: 
(A) 	 prevent or remove within one hour the track-out of bulk material 

onto public paved roadways as a result of their operations; or 
(B) 	 take at least one of the actions listed in Table 3 and: 

(i) 	 prevent the track-out of bulk material onto public paved 
roadways as a result of their operations and remove such 
material at anytime track-out extends for a cumulative 
distance of greater than 50 feet on to any paved public road 
during active operations; and 

(ii) 	 remove all visible roadway dust tracked-out upon public 
paved roadways as a result of active operations at the 
conclusion of each work day when active operations cease. 

(e) 	Contingency Requirements 
When a contingency notification has occurred, the requirements of this 
subdivision shall become effective in the county subject to the notification 60 
days after the first publication date in newspapers of general circulation in that 
county. Such publication shall specify that a contingency notification has 
occurred, and that any person who conducts or authorizes the conducting of a 
medium operation shall be required to comply with the provisions of subdivision 
(f), in addition to the requirements of subdivision (d).  
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(f) 	 Special Requirements for Large Operations, and Medium Operations Under a 
Contingency Notification 
(1) 	 Any person who conducts or authorizes the conducting of either a large 

operation which is subject to the requirements of this rule, or a medium 
operation under a contingency notification as set forth in subdivision (e), 
shall either: 
(A) 	 take the actions specified in Tables 1 and 2 for each applicable 

source of fugitive dust within the property lines and shall:  
(i) 	 notify the Executive Officer not more than 7 days after 

qualifying as a large operation or as a medium operation 
under a contingency notification; 

(ii) 	 include, as part of the notification, the items specified in 
subparagraphs (f)(3)(A) and (f) (3)(B); 

(iii) 	 maintain daily records to document the specific actions 
taken; 

(iv) 	 maintain such records for a period of not less than 6 
months; and 

(v) 	 make such records available to the Executive Officer upon 
request; or 

(B) 	 obtain an approved fugitive dust emissions control plan (plan). 
(2) 	 Any person subject to paragraph (f)(1) who elects to obtain an approved 

fugitive dust emission control plan must submit the plan to the Executive 
Officer no later than 30 days after the activity becomes a large operation. 

(3) 	 Any plan prepared pursuant to subparagraph (f)(1)(B) shall include: 
(A) 	 The name(s), address(es), and phone number(s) of the person(s) 

responsible for the preparation, submittal, and implementation of 
the plan; 

(B) 	 A description of the operation(s), including a map depicting the 
location of the site; 

(C) 	 A listing of all sources of fugitive dust emissions within the 
property lines; 

(D) 	 A description of the required control measures as applied to each 
of the sources identified in subparagraph (f)(3)(C). The 
description must be sufficiently detailed to demonstrate that the 
applicable best available control measures or reasonably available 
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control measures will be utilized and/or installed during all periods 
of active operations. 

(4) 	 In the event that there are special technical (e.g., non-economic) 
circumstances, including safety, which prevent the use of at least one of 
the required control measure for any of the sources identified in 
subparagraph (f)(3)(C), a justification statement must be provided in lieu 
of the description required in subparagraph (f)(3)(D).  The justification 
statement must explain the reason(s) why the required control measures 
cannot be implemented. 

(5) 	 Within 30 calendar days of the receipt of a plan submitted pursuant to 
subparagraph (f)(1)(B), the Executive Officer will either approve, 
conditionally approve, or disapprove the plan , in writing.  For a plan to be 
approved or conditionally approved, three conditions must be satisfied: 
(A) 	 All sources of fugitive dust emissions must be identified (e.g., 

earth-moving, storage piles, vehicular traffic on unpaved roads, 
etc.). 

(B) 	 For each source identified, at least one of the required control 
measures must be implemented, or an acceptable justification 
statement pursuant to paragraph (f)(4) must be provided; and 

(C) 	 If, after implementation of the required control measures, visible 
dust emissions are crossing the property line(s), then high wind 
measures (e.g., increased watering) must be specified for 
immediate implementation. 

(6) 	 Conditional approval will be made if conditions are met, but the stated 
measures do not satisfactorily conform to the guidance contained in the 
applicable Rule 403 Implementation Handbook.  If a plan is conditionally 
approved, the conditions necessary to modify the plan will be provided in 
writing to the person(s) identified in subparagraph (f)(3)(A).  Such 
modifications must be incorporated into the plan within 30 days of the 
receipt of the notice of conditional approval, or the plan shall be 
disapproved. A letter to the Executive Officer stating that such 
modifications will be incorporated into the plan shall be deemed sufficient 
to result in approval of the plan. 

(7) 	 If a plan is disapproved by the Executive Officer: 
(A) 	 The reasons for disapproval shall be given to the applicant in 

writing. 
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(B) Within 7 days of the receipt of a notice of a disapproved plan, the 
applicant shall comply with the actions specified in Tables 1 and 2 
for each applicable source of fugitive dust within the property 
lines. 

(C) The applicant may resubmit a plan at any time after receiving a 
disapproval notification, but will not be relieved of complying with 
subparagraph (f)(7)(B) until such time as the plan has been 
approved. 

(8) 	 Failure to comply with any of the provisions in an approved or 
conditionally approved plan shall be a violation of subdivision (f). 

(9) 	 Any approved plan shall be valid for a period of one year from the date of 
approval or conditional approval of the plan.  Plans must be resubmitted 
annually, at least 60 days prior to the expiration date, or the plan shall 
become disapproved as of the expiration date.  If all fugitive dust sources 
and corresponding control measures or special circumstances remain 
identical to those identified in the previously approved plan, the 
resubmittal may contain a simple statement of no-change.  Otherwise, a 
resubmittal must contain all the items specified in subparagraphs (f)(3)(A 
through D). 

(10) 	 Any person subject to the requirements of paragraph (f)(1) who no longer 
exceeds, and does not expect to exceed for a period of at least one year, 
the criteria for a large operation or a medium operation under a 
contingency notification may request a reclassification as a non-large 
operation not subject to subparagraph (f).  To obtain this reclassification, a 
person must submit a request in writing to the Executive Officer 
specifying the conditions which have taken place to reduce the disturbed 
surface area and/or the earth-moving or throughput conditions to levels 
below the criteria for large operations.  A person must further indicate that 
the criteria for large operations are not expected to be exceeded during the 
subsequent 12-month period.  The Executive Officer shall either approve 
or disapprove the reclassification within 60 days from receipt of the 
reclassification request.  The Executive Officer will disapprove the request 
if the indicated changes can not be verified to be below the criteria for 
large operations or a medium operation under a contingency notification. 
If approved, the person shall be relieved of all requirements under 
subdivision (f). Any person so reclassified would again be subject to the 
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requirements of subdivision (f) if at any time subsequent to the 
reclassification the criteria for large operations or a medium operation 
under a contingency notification are met. 

(11) 	 A person responsible for more than one operation subject to subparagraph 
(f) at non-contiguous sites may submit one plan covering multiple sites 
provided that: 
(A) 	 the contents of the plan apply similarly to all sites; and 
(B) 	 specific information is provided for each site, including, map of 

site location, address, description of operations, and a listing of all 
sources of fugitive dust emissions within the property lines. 

(g) 	Compliance Schedule 
All the newly amended provisions of this rule shall become effective upon 
adoption of this Rule Amendment.  Pursuant to subdivision (f), any fugitive dust 
emission control plan which has been approved or conditionally approved prior to 
the date of adoption of these amendments shall remain in effect and the plan 
approval date and annual resubmittal date shall remain unchanged.  If any 
changes to such plans are necessary as a result of these amendments, such 
changes shall not be required until the annual resubmittal date, pursuant to 
paragraph (f)(9). 

(h) 	Exemptions 
(1) 	 The provisions of this rule shall not apply to: 

(A) 	 Agricultural operations outside the boundaries of the South Coast 
Air Basin, agricultural operations directly related to the raising of 
fowls or animals, and agricultural operations conducted within the 
boundaries of the South Coast Air Basin provided that the 
combined disturbed surface area within one continuous property 
line and not separated by a paved public road is 10 acres or less. 

(B) 	 Agricultural operations within the South Coast Air Basin, until 
June 30, 1999, whose combined disturbed surface area includes 
more than 10 acres.  All provisions of this Rule shall become 
applicable to agricultural operations exceeding 10 acres beginning 
July 1, 1999, excluding those listed in (h)(1)(A), unless the person 
responsible for such operations voluntarily implements the 
conservation practices contained in the most recent Rule 403 
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(C) 

(D) 

(E) 

(F) 

(G) 

(H) 

(Amended December 11, 1998) 

Agricultural Handbook, now or hereafter adopted by the 
Governing Board. The person responsible for such operations 
must complete and maintain the self-monitoring form documenting 
sufficient conservation practices, as described in the Rule 403 
Agricultural Handbook, and must make it available to the 
Executive Officer upon request. 
Any disturbed surface area less than one-half (1/2) acre on 
property zoned for residential uses. 
Active operations conducted during emergency life-threatening 
situations, or in conjunction with any officially declared disaster or 
state of emergency. 
Active operations conducted by essential service utilities to 
provide electricity, natural gas, telephone, water and sewer during 
periods of service outages and emergency disruptions. 
Any contractor subsequent to the time the contract ends, provided 
that such contractor implemented the required control measures 
during the contractual period. 
Any grading contractor, for a phase of active operations, 
subsequent to the contractual completion of that phase of earth
moving activities, provided that the required control measures 
have been implemented during the entire phase of earth-moving 
activities, through and including five days after the final grading 
inspection. 
Weed abatement operations ordered by a county agricultural 
commissioner or any state, county, or municipal fire department, 
provided that: 
(i) mowing, cutting or other similar process is used which 

maintains weed stubble at least three inches above the soil; 
or 

(ii) any discing or similar operation which cuts into and 
disturbs the soil is used and meets the following conditions: 
[a] A determination is made by the issuing agency of 

the weed abatement order that, due to fire hazard 
conditions, rocks, or other physical obstructions, it 
is not practical to meet the conditions specified in 
clause (h)(1)(H)(i); and 
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[b] 	 Such determination is made in writing and provided 
to the person conducting the weed abatement 
operation prior to beginning such activity; and 

[c] Such written determination is provided to the 
Executive Officer upon request from the person 
conducting the weed abatement operation. 

(Note: The provisions of clause (h)(1)(H)(ii) do not exempt 
the owner of any property from controlling fugitive dust 
emissions emanating from disturbed surface areas which 
have been created as a result of the weed abatement 
actions.) 

(I) 	sandblasting operations. 
(2) 	 The provisions of paragraphs (d)(1) and (d)(4) shall not apply: 

(A) 	 When wind gusts exceed 25 miles per hour, provided that: 
(i) 	 The required control measures for high wind conditions are 

implemented for each applicable fugitive dust source type, 
as specified in Table 1, and; 

(ii) 	 Records are maintained in accordance with clauses 
(f)(1)(A)(iii), (f)(1)(A)(iv) and (f)(1)(A)(v); and 

(iii) 	 In the event there are technical (e.g., non-economic) 
reasons, including safety, why any of the required control 
measures in Table 1 cannot be implemented for one or 
more fugitive dust source categories, a person submits a 
"High Wind Fugitive Dust Control Plan" (HW-Plan).  The 
HW-Plan must further provide an alternative measure of 
fugitive dust control, if technically feasible.  Such plan will 
be subject to the same approval conditions as specified in 
subparagraphs (f)(5) and (f)(6). 

(B) 	 To unpaved roads, provided such roads: 
(i)	 are used solely for the maintenance of wind-generating 

equipment; or 
(ii)	 are unpaved public alleys as defined in Rule 1186; or 
(iii) 	 meet all of the following criteria: 

(a) 	 are less than 50 feet in width at all points along the 
road; 

(b) 	 are within 25 feet of the property line; and 
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(c) have a traffic volume less than 20 vehicle-trips per 
day. 

(C) To any active operation, open storage pile, or disturbed surface 
area for which necessary fugitive dust preventive or mitigative 
actions are in conflict with the federal Endangered Species Act. 

(D) To non-routine or emergency maintenance of flood control 
channels and water spreading basins. 

(3) 	 The provisions of paragraphs (d)(1), (d)(2), and (d)(4) shall not apply to: 
(A) 	 Blasting operations which have been permitted by the California 

Division of Industrial Safety; and 
(B) 	 Motion picture, television, and video production activities when 

dust emissions are required for visual effects.  In order to obtain 
this exemption, the Executive Officer must receive notification in 
writing at least 72 hours in advance of any such activity and no 
nuisance results from such activity. 

(4) 	 The provisions of paragraph (d)(4) shall not apply if the dust control 
actions, as specified in Table 2, are implemented on a routine basis for 
each applicable fugitive dust source type.  To qualify for this exemption, a 
person must: 
(A) 	 maintain records to document the dates of active operations, all 

applicable fugitive dust source types, and the actions taken 
consistent with Table 2; 

(B) 	 retain such records for a period of at least six months; and  
(C) 	 make such records available to the Executive Officer upon request. 

(5) 	 The provisions of paragraph (d)(5) shall not apply to earth coverings of 
public paved roadways where such coverings are approved by a local 
government agency for the protection of the roadway, and where such 
coverings are used as roadway crossings for haul vehicles. 

(6) 	 The provisions of subdivision (f) shall not apply to: 
(A) 	 officially-designated public parks and recreational areas, including 

national parks, national monuments, national forests, state parks, 
state recreational areas, and county regional parks; 

(B) 	 any construction and/or earth-moving activity in which the 
completion date is expected to be less than 60 days after the 
beginning date. To qualify for this exemption, a person must: 
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(i) notify the Executive Officer not more than 7 days after 
qualifying as a large operation or a medium operation 
under a contingency notification; 

(ii) include, as part of the notification, the items specified in 
subparagraphs (f)(3)(A) and (f)(3)(B); and 

(iii) take the actions specified in Tables 1 and 2 at such time as 
the construction and/or earth-moving activities extend more 
than 60 days after qualifying as a large operation or a 
medium operation under a contingency notification. 

(C) 	 any large operation or a medium operation under a contingency 
notification which is required to submit a dust control plan to any 
city or county government which has adopted a District-approved 
dust control ordinance. To qualify for this exemption, a person 
must submit a copy of the city- or county-approved dust control 
plan to the Executive Officer within 30 days of the effective date 
of this rule or within 30 days of receiving approval from the city or 
county government, whichever is later. 

(D) 	 any large operation or a medium operation under a contingency 
notification subject to Rule 1158, which has an approved dust 
control plan pursuant to Rule 1158, provided that all sources of 
fugitive dust are included in the Rule 1158 plan. 

(i) 	Fees 
(1) 	 Any person subject to a plan submittal pursuant to subparagraph (f)(1)(B) 

or clause (h)(2)(A)(iii) or subparagraph (h)(1)(B) shall be assessed 
applicable filing and evaluation fees pursuant to Rule 306.  Any person 
who simultaneously submits a plan pursuant to subparagraph (f)(1)(B) and 
clause (h)(2)(A)(iii) shall, for the purpose of this rule, be deemed to 
submit one plan. 

(2) 	 The submittal of an annual statement of no-change, pursuant to paragraph 
(f)(9), shall not be considered as an annual review, and therefore shall not 
be subject to annual review fees, pursuant to Rule 306. 

(3) 	 The owner/operator of any facility for which the Executive Officer 
conducts upwind/downwind monitoring for PM10 pursuant to paragraph 
(d)(4) shall be assessed applicable Ambient Air Analysis Fees pursuant to 
Rule 304.1. Applicable fees shall be waived for any facility which is 

403-14 




Rule 403 (Cont.) (Amended December 11, 1998) 

exempted from paragraph (d)(4) or meets the requirements of paragraph 
(d)(4). 
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TABLE 1 

BEST [REASONABLY]* AVAILABLE CONTROL MEASURES FOR HIGH 
WIND CONDITIONS 

FUGITIVE DUST 
SOURCE 
CATEGORY 

CONTROL MEASURES 

Earth-moving (1A) 
(2A) 

Cease all active operations; OR 
Apply water to soil not more than 15 minutes prior to 
moving such soil. 

Disturbed surface 
areas 

(0B) 

(1B) 
(2B) 

(3B) 
(4B) 

On the last day of active operations prior to a 
weekend, holiday, or any other period when active 
operations will not occur for not more than four 
consecutive days: apply water with a mixture of 
chemical stabilizer diluted to not less than 1/20 of the 
concentration required to maintain a stabilized 
surface for a period of six months; OR 
Apply chemical stabilizers prior to wind event; OR 
Apply water to all unstabilized disturbed areas 3 
times per day.  If there is any evidence of wind driven 
fugitive dust, watering frequency is increased to a 
minimum of four times per day; OR 
Take the actions specified in Table 2, Item (3c); OR 
Utilize any combination of control actions (1B), 
(2B), and (3B) such that, in total, these actions apply 
to all disturbed surface areas. 

Unpaved roads (1C) 
(2C) 

(3C) 

Apply chemical stabilizers prior to wind event; OR 
Apply water twice [once] per hour during active 
operation; OR 
Stop all vehicular traffic. 

Open storage piles (1D) 
(2D) 

Apply water twice [once] per hour; OR 
Install temporary coverings. 

Paved road track-out (1E) 
(2E) 

Cover all haul vehicles; OR 
Comply with the vehicle freeboard requirements of 
Section 23114 of the California Vehicle Code for 
both public and private roads. 

All Categories (1F) Any other control measures approved by the 
Executive Officer and the U.S. EPA as equivalent to 
the methods specified in Table 1 may be used. 

* Measures in [brackets] are reasonably available control measures and only apply to 
sources not within the South Coast Air Basin. 
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TABLE 2 

DUST CONTROL ACTIONS FOR EXEMPTION FROM PARAGRAPH (d)(3)* 

FUGITIVE DUST 
SOURCE CATEGORY CONTROL ACTIONS 

Earth-moving (except 
construction cutting and 
filling areas, and mining 
operations) 

(1a) Maintain soil moisture content at a minimum of 
12 percent, as determined by ASTM method D
2216, or other equivalent method approved by 
the Executive Officer, the California Air 
Resources Board, and the U.S. EPA.  Two soil 
moisture evaluations must be conducted during 
the first three hours of active operations during a 
calendar day, and two such evaluations each 
subsequent four-hour period of active operations; 
OR 

(1a-1) For any earth-moving which is more than 100 
feet from all property lines, conduct watering as 
necessary to prevent visible dust emissions from 
exceeding 100 feet in length in any direction. 

Earth-moving: 
Construction fill areas: 

(1b) Maintain soil moisture content at a minimum of 
12 percent, as determined by ASTM method D
2216, or other equivalent method approved by 
the Executive Officer, the California Air 
Resources Board, and the U.S. EPA. For areas 
which have an optimum moisture content for 
compaction of less than 12 percent, as 
determined by ASTM Method 1557 or other 
equivalent method approved by the Executive 
Officer and the California Air Resources Board 
and the U.S. EPA, complete the compaction 
process as expeditiously as possible after 
achieving at least 70 percent of the optimum soil 
moisture content.  Two soil moisture evaluations 
must be conducted during the first three hours of 
active operations during a calendar day, and two 
such evaluations during each subsequent four
hour period of active operations. 

* Measures in [brackets] are reasonably available control measures and only apply to 
sources not within the South Coast Air Basin. 
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TABLE 2 (Continued) * 

FUGITIVE DUST 
SOURCE CATEGORY CONTROL ACTIONS 

Earth-moving: 
Construction cut areas 
and mining operations: 

(1c) Conduct watering as necessary to prevent visible 
emissions from extending more than 100 feet beyond 
the active cut or mining area unless the area is 
inaccessible to watering vehicles due to slope 
conditions or other safety factors. 

Disturbed surface areas 
(except completed 
grading areas) 

(2a/b) Apply dust suppression in sufficient quantity and 
frequency to maintain a stabilized surface. Any 
areas which cannot be stabilized, as evidenced by 
wind driven fugitive dust must have an application 
of water at least twice per day to at least 80 [70] 
percent of the unstabilized area. 

Disturbed surface 
areas: Completed 
grading areas 

(2c) 

(2d) 

Apply chemical stabilizers within five working days 
of grading completion; OR 

Take actions (3a) or (3c) specified for inactive 
disturbed surface areas. 

Inactive disturbed 
surface areas 

(3a) 

(3b) 

(3c) 

(3d) 

Apply water to at least 80 [70] percent of all inactive 
disturbed surface areas on a daily basis when there is 
evidence of wind driven fugitive dust, excluding any 
areas which are inaccessible to watering vehicles 
due to excessive slope or other safety conditions; 
OR 
Apply dust suppressants in sufficient quantity and 
frequency to maintain a stabilized surface; OR 
Establish a vegetative ground cover within 21 [30] 
days after active operations have ceased. Ground 
cover must be of sufficient density to expose less 
than 30 percent of unstabilized ground within 90 
days of planting, and at all times thereafter; OR 
Utilize any combination of control actions (3a), (3b), 
and (3c) such that, in total, these actions apply to all 
inactive disturbed surface areas. 

* Measures in [brackets] are reasonably available control measures and only apply to 
sources not within the South Coast Air Basin. 
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TABLE 2 (Continued) * 

FUGITIVE DUST 
SOURCE CATEGORY CONTROL ACTIONS 

Unpaved Roads (4a) Water all roads used for any vehicular traffic at 
least once per every two hours of active 
operations [3 times per normal 8 hour work day]; 
OR 

(4b) 

(4c) 

Water all roads used for any vehicular traffic 
once daily and restrict vehicle speeds to 15 miles 
per hour; OR 
Apply a chemical stabilizer to all unpaved road 
surfaces in sufficient quantity and frequency to 
maintain a stabilized surface. 

Open storage piles (5a) 
(5b) 

Apply chemical stabilizers; OR 
Apply water to at least 80 [70] percent of the 
surface area of all open storage piles on a daily 
basis when there is evidence of wind driven 

(5c) 
(5d) 

fugitive dust; OR 
Install temporary coverings; OR 
Install a three-sided enclosure with walls with no 
more than 50 percent porosity which extend, at a 
minimum, to the top of the pile. 

All Categories (6a) Any other control measures approved by the 
Executive Officer and the U.S. EPA as 
equivalent to the methods specified in Table 2 
may be used. 

* Measures in [brackets] are reasonably available control measures and only apply to 
sources not within the South Coast Air Basin. 
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TABLE 3 

TRACK-OUT CONTROL OPTIONS 

PARAGRAPH (d)(5)(B) 

CONTROL OPTIONS 

(1) Pave or apply chemical stabilization at sufficient concentration and frequency to 
maintain a stabilized surface starting from the point of intersection with the 
public paved surface, and extending for a centerline distance of at least 100 feet 
and a width of at least 20 feet. 

(2) Pave from the point of intersection with the public paved road surface, and 
extending for a centerline distance of at least 25 feet and a width of at least 20 
feet, and install a track-out control device immediately adjacent to the paved 
surface such that exiting vehicles do not travel on any unpaved road surface after 
passing through the track-out control device. 

(3) Any other control measures approved by the Executive Officer and the U.S. EPA 
as equivalent to the methods specified in Table 3 may be used.  
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Summer

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - User Defined Recreational is Event Garden, which combines with the golf course to occupy less than 5 acres.
City Park = avocade, vineyard, citrus, olives, and vegetable garden.
Construction Phase - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Climate Zone 8 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 31

User Defined Recreational 2 User Defined Unit

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & PowerUrbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s)

Golf Course 2.5 Acre

Racquet Club 1 1000sqft

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

City Park 26 Acre

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 11/9/2011

Pointview
South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Summer

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.020.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Area 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

4,306.60 0.23 0.00 4,311.574.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33

4,299.62 0.23 4,304.55

Total 2.60 6.94 27.63 0.04

0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33Mobile 2.57 6.93 27.63 0.04 4.60

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.020.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Area 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

Land Use Change - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 

2.0 Emissions Summary

Trips and VMT - Initial planting would require temporary increase in number of on-site employees to 10-20 people at a AVR of 1.135.

Grading - Driveway is 1880ft long by 20ft wide (37600 sq ft) with no import/export of materials.

Vehicle Trips - See Traffic Study
Saturday and Sunday rates are assumed to be the same
Racquet Club only for energy usage factors.  No mobile trips associated.
Energy Use - 

Solid Waste - Assumed Event Garden generates same solid waste as golf course
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Summer

4.3 Trip Type Information

Total 313.80 315.80 315.80 1,384,766 1,384,766
User Defined Recreational 280.00 280.00 280.00 1,250,558 1,250,558

Racquet Club 0.00 0.00 0.00
Golf Course 13.00 15.00 15.00 52,991 52,991

City Park 20.80 20.80 20.80 81,216 81,216

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

NA NA NA NA NA

4.2 Trip Summary Information

NA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

4,299.62 0.23 4,304.554.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33

4,299.62 0.23 4,304.55

Unmitigated 2.57 6.93 27.63 0.04

0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33Mitigated 2.57 6.93 27.63 0.04 4.60

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4,306.60 0.23 0.00 4,311.574.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33

4,299.62 0.23 4,304.55

Total 2.60 6.94 27.63 0.04

0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33Mobile 2.57 6.93 27.63 0.04 4.60
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Summer

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Golf Course 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00City Park 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

NA NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NA

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02

Total NA NA NA NA

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.020.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

10.00

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

User Defined Recreational 8.90 13.30 7.40 10.00 80.00

19.00

Racquet Club 8.90 13.30 7.40 11.50 69.50 19.00

Golf Course 8.90 13.30 7.40 33.00 48.00

H-O or C-NW

City Park 8.90 13.30 7.40 33.00 48.00 19.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Summer

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00

Unmitigated 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Mitigated 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.020.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.020.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Racquet Club 0.0592877 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Golf Course 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00City Park 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.020.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.020.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Racquet Club 59.2877 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Summer

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

0.00 0.00 0.00

7.0 Water Detail

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Consumer Products 0.02

0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural Coating 0.01

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Consumer Products 0.02

0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural Coating 0.01

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

NA NA NA NA NA

6.2 Area by SubCategory

NA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Summer

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Vegetation

8.0 Waste Detail
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Winter

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - User Defined Recreational is Event Garden, which combines with the golf course to occupy less than 5 acres.
City Park = avocade, vineyard, citrus, olives, and vegetable garden.
Racquet Club only for energy usage (natural gas, electricity)
Construction Phase - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Climate Zone 8 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 31

User Defined Recreational 2 User Defined Unit

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & PowerUrbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s)

Golf Course 2.5 Acre

Racquet Club 1 1000sqft

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

City Park 26 Acre

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 11/9/2011

Pointview
South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Winter

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Area 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

3,998.62 0.21 0.00 4,003.134.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33

3,991.64 0.21 3,996.11

Total 2.70 7.57 26.31 0.04

0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33Mobile 2.67 7.56 26.31 0.04 4.60

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.020.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Area 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

Land Use Change - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 

2.0 Emissions Summary

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Trips and VMT - Initial planting would require temporary increase in number of on-site employees to 10-20 people at a AVR of 1.135.

Grading - Driveway is 1880ft long by 20ft wide (37600 sq ft) with no import/export of materials.

Vehicle Trips - See Traffic Study
Saturday and Sunday rates are assumed to be the same
Racquet Club only for energy usage factors.  No mobile trips associated.

Energy Use - 

Solid Waste - Assumed Event Garden generates same solid waste as golf course
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Winter

Total 313.80 315.80 315.80 1,384,766 1,384,766
User Defined Recreational 280.00 280.00 280.00 1,250,558 1,250,558

Racquet Club 0.00 0.00 0.00
Golf Course 13.00 15.00 15.00 52,991 52,991

City Park 20.80 20.80 20.80 81,216 81,216

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

NA NA NA NA NA

4.2 Trip Summary Information

NA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

3,991.64 0.21 3,996.114.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33

3,991.64 0.21 3,996.11

Unmitigated 2.67 7.56 26.31 0.04

0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33Mitigated 2.67 7.56 26.31 0.04 4.60

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3,998.62 0.21 0.00 4,003.134.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33

3,991.64 0.21 3,996.11

Total 2.70 7.57 26.31 0.04

0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33Mobile 2.67 7.56 26.31 0.04 4.60

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.020.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Energy 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Winter

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00City Park 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

NA NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NA

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02

Total NA NA NA NA

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.020.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

10.00

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

User Defined Recreational 8.90 13.30 7.40 10.00 80.00

19.00

Racquet Club 8.90 13.30 7.40 11.50 69.50 19.00

Golf Course 8.90 13.30 7.40 33.00 48.00

H-O or C-NW

City Park 8.90 13.30 7.40 33.00 48.00 19.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Winter

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Mitigated 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.020.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.020.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Racquet Club 0.0592877 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Golf Course 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00City Park 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.020.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

6.98 0.00 0.00 7.020.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Racquet Club 59.2877 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Golf Course 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Winter

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

0.00 0.00 0.00

7.0 Water Detail

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Consumer Products 0.02

0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural Coating 0.01

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Consumer Products 0.02

0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural Coating 0.01

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

NA NA NA NA NA

6.2 Area by SubCategory

NA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Unmitigated 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Winter

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Vegetation

8.0 Waste Detail

Ops Winter 110811  7 of 7 



Fire Station 128 

Point View Master Plan 1 lb, lbs = 0.000 453 592 37 metric ton
Temporary Diesel Generator Emissions (Special Events) 1 kilogram = 2.204 622 621 8 lb, lbs

Equipment List

No. Equipment Rating (kW)
Hours of Operation per 

Day
Load 

Factora
Total HP-HR 

(Average)

1 Caterpillar XQ300 Diesel 
Generator Sets (Prime) 275 8 0.7 2,065

Emission Calculations
Pollutant Emission Factor (lbs/hp-hr)b Emissions (lbs/day) Emissions (tons/year)c

NOx 3.7 16.8
CO 0.23 1.0
SOx 0.07 0.3
PM10 0.03 0.1
PM2.5 0.03 0.1

Notes:
a http://www.cat.com/cda/files/301154/7/C9275ekwPrimeTier3_EMCP4.pdf
b Ibid
c Generators assumed to be operating for 30 special events per year
*1 kilowatt hour = 1.341022108 horsepower hours

Generator and Hearth Emissions.xls 10/31/201210:29 AM



Regional Stationary Emissions Calculations

Point View Master Use Plan Project
Regional and Localized Emissions Calculations (lbs/day)

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5
Regional Project Emissions

Mobile 3 8 28 <1 5 <1
Area <1 17 1 <1 <1 <1
Energy <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Total Project 3 24 29 <1 5 <1

Net Project Emissions
Net Mobile 3 8 28 <1 5 <1
Net Area <1 17 1 <1 <1 <1
Net Energy <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Total Net 3 24 29 <1 5 <1
SCAQMD Significance Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Difference (52) (31) (521) (150) (145) (55)
Significant? No No No No No No

Localized Project Emissions VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5
Area <1 17 1 <1 <1 <1
Energy <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Total  <1 17 1 <1 <1 <1
Localized Significance Threshold N/A 98 785 N/A 4 2
Difference N/A (81) (784) N/A (4) (2)
Significant? N/A No No N/A No No

Regional Stationary emissions 12/14/2011

c  The SCAQMD LSTs are based on Source Receptor Area 3 (Southwest Coastal Los Angeles County) for a oneacre site within a 60
meter receptor distance.  One acre is the small project area for which LSTs are provided; the actual operational area at any given 
time is likely to be smaller.

a Area source emissions are calculated using the CalEEMod emissions model. Area sources include natural gas consumption,
landscape fuel consumption, consumer products and miscellaneous sources (e.g., commercial solvent usage, architectural coatings).  
b  Stationary source emissions include emissions due to project‐related electricity generation.  Electricity generation‐related emissions 
are calculated based on guidance provided in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  

Numbers may not add up exactly, due to rounding. Worksheets and modeling output files are provided in Appendix A.

Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2011.

Regional Stationary emissions 12/14/2011



Title    : Los Angeles County Avg Winter CYr 2022 Default Title 
Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006 
Run Date : 2011/11/23 10:13:42 
Scen Year: 2022 -- All model years in the range 1978 to 2022 selected 
Season   : Winter 
Area     : Los Angeles 
**************************************************************************************
*** 
     Year: 2022 -- Model Years 1978 to 2022 Inclusive -- Winter 
     Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006 
 
     County Average                          Los Angeles                County Average              
 
                             Table   1:  Running Exhaust Emissions (grams/mile)     

     Pollutant Name: Carbon Monoxide           Temperature:  60F  Relative Humidity:  
50% 
 
     Speed 
      MPH       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL  
 
        3      1.467    2.631    3.618    7.863   20.809   24.532    2.569 
        4      1.434    2.569    3.552    7.863   20.809   24.532    2.525 
        5      1.403    2.509    3.490    7.863   20.809   24.532    2.483 
        6      1.372    2.451    3.344    7.220   18.994   23.663    2.391 
        7      1.343    2.396    3.211    6.628   17.378   22.862    2.304 
        8      1.315    2.342    3.087    6.083   15.936   22.124    2.223 
        9      1.288    2.291    2.973    5.583   14.648   21.442    2.148 
       10      1.261    2.241    2.867    5.124   13.495   20.814    2.077 
       11      1.236    2.194    2.769    4.705   12.462   20.235    2.010 
       12      1.211    2.147    2.678    4.324   11.535   19.702    1.948 
       13      1.187    2.103    2.592    3.978   10.701   19.211    1.889 
       14      1.164    2.060    2.513    3.666    9.951   18.760    1.835 
       15      1.141    2.018    2.438    3.387    9.274   18.346    1.783 
       16      1.119    1.978    2.368    3.140    8.664   17.967    1.735 
       17      1.098    1.939    2.302    2.923    8.113   17.621    1.691 
       18      1.078    1.901    2.240    2.736    7.614   17.306    1.649 
       19      1.058    1.865    2.182    2.570    7.162   17.021    1.609 
       20      1.038    1.830    2.127    2.473    6.753   16.765    1.575 
       21      1.020    1.796    2.075    2.384    6.382   16.536    1.542 
       22      1.001    1.763    2.025    2.301    6.045   16.333    1.510 
       23      0.984    1.731    1.979    2.225    5.739   16.156    1.480 
       24      0.967    1.700    1.935    2.154    5.461   16.004    1.451 
       25      0.950    1.670    1.893    2.089    5.208   15.876    1.424 
       26      0.934    1.640    1.853    2.029    4.979   15.773    1.398 
 

 



Title    : Los Angeles County Avg Winter CYr 2022 Default Title 
Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006 
Run Date : 2011/11/23 10:40:37 
Scen Year: 2022 -- All model years in the range 1978 to 2022 selected 
Season   : Winter 
Area     : Los Angeles 
**************************************************************************************
*** 
     Year: 2022 -- Model Years 1978 to 2022 Inclusive -- Winter 
     Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006 
 
     County Average                          Los Angeles                County Average              
 
                             Table   1:  Running Exhaust Emissions (grams/mile)     

     Pollutant Name: Carbon Monoxide           Temperature:  60F  Relative Humidity:  
50% 
 
     Speed 
      MPH       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL  
 
       27      0.918    1.612    1.815    1.974    4.771   15.693    1.373 
       28      0.902    1.585    1.779    1.923    4.581   15.638    1.349 
       29      0.887    1.558    1.744    1.876    4.410   15.606    1.326 
       30      0.873    1.532    1.712    1.833    4.255   15.599    1.304 
       31      0.859    1.507    1.681    1.793    4.114   15.616    1.283 
       32      0.845    1.483    1.651    1.757    3.987   15.658    1.263 
       33      0.832    1.460    1.623    1.724    3.874   15.725    1.244 
       34      0.819    1.437    1.596    1.695    3.772   15.820    1.226 
       35      0.806    1.414    1.570    1.668    3.681   15.941    1.208 
       36      0.794    1.393    1.545    1.644    3.600   16.092    1.192 
       37      0.782    1.372    1.522    1.623    3.529   16.272    1.176 
       38      0.770    1.352    1.500    1.605    3.468   16.484    1.161 
       39      0.759    1.332    1.479    1.589    3.416   16.729    1.147 
       40      0.748    1.313    1.459    1.575    3.372   17.010    1.134 
 



Point View Master Use Plan Project
LOS Analysis

No. Intersection
Peak
Hour V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay LOS

LOS 
Increase LOS >=D?

Criteria 1 
Analyze?

Criteria 2 
Analyze? Analyze?

AM 0.373 D 0.386 D 3.5% Yes Yes No Yes
PM 0.332 C 0.333 C 0.3% No No No No
AM 0 471 A 0 508 A 7 9% No No No No

Intersection Level of Service Summary
WP (2022)NP (2022)

Via Rivera and Hawthorne Boulevard1

AM 0.471 A 0.508 A 7.9% No No No No
PM 0.45 A 0.462 A 2.7% No No No No
AM 0.294 B 0.336 B 14.3% No No No No
PM 0.273 B 0.309 B 13.2% No No No No
AM 0.294 B 0.36 C 22.4% No No No No
PM 0.306 B 0.311 B 1.6% No No No No
AM 0.499 C 0.573 D 14.8% No No Yes YesPalos Verde Drive (South) and Palos Verde Drive 

Palos Verde Drive (South) and Wayfarers Chapel 
Drive

Palos Verde Drive and Hawthorne Boulevard

Palos Verde Drive (South) and Seacove Drive

2

3

4

5
PM 0.516 C 0.528 C 2.3% No No No No
AM 0.284 A 0.326 B 14.8% No No No No
PM 0.277 A 0.346 B 24.9% No No No No

 

(East)

Palos Verde Drive (South) and Point View Driveway

5

6

The SCAQMD recommends performing a CO hotspots analysis if the volume to 
capacity ratio increases by two percent or more as a result of a proposed project for 
intersections rated D or worse or if the LOS declines from C to Dintersections rated D or worse or if the LOS declines from C to D.

Criteria 1 = LOS D + V/C increase >= 2%
Criteria 2 = LOS C to D

LOS Analysis (112111) 12/1/2011 



Point View Master Use Plan Project
CALINE4 Modeling Results and Estimated Local 1-Hour Carbon Monoxide Concentrations (ppm)

Projected Background 1-Hour CO Concentrations (ppm) a

Monitoring Station: Hawthorne

Year 1-Hr Concentration
2012 7.3

Intersection
and

Receptor Locations
Traffic CO 

Contribution b

Estimated
Local CO

Concentration c
Traffic CO 

Contribution b

Estimated
Local CO

Concentration c

Exceedance of
Significance
Threshold d

VIA RIVERA AND HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD 

NE 0.6 7.9 0.6 7.9 NO
SE 0.6 7.9 0.6 7.9 NO
SW 0.5 7.8 0.5 7.8 NO
NW 0.7 8.0 0.7 8.0 NO

VIA RIVERA AND HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD 

NE 0.5 7.8 0.5 7.8 NO
SE 0.5 7.8 0.5 7.8 NO
SW 0.5 7.8 0.5 7.8 NO
NW 0.6 7.9 0.6 7.9 NO

PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST

NE 0.7 8.0 0.5 7.8 NO
SE 0.6 7.9 0.5 7.8 NO
SW 0.6 7.9 0.6 7.9 NO
NW 0.6 7.9 0.5 7.8 NO

PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST

NE 0.6 7.9 0.5 7.8 NO

Future Without Project Future With Project

SE 0.6 7.9 0.5 7.8 NO
SW 0.5 7.8 0.5 7.8 NO
NW 0.5 7.8 0.5 7.8 NO

0

NE 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO
SE 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO
SW 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO
NW 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO

0

NE 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO
SE 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO
SW 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO
NW 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO

d  The California Ambient Air Quality Standard for 1-hour CO concentrations is 20 ppm.

b  The 1-hour traffic contribution (ppm) is determined by inputing total traffic volumes into the CALINE4 model.
c  The estimated local concentration is the traffic contribution + the background concentration.

a  Based on guidance provided by the AQMD Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook.

CO Summary 1-Hour 12/1/2011



Point View Master Use Plan Project
CALINE4 Modeling Results and Estimated Local 8-Hour Carbon Monoxide Concentrations (ppm)

Projected Background 8-Hour CO Concentrations (ppm) a

Monitoring Station: Hawthorne
     Average Persistence Factor = 0.70

Year 8-Hr Concentration
2012 6.1

Intersection
and

Receptor Locations
Traffic CO 

Contribution b

Estimated
Local CO

Concentration c
Traffic CO 

Contribution b

Estimated
Local CO

Concentration c

Exceedance of
Significance
Threshold d

VIA RIVERA AND HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD 

NE 0.4 6.45 0.3 6.38 NO
SE 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
SW 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
NW 0.4 6.45 0.4 6.45 NO

VIA RIVERA AND HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD 

NE 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
SE 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
SW 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
NW 0.4 6.45 0.4 6.45 NO

PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST

NE 0.4 6.45 0.3 6.38 NO
SE 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
SW 0.4 6.45 0.3 6.38 NO
NW 0.4 6.45 0.3 6.38 NO

PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST

NE 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
SE 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
SW 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
NW 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO

0

NE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
NW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO

0

NE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
NW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO

0

NE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
NW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO

0

NE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
NW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO

0

NE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
NW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO

0

NE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
NW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO

d  The California Ambient Air Quality Standard for 8-hour CO concentrations is 9 ppm.

a  Based on guidance provided by the AQMD Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook.

c  The estimated local concentration is the traffic contribution + the background concentration.

b    The persistence factor is calculated as recommended in Table B.15 in the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (Institute of Transportation Studies, UC 
Davis, Revised 1997).  This is a generalized persistence factor likely to provide a conservative estimate in most situations.

Future Without Project Future With Project

CO Summary 8-Hour 12/1/2011



 
           CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
                    JUNE 1989 VERSION 
                    PAGE   1 
 
               JOB:   PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST AM NO PROJECT 
               RUN:                  (WORST CASE ANGLE) 
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
 
 
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG= WORST CASE            VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C) 
 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    15 -1500    15  -500 *  AG    568   2.8     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    15  -500    15     0 *  AG    568   3.9     .0  33.0 
 C. ND           *    15     0    15   500 *  AG    568   3.0     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    15   500    15  1500 *  AG    568   2.8     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -15  1500   -15   500 *  AG    529   2.8     .0  50.0 
 F. SA           *   -15   500   -15     0 *  AG    529   3.9     .0  33.0 
 G. SD           *   -15     0   -15  -500 *  AG    529   3.0     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -15  -500   -15 -1500 *  AG    529   2.8     .0  50.0 
 I. WF           *  1500     8   500     8 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 J. WA           *   500     8     0     8 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 K. WD           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 L. WE           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 M. EF           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 N. EA           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 O. ED           *     0    -8   500    -8 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 P. EE           *   500    -8  1500    -8 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 Q. NL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
  
 
 
 III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     40     25   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     40    -25   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -40    -25   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -40     25   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     53     38   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     53    -38   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -53    -38   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -53     38   6.0 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 
 
             *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK 
             *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H 
-------------*-------*-------*---------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *  185. *    .5 *   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *  185. *    .5 *   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1 
 3. SW3      *    5. *    .5 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *    5. *    .5 *   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *  186. *    .4 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *  186. *    .4 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1 
 7. SW7      *    6. *    .4 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *    6. *    .4 *   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 
 
 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE)     (CONT.) 
 
             *                          CONC/LINK 
             *                            (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   *   I    J    K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*------------------------------------------------------------ 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
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               JOB:   PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST AM NO PROJECT 
               RUN: .000000E+00  
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
 
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG=    .0 DEGREES         VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C) 
 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    15 -1500    15  -500 *  AG    568   2.8     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    15  -500    15     0 *  AG    568   3.9     .0  33.0 
 C. ND           *    15     0    15   500 *  AG    568   3.0     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    15   500    15  1500 *  AG    568   2.8     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -15  1500   -15   500 *  AG    529   2.8     .0  50.0 
 F. SA           *   -15   500   -15     0 *  AG    529   3.9     .0  33.0 
 G. SD           *   -15     0   -15  -500 *  AG    529   3.0     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -15  -500   -15 -1500 *  AG    529   2.8     .0  50.0 
 I. WF           *  1500     8   500     8 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 J. WA           *   500     8     0     8 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 K. WD           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 L. WE           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 M. EF           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 N. EA           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 O. ED           *     0    -8   500    -8 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 P. EE           *   500    -8  1500    -8 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 Q. NL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 
 
 
 
 III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     40     25   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     40    -25   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -40    -25   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -40     25   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     53     38   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     53    -38   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -53    -38   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -53     38   6.0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.) 
 
             * PRED  *                     CONC/LINK 
             * CONC  *                       (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H    I    J 
-------------*-------*-------------------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *    .2 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *    .2 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *    .2 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *    .2 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *    .1 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *    .1 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *    .1 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *    .1 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 
 
 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.) (CONT.) 
 
             *                     CONC/LINK 
             *                       (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   *   K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*-------------------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
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               JOB:   PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST AM WITH 
PROJECT 
               RUN:                  (WORST CASE ANGLE) 
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
 
 
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG= WORST CASE            VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C) 
 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    15 -1500    15  -500 *  AG    582   2.8     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    15  -500    15     0 *  AG    582   3.9     .0  33.0 
 C. ND           *    15     0    15   500 *  AG    679   3.0     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    15   500    15  1500 *  AG    679   2.8     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -15  1500   -15   500 *  AG    541   2.8     .0  50.0 
 F. SA           *   -15   500   -15     0 *  AG    541   3.9     .0  33.0 
 G. SD           *   -15     0   -15  -500 *  AG    541   3.0     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -15  -500   -15 -1500 *  AG    541   2.8     .0  50.0 
 I. WF           *  1500     8   500     8 *  AG    102   2.8     .0  35.0 
 J. WA           *   500     8     0     8 *  AG    102   6.3     .0  33.0 
 K. WD           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 L. WE           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 M. EF           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 N. EA           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 O. ED           *     0    -8   500    -8 *  AG      5   6.3     .0  33.0 
 P. EE           *   500    -8  1500    -8 *  AG      5   2.8     .0  35.0 
 Q. NL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 
 
  



III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     40     25   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     40    -25   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -40    -25   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -40     25   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     53     38   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     53    -38   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -53    -38   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -53     38   6.0 
 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 
 
             *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK 
             *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H 
-------------*-------*-------*---------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *  185. *    .6 *   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *  355. *    .6 *   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *    5. *    .5 *   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *    5. *    .5 *   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *  186. *    .4 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *  354. *    .4 *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *    6. *    .4 *   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *    6. *    .4 *   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 
 
 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE)     (CONT.) 
 
             *                          CONC/LINK 
             *                            (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   *   I    J    K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*------------------------------------------------------------ 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
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               JOB:   PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST AM WITH 
PROJECT 
 
               RUN: .000000E+00  
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
 
 
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG=    .0 DEGREES         VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C) 
 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    15 -1500    15  -500 *  AG    582   2.8     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    15  -500    15     0 *  AG    582   3.9     .0  33.0 
 C. ND           *    15     0    15   500 *  AG    679   3.0     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    15   500    15  1500 *  AG    679   2.8     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -15  1500   -15   500 *  AG    541   2.8     .0  50.0 
 F. SA           *   -15   500   -15     0 *  AG    541   3.9     .0  33.0 
 G. SD           *   -15     0   -15  -500 *  AG    541   3.0     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -15  -500   -15 -1500 *  AG    541   2.8     .0  50.0 
 I. WF           *  1500     8   500     8 *  AG    102   2.8     .0  35.0 
 J. WA           *   500     8     0     8 *  AG    102   6.3     .0  33.0 
 K. WD           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 L. WE           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 M. EF           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 N. EA           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 O. ED           *     0    -8   500    -8 *  AG      5   6.3     .0  33.0 
 P. EE           *   500    -8  1500    -8 *  AG      5   2.8     .0  35.0 
 Q. NL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 
 



 III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     40     25   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     40    -25   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -40    -25   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -40     25   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     53     38   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     53    -38   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -53    -38   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -53     38   6.0 
 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.) 
 
             * PRED  *                     CONC/LINK 
             * CONC  *                       (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H    I    J 
-------------*-------*-------------------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *    .2 *   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *    .3 *   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *    .2 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *    .2 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *    .1 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *    .2 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *    .1 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *    .1 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 
 
  
 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.) (CONT.) 
 
             *                     CONC/LINK 
             *                       (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   *   K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*-------------------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 
 
 



CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
                    JUNE 1989 VERSION 
                    PAGE   1 
 
               JOB:   PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST PM NO 
PROJECT 
 
               RUN:                  (WORST CASE ANGLE) 
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
 
 
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG= WORST CASE            VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C) 
 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    15 -1500    15  -500 *  AG    537   2.8     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    15  -500    15     0 *  AG    537   3.9     .0  33.0 
 C. ND           *    15     0    15   500 *  AG    537   3.0     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    15   500    15  1500 *  AG    537   2.8     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -15  1500   -15   500 *  AG    613   2.8     .0  50.0 
 F. SA           *   -15   500   -15     0 *  AG    613   3.9     .0  33.0 
 G. SD           *   -15     0   -15  -500 *  AG    613   3.0     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -15  -500   -15 -1500 *  AG    613   2.8     .0  50.0 
 I. WF           *  1500     8   500     8 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 J. WA           *   500     8     0     8 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 K. WD           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 L. WE           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 M. EF           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 N. EA           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 O. ED           *     0    -8   500    -8 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 P. EE           *   500    -8  1500    -8 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 Q. NL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 



 III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     40     25   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     40    -25   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -40    -25   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -40     25   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     53     38   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     53    -38   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -53    -38   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -53     38   6.0 
 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 
 
             *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK 
             *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H 
-------------*-------*-------*---------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *  185. *    .5 *   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1 
 2. SE3      *  185. *    .5 *   .0   .3   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1 
 3. SW3      *    5. *    .6 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *    5. *    .5 *   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *  186. *    .4 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *  354. *    .4 *   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *    6. *    .4 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *    6. *    .4 *   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 
 
  
 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE)     (CONT.) 
 
             *                          CONC/LINK 
             *                            (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   *   I    J    K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*------------------------------------------------------------ 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 
 



CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
                    JUNE 1989 VERSION 
                    PAGE   4 
 
               JOB:   PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST PM NO 
PROJECT 
 
               RUN: .000000E+00  
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
 
 
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG=    .0 DEGREES         VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C) 
 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    15 -1500    15  -500 *  AG    537   2.8     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    15  -500    15     0 *  AG    537   3.9     .0  33.0 
 C. ND           *    15     0    15   500 *  AG    537   3.0     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    15   500    15  1500 *  AG    537   2.8     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -15  1500   -15   500 *  AG    613   2.8     .0  50.0 
 F. SA           *   -15   500   -15     0 *  AG    613   3.9     .0  33.0 
 G. SD           *   -15     0   -15  -500 *  AG    613   3.0     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -15  -500   -15 -1500 *  AG    613   2.8     .0  50.0 
 I. WF           *  1500     8   500     8 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 J. WA           *   500     8     0     8 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 K. WD           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 L. WE           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 M. EF           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 N. EA           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 O. ED           *     0    -8   500    -8 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 P. EE           *   500    -8  1500    -8 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 Q. NL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 
 
  



III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     40     25   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     40    -25   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -40    -25   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -40     25   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     53     38   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     53    -38   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -53    -38   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -53     38   6.0 
 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.) 
 
             * PRED  *                     CONC/LINK 
             * CONC  *                       (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H    I    J 
-------------*-------*-------------------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *    .2 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *    .2 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *    .3 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *    .2 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *    .1 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *    .1 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *    .1 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *    .1 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 
 
IV.  MODEL RESULTS (PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.) (CONT.) 
 
             *                     CONC/LINK 
             *                       (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   *   K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*-------------------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
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               JOB:   PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST PM WITH 
PROJECT 
 
               RUN:                  (WORST CASE ANGLE) 
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
 
 
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG= WORST CASE            VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C) 
 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    15 -1500    15  -500 *  AG    705   2.8     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    15  -500    15     0 *  AG    705   3.9     .0  33.0 
 C. ND           *    15     0    15   500 *  AG    609   3.0     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    15   500    15  1500 *  AG    609   2.8     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -15  1500   -15   500 *  AG    715   2.8     .0  50.0 
 F. SA           *   -15   500   -15     0 *  AG    715   3.9     .0  33.0 
 G. SD           *   -15     0   -15  -500 *  AG    715   3.0     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -15  -500   -15 -1500 *  AG    715   2.8     .0  50.0 
 I. WF           *  1500     8   500     8 *  AG      4   2.8     .0  35.0 
 J. WA           *   500     8     0     8 *  AG      4   6.3     .0  33.0 
 K. WD           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 L. WE           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 M. EF           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 N. EA           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 O. ED           *     0    -8   500    -8 *  AG    100   6.3     .0  33.0 
 P. EE           *   500    -8  1500    -8 *  AG    100   2.8     .0  35.0 
 Q. NL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     40     25   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     40    -25   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -40    -25   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -40     25   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     53     38   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     53    -38   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -53    -38   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -53     38   6.0 
 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 
 
             *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK 
             *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H 
-------------*-------*-------*---------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *  185. *    .7 *   .0   .4   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1 
 2. SE3      *  185. *    .6 *   .0   .4   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1 
 3. SW3      *    5. *    .6 *   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .4   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *    5. *    .6 *   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .4   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *  186. *    .5 *   .0   .2   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1 
 6. SE7      *  354. *    .4 *   .0   .0   .2   .0   .1   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *    6. *    .5 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .3   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *    6. *    .5 *   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .2   .0   .0 
 
 
  
 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE)     (CONT.) 
 
             *                          CONC/LINK 
             *                            (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   *   I    J    K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*------------------------------------------------------------ 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
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               JOB:   PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST PM WITH 
PROJECT 
 
               RUN: .000000E+00  
         POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide                
 
 
   I.  SITE VARIABLES 
 
          U=    .5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (FT) 
        BRG=    .0 DEGREES         VD=   .0 CM/S 
       CLAS=     7 (G)             VS=   .0 CM/S 
       MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=   .0 PPM 
      SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C) 
 
 
  II.  LINK VARIABLES 
 
       LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (FT)  *              EF     H     W   
    DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (FT)  (FT) 
 ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------ 
 A. NF           *    15 -1500    15  -500 *  AG    705   2.8     .0  50.0 
 B. NA           *    15  -500    15     0 *  AG    705   3.9     .0  33.0 
 C. ND           *    15     0    15   500 *  AG    609   3.0     .0  33.0 
 D. NE           *    15   500    15  1500 *  AG    609   2.8     .0  50.0 
 E. SF           *   -15  1500   -15   500 *  AG    715   2.8     .0  50.0 
 F. SA           *   -15   500   -15     0 *  AG    715   3.9     .0  33.0 
 G. SD           *   -15     0   -15  -500 *  AG    715   3.0     .0  33.0 
 H. SE           *   -15  -500   -15 -1500 *  AG    715   2.8     .0  50.0 
 I. WF           *  1500     8   500     8 *  AG      4   2.8     .0  35.0 
 J. WA           *   500     8     0     8 *  AG      4   6.3     .0  33.0 
 K. WD           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 L. WE           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 M. EF           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   2.8     .0  35.0 
 N. EA           *     0  1800     0  1900 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 O. ED           *     0    -8   500    -8 *  AG    100   6.3     .0  33.0 
 P. EE           *   500    -8  1500    -8 *  AG    100   2.8     .0  35.0 
 Q. NL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 R. SL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   3.8     .0  33.0 
 S. WL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 T. EL           *     0 -1900     0 -1800 *  AG      0   6.3     .0  33.0 
 
 
  



 III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS  
 
             *    COORDINATES (FT) 
   RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z 
 ------------*--------------------- 
 1. NE3      *     40     25   6.0 
 2. SE3      *     40    -25   6.0 
 3. SW3      *    -40    -25   6.0 
 4. NW3      *    -40     25   6.0 
 5. NE7      *     53     38   6.0 
 6. SE7      *     53    -38   6.0 
 7. SW7      *    -53    -38   6.0 
 8. NW7      *    -53     38   6.0 
 
 
  IV.  MODEL RESULTS (PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.) 
 
             * PRED  *                     CONC/LINK 
             * CONC  *                       (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   * (PPM) *   A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H    I    J 
-------------*-------*-------------------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *    .2 *   .0   .0   .0   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *    .3 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *    .3 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *    .3 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .1   .1   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *    .1 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *    .2 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *    .1 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *    .1 *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 
 
IV.  MODEL RESULTS (PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.) (CONT.) 
 
             *                     CONC/LINK 
             *                       (PPM) 
  RECEPTOR   *   K    L    M    N    O    P    Q    R    S    T 
 ------------*-------------------------------------------------- 
 1. NE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 2. SE3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 3. SW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 4. NW3      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 5. NE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 6. SE7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 7. SW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
 8. NW7      *   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0   .0 
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Trips and VMT - Initial planting would require temporary increase in number of on-site employees to 10-20 people at a AVR of 1.135.

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Recreational Use #2 is Event Garden, which combines with the golf course to occupy less than 5 acres.
City Park = avocade, vineyard, citrus, olives, and vegetable garden.
Construction Phase - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Climate Zone 8 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 31

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & PowerUrbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s)

Golf Course 2.5 Acre

User Defined Recreational 2 User Defined Unit

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

City Park 26 Acre

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 12/13/2011

Pointview
South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Annual (121311)  1 of 12 



Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

137.74 137.74 0.01 0.00 138.010.06 0.16 0.06 0.06 0.12 0.00Total 0.15 1.23 0.68 0.00 0.10

0.00 98.43 98.43 0.01 0.00 98.610.05 0.04 0.09 0.03 0.04 0.07

39.31 39.31 0.00 0.00 39.40

2012 0.10 0.80 0.44 0.00

0.02 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.002011 0.05 0.43 0.24 0.00 0.05

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 137.74 137.74 0.01 0.00 138.010.11 0.06 0.17 0.06 0.06 0.12

98.43 98.43 0.01 0.00 98.61

Total 0.15 1.23 0.68 0.00

0.04 0.10 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.002012 0.10 0.80 0.44 0.00 0.06

0.00 39.31 39.31 0.00 0.00 39.400.05 0.02 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.05

N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2011 0.05 0.43 0.24 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Land Use Change - 

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

Grading - Driveway is 1880ft long by 20ft wide (37600 sq ft) with no import/export of materials.

Vehicle Trips - See Traffic Study
Saturday and Sunday rates are assumed to be the same
Energy Use - 

Solid Waste - Assumed Event Garden generates same solid waste as golf course
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

Mitigated Construction On-Site

2.64 2.64 0.00 0.00 2.640.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 1.97 1.97 0.00 0.00 1.970.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.67 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.67

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Vendor 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

36.68 36.68 0.00 0.00 36.760.02 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.00Total 0.05 0.43 0.22 0.00 0.05

0.00 36.68 36.68 0.00 0.00 36.760.02 0.02 0.02 0.02

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 0.05 0.43 0.22 0.00

0.00 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00Fugitive Dust 0.05

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

3.2 Mass Site Grading - 2011

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

5.43 5.43 0.00 0.00 5.450.00 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00Total 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.05

0.00 5.43 5.43 0.00 0.00 5.450.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.00

0.00 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00Fugitive Dust 0.05

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.2 Mass Site Grading - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 2.64 2.64 0.00 0.00 2.640.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1.97 1.97 0.00 0.00 1.97

Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.67 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.670.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 36.68 36.68 0.00 0.00 36.760.05 0.02 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.05

36.68 36.68 0.00 0.00 36.76

Total 0.05 0.43 0.22 0.00

0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00Off-Road 0.05 0.43 0.22 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.05 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.03

N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

3.3 Fine Site Grading - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

0.00 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.390.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.29 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.29

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 5.43 5.43 0.00 0.00 5.450.05 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.03

5.43 5.43 0.00 0.00 5.45

Total 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Off-Road 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.05 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.03

N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

0.39 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.390.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.29 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.290.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.10

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

0.00 32.30 32.30 0.00 0.00 32.350.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01

32.30 32.30 0.00 0.00 32.35

Total 0.03 0.26 0.11 0.00

0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00Off-Road 0.03 0.26 0.11 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

1.51 1.51 0.00 0.00 1.510.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 1.04 1.04 0.00 0.00 1.040.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.47 0.47 0.00 0.00 0.47

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

32.30 32.30 0.00 0.00 32.350.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00Total 0.03 0.26 0.11 0.00 0.00

0.00 32.30 32.30 0.00 0.00 32.350.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 0.03 0.26 0.11 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Fugitive Dust 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

Mitigated Construction On-Site

0.48 0.48 0.00 0.00 0.480.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.330.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.15 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.15

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

9.43 9.43 0.00 0.00 9.450.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00Total 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

9.43 9.43 0.00 0.00 9.45

Paving 0.00

0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00Off-Road 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.4 Paving - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 1.51 1.51 0.00 0.00 1.510.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1.04 1.04 0.00 0.00 1.04

Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.47 0.47 0.00 0.00 0.470.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

0.00 5.07 5.07 0.00 0.00 5.090.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.07 5.07 0.00 0.00 5.09

Total 0.01 0.05 0.04 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Off-Road 0.01 0.05 0.04 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.5 Golf Course - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 0.48 0.48 0.00 0.00 0.480.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.33 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.33

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.150.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 9.43 9.43 0.00 0.00 9.450.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Paving 0.00

0.00 9.43 9.43 0.00 0.00 9.450.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

3.6 Event Garden Improvemnts - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

0.00 0.69 0.69 0.00 0.00 0.690.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.69 0.69 0.00 0.00 0.69

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 5.07 5.07 0.00 0.00 5.090.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.07 5.07 0.00 0.00 5.09

Total 0.01 0.05 0.04 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Off-Road 0.01 0.05 0.04 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 0.69 0.69 0.00 0.00 0.690.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.69 0.69 0.00 0.00 0.69

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 31.02 31.02 0.00 0.00 31.070.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

31.02 31.02 0.00 0.00 31.07

Total 0.03 0.24 0.10 0.00

0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00Off-Road 0.03 0.24 0.10 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 0.77 0.77 0.00 0.00 0.770.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.77 0.77 0.00 0.00 0.77

Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 31.02 31.02 0.00 0.00 31.070.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

31.02 31.02 0.00 0.00 31.07

Total 0.03 0.24 0.10 0.00

0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00Off-Road 0.03 0.24 0.10 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 3.46 3.46 0.00 0.00 3.470.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2.76 2.76 0.00 0.00 2.77

Total 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Worker 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.70 0.70 0.00 0.00 0.700.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 7.88 7.88 0.00 0.00 7.910.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

7.88 7.88 0.00 0.00 7.91

Total 0.02 0.08 0.07 0.00

0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00Off-Road 0.02 0.08 0.07 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.7 Planting - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 0.77 0.77 0.00 0.00 0.770.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.77 0.77 0.00 0.00 0.77

Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Annual (121311)  11 of 12 



Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

0.00 3.46 3.46 0.00 0.00 3.470.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2.76 2.76 0.00 0.00 2.77

Total 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Worker 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.70 0.70 0.00 0.00 0.700.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Vendor 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 7.88 7.88 0.00 0.00 7.910.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

7.88 7.88 0.00 0.00 7.91

Total 0.02 0.08 0.07 0.00

0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00Off-Road 0.02 0.08 0.07 0.00

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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Area Coating - No coatings.

Landscape Equipment - No Landscaping equipment emissions.

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Emissions from construction of proposed sound wall (estimated at 60 feet in length, 12 feet high).

Construction Phase - Emissions from construction of a sound wall (approximately 60 feet in length, 12 feet high); Estimated two weeks of construction activity.

Off-road Equipment - 1 Forklift (6 hr/day, 149 hp, default load factor); 1 Cement/Mortar Mixer (8 hr/day, 9 hp, default load factor).

Trips and VMT - Estimated 4 worker trips/2 vendor trips on a single day.

Consumer Products - No consumer product use.

Climate Zone 8 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 31

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & PowerUrbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

User Defined Recreational 1 User Defined Unit

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 10/30/2012

Point View (Sound Wall Construction)
South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics
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3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

0.00 1.11 1.11 0.00 0.00 1.110.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1.11 1.11 0.00 0.00 1.11

Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.002012 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.00 1.11 1.11 0.00 0.00 1.110.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1.11 1.11 0.00 0.00 1.11

Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.002012 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction
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0.88 0.88 0.00 0.00 0.880.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00

0.00 0.88 0.88 0.00 0.00 0.880.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

0.23 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.230.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.110.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.12 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.12

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

0.88 0.88 0.00 0.00 0.880.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00

0.00 0.88 0.88 0.00 0.00 0.880.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

3.2 Building Construction - 2012
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0.23 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.230.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.110.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.12 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.12

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG  Emissions

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 12/14/2011

Pointview
South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

City Park 26 Acre

Golf Course 2.5 Acre

Racquet Club 1 1000sqft

User Defined Recreational 2 User Defined Unit

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & PowerUrbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s)

Climate Zone 8 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 31

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - User Defined Recreational is Event Garden, which combines with the golf course to occupy less than 5 acres.
City Park = avocade, vineyard, citrus, olives, and vegetable garden.
Racquet Club only for energy usage (natural gas, electricity)

Construction Phase - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Ops Annual 121411  1 of 11 



Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG  Emissions

Trips and VMT - Initial planting would require temporary increase in number of on-site employees to 10-20 people at a AVR of 1.135.

Grading - Driveway is 1880ft long by 20ft wide (37600 sq ft) with no import/export of materials.

Vehicle Trips - See Traffic Study
Saturday and Sunday rates are assumed to be the same
Racquet Club only for energy usage factors.  No mobile trips associated.

Energy Use - 

Solid Waste - Assumed Event Garden generates same solid waste as golf course

Land Use Change - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - 

2.0 Emissions Summary

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total NBio- CO2 Total CO2

2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.35 6.35 0.00 0.00 6.37

Mobile 0.04 0.11 0.42 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 57.62 57.62 0.00 0.00 57.68

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.08 0.00 2.08 0.12 0.00 4.67

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 212.60 212.60 0.01 0.00 213.34

Total 0.04 0.11 0.42 0.00 0.00 282.060.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

2.08 276.57 278.65 0.13

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG  Emissions

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.35 6.35 0.00 0.00 6.37

Mobile 0.04 0.11 0.42 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 57.62 57.62 0.00 0.00 57.68

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.08 0.00 2.08 0.12 0.00 4.67

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 212.60 212.60 0.01 0.00 213.34

Total 0.04 0.11 0.42 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 2.08 276.57 278.65 0.13 0.00 282.06

2.3 Vegetation

Vegetation

ROG NOx CO SO2 CO2e

Category tons MT

Vegetation Land 
Change

155.00

Total 155.00

4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG  Emissions

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.04 0.11 0.42 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 57.62 57.62 0.00 0.00 57.68

Unmitigated 0.04 0.11 0.42 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 57.62 57.62 0.00 0.00 57.68

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

City Park 3.12 3.12 3.12 12,182 12,182
Golf Course 1.00 1.00 1.00 3,905 3,905

Racquet Club 0.00 0.00 0.00
User Defined Recreational 23.00 23.00 23.00 102,724 102,724

Total 27.12 27.12 27.12 118,812 118,812

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW

City Park 8.90 13.30 7.40 33.00 48.00 19.00

Golf Course 8.90 13.30 7.40 33.00 48.00

10.00 80.00

19.00

Racquet Club 8.90 13.30 7.40 11.50 69.50 19.00

10.00

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

User Defined Recreational 8.90 13.30 7.40
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG  Emissions

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.19 5.19 0.00 0.00 5.21

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.19 5.19 0.00 0.00 5.21

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.15 1.15 0.00 0.00 1.16

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.15 1.15 0.00 0.00 1.16

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NA

CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

NA NA

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

City Park 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Golf Course 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Racquet Club 21640 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.15 1.15 0.00 0.00 1.16

User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.15 0.00 0.00 1.160.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.00 1.15

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

City Park 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Golf Course 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Racquet Club 21640 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.15 1.15 0.00 0.00 1.16

User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Ops Annual 121411  5 of 11 



Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG  Emissions

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.15 1.15 0.00 0.00 1.16

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

City Park 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Golf Course 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Racquet Club 9240 5.19 0.00 0.00 5.21

User Defined 
Recreational

0

0.00 5.21

Mitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total

ROG NOx CO SO2

5.19 0.00

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity Use

City Park 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Golf Course 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Racquet Club 9240 5.19 0.00 0.00 5.21

User Defined 
Recreational

0

0.00 5.21

6.0 Area Detail

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 5.19 0.00

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG  Emissions

NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Unmitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

6.2 Area by SubCategory

NA NA NA NA

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Consumer Products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Consumer Products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG  Emissions

0.00 0.00Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

7.0 Water Detail

0.00 0.00 0.00

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 212.60 0.01 0.00 213.34

Unmitigated 212.60 0.01 0.00 213.34

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

7.2 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

City Park 0 / 30.9785 193.35 0.00 0.00 193.98

Golf Course 0 / 2.9787 18.59 0.00 0.00 18.65

Racquet Club 0.0591431 / 
0.036249

0.66 0.00 0.00 0.71

User Defined 
Recreational

0 / 0

0.00 213.34

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 212.60 0.00
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG  Emissions

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

City Park 0 / 30.9785 193.35 0.00 0.00 193.98

Golf Course 0 / 2.9787 18.59 0.00 0.00 18.65

Racquet Club 0.0591431 / 
0.036249

0.66 0.00 0.00 0.71

User Defined 
Recreational

0 / 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 212.60 0.00 0.00 213.34

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

 Mitigated 2.08 0.12 0.00 4.67

 Unmitigated 2.08 0.12 0.00 4.67

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG  Emissions

Waste Disposed ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

City Park 2.24 0.45 0.03 0.00 1.02

Golf Course 2.33 0.47 0.03 0.00 1.06

Racquet Club 5.7 1.16 0.07 0.00 2.59

User Defined 
Recreational

0

0.00 4.67

Mitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total

ROG NOx CO SO2

2.08 0.13

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Waste Disposed

City Park 2.24 0.45 0.03 0.00 1.02

Golf Course 2.33 0.47 0.03 0.00 1.06

Racquet Club 5.7 1.16 0.07 0.00 2.59

User Defined 
Recreational

0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 2.08 0.13 0.00 4.67

9.0 Vegetation

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons MT

Unmitigated 155.00 0.00 0.00 155.00
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG  Emissions

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

9.1 Vegetation Land Change

Vegetation Type

Initial/Final ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Acres tons MT

Cropland 0 / 25

Total 155.00 0.00 0.00 155.00

155.00 0.00 0.00 155.00
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Fire Station 128 

Point View Master Plan 1 lb, lbs = 0.000 453 592 37 metric ton
Temporary Diesel Generator Emissions (Special Events) 1 kilogram = 2.204 622 621 8 lb, lbs

Equipment List

No. Equipment Rating (kW)
Hours of Operation per 

Day
Load 

Factora
Total HP-HR 

(Average)

1 Caterpillar XQ300 Diesel 
Generator Sets (Prime) 275 8 0.7 2,065

Emission Calculations
Pollutant Emission Factor (lbs/hp-hr)b Emissions (lbs/day) Emissions (tons/year)c

CO2d 378.06314 3024.5 41.16

Notes:
a http://www.cat.com/cda/files/301154/7/C9275ekwPrimeTier3_EMCP4.pdf
b Ibid
c Generators assumed to be operating for 30 special events per year
d Based on fuel usage of 16.9 gallons per hour (manufacturer spec) and a CO2 emission factor of 10.15 kg per gallon.  http://www.eia.gov/oiaf/1605/coefficients.html
*1 kilowatt hour = 1.341022108 horsepower hours

Generator and Hearth Emissions.xls 10/31/201210:26 AM



Point View Master Use Plan Project
GHG Analysis

Emission Source

CO2e 

(Metric 
Tons)

Construction (Total – Years 2011-2012) 139

Agricultural Uses 11
Golf Course/Event Garden 38
Sound Wall 1
Driveway Paving 89

Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Source: PCR Services Corporation

Construction
Copy of GHG Analysis (103112).xls  10/31/2012



Point View Master Use Plan Project
GHG Analysis

Proposed Project‐ 2012 (Mitigated)

Emission Source  CO2e
e (Metric Tons)

Construction 139 

On‐road Vehiclesa 58 

Electricity (Incl Generator) 46

Natural gasc 1.16

Water Conveyance 213

Waste 5

Total Operations 323

Total  462

GHG Threshold
Metric Tons (CO2e) 3,000 

Above the threshold?  No

Sources:  PCR Services Corporation, 2011.

a   Mobile source values were derived using CalEEMod.  BAU emissions do not include Pavley 
or LCFS standards.  Emissions calculated using the CARB Pavley I and Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard Post processor for EMFAC2007.  

b Electricity Usage Rates from CalEEMod default values for Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power.  Proposed project emissions include CalGreen Mandatory Requirements which 
increases energy efficiency by 15% beyond Title 24 requirement and LADWP's improvement to 
meet 33% RPS target.

e  All CO2e factors were derived using the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting 

c Natural Gas Usage Rates from  California Commercial End Use Survey (CEUS).  Project 
related emissions include CALGreen requirements.

d Water conveyance energy rates from California Energy Commission Staff Report:  
California's Water - Energy Relationship. 2007. Project realted electricty emission factors 
include 25% RPS.

Table for report
Copy of GHG Analysis (103112).xls  10/31/2012
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B.1  California Air Resources Board Air Toxics Control Measure (Diesel Idling) 

 



ED – Form #075 (Rev. 07/04) 

 

To: Owners, Operators, Renters 
or Lessees of In -Use Off-
Road Vehicles in California 

 
 
Number 377 June 2008 

  
NEW IDLING LIMITS FOR OWNERS, OPERATORS, RENTERS OR LESSEES OF IN-USE OFF-

ROAD DIESEL VEHICLES  
EFFECTIVE 6/15/08  

 
The Air Resources Board (ARB) has adopted a regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicles, which 
became effective under California law on June 15, 2008.  This regulation is designed to reduce 
harmful emissions from diesel powered construction and mining vehicles operating in California.  
Fleet owners are subject to retrofit or accelerated replacement/repower requirements for which ARB 
must obtain authorization prior to enforcement from the United States Environmental Protection 
agency under the federal Clean Air Act.  However, this regulation also imposes idling limitations  on 
owners, operators, renters or lessees of off-road diesel vehicles, which the ARB is authorized to 
enforce.   
 
The idling limits are effective and enforceable as of June 15, 2008.  The regulation requires an 
operator of applicable off-road vehicles (self-propelled diesel-fueled vehicles 25 horsepower and up 
that were not designed to be driven on-road) to limit idling to no more than five minutes.  These 
requirements are specified in title 13, California Code of Regulations as follows: 
 
§2449(d)(3) Idling  
 
The Idling limits in Section 2449(d)(3) shall be effective and enforceable immediately upon this 
regulation being certified by the Secretary of State.  Fleets must meet the following idling limits. 
 
(A) Idling Limit – No vehicles or engines subject to this regulation may idle for more than 5      

consecutive minutes.  Idling of a vehicle that is owned by a rental company is the responsibility of   
the renter or lessee, and the rental agreement should so indicate.  The idling limit does not apply   
to: 
1. idling when queuing, 
2. idling to verify that the vehicle is in safe operating condition, 
3. idling for testing, servicing, repairing or diagnostic purposes, 
4. idling necessary to accomplish work for which the vehicle was designed (such as operating a 

crane), 
5. idling required to bring the machine system to operating temperature, and 
6. idling necessary to ensure safe operation of the vehicle. 
 

(B) Written Idling Policy – As of March 1, 2009, medium and large fleets must also have a written 
idling policy that is made available to operators of the vehicles and informs them that idling is 
limited to 5 consecutive minutes or less. 
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(C) Waiver – A fleet owner may apply to the Executive Officer for a waiver to allow additional idling in 
excess of 5 consecutive minutes.  The Executive Officer shall grant such a request upon finding 
that the fleet owner has provided sufficient justification that such idling is necessary. 

   
Therefore, waivers will be handled on a case by case basis. 
 
§2449(i) Right of Entry 
 
For the purpose of inspecting off-road vehicles and their records to determine compliance with these 
regulations, an agent or employee of ARB, upon presentation of proper credentials, has the right to 
enter any facility (with any necessary safety clearances) where off-road vehicles are located or off-
road vehicle records are kept. 

 
Non-Compliance: Health and Safety Code, Section 39674 (a) authorizes civil penalties for the 
violation of the programs for the regulation of toxic air contaminants not to exceed one thousand 
dollars ($1,000) for each day in which the violation occurs. 
 
Health and Safety Code, Section 39674 (b) authorizes civil penalties for the violation of the programs 
for the regulation of toxic air contaminants not to exceed ten thousand dollars ($10,000) for each day 
in which the violation occurs. 
 
As a matter of policy, each first time violation of the idling requirements will be assessed a minimum 
civil penalty of $300.  Subsequent penalties can be up to $1,000 to $10,000. The standard for 
assessing penalties is one of strict liability.  The owner, renter or lessee will be responsible for the 
penalty. 
 
ARB will assess daily penalties for each idling vehicle found to be in violation.  While ARB 
enforcement inspectors are not intending to begin unilateral field inspections  for idling violations until 
after September 15 of this year, they will pursue idling complaints received from the public after June 
15, 2008.  "Idling inspections" will be conducted by our field staff by observing off-road vehicles at 
construction sites, mines or any other location where such vehicles operate.  In case a vehicle is 
observed idling for more than five minutes, the operator and the site supervisor will be contacted to 
determine the reason for the idling and, if the reason for idling is not exempted by the rule, a $300 per 
day of violation citation will be issued to the owner, renter or lessee of the vehicle for a first time 
violation.  
 
For further information about the In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle regulation, please visit our website 
at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordiesel/ordiesel.htm.  Fact sheets are available at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordiesel/factsheets.htm, and the full text of the regulation is available at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2007/ordiesl07/frooal.pdf 
 
For questions regarding enforcement of the In-Use Off-Road Vehicle regulation, please contact  
Mr. Tajinder Gill at (626) 459-4304 or tgill@arb.ca.gov.   
 
If you have questions about the regulation or our outreach efforts, please contact Ms. Elizabeth White 
(916-324-1704 or eiwhite@arb.ca.gov), or Ms. Kim Heroy Rogalski (916-327-2200 or 
kheroyro@arb.ca.gov).  
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Ginter & Associates, Inc. 
27631 Durazno 

Mission Viejo, CA  92692 

ofc (949) 581-2363    cell (714) 478-1167 

 

 

York Point View Properties, LLC      August  31, 2010 
550 Silver Spur Road, Ste. 250      Project # 100-01 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA  90275 
     
Attn: Mr. Jim York 

 

 

 
SUBJECT:                Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Review 

Of the All-weather Access Road Plans for the 
Point View Site, City of Rancho Palos Verdes, California 

 
 

 
REFERENCES:          See attached list of references (Appendix 1) 
 
 
 
1.0 Introduction 
  

In accordance with your request, Ginter & Associates, Inc. has prepared this report to 
provide recommendations and a review of the subject All-weather Access Road Plans for the 
Point View site from an engineering geologic and geotechnical engineering standpoint.  The 
plans were prepared by Rothman Engineering, Inc. at a scale of 1”=60’ and include sheets C-
1 through C-6 (attached in Appendix II) and are utilized as the base for this report. 
 
 Sheet C-2 has been reduced to a scale of 1”=100’ and is used as a base for our 

Geologic Map (Figure 3). Laboratory analyses are present in Appendix III. 
 
 A significant amount of geologic and geotechnical engineering data from the previous 
geotechnical consultant, Neblett & Associates, Inc (N&A) that pertains to the subject access 
road pathway and immediate environ’s subsurface conditions has been utilized in this report. 
 
 Details of this information can be reviewed in reference reports by N&A dated 
12/29/2000; 6/17/2008 (Appendix I). 
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It is noteworthy that the authors of this report were previously employed by N&A and 

have been directly involved with the aforementioned referenced reports and their 
investigations as Chief Geologist and Project Geotechnical Engineer for N&A. The authors 
have accumulated a vast knowledge of the geology and geotechnical engineering conditions 
of the Point View site and its surroundings. 
 
 

1.1 Site Location and Description 
 

The Point View site is an irregularly shaped parcel of hilly terrain containing 
approximately 94 acres in the south-central portion of the Palos Verdes Peninsula as 
shown on Figure 1. The subject access road transgresses the southern portion of the 
Point View site in a generally northeast to southwest direction with an ingress/egress 
located at the southwest corner at Palos Verdes Drive and another ingress/egress 
located near the northeast corner at Narcissa Drive (see Figure 2 and Sheet C-2). 

 
The access road near Palos Verdes Drive is at an approximate elevation of 220 

m.s.l. and rises to the northeast to an approximate elevation of 405 m.s.l. and 
descends gradually to Narcissa Drive at an elevation of 385 m.s.l.  The steepest 
gradient is in the southwest (center line and profile sheet C-3) at approximately 16.8% 
rising to the northeast and then shallows to a gradient of 6 to 7% (center line and 
profile sheets C-4 and C-5) in the northeast. 

 
 
2.0 Regional Geologic Setting: 
 
 The Palos Verdes Hills (PVH) are in the Continental Border land province and have a 
complex geologic structure and tectonic evolution. The PVH are dominated by a northwest-
southwest trending, doubly plunging anticlinorium and the Palos Verdes Fault (Figure 2). 
 
 The core of the PVH consists of Mesozoic Catalina Schist overlain by Tertiary 
sediments of the Monterey Formation and basalt which in turn are overlain by shallow marine 
and non-marine surficial deposits of Quaternary age. 
 
 Several large landslides, including the Portuguese Bend landslide complex and the 
Abalone Cove landslide result from seaward dipping daylighted Tertiary marine shales along 
the southerly portion of the PVH. 
 
 One of the most striking features of the PVH is the 13 remnant marine terraces which 
document the relatively rapid uplift of the peninsula throughout the Quaternary Period and  
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owe their origin to glacio-eustatic fluctuations in sea level superimposed on a tectonically 
rising block. 

 
The subject access road and Point View site are located along the southwest rim of 

the synclinorium formed by the Ancient Portuguese Landslide Complex as shown in Figure 1. 
 
 

3.0 Site Geology 
 
 The subject access road will be transgressing surficial deposits consisting of Marine 
and Non-Marine Terrace Deposits (Qt); Undifferentiated Modern Colluvium and Paleo Seacliff 
Debris and Marine Terraces (Qupc); and Ancient Portuguese Bend Landslide Debris. A 
description of these units follows: 
 

3.1 Terrace Deposits (Qt): 
 

Included within this unit are both Marine and Non-Marine Terrace Deposits. The 
Marine Terraces commonly include well-rounded pebbles, cobbles, boulders and 
shells in a sandy to silty sand matrix and occur as remnants in ancient wave-cut 
platforms. The Non-Marine Terrace Deposits are a poorly sorted mixture of slope 
wash, talus and colluvium which locally overlie marine terraces or ancient wave-cut 
platforms. 

 
This unit has been delineated on the attached Geologic Map (Figure 3) and 

occurs along the southern portion of the Point View site. Some of these materials 
occur locally within the unit designated as Qupc, as well as the large ancient landslide 
mass (Qlso). 

 
3.2 Undifferentiated Colluvium, Paleo-seacliff Debris and Marine Terrace 
Deposits (includes cliff-derived colluvium, talus, toppled blocks, slumps and 
local paleoslides, [Qups]): 

  
 This collage of surficial materials rims the Ancient Portuguese Bend Landslide 
Complex within the southwest portion of the Point View Parcel in a complex array of 
deposits associated with the ancient shore-cliff. This unit includes undifferentiated 
modern colluvium, paleo-seacliff debris includes cliff-derived colluvium, talus, toppled 
blocks, slumps and local shallow slides. The direction of movement of the shallow 
slides is generally seaward and obtuse to the major ancient landslide movement,  
which is in an east-southeasterly direction in the central and north-east portion of the 
Point View parcel. 
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The upper soils of this unit generally consist of a heterogeneous mixture of 

sand, silts and clays with rounded to angular clasts of the Altamira Shale Member of 
the Monterey Formation. 

 
 

3.3 Ancient Portuguese Bend Landslide Deposits (Qlso): 
 

This ancient landslide complex encroaches upon the northern portion of the 
Point View site as depicted in Figure 3 and extends offsite to the north into the Upper 
Filiorum and east as shown on Figure 2. 

 
The depth of this slide complex in the vicinity of the northern portion of the 

subject access road is generally 190 ft.±  and contains, in general, sands, silts and 
clays with clasts of bedrock fragments derived from the Altamira Shale Member of the 
Monterey Formation. 

 
 
4.0 Laboratory Testing: 
 
 Laboratory R-Value tests were performed on soils obtained from surface samples 
obtained in the vicinity of the proposed access road as shown on Figure 3. The lab test 
results are presented in Appendix III. 
 
 
5.0 Recommendations: 
 
 5.1 Removal of Unsuitable Material 
 

Based on the boring logs in the proposed road’s vicinity from previous 

investigations and the recent site visit, the surface soils in the upper 3 vertical feet will 
require removal and replacement with compacted artificial fill. Prior to grading 
operations, all vegetation should be removed and disposed of off-site. Following site 
preparation operations, it is recommended that the exposed site soils be over-
excavated to a minimum uniform depth of 3 feet below existing grades. The excavation 
should be performed under the observation of the Project Geotechnical Engineer. The 
over-excavation should extend to minimum 3 ft. distance beyond street footprint. 

 
 5.2 Pavement Section Recommendations 
 

 The traffic index for the proposed access road is not known at this time. 
Therefore, we are providing pavement sections for various traffic indices so that  
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appropriate section can be chosen once the traffic index for the proposed road 
become known. The pavement section was computed based on California Test 
Method 301 procedures for various assumed traffic indices tabulated below for the 
subject street. The selected design R-value is based on the result of laboratory  
R-Value test on representative sub-grade soil sample obtained from the subject street 
alignment. The result of R-value tests for sub-grade soil sample from the street 
alignment is attached. 

 
Design  
R-Value 

Assumed Traffic Index Recommended Minimum 
Pavement Section 

Asphalt 
Concrete (in.) 

Aggregate 
Base (in.) 

12 

3 3 2 

4 3 5 

5 3 8.5 

6 4 10 

 

 Aggregate base should consist of crushed aggregate base (CAB) or crushed 
miscellaneous base (CMB), or equivalent, as specified in Sections 200-2.2 and 200-2.4 in the 
Standard Specifications For Public Works Construction, “Green Book”, and be compacted to 

minimum 95 percent of the maximum laboratory density determined in accordance with 
ASTM: D-1557, Method C. 

The sub-grade soils should consist of engineered fill compacted to at least 90 percent 
relative compaction at approximately 2 to 3 percentage points wet of optimum moisture 
contents and exhibit firm and unyielding condition prior to placement of base course material. 
Additional testing should be performed, as necessary, to verify the sub-grade soil conditions 
exposed and compliance with project requirements. 

 
 

LIMITATIONS 
 

 The report has been prepared for the exclusive use of York Point View Properties, LLC 
and their design consultants relative to the design and construction of the proposed access 
road. This report is not intended for other parties, and it may not contain sufficient information 
for other purposes. 
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The owner or his representative should make sure that the information and preliminary 

recommendations presented in this report are brought to the attention of the Project Architect 
and Project Engineer and incorporated into the project plans. 
 
 This office should be provided with final grading and foundation plans for review to 
enable us to confirm the preliminary recommendations and update the report, as necessary. 
 
 The findings contained in this report are based upon our evaluation and interpretation 
of the information obtained from limited borings and the results of the laboratory testing and 
engineering analysis. The opinions and recommendations provided were based on the 
assumption that the geotechnical conditions, which exist across the site, are similar to those 
observed in the test excavations. The condition and characteristics of the sub-surface 
materials at locations and depths other than those excavated and observed may be different 
and no representations are made as to their quality and engineering properties. Should any 
conditions encountered during construction differ from those described herein, this office 
should be contacted immediately for evaluation of the actual conditions and for appropriate 
recommendations prior to continuation of work. 
 
 The findings and recommendations presented herein were obtained in accordance 
with currently accepted professional engineering principles and practice in the field of 
geologic and geotechnical engineering, and reflect our best professional judgment. We make 
no other warranty either express or implied. 
 
 This report is subject to review by the controlling authorities. If you have any 
questions, or require additional information, please contact the undersigned. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Dave Ginter R.G., C.E.G.                                              Vela “Ganesh” Ganeshwara P.E., G.E.    
Principal Engineering Geologist/President                     Consulting Geotechnical Engineer 
           
                                    

Attachments:   Figure 1  Site Location Map 
                             Figure 2  Regional Geologic Map 
                                           Figure 3  Site Geologic Map 
                                           Appendix I  References 
                                           Appendix II  Grading Plans for All-weather Access Road, Point View Site, by Rothman Engineering, Inc. 
                             Appendix III  Laboratory Analyses             
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"We Test the Earth"

PACIFIC MA TERIALS LABORA TORY, INC.

August 11, 2010
Lab No. 3886-5
File No.1 0-5795-5

C. Y. Geotech, Inc.
9428 Eton Ave., Unit M
Chatsworth, CA 91311

SUBJECT: R-Value Testing
Samples Delivered to Laboratory

Gentlemen:

Pursuant to your request, R-Value testing was performed on soil samples delivered to our laboratory.
R-Value testing was performed in accordance with California Test 301-F criteria. The test results follow:

R-VALUE RESULTS

PROJECT:
LOCATION:

Soil Description:

GEI/Ganesh, CYG-10-5578
B-1 - Point View Development

Dark Brown Fine Sandy Silty Clay with Some Gravels

ITEM

Compaction Pressure - psi
Initial Moisture - %
Moisture at Compaction - %
Density - pef
R-Value
Exudation Pressure
Expansion Pressure thickness ft.

1
200/350

26.6
31.9
86.4
29
578
0.63

2-
125/150

26.6
34.0
82.6
18

430
0.70

a
100/125

26.6
36.1
79.2
14

280
0.17

Assigned R-Value: 14*

Footnote:
'Please verify R-value based upon expansion thickness (see California Test 301-F procedures).

150 Wood Road, Suite B· Camarillo, CA 93010· Office (805) 482-9801-Fax (805) 445-61)51 • Email: pacificmaterialslab@msn.com



File No. 10-5795-5

R-VALUE RESULTS

PROJECT:
LOCATION:

Lab No. 3886-5 Page 2

GEI/Ganesh, CYG-10-5578
B-2 - Point View Development

Dark Brown Fine Sandy Silty Clay with Some GravelsSoil Description:

ITEM

Compaction Pressure - psi
Initial Moisture - %
Moisture at Compaction - %
Density - pcf
R-Value
Exudation Pressure
Expansion Pressure thickness ft.

Assigned R-Value: 12*

1
150/200

27.4
33.8
82.8
21
509
0.80

~
100/150

27.4
38.0
78.9
12

298
0.47

a
125/175

27.4
35.9
80A
15
403
0.67

Footnote:
"Please verify R-value based upon expansion thickness (see California Test 301-F procedures).

Thank you for allowing Pacific Materials Laboratory, Inc. to be of service. If we may be of further service
regarding this or other geotechnical issues, please do not hesitate to call (805) 482-9801, fax (805)
445-6551 or write.

DCP:dkp

cc: Addressee (3)

Respectfully Submitted,
PACIFIC MATERIALS LABO

PACIFIC MATERIALS LABORATORY, INC.
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York Point View Properties, LLC                 August 19, 2011 
550 Silver Spur Road, Ste. 250      Project No. 100-06 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA  90275 
 
Attn: Mr. Jim York 
 
 
Subject:                          Geologic Summary for the Point View  

Master Use Plan 
Rancho Palos Verdes, California 

 
 

References:   See Appendix I 
 
 
 
Introduction: 
 
 
This report has been prepared to provide a summary of the geology of  the Point View property 

and surrounding area. It is intended as a general overview in support of the  improvements that 

have been completed and those that are proposed as part of the Point View Master Use Plan. 

Improvements include a paved access road, event garden, restroom remodel, gazebo, 

waterline, agriculture, small golf course and greenhouse. 

 

It should be noted that the undersigned has provided professional consultation on this property 

since  2000 through 2008, as Chief Geologist for Neblett & Associates, Inc. (N&A). During this 

period Mr. Ginter provided the majority of subsurface investigations and associated reports for 

the subject site. More recently, as Principal of Ginter & Associates, Inc., Mr. Ginter continues to 

provide geological and geotechnical consultation to the property owner. 
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Site Location and Description: 

 

The Point View development site is an irregularly shaped parcel of hilly terrain containing 

approximately 94 acres in the south-central portion of the Palos Verdes peninsula as shown on 

Figure 1. The site ranges in elevation from approximately 700 feet mean sea level (m.s.l.) in the 

extreme northwest portion to approximately 170 feet m.s.l. in the extreme southeast portion 

resulting in 530 feet of relief. 

 

The steep-sided Barkentine Canyon bounds the site to the west. Palos Verdes Drive South 

bounds the south. The northern and northeastern boundary is contiguous to the Upper Filiorum 

which was acquired by RPV in 2010 and the Plum Tree property which is under separate 

ownership. The eastern parcel perimeter trends irregularly along Narcissa Drive and the single 

family homes in the Portuguese Bend Community. The Point View site has a distinct 

geomorphic position on the southwestern semi-circular “rim” which approximately defines the 

boundary of the ancient Portuguese Bend landslide complex (Figure 1) which physiographically 

is a “deflated area” due to mass wasting from ancient landsliding. The large bowl-shaped 

synclinorium is expressed by the physiography, direction of landslide movements and 

underlying geologic structure. 

 

Locally, the site is bisected in the central portion by a small northeast-southwest trending 

canyon with relatively shallow flanks which drains to the southwest to a storm drain and 

ultimately to Abalone Cove. West and north of this drainage the site consists of a relatively long 

prominent ridgeline which ascends from south to north in a stair-step fashion at a relatively 

steep gradient. East of this drainage, the site consists of a well rounded flat-topped anvil-shaped 

ridge in the north with steep slopes descending to the south to shallow slopes near Palos 

Verdes Drive South. 
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Project History: 

 

Various Geologists have performed geologic investigations on the Point View property and 

surrounding area from 1969 to present.  A complete index of these investigations is provided in 

the references attached (Appendix VI). 

 

The most significant early investigations pertaining directly to the Point View property include 

those performed by Moore and Taber (1969), Robert Stone and Associates (1979), 

Law/Crandall (1990, 1991), Leighton and Associates (1996, 1998, 1999), and Dr. Perry Ehlig 

(1982-1999). 

 

Also, noteworthy investigations have been performed on adjacent properties by Dr. Karl Vonder 

Linden (1972); Dr. Richard Jahns (1973); Robert Stone and Associates (1979); Lindvall, Richter 

and Associates (1973); Dr. Ehlig, Bryant, Conrad and others (1982-1992); and Leighton & 

Associates (L&A) (1990). 

 

In the summer of 2000, Neblett & Associates (David Ginter) began their initial involvement with 

the Point View property. This initial work included a thorough review of all geologic, 

hydrogeologic, geotechnical data, all available drilling logs and core samples pertaining to the 

subject site and its environs.  

 

During this initial phase of work, Neblett also reviewed historical air photos contained in the 

Fairchild Aerial Photo  Collection at Whittier College, as well as various color and infrared color 

photos from Geo-Tech Imagery International. 

 

Upon completion of the initial research Neblett and others conducted a subsurface investigation 

which resulted in the publication of a comprehensive report on 12/29/00. 

 

Subsequent work by N&A included response reports addressing comments by Bing Yen & 

Associates (N&A response reports dated September 17, 2001; September 26, 2001; November 
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12, 2001; December 12, 2001; March 11, 2002; April 30, 2002; June 28, 2002; and November 

8, 2002). In the spring of 2003, Bing Yen & Associates was acquired by the ATC Group. ATC 

then became the City of Rancho Palos Verdes’ geotechnical consultant for the Point View 

project, and after reviewing all the reports and documents submitted by N&A. The result of the 

12/29/00 report and subsequent responses to City Geologists’ comments was a letter issued on 

3/3/03 to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes stating that the reports and work by N&A were 

approved for the purpose of exclusion from the moratorium. 

 

N&A provided Preliminary Geotechnical Recommendations for the Point View Event Garden 

Fireplace (December 16, 2008). In the summer of 2009, N&A dissolved and Ginter & 

Associates, Inc. (G&A) became the project’s Geotechnical Consultant of Record for the Point 

View site. (February 2, 2010). 

 

The following is a brief summary of pertinent reports provided by N&A under the supervision of 

Mr. Ginter: 

• December 29, 2000; “Preliminary Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Report and 

Grading Plan Review, Point View Development Site, Rancho Palos Verdes, California” 

 

This was a comprehensive report which included a thorough literature review, a 

review of logs and cores by others, a historical air photo review, a subsurface 

investigation involving 3 core borings with Borehole Imagery Processing Systems 

(BIPS) and emplacement of wells and a review of L&A’s core borings (concurrent 

investigation by L&A) and downhole log bucket auger borings. This report 

contained various geologic maps, cross-sections, groundwater analyses, a 

conceptual remediation/removal plan with a sub-drainage system and stability 

analyses. The report concluded that a feasible development area could be 

established from a geotechnical aspect. 

 

• September 26, 2001; “Response to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes for the 

Geotechnical Investigation and Grading Plan Review Report, Point View Development 

Site” 
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N&A responded to various questions by the City’s reviewer, Bing Yen & 

Associates, concerning groundwater, slope stability, temporary backcut stability 

and shear strength parameters. 

 

• November 12, 2001; “Shear Strength Parameters For Landslide Mass, Point View, 

Rancho Palos Verdes” 

 

N&A revised the strength parameters for the landslide mass to a cohesion of 800 

psf (38 kPa) and a friction angle of 24 degrees. This is considered very 

conservative, based on laboratory tests by N&A and others and two independent 

rock quality correlations presented by Hoek and Bierniawski. 

 

• December 12, 2001; “Shear Strength Parameters For Cross-Bedding Bedrock, Point 

View, Rancho Palos Verdes” 

 

This letter provided additional geotechnical information to substantiate the cross-

bedding bedrock shear strength parameters utilized for the slope stability 

analyses. These parameters for bedrock (cohesion of 3000 psf-143 kPa) and a 

friction angle of 28 degrees are based on the amalgamation of laboratory testing 

and rock strength correlations presented by Hoek (2000) and Bieniawski (1989). 

 

• March 11, 2002 and April 30, 2002; “Addendum Response to City of Rancho Palos 

Verdes for the Geologic/Geotechnical Engineering Investigation and Grading Plan 

Review Report, Point View” 

 

This report provided a re-analysis of the previous cross-sections and new cross-

sections in the Abalone Cove area utilizing the revised strength parameters. 

Also, included were the results of additional field mapping of the bluffs and inter-

tidal shelf. The geologic data, maps, figures and analysis provided previously and 

in this report, confirm the temporary and long-term stability and overall feasibility 

of this project. 
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• June 28, 2002; “Second Addendum Response to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, Point 

View Development Site” 

 

N&A responded to additional requests by the reviewer, which included stability 

analysis on a section positioned by the City Geologist from Point View to Abalone 

Cove and a section located in the deepest part of the conceptual removal plan 

and extending to the north into the superjacent community. The stability analyses 

confirmed the feasibility of the project, and the community to the north would not 

be affected. 

 

• November 8, 2002; “Third Addendum Response Report, Point View Development, 

Rancho Palos Verdes” 

 

N&A responded to the reviewer’s concerns relative to the southeast corner of the 

project. It was concluded, based on the geology and stability analyses, that the 

grading activities would not affect the nearby community in the southeast corner 

of the site, nor would grading/development activities aggravate the Abalone Cove 

Landslide. 

 

• September 14, 2007; “Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Report and Grading Plan 

Review, Point View, City of Rancho Palos Verdes, California” 

 

This comprehensive report included all of N&A’s investigations and analyses up 

to this date, as well as data obtained from investigations by other consultants and 

provided recommendations for a feasible and safe development site. The 

Conceptual Lotting Study Plan by the Templeton Group was used for the basis of 

their analyses, etc. 

This report included a dewatering and subdrainage network plan, a removal plan, 

a sequence of grading scenario, buttresses, and accompanying stability 

analyses. 
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• June 17, 2008; “Geologic Report Providing the Geologic Data to Support Adjusting the 

Moratorium Boundary Line Within the Point View Site, City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 

California” 

 

N&A prepared this comprehensive report which presented the geologic data and 

analyses to support the proposed re-alignment of the Moratorium Boundary Line 

within the Point View Site. All data from N&A, as well as all pertinent data from 

other consultants, was amalgamated into this report’s text, figures, tables and 

appendices. This data and the analyses have delineated the southern limits of 

the Ancient Portuguese Bend Landslide complex within Point View and are 

coincident with the proposed Moratorium Boundary Line as presented in this 

report. 

 

• October 8, 2008; “Response to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes Regarding Landslide 

Moratorium Line Adjustment for Point View” 

 

Responses to various comments by the reviewer regarding minor adjustments for 

a setback, etc. were provided. 

 

• December 16, 2008; “Preliminary Geotechnical Recommendations, Point View Event 

Garden Fireplace, Point View, Rancho Palos Verdes” 

 

This report provided recommendations for the removals, excavations, fill 

placement and foundation design. 

 

• February 9, 2009; “Response to City of Rancho Palos Verdes for the Point View Event 

Garden Fireplace” 

 

N&A responded to their comments regarding updated CBC 2007 requirements 

for soluble sulfate, expansive soils, etc. and other minor items. 
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N&A provided summaries of groundwater measurements on the following dates: 

  March 21, 2002 

  April 5, 2002 

  May 17, 2002 

  November 27, 2002 

  December 18, 2002 

  April 2, 2003 

  November 21, 2003 

  March 30, 2004 

  July 15, 2004 

  September 30, 2004 

  February 25, 2005 

  

Ginter & Associates, Inc. (G&A) provided the following reports/letters: 

• “Comments Concerning the All-Weather Access Road from Narcissa Drive to the Point 

View Event Garden” – August 20, 2009 

• “Response to City’s Review of Access Road Report” – October 25, 2010 

• “Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Evaluation of the Proposed 

Orchard and Vineyard Agricultural Operation” – February 18,2010 

• “Comments Concerning the Emplacement of the 2” Waterline Along Narcissa Drive and 

into Point View” – November 30, 2009 

• “Comments Regarding Applicability of the Geologic Report dated 6/17/08 by N&A” – 

February 19, 2010 and February 28, 2011 

• “Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Review for the Proposed Gazebo” – August 30, 

2010 

• “Response to City’s Review of Gazebo Report” – October 22, 2010 

• “Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Review of the All-Weather Access Road Plans” 

–  August 31, 2010 
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• “Response to City’s Review of All-Weather Access Road” – October 25, 2010 

 

Jurisdiction Aspects: 

 

In 1973, the City of Rancho Palos Verdes was incorporated and the Portuguese Bend landslide 

complex was included within its boundaries.  At that time, the City agreed that the slide area 

would remain status quo and that no action would be taken to stabilize the active Portuguese 

Bend Landslide. 

 

However, in April 1978, following the rainiest winter since 1890 (Ehlig, 1982) the Abalone Cove 

landslide adjacent to the subject site began moving within an 80-acre area containing 20± 

homes.  This prompted the City of Rancho Palos Verdes to place a building moratorium on the 

entire area containing the Portuguese Bend landslide complex pending investigations to 

determine which parts, if any, were stable enough to permit development.  It also commissioned 

a study to determine what could be done to stop the Abalone Cove landslide. 

 

This study was supervised by the late Dr. Perry Ehlig who determined that the slide could be 

stabilized by removing groundwater from as few as six wells.  The Abalone Cove Homeowners 

Protective Association (ACHPA) was formed to install the wells and a pipeline to transport water 

to the ocean. The rate of slide movement abruptly slowed in response to dewatering by mid- 

1980. 

 

In 1981, the State of California passed legislation that permitted the establishment of Geologic 

Hazard Abatement Districts and the Abalone Cove Landslide Abatement District (ACLAD) was 

established. 

 

The moratorium line, moratorium areas, and landslides in the vicinity are shown on the attached 

Figures 1, 2 and Appendix V. The Point View site is situated as shown on Figure 2 in the 

southwestern portion of the Moratorium within zone 1, which is described by the City of Rancho 

Palos Verdes as “Un-subdivided land unaffected by large historic landslides located uphill or to 

the west of subdivided area”. 
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It should be noted that the location of the moratorium line was not based on site specific 

subsurface investigation, but rather a reconnaissance – level review of air photographs, 

geologic mapping by various geologists, and published geologic maps. It is unknown at this time 

who placed the moratorium line on the city topographic maps, however, discussions with 

representatives of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes indicate that they surmise that Dr. Perry 

Ehlig was asked by the City to put the moratorium line on the map. 

 

Based on N&A’s site specific subsurface investigations that included locating the southern limits 

of the Ancient Portuguese Landslide Complex within the Point View Site, they suggested the 

position of the moratorium boundary line should be relocated accordingly. 

 

N&A proposed a revised Moratorium Line in their October 8, 2008 response report. This 

adjustment was based on core boring B-3 by L&A (1995), and N&A’s bucket auger borings 

BNA-1 (2005), BNA-2, BNA-3, BNA-4A, BNA-4B, B-4 (L&A core boring, 1995) BNA-6, BNA-6B, 

BNA-6C, BNA-5, BNA-5B, BNA-7, BNA-9, BNA-10 and BNA-10B (bucket auger borings BNA-2 

through BNA-10B by N&A were drilled in 2006.) 

 

After reviewing this response report, the City’s consulting Geologist approved the revised 

Moratorium Line within the Point View site on March 29, 2011. The approved revised 

Moratorium Line is shown on the Revised Figure 7 (attached). 

 

Investigative Methods: 

 

The following investigative methods were utilized by N&A and others during the previous 

investigations: 

 

   Aerial Photograph Analyses 

A total of 63 stereo-pair photographs were reviewed from the Whittier College Fairchild 

Aerials Photography Collection from 1927 through 1958. Twelve of these were purchased 

for detailed analyses. In addition, a collage of photographs from Geo-Tech Imagery, Int’l 
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were reviewed. These infrared/oblique and vertical infrared stereo pairs were purchased 

for detailed analyses.  

 

The photos were useful in depicting the geomorphic expressions of the small and large 

landslides including landslide scarps and inferred direction of movement, as well as 

delineating any possible tonal lineaments indicative of faulting. 

 

   Geologic Field Mapping 

 

Field mapping of the site and proximate areas, including the existing beach cliff and 

shoreline area, was performed by N&A’s project and staff geologists throughout the 

investigations to delineate the various bedrock units, their lithology and structure, as well 

as the various surficial deposits. 

 

    Bucket-Auger Borings 

 

Several episodes of subsurface investigations involving bucket-auger borings have 

occurred on the subject site. Noteworthy among these are 7 bucket-auger borings in 

1996 by Leighton & Associates (L & A). The 7 bucket-auger borings by L & A that were 

also downhole logged by N&A in 2000; and 12 bucket-auger borings by N&A in 

2005/2006. 

 

All bucket-auger borings were downhole-logged by a registered geologist and sampled 

at regular intervals to provide materials for laboratory analyses. 

The data from these borings were instrumental in determining depths of landslide debris, 

groundwater, and in-place bedrock lithology and structure.  
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 Diamond Core Borings and Piezometers 

 

Several episodes of diamond core borings up to 350 feet in depth have also been drilled 

on-site and in the area to the north known as the Upper Filiorum. 

 

In 1991, Law/Crandall drilled 3 diamond core borings – one in the subject site, and 2 in 

the Upper Filiorum area. In 1996, L & A drilled 9 core borings within the Point View site 

and one in the Upper Filiorum. During the joint investigation of 2000, L & A drilled 3 core 

borings in the Upper Filiorum, and N&A drilled 3 core borings within the Point View site. 

 

The core borings drilled in 2000 by L&A and N&A utilized the Colog Borehole Imagery 

Processing System (BIPS) to log the hole via a sophisticated camera, which provided a 

video log with precise depth indicators, color plots, ad bedding plane angle 

measurements. After completion of the BIPS logging, the holes were flushed out and 

piezometers were installed. 

 

N&A’s investigation in 2006 included a 300-foot deep core boring south of the Point View 

site above the existing beach cliff within Abalone Cove Shoreline Park. The core boring 

by N&A (2006) south of the site near the beach cliff was logged by a registered geologist 

and also by the BIPS. Upon completion of the BIPS logging, a piezometer was also 

installed in this boring. 

 

All core borings were logged by a geologist in the field during drilling and detailed in the 

laboratory facility. The core borings by Law/Crandall were geophysically logged and then 

converted to a monitoring well with one of the borings eventually converted to a pumping 

well for ACLAD (ACLAD Well No. WW-14). 

 

The 1996 core borings by L & A had select borings geophysically logged and borings B-

4 through B-10 were converted to piezometers. 
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Geomorphic Setting: 

 

The Palos Verdes Hills (PVH) form a rectangular peninsula on the southwest border of the Los 

Angeles Basin. The PVH are an elongate dome that rises from sea level to more than 1,400 

feet. Rounded hills and broad valleys occur in the relatively higher west central portion of the 

hills.  In contrast, steep slopes, gullies and deep canyons, characterize the ocean-bound sides.  

The western and southwestern shorelines are typified by broad coastal terraces and steep sea-

cliffs, some in excess of 100 feet high. 

 

The northern boundary of the PVH is a prominent escarpment that rises from the alluvial plains 

in the north (approx. elevation 150) to the crest of the escarpment to the immediate south 

(approx. elevation 225).  The escarpment extends from near San Pedro Bay for about three 

miles west-northwest to Santa Monica Bay.  The escarpment presumably marks the main trace 

of the Palos Verdes Fault. (Dibblee, 1999 & Wright,1991). 

 

One of the most striking features of the PVH is the flight of 13 marine terraces, which have been 

well-documented in the classic Woodring, et al. paper (1946).  These remnant marine terraces 

document the relatively rapid uplift of the PVH throughout the Quaternary Period.  The terraces 

are as high as elevation 1230 feet; and they range in age from approximately 80 ka to 2ma 

(Shlemon, 2004).  Woodring et al. (1946) mapped the site as being partially underlain by 

Pleistocene terrace numbers 2, 4, 5, and 7. 

 

Regional Geologic Setting: 

 

The PVH are in the Continental Borderland province and have a complex geologic structure and 

tectonic evolution. The dominant structural features of the PVH are the northwest-southeast 

trending, doubly plunging anticlinorium and the Palos Verdes fault.  Numerous other faults and 

minor folds occur on the limbs of the anticlinorium. 

 

The Palos Verdes Peninsula is located at the southwestern edge of the Los Angeles Basin.  

This proximity to the Transverse Ranges and boundary between the Pacific and North American 

plates has also influenced the structure and geologic history of the Palos Verdes Hills.  
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The San Andreas Fault System is comprised of many right-lateral, northwest-striking faults with 

the main San Andreas Fault and the sub-parallel faults such as the Whittier-Elsinore, San 

Jacinto, Newport-Inglewood, and Palos Verdes in succession to the west. 

 

The Continental Borderland is characterized by northwest-trending basins and ridges that 

formed during middle-Miocene time.  Miocene/Pliocene deformation included right-slip on major 

northwest-trending faults, differential vertical displacement, with folding and faulting of basinal 

sedimentary rocks (Wright,1991).  The inner part of the borderland, which includes the PVH, 

has a basement of Mesozoic blueschist, greenschist, and other rocks of the Catalina Terrane.  

These rocks are oceanic trench sediments and basalts that were metamorphosed in Cretaceous 

time, at relatively high pressures and low temperatures, during initial subduction along the plate 

margin (Wright, 1991). 

 

The geology of the Palos Verdes Hills has been well-documented by the classic  publication of 

Woodring et al. (1946) and other well-known geologists such as T.W. Dibblee (1999) and Ehlig 

(1982). 

 

The core of the Palos Verdes Hills consists of late Jurassic to late Cretaceous age blueschist 

and greenschist basement rocks known as the Catalina Schist, which outcrops in the 

northeastern slope of the peninsula.  The oldest and most prevalent unit overlying the schist is 

the marine biogenic shale of the middle to late Miocene age Monterey Formation.  The 

Monterey Formation is subdivided into the middle Miocene siliceous Altamira Shale, with a 

basalt at its base, the Valmonte Diatomite, and the late Miocene Malaga Mudstone.  Overlying 

the Malaga Mudstone is the late Pliocene Fernando Formation, consisting of the Repetto 

Siltstone member and the Pico Member.  The Fernando is, in turn, overlain by lower Pleistocene 

Lomita Marl, Timms Point Silt and San Pedro Sand (Woodring et al. 1946, Ehlig, 1987).  

Mantling these units are the late Pleistocene Palos Verdes Sand and both marine and non-

marine terrace deposits.   

 

The 13 marine terraces that encircle the flanks of the Palos Verdes Hills owe their origin to 

glacio-eustatic fluctuations in sea level superimposed on a tectonically rising block (Shlemon, 

2004).  Uplift commenced during the Pliocene, with the submarine growth of a doubly plunging 

anticline which emerged as an island in the early Pleistocene and became part of the mainland 
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in the late Pleistocene via continued anticlinal uplift, regional uplift, deposition of sediments in 

the adjoining Los Angeles Basin, and eustatic sea level lowering (Conrad and Ehlig, 1987). 

 

The Palos Verdes Hills are comprised of Tertiary and Quaternary bedrock units and younger 

Quaternary surficial units in a northwest-southeast trending anticlinal fold.  Underlying the 

Tertiary and Quaternary rock is a “core” of Mesozoic age crystalline basement rock. This fold is 

the result of compression along the steeply dipping Palos Verdes fault zone.  The Palos Verdes 

fault is considered to be active offshore (McNeilan et al., 1995, Francis et al, 1999), but no 

evidence of recent activity has been substantiated on land.   Several faults and folds are 

expressed across the hills with a similar northwesterly trend.  The Cabrillo fault, in the 

southeasterly portion of the peninsula, has also been mapped as an active fault offshore (Fisher 

et al., 2004).  Holocene activity on the onshore portion of the Cabrillo fault has not been verified 

to date.   The Cabrillo fault is located approximately 3 miles east of the subject site.   Several 

large landslides, including Portuguese Bend, Abalone Cove, Klondike Canyon, South Shores, 

and Point Fermin result from failure of seaward dipping daylighted tertiary marine shales along 

the southerly portion of the Palos Verdes Hills.  Several smaller slides, also resulting from 

northwest dipping tertiary marine shales have been mapped in the northerly central portion of 

the Palos Verdes Hills. 

 

Neotectonics in the Palos Verdes Hills: 

 

Palos Verdes Fault: 

 

The Palos Verdes Fault is a northwest trending right lateral reverse oblique fault that is ~50 

miles long.  It has a sub-parallel strand that continues southerly for an additional 56 miles as the 

Palos Verdes-Coronado Bank fault zone.  Onshore, the fault escarpment forms the northern 

boundary between flat topography of the South Bay and the Palos Verdes Hills to the south.  

The Palos Verdes Fault has three segments based on character and rate of displacement.  The 

northwestern offshore segment, which underlies Santa Monica Bay and extends from the Palos 

Verdes Hills northwest to Redondo Canyon; the central segment of mainly oblique slip is 

delineated by the escarpment along the northeastern flank of the Palos Verdes Hills; and the 

offshore southern segment, which bifurcates into several strands with predominantly right-lateral 

slip in the Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors (Marlow et al., 2000). 
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The offshore northwestern segment has been traced by bathymetry and seismic profiles from 

the Palos Verdes Hills to the Redondo Canyon in Santa Monica Bay (Fisher et al., 2004).  This 

segment is characterized by right slip with evidence of recent sea floor displacement.   

 

Several investigations of the offshore southeastern segment of the Palos Verdes Fault have 

characterized its style and activity using high-resolution seismic reflection data, multi-beam 

bathymetry, and a variety of other geophysical and geologic data.  This segment of the Palos 

Verdes Fault has complex structural variations caused by changes in strike and fault geometry 

of a master right-lateral strike-slip fault at depth (Fisher et al., 2004).   

 

McNeilan et al. (1996) in their study of the southeastern segment of the Palos Verdes fault in 

the Los Angeles Outer Harbor, have located the fault, documented evidence of Holocene 

activity, determined a slip-rate of 2.7 to 3 millimeters per year, and suggest a recurrence interval 

of 400 to 900 years for a Mw 7.0 to 7.2 event. 

 

The onshore Palos Verdes Fault has been documented at depth by oil well data from the Gaffey 

Oil Field as presented on maps and cross-sections by Department of Oil and Gas and Dibblee 

(1999). 

 

The Cabrillo Fault: 

 

The onshore Cabrillo Fault, as mapped by Woodring et al. (1946), Cleveland (1976) and 

Dibblee (1999), is an inferred and concealed northwest-trending structure about four miles long, 

extending from Cabrillo Beach into central part of the Palos Verdes Hills.  At present, there is 

little information about the extent and activity of the onshore Cabrillo Fault. 

 

Offshore, the Cabrillo Fault extends southeasterly for 5 to 7 miles where Holocene activity is 

indicated (Bryant et al., 1986; and Fisher et al., 2004). 
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Marine Terraces: 

 

In the Palos Verdes Hills, 13 uplift-transgression cycles produced marine terrace remnants that 

encircle the peninsula as documented by Lajoie et al. (1991) and summarized by Shlemon 

(2004) were cut by eustactically rising sea levels superimposed in the tectonically rising Palos 

Verdes Hills.  Woodring et al. (1946) dated some terraces based on paleontology.  More 

recently, as noted in Shlemon 2004, the terraces are now relatively and numerically dated by 

the marine oxygen-isotope stage chronology (MIS) and by amino-acid stereochemistry of fossil 

mollusks.  The lowest terrace (Woodring et al., 1946 “Terrace number 1”) was likely cut during 

Marine Isotope Stage 5A transgression-regression approximately 80ka ago. 

 

Rate of Uplift: 

 

Two competing hypotheses characterize the mechanism of the uplift of the Palos Verdes Hills.  

Shaw & Suppe, (1996) and Namson & Davis, (1990) suggest that major thrust or reverse faults 

underlie the Palos Verdes Hills.  In contrast, McNeilan, (1996), postulate that uplift is related to 

oblique slip along a restraining bend in the Palos Verdes Fault Zone.  Ward and Valensise 

(1994), “modeled” the uplift of the PVH and postulated 3.0 to 3.7 mm/year of oblique 

dextral/reverse slip on a fault dipping 67 degrees at a depth of 6 to 12 kilometers. 

 

Site Geology: 

 

A portion of the Point View site (the north and northeast portions) contains the western 

extremities of the large pre-historic Portuguese Bend landslide complex. The undifferentiated 

Altamira Shale member is exposed along the western portion of the site containing interbedded 

shales, sandstones and dolomitic siltstone, which is interspersed with basalt as sills and 

intrusions. 
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Overlying these units are surficial deposits consisting of marine and non-marine terrace 

deposits and an undifferentiated collage of modern colluvium and paleoseacliff debris which 

includes cliff derived colluvium, talus, toppled blocks, slumps and  local paleoslides. 

 

Stratigraphy: 

 

The following is a brief description of the surficial deposits and underlying bedrock units from 

youngest to oldest, within and in the vicinity of the site. These units are delineated on Figure 9 

and also on Figure 7 which was excerpted from a previous report (N&A, 2000). 

 

Quaternary Landslide Deposits (Qls) 

 

These landslides have been delineated as not being a part of the ancient landslide 

complex (Qlso) and are located west of the ancient landslide complex as delineated 

on Figures 7 and 9. These two landslides are also considered to be paleoslides 

associated with an ancient shoreline and are part of the undifferentiated surficial 

deposit designated as Qupc. 

 

They vary in thickness from 30± feet to 75± feet and contain disoriented bedrock 

fragments in a silty to clayey matrix that is relatively loose and soft. 

 

Ancient Landslide Deposits (Qlso) 

 

This ancient landslide complex encroaches upon the northern portion of the subject 

site as depicted on Figure 9 in Appendix V and extends offsite to the north into the 

Upper Filiorum and east, as shown on Figure 7 (Appendix V). 

 

The depth of this slide complex is on the order of 200± feet near the northeast 

property line and varies in depth to the north and east of the site from 50+ feet to 

100± feet in general. The limits of the ancient landslide deposits are as shown on the 
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attached Revised Figure 7 and generally are in the mid-section of the property from 

the east to the northwest. 

 

Based on the cores and BIPS images from the subsurface investigation and outcrops 

exposing this unit, the characteristics of the landslide deposits are highly variable. 

Some of the slide material contains bedrock that has retained its initial structure and 

is not easily distinguished from in-place bedrock. Other portions of slide material are 

highly unconsolidated debris consisting of angular blocks in a fine-grained matrix 

with numerous voids. 

 

Portions of the site contain terrace deposits which have moved en masse within the 

large landslide movements and have been designated as landslide debris. 

 

The clasts of the majority of the slide debris contain the rock types of the Altamira 

Shale Member’s Tuffaceous, Cherty and Phosphatic Lithofacies and range from 

relatively large bedrock blocks to rubble. 

 

         Undifferentiated Colluvium, Paleo-seacliff Debris and Marine Terrace Deposits [includes 

         cliff-derived colluvium, talus, toppled blocks, slumps and local paleoslides (Qupc)] 

 

This collage of surficial materials rims the ancient landslides complex within the 

southwest portion of the Point View Parcel in a complex array of deposits associated 

with the ancient shore-cliff correlated with Terrace No. 4 of Bryant, Woodring and 

others at the 60-80 meter elevation (195 ft. to 260 ft.). This unit includes 

undifferentiated modern colluvium, paleo-seacliff debris and marine terrace deposits. 

The paleo-seacliff debris includes cliff-derived colluvium, talus, toppled blocks, 

slumps and local shallow slides. The direction of movement of the shallow slides is 

generally seaward and obtuse to the major ancient landslide movement, which is in 

an east-southeasterly direction in the central and north-east portion of the Point View 

parcel. 
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Terrace Deposits (Qt) 

 

Included within this unit are both marine and non-marine terrace deposits.   The 

marine terraces commonly include well-rounded pebbles, cobbles, boulders and 

shells in a sandy to silty sand matrix and occur as remnants in ancient wave-cut 

platforms.  The non-marine terrace deposits are a poorly sorted mixture of slope 

wash, talus and alluvium which locally overlie marine terraces or ancient wave-cut 

platforms. 

 

This unit has been delineated on the attached Geologic Maps (Figures 7 and 9 of 

Appendix V) and occurs along the southern portion of the subject site.  Some of 

these materials occur locally within the unit designated as Qupc, as well as the large 

ancient landslide mass (Qlso). 

 

Colluvium (Qcol) 

 

This surficial deposit occurs in the northwest portion of the site in relatively steep 

terrain bounding the ancient landslide complex. It consists of a loose, 

heterogeneous, and incoherent mass of soil material and/or rock fragments 

deposited by rainwash and sheet wash. 

 

Accumulations of colluvium have been explored up to 14± feet in depth but, in 

general, thickness probably ranges between 5 feet and 10 feet. 

 

Monterey Formation: Altamira Shale Member: Valmonte Diatomite (Tmv) 

 

The Valmonte Diatomite occurs conformably overlying the Phosphatic Lithofacies 

north of the subject site and along the crest of the peninsula. It mainly consists of 

diatomite with minor phosphatic mudstone, siliceous limestone, sandstones and 

some vitric ash. 
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Phosphatic Lithofacies (Tmap) 

 

This unit overlies the Cherty lithofacies and is exposed in the same area north of the 

site. It contains bituminous, phosphatic, diatomaceous shale with limestone and 

siltstone interbeds. 

 

Cherty Lithofacies (Tmac) 

 

Overlying the tuffaceous section is the Cherty Lithofacies which is exposed north of 

the subject site along the cliff-face of the backscarp of the Ancient Portuguese 

landslide complex (see Figure 7, Appendix V). It contains primarily chert and 

porcelanite derived from diatomaceous sediments (Dibblee, 2000) with a few 

limestone interbeds. 

 

Fragments of this unit have been incorporated into the landslide debris and are often 

found at the surface as relatively square blocks a few feet in diameter. 

 

Tuffaceous Lithofacies (Tmat) 

 

This unit consists of interbedded tuffaceous sandstone, dolomitic siltstone, 

mudstone, dolostone, silty to sandy shale, Portuguese Tuff, sandstone, and basalt. 

The Portuguese Tuff occurs as a partially bentonized 50-60 feet thick unit within the 

Altamira Shale and appears responsible for the majority of the large landslides within 

and adjacent to the subject site. 

 

The subsurface investigation encountered approximately a 200-foot to 250-foot 

stratigraphic section of this unit. Detailed descriptions are presented on the boring 

logs reports referenced (Appendix I) from N&A. 
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Intrusive basaltic rocks (Tb) 

 

Basaltic rocks (volcanics) as sill-like bodies occur within the Altamira Shale Member 

and are grossly conformable with the interbeds. Thicknesses range from one foot to 

150± ft. and were encountered in the subsurface investigation at depth northeast of 

the subject site, and in several core borings on-site, as well as in Core boring BNA-

12 located south of the site near the beach. 

 

Outcrops of this unit are rare and have been delineated on the attached geologic 

maps based on the investigations by L&A, Inc., and the investigation by Lindvall and 

Richter for the westerly adjacent parcel. 

 

A review of aerial photographs and recent observations from private aircraft by the 

undersigned indicate the basalt extends from the beach offshore beneath the sea a 

considerable distance. 

 

There is a considerable accumulation of basalt in the southern portion of the Point 

View site and southerly to the ocean’s intertidal zone as denoted on the logs of core 

borings B-1, B-2, NBMW-003, and BNA-12. 

 

The basalts range from fresh, hard, medium to dark gray rocks to soft, crumbly, 

altered rocks that are commonly variegated. The fresh, hard basalts were identified 

at depth in the drill core from the thicker bodies. The thin shallow basalts are 

considerably altered by chemical and mechanical weathering, as well as 

hydrothermal alteration which occurred concurrently with their emplacement or 

shortly thereafter. 

 

Secondary minerals such as epidote, calcite, pyrite, marcasite, quartz, zeolites and 

clay minerals were recognized commonly as infillings in fractures and vugs. 
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Geologic Structure: 

 

As previously indicated, the subject site is situated on the south limb of a major antiform whose 

axis is located north of the Portuguese Bend Landslide Complex (Dibblee, 1999). 

 

The major structural feature affecting the site and the immediate environs is the  generally east-

west trending anticlinal fold whose axis has been shown concealed north of the site and which 

has been connected to that of Lindvall and Richter on the adjacent westerly property (Figure 7, 

Appendix V).  The subject site is positioned on the south limb of this anticline. 

 

The knowledge of the geologic structure within the site and environs has been greatly  

enhanced by the recent core borings and the associated BIPS data from N&A’s NBMW-001, 

002, 03, and BNA-12; L&A’s core borings B-11/00, B-12/00 and B-13/00 as well as their bucket 

auger borings BA-8/00 thru BA-16/00.  The graphic logs of pertinent borings are portrayed on 

the geologic map, which depict the bedding attitudes to the depths imaged by the BIPS for the 

core borings, as well as bedding and slide plane attitudes recorded from downhole logging from 

the bucket auger borings.  The bedding attitudes portrayed on the graphic logs of L&A’s core 

borings were obtained from their dip-meter logs.  Note that not all of their core borings have 

geophysical logs. 

 

The in-place structural data indicates, in general, a large undulating synclinorium with the 

subject Point View Parcel situated along the southwestern portion of this mega-structure. 

 

The structure on the eastern portion of this site in the vicinity of NBMW-001 shows consistent 

and relatively shallow dips to the east and northeast below the landslide.  Farther to the west in 

the vicinity of NBMW-002, moderate dips to the east-northeast are present below the landslide. 

In the vicinity of NBMW-003, the bedrock dips moderately to the east-southeast.  North and 

northeast of the Point View Parcel and into the Upper Filiorum portion, the geologic structure 

generally indicates shallow southeast dips immediately north of the northwest corner of the 

Point View Site, to shallow southerly dips northeast of the site in the vicinity of B-12/00. 
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The anticline delineated by Lindvall and Richter for the westerly adjacent property to  the north 

of the northwest perimeter of the Point View Parcel appears to continue in an easterly trend to 

the area between B-11/00 and B-12/00.  Based on the bedding attitudes from these two borings, 

this anticline appears to be subdued in this area compared to the well-pronounced anticline from 

Lindvall and Richter to the west. 

 

Based on the previous and recent subsurface data, local contortions of the bedding structure 

occur as a result of basalt intrusions present in the western portion of the Point View Parcel and 

near the southern perimeter. 

 

The main anticlinal fold of Dibblee (1999) and the lesser-order anticline fold just north  of the site 

may well be related to late Cenozoic tectonic uplift of the Palos Verdes Hills. Variations from the 

gross structure and minor flexures could be considered expressions of disruptions due to the 

emplacements of masses of volcanic rocks from submarine volcanism.  Some of these localized 

contortions may have also been the result of submarine penecontemporaneous deformation 

during the Miocene. 

 

Regional Landslide History: 

 

Ancient Portuguese Bend Landslide Complex 

 

One of the most well-known and studied landslide complexes in the Palos Verdes and Los 

Angeles areas, this slide occupies an areal extent of 2.5 square miles. In 1956, the Los 

Angeles County Road Department was in the process of extending Crenshaw Boulevard 

from its then terminus at Crest Road down to Palos Verdes Drive South when signs of 

distress confirmed reactivation of a segment that ultimately involved 260 acres of improved 

and unimproved properties. This project had initially reached removal of an estimated 

200,000 cubic yards of earth immediately below Crest Road when signs of distress became 

apparent within a storm drain adjacent to grading and also at the then beach improvements 

of the Portuguese Bend Club. Since that time, the 1956 activated segment has continued to 

plague dwelling units and roadway improvements within its boundaries. Development has, 
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however, been actively pursued due to real estate benefits engendered by ocean views 

and ocean-moderated Mediterranean climate. 

 

The Portuguese Bend Landslide complex is comprised of discrete segmented landslides 

with each segment exhibiting cycles of movement and quiescence. Extensive detailed 

subsurface investigations by N&A for the Point View site have identified the areal and 

vertical limits of the various instabilities. These studies have been benefited by employing 

special downhole logging photographic techniques (BIPS – Borehole Imaging Processing 

System) that had not been available to previous investigations. Not only are continuous 

cores of the boreholes made available for study, special photographic equipment provided 

a downhole recording of the underlying rock units, thus allowing detailed inspections and 

analysis after completion of the field investigation.  

 

Active Portuguese Bend Landslide Complex 

 

The currently active Portuguese Bend landslide is bordered on the east and west 

lowermost segments by the 80 acre Abalone Cove and 50 acre Klondike Canyon 

Landslides, respectively. The subject site development is located 2000± ft. northwest of the 

active portion of the Portuguese Landslide Complex and is located on the western fringe of 

the inactive ancient landslide complex (Figure 1).  

 

The currently active segments, have been in constant motion since its most recent 1956 

inception with notable accelerations recorded following heavy rains. 

 

Abalone Cove Landslide 

 

Bordering the southwest side of the 1956 activated Portuguese Bend Landslide, the 

Abalone Cove Landslide is a remobilized part of the western portion of the ancient 

(Pleistocene age) Portuguese Bend Landslide complex. 
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Movement was first noticed in 1974 at the shoreline toe where distress propagated upslope 

to inland of Palos Verdes Drive South by 1980. Subsurface investigations by Ehlig in 1982 

disclosed the westernmost segment is moving over ancient, inactive landslide debris. 

Dewatering prompted by cooperative homeowner efforts via an assessment has reduced 

movement to nearly imperceptible amounts associated with internal settlement. This area is 

remote from the Point View site and is approximately 3,000 ft.+ east of Point View. 

 

Some investigations model landslide movement in a southerly direction down to the subject 

beachfront. However, subsurface investigations by N&A employing BIPS northwesterly of 

this slide indicate the slide movement may have been deflected by in place basaltic 

intrusions that redirect movement from an initially southeasterly to a southern direction. 

 

Klondike Canyon Landslide 

 

This fifty-acre instability juxtaposed the southeasternmost limits of the active Portuguese 

Bend Landslide and is arguably related to the larger, ancient landslide complex (Kerwin, 

1982) Robert Stone and Associates (1982) hypothesized this slide originated as an eastern 

extension of the Portuguese Bend Landslide at least 37,000 years ago. Following several 

wet years, the slide activated in 1980, but moved less than three feet and caused minimal 

damage. Some authors feel the Klondike Canyon movement is due to drag from the 

Portuguese Bend, an association suggested by GPS survey data which recorded 

decreasing movement in an easterly direction from the common slide boundary. There 

have been no recorded or visibly noted movements since its 1980 active period. 

 

Beach Club Landslide 

 

A mapped area within the sea cliff portion of the Klondike Canyon Landslide exhibits a 

separate, discrete slide identified as the Beach Club Landslide. The basal failure plane is 

obviously independent of the larger Klondike slide as this latter basal failure surface is 

some 100 feet below the existing shore line elevation. 
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Flying Triangle Landslide 

 

Overlooking the east side of the Portuguese Bend Landslide, this 32-acre instability is not 

physically a part of the Portuguese Bend complex.  Studies indicate the slide is divided into 

three segments which are referred to as an eastern segment, shallow in depth; a main 

mass segment moving into Klondike Canyon; and a southern segment moving 

independently of the main mass into Paint Brush Canyon. 

 

In 1980 approximately 5 acres of this slide became active. Subsequent wet years caused 

expansion of slide movement when, in 1983, the total landslide activity exceeded 90 acres 

Ehlig – 1992. Abatement activity by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes consists of two 

horizontal drains installed at the toe of the Klondike Canyon lobe. 

 

This slide initiated homeowner litigation that involved 4 destroyed structures and one 

supported by designed, deepened piles. There has been no further remedial stabilization of 

this slide due to the prohibitively deep (300-400 ft.) failure surface and interference of 

adjoining improved properties. 

 

South Shores Landslide (AKA 25th Street Slide) 

 

Approximately 2 ½ miles east of the Portuguese Bend Landslide on Palos Verdes Drive 

South, this well known although inactive landslide became viewed as a potential geologic 

hazard in 1956 when the reactivated Portuguese Bend Landslide demonstrated its adverse 

impacts on man’s improvements. Dating by carbon-14 techniques disclosed its initial 

activity at 16,000 + ybp and its activity was likely a single event. Subsurface investigative 

techniques at the time the area was studied were hindered by hard, fractured bedrock units 

that all but precluded drilling efforts (Ray-1960). The slide depth was, however, established 

by indirect means using identifiable marker beds and these procedures disclosed the slide 

ranged to depths of 150 ft. (measured vertically). Areal dimensions include approximately 

3,800 ft. from crown to toe and 2,000 ft. from flank to flank south of Palos Verdes Drive 

South. 
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Immediately following the 1956 reactivation of the Portuguese Bend Landslide, it was 

apparent that agency controls lacked effective measures for identifying and resolving 

geotechnical hazards. Construction within the then known and mapped 25th Street landslide 

did not require specific subsurface investigations nor were any efforts made to define 

adequate factors of safety. Although the Portuguese Bend slide raised concerns regarding 

construction of permanent single family structures, the then under construction residential 

improvements were allowed to continue. Proposed improvements in the then design stage 

were revised to a trailer court facility currently known as the South Shores Trailer Court. 

There have been no known reports of damage from landslide activity since completion of 

these improvements. 

 

Ocean Trails Golf Course Landslide 

 

A regulation 18-hole golf course overlooking the Pacific Ocean experienced damaging 

landslide activity in the early summer of 2000, just two weeks prior to its official opening. 

The 37 ± acre landslide area is south of Palos Verdes Drive South between the intersection 

of Palos Verdes Drive East and Ocean Trails Drive and occupies a gently inclined wave cut 

terrace capped by marine and non-marine deposited soils. Altamira shale of the Monterey 

Formation comprises the underlying bedrock and bedding structure inclines at shallow 

angles towards the ocean. A portion of the sea cliff descending from the pad exhibited 

landslide activity that had not experienced signs of recent movement. The original project 

developer and consultant proposed constructing a below grade, compacted earth shear key 

intended to interrupt and support adversely oriented bedding structure underlying the 

project. Since this would involve extensive grading and disturbance the Coastal 

Commission did not approve this concept and the existing landslide and golf course was 

capped with compacted, on site clayey adobe. These efforts were not successful in 

inhibiting movement and the reactivated slide destroyed a green and fairway within the golf 

course. Another developer then assumed control of the project and the golf course is under 

their current management. 

 

The failure was remediated by partial removal of landslide debris and installation of shear 

keys and shear pins. 
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Point Ferman Landslide 

 

Occupying a prominence projecting from the southeasternmost seacoast segment of the 

Palos Verdes Hills this landslide was triggered in 1929. Contributing factors include an over 

steepened wave cut sea cliff, adversely oriented bedding structure and rain fall in January 

of 1929. These combining effects precipitated movement along a bentonitic clay layer. 

 

One of the oldest known active landslides in the peninsula, there have been no efforts to 

restore the slide due to its severe topography, geologic setting and lack of financial 

incentive to achieve code specified remediation. 

 

Bluff Cove Landslide 

 

In the early 1980s a local reentrant in the wave cut sea cliffs at the northwest portion of the 

Palos Verdes peninsula comprised the site instabilities that adversely impacted several 

single family residential structures. These now removed improvements were involved with 

landslides that affected both Altamira shale bedrock and soil units assigned to terrace 

deposits. The earliest slides involved Altamira bedrock and resulted in the loss of 2 

residential structures, subsequent slides affecting nearly structures occurred within high 

(100 ft.), over-steepened slopes comprised of unconsolidated terrace deposits. 

 

Site Landslides: 

 

       Paleoslides Associated with the Ancient Shoreline (Qupc) 

 

Several borings penetrated shallow paleoslides that have failed along an ancient shorecliff. 

They consist of a loose, heterogeneous mixture of disoriented bedrock fragments in a 

sandy to silty clay matrix commonly overriding rounded cobbles, gravels and beach sands. 

These slides are now concealed by accumulations of colluvium, soil and vegetation and are 

not considered part of the ancient landslide complex (Qlso). 
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The paleoseacliff concept presented herein by N&A has also been recognized by the late 

Dr. Perry Ehlig in his review for the City of Rancho Palos Verdes of Mr. Keith W. Ehlert’s 

geologic investigation report for the adjacent Wayfarer’s Chapel project (1997). Dr. Ehlig 

noted that when comparing the elevation of the top of the in-place bedrock of the Ehlert 

boring and the Moore and Taber boring MT-8 and MT-3, “the elevation difference of 70 feet 

between the top of bedrock in the two borings suggests that a buried wave-cut sea cliff lies 

between the two borings”. 

 

Remnants of two paleoslides along the ancient shoreline have been delineated along the 

western ridgeline that trends north-south. In some cases, they have overridden both marine 

and non-marine terraces and other beach deposits. 

 

Detailed downhole logging of some of the borings describe distinct slide planes dipping to 

the south and obtuse to the ancient landslide complex present on-site. 

 

Quaternary Landslides (Qls) 

 

The two paleoslides described above associated with the ancient shoreline off the western 

ridgeline are also designated as Quaternary Landslides and are considerably younger than 

the ancient landslide complex. 

 

Ancient Landslide Complex (Qlso) 

 

Based on the downhole logging of the bucket – auger borings penetrating this unit, and the 

cores and BIPS images from the subsurface investigation and outcrops exposing this unit, 

the characteristics of these deposits are highly variable. Some of the slide material contains 

bedrock that has retained its structure and is not easily distinguished from in-place bedrock. 

Other portions of slide material are highly unconsolidated debris consisting of angular 

blocks in a fine-grained matrix with numerous voids. 

 



 

3 1  
 

 

Portions of the site contain terrace deposits which have moved en masse with the large 

landslide movements and have been designated as landslide debris. 

 

The clasts of the majority of the slide debris contains the rock types of the Altamira Shale 

Member’s Tuffaceous, Cherty and Phosphatic Lithofacies and range from relatively large 

bedrock blocks to rubble. 

 

The direction of movement is in an arcuate fashion towards the east and southeast. The 

ancient landslide movement has been partially “steered” by the subsurface geologic 

structure dipping to the east and southeast, as well as the preponderance of basalt via 

volcanic intrusion along the southern portion of the site forming a natural “buttress”. 

 

The landslides within the ancient landslide complex have occurred as a series of multiple 

failures consisting of rotational, block-guide and slump type movements, which extended 

over a considerable period of time dating back to approximately 120,000 years ago. The 

major landslides failed along the Potuguese Tuff resulting in the arcuate and hummocky 

morphology mimicking that of the recently active Abalone Cove landslide southeast of the 

subject site. 

 

The initial large-scale movements probably initiated in the general area east of the subject 

site in the vicinity of the recently active Abalone Cove landslide and to the northeast near 

water well WW-13.  This original development of large landsliding was probably associated 

with an emerging coastline due to declining sea-level and/or uplift of the Palos Verdes Hills 

which eroded and daylighted the weak beds of the Portuguese Tuff.  This initial movement 

aggravated the stability of the surrounding areas to the west, northwest, and north. 

 

The landslide movements and their directions of movement have been primarily controlled 

by the geological structure.  The landslide directions of movement are essentially down-dip 

to the east-southeast in the eastern portion of the Point View Parcel, to the southeast in the 

northwest portion, and to the south in the area northeast of the site in the vicinity of B-12.  

These movement directions focus in the area immediately northeast of the site in the 

vicinity of WW-13 and WW-6.   
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Also, previous work reported by Law/Crandall, Inc. (July 2, 1991) states that “The ancient 

slide is quite deep in Core Hole LC-C1, with sliding indicated to have been largely in an 

easterly direction”, which further supports our landslide directions of movement. 

 

Groundwater Analyses 

 

A critical factor that plays an important role in the landsliding was and still is groundwater.  

The initial major landsliding to the east and northeast of the site disrupted the natural 

drainage systems, which resulted in a build-up of ground water and hydrostatic pressure 

that lubricated the Portuguese Tuffs surrounding the initial movement area.  This 

groundwater “sump” northeast of the site is also supported by historical groundwater data. 

 

This firm has reviewed the available groundwater data obtained from the City of Rancho 

Palos Verdes and various reports. In N&A’s 2000 report, this data was amalgamated and 

presented on a Groundwater Contour Map and a Historical Average Daily Well Production 

Bar Graph. The majority of the data relates to the ACLAD wells. 

 

N&A monitored the wells on site and in the Upper Filiorum area from May 8, 2000 through 

2008. It should be noted that many of the wells are dry and the majority of the site has no 

appreciable groundwater. The only portion of the site that contains any appreciable 

groundwater is the extreme northeast corner in the vicinity of NBMW-001 and 002, LC-1, B-

5, Monaghan-1, and BNA-1. It should also be noted that no records have been found 

concerning the Monaghan-1 Well regarding who the driller was, the log, and the screened 

interval, etc. 

 

The water elevation versus time graphs show the groundwater elevation fluctuations 

through time. (May 8, 2000 through 2008) for the monitoring wells measured by N&A. They 

indicate, in general, that the static groundwater elevation has risen approximately 10 ft. in 

each well that has water with the exception of LC-2 and B-13/00 located to the north in the 

Upper Filiorum area, Monaghan-1, and BNA-12. 
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Based on our review of the groundwater data, the most significant area of groundwater 

accumulation and highest well production is located to the northeast of the subject site 

(Figure 7, Appendix V). This “sump” also generally coincides with the structural low in the 

base of the landslide in the area offsite and northeast of NBMW-001. 

 

Recent communications with ACLAD personnel indicate several of their pumping wells are 

drying up and overall production is gradually decreasing. However, the “sump” area 

described earlier that contains W-13 is still producing over 40,000 ± gallons per day. 

 

The groundwater regime for the subject site and its environs is complex with the 

groundwater trapped in various compartments and associated with the intra-landslides 

within the ancient landslide complex. Recent communications with ACLAD personnel also 

infer the groundwater is in compartments and that some of their pumping wells are 

connected to others. 

 

Summary of Existing and Proposed Improvements: 

 

The improvements completed as of this date include the Event Garden with the fireplace and 

restroom remodel and a portion of the access road from Narcissa to the Event Garden. All work 

was completed in accordance with the geotechnical recommendation. 

 

Future improvements yet to be completed include the all-weather access road, the gazebo, the 

greenhouse, small golf course and some agriculture. Future work By G&A will include the 

geotechnical reviews for the greenhouse and golf course, as well as the observation, monitoring 

and reporting for the grading, etc. of the all-weather access road. 

 

Conclusions: 

 

Based on the geologic data and analyses by this firm, N&A and L&A the existing and proposed 

improvements listed above will not aggravate the existing geologic conditions and/or existing 

landslides within and in the immediate environs of the subject site. The reader is referred to the 
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referenced reports by this firm and by N&A (2000 through 2008) for detailed geologic 

information (i.e. boring logs, etc.). 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

GINTER & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

 

 

 

Dave Ginter, P.G., C.E.G.    

President/Principal Engineering Geologist               

                                                                                                                                                                                                            

cc: Gary Weber, Weber Consulting 

  
Attachments: 

Figure 1 – Site Location Map 
 Figure 2 – City of Rancho Palos Verdes Landslide Moratorium Zones and Portuguese Bend Planning Areas 
 Appendix I – References 
 Appendix II – Point View Figures of Various Improvements 
 Appendix III – Seismicity Evaluation From N&A’s 6/17/08 Report 
 Appendix IV – Charts of Well Monitoring Elevation vs. Time From N&A’s 6/17/08 Report 
 Appendix V – Revised Geologic Maps Figures 7 and 9 From N&A 6/17/08 Report 
 Appendix VI – Summary of Borings Within and Adjacent to the Point View Site  
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Point View Figures of 

Various Improvements 
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Seismicity Evaluation 

From N&A’s 6/17/08 Report 
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Charts of Well Monitoring 

Elevation vs. Time 

From N&A’s 6/17/08 Report 

 



 



 













 

 

 

 

APPENDIX  V 

 

Revised Geologic Maps 

Figures 7 and 9 

From N&A Report dated 6/17/08 

 







 

 

 

 

APPENDIX  VI 

 

Summary of Borings 

Within and Adjacent to 

The Point View Site 

 



Boring Logged By Date Drilled Boring Type Total Surface Outside Qls- Groundwater Groundwater Notes

Designation Depth (Feet)  Elev. (msl) Basal Basal Groundwater Groundwater Within Depth Elevation
R/S Depth  R/S Elevation Depth  Elevation Qupc and Qlso

MT-1 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 112 413 ? DRY 
MT-3 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 32 275 N/A ���� DRY 
MT-4 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 35 170 N/A ���� DRY 
MT-5 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 65 407 49 358 DRY 
MT-8 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 32 210 N/A ���� DRY 

MT-17 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 78 383 Unknown DRY 
MT-18 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 68 445 Unknown DRY 
MT-20 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 74 368 Unknown DRY 
MT-29 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 43 352 40 312 DRY 
MT-30 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 87 362 74 288 86 feet 276
MT-31 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 66 324 52 272 DRY 
MT-32 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 70 340 Unknown DRY 
MT-33 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 15 370 N/A DRY 
MT-34 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 30 365 N/A DRY 
MT-44 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 42 593 DRY 
MT-56 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 26 258 ���� DRY 
MT-57 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 22 210 ���� DRY 

MT-101 Moore and Taber 1968 5" Rotary Wash 132 340 86 254 N/A
MT-201 Moore and Taber 1978 5" Rotary Wash 146 422 ? 142 230 H2O when drilled
MT-202 Moore and Taber 1978 5" Rotary Wash 132± 424 ? N/A
MT-203 Moore and Taber 1978 5" Rotary Wash 111 395 ? N/A

LAC-2 L.A. County 1976 24" Bucket Auger 33 280 ���� DRY 
LAC-3 L.A. County 1976 24" Bucket Auger 26 276 ���� DRY 
LAC-4 L.A. County 1976 24" Bucket Auger 12 255 ���� DRY 
LAC-5 L.A. County 1976 24" Bucket Auger 18 225 ���� DRY 

LC-1 Law/Crandall 1990 Core 320 408 205 203 113 295 Screen: 100'-162' Monitored to 1999

B-1 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 254 185 ���� N/A
B-2 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 207 230 ���� N/A
B-3 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 252 350 75 275 N/A
B-4 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 212± 327 60 267 DRY Screen: 100'-140'
B-5 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 300 385 193 192 108 277 Screen: 100'-140'
B-6 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 202 415 74 341 DRY Screen: 100'-140'
B-7 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 237 420 99? 321? DRY Screen: 100'-140'
B-8 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 260 462 71? 391? DRY Screen: 100'-140'

BA-1 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 30" Bucket Auger 46 180 ���� DRY
BA-2 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 30" Bucket Auger 90 462 63? 399 DRY
BA-3 Leighton & Assoc. 1996 30" Bucket Auger 118 610 46 564 DRY
BA-4 Leighton & Assoc. 1996 30" Bucket Auger 95 600 86? 514 DRY

BA-8/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 107 375 83 292 DRY
BA-9/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 87 387 ���� DRY

BA-10/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 86 405 ���� DRY
BA-11/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 87 285 40 245 DRY
BA-12/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 74 235 ���� DRY
BA-13/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 72 450 29± 421 DRY
BA-14/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 117 383 ? 117+ DRY
BA-15/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 71 310 ���� DRY
BA-16/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 90 390 ? 90+ DRY

NBMW-001 Neblett and Assoc. 2000 2.5" Core 350 408 194 214 101 to 113 295 to 307 Screen: 87' to 247'
NBMW-002 Neblett and Assoc. 2000 2.5" Core 200 362 101 261 66 to 79 283 to 296 Screen: 83' to 150'
NBMW-003 Neblett and Assoc. 2000 2.5" Core 180 322 15? 307?

DRY
BNA-1 Neblett and Assoc. 2005 30" Bucket Auger 115 375 115? 260? 100 275 Near Basal R/S
BNA-2 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 100 333 68 265 DRY
BNA-3 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 102 355 70 285 102+ DRY

BNA-4B Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 81 330 65 265 DRY
BNA-5 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 24 ? Abandoned

Boring Logged By Date Drilled Boring Type Total Surface Outside Qls- Groundwater Groundwater Notes

Designation Depth (Feet)  Elev. (msl) Basal Basal Groundwater Groundwater Within Depth Elevation
R/S Depth  R/S Elevation Depth  Elevation Qupc and Qlso

BNA-5B Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 29 ? Abandoned

TABLE I: Summary of Borings Drilled within Point View Development Site

TABLE I: Summary of Borings Drilled within Point View Development Site (continued)

Qls within Qupc within Ancient Landslide

Qls within Qupc within Ancient Landslide



BNA-6C Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 89 347 69.5 277.5 DRY
BNA-7 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 74 335 47 288 DRY
BNA-8 Neblett and Assoc. 2005 30" Bucket Auger 66 375 ���� DRY
BNA-9 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 91.5 490 ���� DRY

BNA-10 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 97 495 76 419 DRY
BNA-10B Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 69 500 34.5 465 DRY
BNA-11 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 53 475 22 453 DRY

BNA-12 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 Core 303 155 144 11

Core Boring Drilled in Abalone Cove Shoreline Park, South of Point View Site



TABLE II: Summary of Borings Drilled within the Upper Filiorum and Outside the Point View Development Site

Boring Logged By Date Drilled Boring Type Total Surface Basal Basal Groundwater Groundwater Screen

Designation Depth (Feet)  Elev. (msl) R/S Depth  R/S Elevation Depth  Elevation Interval

MT-6 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 83 470 ? 65 ? 405 DRY

MT-14 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 20 680 N/A

MT-23 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 26 757 N/A

MT-25 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 30 465 N/A

MT-36 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 26 882 N/A

MT-37 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 5 912 N/A

MT-38 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 11 892 N/A

MT-39 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 7 896 N/A

MT-40 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 42 534 ?

MT-41 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 17 574 N/A

MT-42 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 42 560 N/A

MT-43 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 25 532 N/A

MT-45 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 36 569 Seep @ 23 feet

MT-51 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 103 546 ? 25 DRY

MT-52 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 57 544 ? 20 524

MT-53 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 39 470 ? 37 433

MT-104 Moore and Taber 1968 5" Rotary Wash 126 778 126 652 Well Data Per Leighton and Associates

MT-105 Moore and Taber 1968 5" Rotary Wash 126 633 ? 38 43 590 Well Data Per Leighton and Associates

MT-106 Moore and Taber 1968 5" Rotary Wash 86 675 ? Well Data Per Leighton and Associates

B-9 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 250 530 71 459

B-10 Leighton & Assoc. 1996 2.5" Core 210 720 120 600

B-11/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 2.5" Core 349 698 107 591

B-12/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 2.5" Core 349 530 159? 371

B-13/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 2.5" Core 349 690 121? 569

LC-2 LeRoy Crandall 1990 Core 360 885 237 648 267 618 234' -274' Well Data per L&A, Well Damaged

LC-3 LeRoy Crandall 1990 Core 330 800 199 601 74 725 167' -207' Well Data Per Leighton and Associates

LC-4 LeRoy Crandall 1990 Core 337 790 189 601 105 685 155' -195' Well Data Per Leighton and Associates

GBA-1 Ginter & Associates 2010 30" Bucket Auger 12 514 Abandoned-severe caving

GBA-2 Ginter & Associates 2010 30" Bucket Auger 18 527 Abandoned-severe caving

GBA-2A Ginter & Associates 2010 30" Bucket Auger 76 518 25 493 DRY

GBA-3 Ginter & Associates 2010 30" Bucket Auger 113 562 19 543 Predominately volcanics 19'-113'

GBA-4 Ginter & Associates 2011 30" Bucket Auger 15 623 Abandoned-severe caving

GBA-4A Ginter & Associates 2011 30" Bucket Auger 120 621 47.5 573.5 DRY Predominately volcanics 47.5'-120'

GCB-1 Ginter & Associates 2011 Core (HQ) 210 626 59.75 566.25 DRY Massive basalt from 140'-155'

GCB-2 Ginter & Associates 2011 Core (HQ) 210 642 92 550 DRY Massive basalt from 160'-210'

GCB-3 Ginter & Associates 2011 Core (HQ) 210 793 149 644 DRY Cased to 21'

GCB-4 Ginter & Associates 2011 Core (HQ) 160 506 50.6 455.4 DRY Cased to 30'; massive basalt 130'-160'

GCB-5 Ginter & Associates 2011 Core (HQ) 151.5 582 41.5 540.5 DRY Massive basalt 137'-151.5'

GCB-6 Ginter & Associates 2011 Core (HQ) 161.5 554 81.75 472.25 DRY

Notes



Boring Logged By Date Drilled Boring Type Total Surface Basal Basal Groundwater Groundwater Screen Notes
Designation Depth (Feet)  Elev. (msl) R/S Depth  R/S Elevation Depth  Elevation Interval

ACL-1 Slosson and Assoc. 1988 Core 301 66 145? -79 45 21 Abandoned 1991
ACL-2 Slosson and Assoc. 1988 Core 201 107 54? 53 54 53 Abandoned 1991
ACL-3 Slosson and Assoc. 1988 Core 250 168 ?
ACL-4 Slosson and Assoc. 1989 Core 350 179 172 7 136 43 Well Data Per Leighton and Associates
ACL-6 Slosson and Assoc. ? Core ? 14 72? -58 15 -1 Well Data Per Leighton and Associates

ACL-7A Slosson and Assoc. 1990 Core 116 32 80? -48 25± -7
ACL-7B Slosson and Assoc. 1992 Core 251 32 77? -45 ?
ACL-8 Slosson and Assoc. 1990 Core 217 72 ? 50 22
ACL-9 Slosson and Assoc. 1990 Core 260 14 111?

HVLA-1 Slosson and Assoc. 1984 Core 136 138 ?
HVLA-2 Slosson and Assoc. 1984 Core 179 32 ? 26
HVLA-3 Slosson and Assoc. 1984 Core 194 70 159? -89 70 0 Well Data Per Leighton and Associates
HVLA-4 Slosson and Assoc. 1984 Core 239 387 ?
HVLA-5 Slosson and Assoc. 1984 Core 194 454 105? 349 57 397 Well Data Per Leighton and Associates

PVP-1 Dr. K. Vonder Linden 1968 Core 225 207 130 77 130 77
PVP-4 Dr. K. Vonder Linden 1968 Core 430 389 301 88 DRY
PVP-8 Dr. K. Vonder Linden 1968 Core 338 356 205 151 304 52

MT-7 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 27 30 ? 20 10
MT-9 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 27 56 22? 34 DRY

MT-10 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 76 407 ? DRY
MT-11 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 13 180 ?
MT-12 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 12 178 ?
MT-13 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 58 155 43? 112 DRY
MT-16 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 110 395 105? 290 DRY
MT-24 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 64 173 ? 57 116
MT-26 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 70 655 ? DRY
MT-28 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 87 280 ? DRY
MT-35 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 26 288 ? DRY
MT-46 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 81 191 ?
MT-48 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 66 77 62? 15 54 23
MT-49 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 18 78 ?
MT-50 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 51 124 ?
MT-54 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 74 183 74? 109 70 113
MT-59 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 135 518 71? 447 DRY

MT-102 Moore and Taber 1968 5" Rotary Wash 185 395 168? 227

MT-103 Moore and Taber 1968 5" Rotary Wash 170 407 152? 255

MT-107 Moore and Taber 1968 5" Rotary Wash 125 107 112? -5
MT-109 Moore and Taber 1969 5" Rotary Wash 150 71 87 -16 32 39

WFF Robert Stone and Assoc. 1980 5" Air Rotary 150 168 92 76 75 93 Cased to 110'
W6I Robert Stone and Assoc. 1984 5" Air Rotary 145 262 125? 137 126 136 Converted to Pumping Well
W6J Robert Stone and Assoc. 1984 5" Air Rotary 120 207 93? 114 66 141 Converted to Pumping Well

WW-1 Robert Stone and Assoc. 1979 12" Mud-Rotary 195 378 ? Converted to Pumping Well
WW-2 Robert Stone and Assoc. 1979 12" Mud-Rotary 146 169 142?
WW-3 K. Ehlig and Dr.P. Ehlig 1980 Cable w/ 14" Casing 162 284 162 122 96 188 100' - 162' Pumping Well
WW-4 Robert Stone and Assoc. 1980 12" Mud-Rotary 90 221 79? 50' - 90'
WW-5 Dr. P. Ehlig 1979 10" Mud-Rotary 108 168 103? 58' - 98' Pumping Well
WW-6 Robert Stone and Assoc. 12" Mud-Rotary 145 390 ? 95' - 145'
WW-7 K. Ehlig and Dr.P. Ehlig 1980 Cable w/ 14" Casing 154 329 151? 178 134? 195 110' - 154' Converted to Pumping Well
WW-8 Robert Stone and Assoc. 12" Mud-Rotary 79 348 ? Pumping Well
WW-9 Robert Stone and Assoc. 1985 12" Mud-Rotary 150 141 ? 80' - 150' Pumping Well

WW-10 Robert Stone and Assoc. 1985 12" Mud-Rotary 156 290 ? 80' - 155'
WW-11 Robert Stone and Assoc. 1985 10" Air-Rotary 136 317 ? 47' - 127' Pumping Well
WW-12 Robert Stone and Assoc. 1985 10" Air-Rotary 135 383 ? 55' - 135' Pumping Well
WW-13 Robert Stone and Assoc. ? ? ? 386 Pumping Well- see L&A 

LC-1 for Subsurface data

Ehlert 1997 24" bucket auger 48 210

TABLE III: Summary of Borings Drilled Outside the Point View Development Site and Within the Abalone Cove Landslide and the Ancient Portugese Bend Landslide Complex
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16 February 2012 
Mr. Jay Ziff 
PCR Services  
233 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 130 
Santa Monica, California 90401 

Subject: “Geology and Soils” and “Hydrology and Water Quality” Impacts 
Point View Master Use Plan, Rancho Palos Verdes, California 

Dear Mr. Ziff: 

The Point View Master Use Plan (the “Proposed Project”) is the subject of a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration being prepared by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes (“the City”) 
on behalf of the project applicant, York Point View Properties (“YPVP”). This letter 
was developed by Geosyntec Consultants for PCR Services (“PCR”) who is serving as 
the City’s consultant for preparation of a contemplated Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

Geosyntec was retained to review and comment on materials prepared by PCR and 
YPVP as part of the preparation of the Mitigated Negative Declaration. These materials 
included the current project description, related grading plans, SUSMP (Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan) applications to the city, and other background information  
As described in our proposal dated 1 December 2010, Geosyntec’s scope of work was 
to highlight potential project impacts in the areas of “Geology and Soils” and 
“Hydrology and Water Quality” and provide comments on appropriate mitigations for 
these impacts. This letter serves as the deliverable for this task. 

This work was conducted by Chris Conkle, P.E., G.E. of Geosyntec Consultants.  
Senior review was provided by Mark Hanna, Ph.D., P.E., and Neven Matasovic Ph.D., 
P.E., G.E., in accordance with Geosyntec's quality assurance policies. 

BACKGROUND 

YPVP is proposing to implement the Proposed Project, which includes a number of 
physical improvements and new activities on a 94-acre property located at 6001 Palos 
Verdes Drive South in the Portuguese Bend area. The Proposed Project contains the 
following major components related to the Geosyntec’ scope of work: the expansion of 
agricultural uses on the property and the construction of a paved access road through 
the property.  These features are shown in Attachment A. 
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The Project site is currently predominantly undeveloped with a small developed area on 
a flat terrace in the north central portion of the site called the “event garden.”  Other 
existing improvements at the site include a one-acre avocado orchard in the northeast or 
“upland” portion of the site and a network of unpaved roads and trails. The figure 
included as Attachment A illustrates the location of existing and Proposed Project 
features. 

There are currently two improved driveway entrances to the site: one along West 
Narcissa Drive on the north side of the property and one along Palos Verdes Drive 
South on the south side of the property.   

The existing improvements at the Narcissa Drive entrance include a 700-foot long 
paved driveway that extends from Narcissa Drive southwest to the event garden area. 
As appropriate permits were not obtained at the time of this construction, this access 
road is proposed to be permitted as part of the Proposed Project.   

Improvements at the Palos Verdes Drive South entrance were completed in 2007 and 
include 120 feet of paved access road.  Where the paved portion of this driveway ends, 
an unpaved driveway continues uphill, connecting to the Narcissa Drive entrance.  The 
Proposed Project includes paving the approximately 2,000-foot long unpaved portion of 
the internal driveway between the Palos Verdes Drive South entrance and the Narcissa 
Drive entrance.  To minimize cut and fill, the existing unpaved driveway would be 
slightly realigned to the south approximately midway along the driveway alignment.  
Additionally, soils along the roadway alignment would be overexcavated and 
recompacted to a depth of three feet.   

Additionally, the Proposed Project would plant approximately 25 acres of new avocado 
orchards and vineyards.  Irrigation systems will be installed to service these proposed 
agricultural areas. 

YPVP has retained a consulting team to prepare design plans and recommendation 
reports for submittal to the City regarding Proposed Project improvements.  YPVP’s 
Engineering Geology consultants are Ginter & Associates, Inc. (formerly Neblett & 
Associates).  YPVP’s civil engineer and stormwater consultant is Rothman 
Engineering. Geosyntec’s comments presented in this letter are largely based on review 
of documents prepared by YPVP’s consultants and submitted to the City. 
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The expansion of agricultural uses on the property, construction of the paved access 
roads, and implementation of associated stormwater best management practices with 
each of these improvements are the project components with the largest potential to 
produce impacts. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Discussion of Potential Impacts 

General 

The northeast portion of the Proposed Project site is located within the Portuguese Bend 
Landslide Complex.  While portions of this landslide complex have been active within 
historic times, the portion of the landslide complex within the Proposed Project site, 
known as the Ancient Portuguese Bend Landslide Complex, has not been active within 
historic times.  The “Geology and Soils” impacts of the Proposed Project relate 
primarily to whether the proposed improvements have the potential to cause substantial 
adverse effects related to the existing landslides complex within the area.  

Ancient Portuguese Bend Landslide Complex 

According to Ginter [2011], “A portion of the Point View Site (the north and northeast 
portions) contains the western extremities of the large prehistoric Portuguese Bend 
Landslide Complex.” The location of these Ancient Landslide Deposits (Qlso) are 
shown in Attachment B (Figure 7).   When active the slide is assumed to have moved 
toward the southeast.  As such, the project site is located along a rim at the approximate 
boundary of the ancient slide’s right flank. 

As indicated in cross sections prepared by Neblett & Associates and included in 
Attachment B (Figure 10A and 10B), “The depth of the slide complex is 200± feet near 
the northeast property line and varies in depth to the north and east of the site from 
50+ feet to 100± feet in general.”  The lateral shear surface of the slide (right flank) 
runs from northwest to southeast across the site and is concealed by modern colluvium 
(Qupc).  While concealed, the minimum depth of the shear surface is approximately 
20 feet below existing grade near the top of the slope up from Palos Verdes Drive to the 
location of the existing event garden (see Figure 10A, cross section Oo-Oo′ in 
Attachment B.)  
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The City of Rancho Palos Verdes has imposed a moratorium on the filing, processing, 
approval or issuance of building, grading or other permits in the area of the City 
identified as the "Landslide Moratorium Area” or LMA.  Certain types of minor 
improvements to existing development have been allowed in the LMA through the 
process known as the “Moratorium Exemption Permit.”     

Minor adjustments to the LMA Boundary Line within the Point View site were 
approved by the City on March 29, 2011 [Ginter, 2011].  The adjustments are shown in 
Attachment B (Figure 9). The majority of Proposed Project components lie within the 
moratorium boundary.  

The stability of the existing slide was assessed as part of previous development 
application for the site [Neblett, 2000].  These stability assessments with existing 
topography indicated that the Ancient Landslide complex has minimum static global 
factors of safety (FS) ranging from 1.43 (Section A-A′) to 1.15 (Section B-B′).  These 
findings indicate that the site as it exists does not meet the City’s typical requirement 
for development (i.e., FS >1.5). 

The upper limits of a recently active slide within the Ancient Portuguese Bend 
Landslide Complex, the Abalone Cove Landslide, are to the east and southeast of the 
project site (see Attachment B, Figure 7). The closest elements of the Proposed Project 
are located within several hundred feet of this recently active landslide.   The direction 
of movement of this landslide is primarily away from the site boundary to the south and 
east.  Movement of this slide is generally considered to have reactivated in 1978 when 
surface movement occurred within an approximately 80-acre area along Palos Verdes 
Drive South and Narcissa Drive that included approximately 20 homes.  It was this 
event that ultimately led to the City’s establishment of the LMA and the Abalone Cove 
Landslide Abatement District (ACLAD).  To limit landslide movement, dewatering 
wells were installed between 1978 and 1982.  Pumping from the wells, as undertaken 
and monitored by the ACLAD, appears to have substantially reduced major landslide 
movement.    

Proposed Project Components and Potential Impacts 

1. Slope Stability- Existing Portuguese Bend Landslide Complex 

Even without accounting for the impact of Proposed Project improvements, Landslide 
movement of the Portuguese Bend Landslide Complex, specifically the Abalone Cove 
Landslide and the Ancient Landslide Complex can reasonably be expected to continue 
at some point in the future, thereby potentially affecting the Proposed Project site.   



Mr. Jay Ziff 
16 February 2012 
Page 5 
 

 

HL1299\PCR11-01_revised.doc 

The site is partially in the LMA.  As mentioned above, the LMA was established to 
address hazards associated with landslide movement as residential development and 
other improvements in the area constructed on the landslide masses have been and 
could in the future be affected by landslide deformation.  

Groundwater control associated with the ACLAD complex stabilization measures have 
reduced landslide movement, but will not stop such movement.  Movement of the 
Abalone Cove Landslide to the south-east of the site is still occurring and is expected to 
occur in the future.   

When considering the proposed project, it is important to note that the Proposed Project 
does not include habitable buildings, but is focused on agricultural uses and 
improvements to support proposed periodic temporary use of the site for special events.  
In this way, the potential for significant impacts on property and public safety related to 
on-site uses in the event of a large landslide movement are considered less than 
significant.   

As such, the Proposed Project’s potential to result in significant landsliding impacts is 
primarily focused on the potential for changes on the site to increase the possibility of 
landslides that could affect structures or persons outside of the boundaries of the site.   

2. Slope Stability- Impacts from Proposed Project 

In general concerns regarding changes in stability of the existing landslide due to the 
Proposed Project can be divided into two areas: 

1. Changes in the topography due to grading which might reduce the global 
factor of safety of the existing landslide. 

2. Changes in groundwater conditions which may increase pore pressures on the 
sliding surface and reduce effective stress and thereby reducing global factors 
of safety.  

The construction of the new access road and implementation of agricultural land use 
requiring irrigation have the potential to contribute to changes in the two above areas.      
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Construction of Access Road 

Construction of the new access road will require minor changes in topography, 
including approximately 425 cubic yards of cut and 375 cubic yards of fill.  The 
maximum permanent cuts and fill will be up to 2 feet.   This grading will be distributed 
along the approximately 2,000-foot length of the access road.  In addition to proposed 
permanent changes to grade, Ginter’s recommendations also call for temporary 
over-excavation and recompaction of the upper 3 feet of subgrade soils below the 
proposed pavement section. This will require a substantial, but unspecified volume of 
excavation, stockpiling, and recompaction. 

Ginter has concluded that “there will be no impacts associated with the proposed 
grading”1.  Ginter additionally concludes that this action “will have no impact on 
adjacent properties from a geologic engineering and geotechnical engineering 
standpoint.”  

While Ginter has not specifically provided detailed descriptions regarding the 
conclusions of “no impact” in the 2011 Summary Report, these conclusions are 
apparently rooted in judgment based on previous stability calculations and site-specific 
experience. In particular, this experience primarily consists of a 2000 geotechnical 
investigation involving large cuts and fills for development of the site as a residential 
subdivision) previously proposed for the project site.[Neblett, 2000]   

No fills steep cut or fill slopes are proposed as part of this project. As described above, 
the maximum depth of cut and fill proposed is only 2 feet. This small quantity of fill is 
at the limits of what can accurately be portrayed in a slope stability of a landslide of this 
size.   Given this limited grading Ginter’s conclusions appear credible and this work is 
likely to produce an impact at a less than significant level. 

Golf Course and Other Minor Improvements 

The proposed golf course would involve a negligible (less than 20 cubic yards) amount 
of grading, and therefore no geology report has been prepared for this minor 
improvement.  Additionally, the golf course would be comprised of existing non-native 
grass and artificial turf, and no irrigation is necessary or proposed.  In addition to the 

                                                 

1 Ginter [2011] provides a summary of Ginter & Associates’ conclusions and recommendations 
regarding the potential for impact from these improvements. The summaries of Ginter & Associate’s 
conclusions in this section are taken from Ginter [2011].  
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access road findings previously discussed, Ginter [2011] provides “no impact” findings 
regarding the golf course and other minor project features.  As such, impacts on slope 
stability associated with the golf course and these other minor project features are 
considered less than significant.   

Agricultural Operations 

A total of approximately 25 acres of avocado orchards and vineyards are proposed at 
locations indicated on the figure in Attachment C. This new agricultural land use will 
require irrigation. This irrigation will take place through drip and mini-sprinklers that 
have been designed to provide adequate irrigation while preventing excess watering.  

The following information regarding irrigation is provided in the project description 
prepared by PCR Services Corporation (refer to Attachment A, Project Description, of 
the Initial Study): 

For the proposed vineyard, the rootstock selected for the site is well suited as 
its root system penetrates around 48 inches. The water delivery system would 
be an above-ground lateral drip system with a ½-gallon per hour emitter on 
either side of the vine.  The system would be designed to limit water 
penetration to the “feeding zone” (36–48 inches) of the plant. The watering 
needs for the first year rootstock would be two gallons once a week for the 
first month, three gallons once a week during the second month and four 
gallons, once a week from the third month or until September when the vines 
would be watered twice, then allowed to go dormant for the winter. 

With respect to the avocado operations, Hass avocados have a relatively 
shallow root system, so up to 80 percent of the water is obtained from the top 
2 feet of soil.  The recommended irrigation schedule for the first two years is 
five (5) gallons per tree per week.  Initially, each tree would be irrigated by 
"spot-spitter" type mini-sprinklers.  These sprinkler heads provide a gentle 
rain-like distribution of water with excellent uniformity, which is critical to 
avocado trees.  Young avocados are initially irrigated with a small, 90-degree 
spot-spitter.  After two years, the sprinklers would be changed to a 180-degree 
pattern.  At about four years "spinner" type micro sprinklers would be 
installed. Watering would mostly occur in the evening or at night to minimize 
evaporation.  Watering would be tapered down from the initially anticipated 
five (5) gallons per tree as the trees mature. Irrigation would be manually 
operated by designated 
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YPVP staff and personnel would be present during watering to confirm that irrigation is 
sufficient from an agricultural point of view, while ensuring that excess water is not 
applied. Ginter [2011] estimates that shallow agricultural soil readings will take place 
on a monthly basis during normal operations.  

In general static groundwater elevations in the area are relatively deep (approximately 
70 feet below ground surface and above the base of the landslide at NB-MW-002 near 
the center of the site in 2008); however, “the groundwater regime for the subject site 
and its environs is complex with the groundwater trapped in various compartments and 
associated with the intra-landslides within the ancient landslide complex.” [Neblett, 
2008]. 

Given the complexity of the groundwater regime of the site and the shallow depth of 
some portions of the slide plane on site, there is the possibility that if not closely 
monitored, the proposed agriculture operations could affect groundwater conditions 
locally, potentially increasing pore pressures on the sliding surface. Given the large 
consequences of such a change, however small its chance of occurrence, this is a 
potentially significant impact requiring mitigation. As such, the below mitigation 
measure, which requires the implementation of a soil moisture monitoring system for 
agricultural uses, is required.  Implementation of this mitigation measure would 
reduce the potential landsliding impacts to a less than significant level. 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 

The proposed Geology and Soils mitigation measure is summarized below. As 
mentioned above, this mitigation measure would limit the potential for significant 
impacts to property and public safety and reduce impacts of landsliding to a less than 
significant level. 

1. Limit irrigation and concentrated infiltration to levels which have negligible 
impact on the existing landslides. Confirm that these practices are limited 
successfully by developing and implementing a detailed vadose zone 
monitoring program for areas within the footprint of Ancient Portuguese Bend 
Landslide Complex. Monitor soil moisture in the vadose zone as a proxy and 
early warning for potential changes in the saturated zone. This monitoring 
program should be developed based on a site specific evaluations addressing 
what the potential for change is and establishing appropriate monitoring 
measures.   Implementation of this monitoring program will allow for ongoing 
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evaluations of changes in degree of saturation within the upper portion of the 
landslide mass. 

The proposed vadose zone monitoring plan should be reviewed and approved 
by the City prior to beginning of agricultural operations.  The monitoring plan 
should at a minimum establish the location, depth, and type of monitoring 
equipment as well as a frequency of data gathering.  An effective monitoring 
program will require a period of baseline monitoring to establish seasonal 
trends.  

No change in soils moisture as a result of the irrigation should be allowed at 
depths greater than 5 feet below ground surface unless a greater depth is 
established in a technical report submitted by YPVP and approved by the city. 
Changes in soil moisture below this depth may indicate that there is a 
potential for groundwater conditions at the site to be affected locally by the 
operation. 

The implementation and monitoring of this program shall be carried out by a 
licensed geotechnical engineer or engineering geologist who should provide 
monitoring reports to the city, at a minimum quarterly frequency. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Discussion of Potential Impacts 

General 

This section describes potential impacts on hydrology and water quality.  Information 
regarding hydrology is largely based on a site-specific hydrology study, “the SUSMP 
report,” prepared on behalf of YPVP by Rothman Engineering. Rothman also prepared 
grading plans for the access road which provide details regarding stormwater BMPs 
(Attachment D).  The study focuses on impacts of the proposed roadway grading on site 
drainage patterns and provides detailed calculations and designs for stormwater quality 
best management practices (BMPs) including treatment control BMPs. Select figures 
from this report are included as Attachment E. 

Site Hydrology and Best Management Practice Description 
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According to the SUSMP report, no changes in drainage area tributary to each of the 
discharge points are proposed as part of the project. The site drainage areas in question 
discharge into Abalone Cove, a recognized environmentally sensitive area (ESA). 

The description of site hydrology is based on Figures H-1 and H-2 of the SUSMP report 
[Rothman, 2011] included as Attachment E.  Descriptions of water courses and 
conveyances downstream of the drainage areas described below are based on 
information provided in a previous EIR prepared for the site [PCR, 2005]. 

Drainage Area 1 and SUSMP 1 

This 31.97-acre drainage area encompasses the majority of the western portion of site.  
The tributary area includes proposed avocado orchards, vineyards, and a portion of the 
access road.  

According to [PCR, 2005] Area 1 flows into an existing 24-inch reinforced concrete 
pipe (RCP) storm drain that extends under Palos Verdes Drive South and outlets into a 
natural watercourse south of the road and discharges to Abalone Cove. 

Proposed best management practices proposed for this area (SUSMP 1) include a 
vegetated buffer strip along the western side of the access road and a catch basin filter 
insert to collect flows not tributary to the buffer strip at the end of the south end of the 
access road.    

Drainage Area 2 and SUSMP 2 

Located east of Area 1, this area contains 26.94 acres of drainage area, including a 
proposed vineyard and access road.  According to [PCR, 2005], the runoff from this 
area drains to an existing 24 inch RCP storm drain (near the south central portion of the 
site) and an existing 18 inch RCP storm drain (near the south east corner of the site) 
“that extends under Palos Verdes Drive South and outlets into a small watercourse in 
the central portion of Abalone Cove Shoreline Park.  From there, runoff is conveyed on 
the surface through the park.  At the bluff, the runoff flows directly to the beach and 
into Abalone Cove.” 

Proposed best management practices proposed for this area (SUSMP 2) include a 
vegetated buffer strip along the south side of the access road.    

Drainage Area 3 and SUSMP 3 
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Located along the eastern boundary of the site, this drainage area consists of 10.93 
acres, including proposed avocado orchards, vineyards and the access road.  The runoff 
from this area is conveyed to Narcissa Drive and then flows along the eastern property 
boundary before discharging in the previously mentioned 18” RCP under Palos Verdes 
Drive South through the park, and directly to the beach and into Abalone Cove. 

Proposed best management practices proposed for this area (SUSMP 3) include a 
vegetated buffer strip along the south side of the access road.    

Drainage Area 4 and SUSMP 4 

Runoff from this drainage area (3.19 acres) in the eastern portion of the site currently 
sheet flows off the property to Narcissa Drive.  This area will include proposed avocado 
orchards, the proposed access road, and the existing access road to Narcissa. 

Proposed best management practices for this area (SUSMP 4) include a vegetated 
buffer strip along the south side of the proposed access road and construction of a 
vegetated buffer strip along the north side of the existing “Narcissa” access road.  
Additionally, a catch basin filter insert is proposed at the Narcissa entrance to capture 
sheet flow from the immediate area which would otherwise travel off site. 

Barkentine Canyon 

Not included in Rothman’s study is a description of the portions of the site that are 
tributary directly to Barkentine Canyon, a blue line stream to the west of the site.  As 
evident in Rothman’s Figure S-2, a portion of the proposed agricultural area in the 
northwest corner of the site (Avocado orchards) is tributary to this stream. According to 
[PCR, 2005] “Waters draining from Barkentine Canyon … discharge into the 36-inch 
corrugated metal pipe (PD 094) that passes under Palos Verdes Drive South and into a 
natural drainage channel.  This channel flows southeast and confluences with the 
natural channel (south of Palos Verdes Drive South), which conveys the runoff from 
[Drainage Area 1A].  This combined runoff is conveyed to Abalone Cove.” 

Potential Water Quality Impacts 

The Proposed Project does not substantially alter the existing drainage patterns at the 
site.  While some additional impervious surface is proposed, according to Rothman 
there is no resulting increase in flow rates from the existing condition.  However, there 
are potential concerns related to water quality impacts related to construction and 
changes in land use (access road and agricultural). 
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1. Stormwater Quality Impacts during Construction Phase 

 Grading and construction activities have the potential to result in erosion of 
exposed soils and transportation of sediment into the natural drainage channels 
and Abalone Cove.  This is considered a potentially significant impact. 

2. Stormwater Quality Impacts Due to Discharge of Access Road Related Runoff 

 Under the Proposed Project, access road related pollutants may be generated 
and carried off site by stormwater runoff.  Access road-related pollutants may 
include trash; nutrients; oil and grease; copper, zinc, lead and cadmium; and 
bacteria. 

 As the Proposed Project would discharge runoff from the access road to 
natural drainage channels and the Abalone Cove ESA, it has the potential to 
degrade water quality in these water bodies. This is considered a potentially 
significant impact.   

3. Stormwater Quality Impacts Due to Discharge of Agricultural Stormwater 
Runoff 

 As the Proposed Project would discharge runoff from the agricultural areas to 
natural drainage channels including Barkentine Canyon and the Abalone Cove 
ESA, it has the potential to degrade water quality in these water bodies. This is 
considered a potentially significant impact.   

 Stormwater runoff from the proposed avocado orchards and vineyard has the 
potential to carry sediment, nutrients, and pesticides.  

4. Stormwater Quality Impacts Due to Increased Site Use and Internal 
Circulation 

 As the Proposed Project allows for increased internal foot, agricultural, and 
horse traffic, there is the potential for increased bacteria inputs and erosion on 
unpaved trails and roadways as well as from off-trail usage. This is considered 
a potentially significant impact.   

Proposed Mitigation Measures 

As discussed above, the Proposed Project has the potential to result in potentially 
significant impacts with respect to stormwater quality during construction and 
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operation.  As such, mitigation measures are provided below.  These mitigation 
measures include requiring a Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, 
multiple best management practices (BMPs) for the project’s operational features, and 
institutional controls. Implementation of the below mitigation measures would 
reduce potential construction and operational stormwater quality impacts to a less 
than significant level.  

1. Stormwater Quality During Construction Phase 

As this project will disturb one or more acres of soil, the YPVP will be 
required to obtain coverage under the State of California's General Permit for 
Discharges of Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity.  As an 
appropriate mitigation for construction related stormwater impacts, YPVP will 
be required to prepare and carryout a Construction Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan satisfying the requirements of this general permit. 
Consideration should also be given to applying construction BMPs in 
agricultural areas. 

2. Implement Treatment Control BMPs for Access Roads as described in 
SUSMP report with appropriate modifications 

Compliance with regulatory requirements is an appropriate mitigation measure 
to address stormwater impacts from the access roads. The proposed BMPs 
include vegetated buffer strips and catch basin filter inserts.   

Geosyntec has the following comments regarding details of the 
implementation of these BMPs: 

 The vegetated buffer strips currently proposed are 20 feet wide (equal to 
the width of the access road.) Guidance from the California Stormwater 
BMP handbook indicates that as a sizing guideline the width of the 
vegetated buffer strip should be the same as the width of the tributary area 
and should not exceed 60 feet.  This condition is not met in SUSMP 
Areas 2, 3, and 4 where additional areas upstream of the access road (up to 
several hundred feet) are tributary to the buffer strip. With large tributary 
areas upstream of the buffer strip, flow rates may exceed those required for 
appropriate residence time in the buffer strip.  The applicability of the 
buffer strips in these areas should be demonstrated prior to their 
acceptance and implementation.  
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 Trash, bacteria, and nutrients may not be treated effectively by the 
proposed BMPs. While not typical pollutants of concern for roadways, 
these are all contained in city’s guidelines regarding anticipated pollutants 
of concern and special consideration should be given to establishing 
additional site specific BMPs that limit the potential for these pollutants 
from entering stormwater at the site. As such, the additional institutional 
controls described in Item 4 below should be implemented to address 
concerns from these pollutants.  

3. Implement BMPs for Agricultural Areas as Described in “the SUSMP report.” 

YPVP has proposed to provide cover crop (grass), straw mulch, and straw 
fiber rolls as necessary to control soil erosion in agricultural areas per 
Chapter 3 of [Sonoma, 2010]. A summary of the Cover Crop and other BMP 
requirements from this reference is as follows:: 

 Establish thick cover crops by October 15 and maintain them throughout 
the rainy season (until April 15). 

 Broadcast crop cover seed in the fall.  In order to have adequate protection 
by the start of the rainy season (October 15), the seed should be planted by 
mid-September. Initial irrigation will be required for most grasses with 
follow-up irrigation and fertilization. The cover crop should look like a 
lawn by October 15 (for new plantings and November 15 for replants) in 
order to provide adequate protection for the soil during the first heavy 
rains. 

 If plant cover crop cannot be planted by mid-September and irrigate the 
seed, then seed may be planted in October and covered with straw mulch 
applied at the rate of two tons per acre (about 42 bales per acre). You 
should not be able to see any soil once the straw is applied. 

 If rain is likely after the cover crop has been tilled and there is no 
perimeter erosion control, use straw mulch at the rate of two tons per acre 
(about 42 bales per acre) in areas where cover crops are planted. 

 Whenever possible, avoid tilling early in the spring or late in the fall. 

 Minimize tillage practices, especially if slopes are greater than nominal 
(>5-10%) or if soils are highly erodible. 



Mr. Jay Ziff 
16 February 2012 
Page 15 
 

 

HL1299\PCR11-01_revised.doc 

 Do not till turn-around areas except for the infrequent need to reduce 
compaction. In this case, promptly cover the soil with straw mulch and 
replant with a cover crop before the rainy season. 

 Avoid bringing equipment into the vineyard/orchard during the wet 
season. Close seasonal roads to traffic and maintain permanent roads to 
prevent erosion. 

 Keep on site extra erosion control materials such as straw bales or wattles, 
gravel or geo-textile fabric and train vineyard/orchard crews in their 
proper installation. 

 If necessary, provide Straw Mulch per California BMP Handbook BMP 
number EC-6. 

This is an appropriate mitigation measure. 

A detailed site plan indicating the layout of proposed BMPs based on 
Rothman’s “SUSMP, Proposed Condition, Agricultural Plan (Fig. S-2)” 
should be submitted to the City for approval prior to construction of the 
proposed agricultural features. 

4. Institutional controls should be implemented to guard against stormwater 
quality impacts from increased site use and internal circulation.  

This may include impacts from increased vehicle traffic in unpaved areas 
(agricultural and events guests) which may contribute to sediment loading and 
equestrian activities on paved portions of the site which may contribute to 
bacteria loading and increased erosion. Signage discouraging off-trail usage, 
trail and unpaved roadway BMPs, and other site specific institutional controls 
should be evaluated as potentially appropriate BMPs in these areas.  As a 
specific measure to reduce the potential for discharge of pollutants of concern 
against which the proposed BMPs may not be particularly effective 
(e.g., sediment, trash, bacteria), an assessment of roadway and other circulation 
areas should be made by YPVP after each event and during heavy agricultural 
usage.  If warranted based on this assessment, sweeping and trash removal in 
the affected areas should be undertaken immediately.  

5. BMP Operation and Maintenance 

YPVP should be required to enter into an agreement with the City of Rancho 
Palos Verdes detailing YPVP’s long-term Operations and Maintenance 
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responsibilities regarding the proposed treatment control BMPs in the Access 
Road and Agricultural Areas.  

CONCLUSION 

This letter has identified a number of “Geology and Soils” and “Hydrology and Water 
Quality” related project impacts. Geosyntec’s professional opinion is that, with the 
implementation of appropriate mitigation measures as outlined herein, the finding of a 
mitigated negative declaration is appropriate with regard to these impacts. 

CLOSING 

Geosyntec appreciates the opportunity to assist PCR and the City on this important 
project. 

If there are any questions, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned at 
(714) 969-0800. 

Sincerely, 

 

Christopher Conkle, P.E., G.E. 
Project Engineer 

 

Neven Matasovic, Ph.D., P.E., G.E. 
Associate 

Attachments:  

Attachment A: Master Use Plan Figure 
Attachment B: Geologic Maps [Neblett, 2008] 
Attachment C: Project Agricultural Plan 
Attachment D: Grading Plans 
Attachment E: SUSMP Report [Rothman, 2011] 



Mr. Jay Ziff 
16 February 2012 
Page 17 
 

 

HL1299\PCR11-01_revised.doc 

REFERENCES 

Ginter [2011] “Response to PCR Services Corporation and Geosyntec Consultants 
Comments regarding the Geologic Summary for the Point View Master Use Plan, 
Rancho Palos Verdes, California” Letter, Ginter & Associates, Inc., Mission 
Viejo, California, November. 

Neblett [2000], “Preliminary Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Report and 
Grading Plan Review, Point View Development Site, Rancho Palos Verdes, 
California” Technical Report, Neblett  & Associate, Inc., Huntington Beach, 
California, December. 

Neblett [2008], “Geologic Report Providing Geologic Data to Support Adjusting the 
Moratorium Line with the Point View Site ” Technical Report, Neblett  & 
Associate, Inc., Huntington Beach, California, December. 

PCR [2005], “Draft Environmental Impact Report, Point View Project ” Technical 
Report, PCR Services Corporation, Santa Monica, California, July. 

Rothman [2011] “Hydrologic Analysis and SUSMP Calculations for 6001 Palos Verdes 
Drive South, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275” Technical Report, Rothman 
Engineering, Los Angeles, California, October. 

Sonoma [2010], “Best Management Practices for Agricultural Erosion and Sediment 
Control” Guidance Document, Sonoma County Agricultural Commissioner’s 
Office, Sonoma, California, February. 



 
 

 

HL1299\PCR11-01.doc 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT A 
 

MASTER USE PLAN FIGURE 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

GEOLOGIC MAPS 
[NEBLETT, 2008] 
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ATTACHMENT C 
 

PROJECT AGRICULTURAL PLAN 
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GRADING PLANS 
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ATTACHMENT E 
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SUSMP & HYDROLOGY STUDY 
6001 Palos Verdes Drive South, Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 
 
The following sheet shows design parameters and an example storm water runoff calculation. 
 
Design Parameters: 
 
Reference:  Los Angeles County Department of Public Works Hydrology Manual 
 
 
Hydrologic Map 1-H1-29, Pasadena 
Rainfall Isohyet 4.9 IN (50 yr.-24 hr.) 
Soil Type  002, 004 
Debris Zone  DPA – 6 
Impervious (p)  0.02 (Undeveloped Condition) 
   1.00 (Driveway) 
 
    
*A hydrology map delineating the tributary drainage areas and tabulated findings within this 
project is included at the back of this report.   
 
 
Overview of Analysis Procedures: 
 
Analysis of the storm drain runoff for both the existing and proposed conditions used the same 
techniques for analysis.  Those being as follows: 

• Used LA County Tc calculator to determine times of concentration, peak flow rate and 
burned peak flow rate. 

• Used LA County – “Volume and Flow Rate Calculations” to calculate standard urban 
stormwater mitigation plan flow rates and volumes based on 0.75-inches of rainfall. 

 
 
Project Description: 
 
This site, located in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, CA, consists of 94.15 acres of undeveloped 
land, of which approximately 1.10 acres will be disturbed for the placement of a proposed paved 
driveway over portions of an existing dirt trail.   
 
This site will also include approximately 26 acres of agriculture including areas of avocado 
orchard, citrus orchard, and vineyards.  This report will include BMP’s for SUSMP water quality 
for the agricultural aspects of this project. 
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Hydrology Overview 
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Existing Conditions Hydrology: 
 
For the existing conditions, runoff from the site will flow within four tributary areas: 1A, 2A, 3A, 
and 4A.  In this condition, areas 1A and 2A will flow to the southern portion of the site along Palos 
Verdes Drive, while areas 3A and 4A will flow to the eastern portion of the site along Narcissa 
Drive. 
 
Area 1A, to the north and west of the existing trail on-site, consists of undeveloped hillside land 
that drains southerly to Palos Verdes Drive.   
 
Area 2A encompasses the frontage of the undeveloped property to the north of Palos Verdes Drive, 
which drains southerly to Palos Verdes Drive.   
 
The following is a summary of the existing 50-year 24-hour peak flow rates that flow to Palos 
Verdes Drive: 
 

     Palos Verdes Drive: 
 

Area 
Designation 

Area         
(Ac) 

Tc           
(min) 

Q50         
(cfs) 

1A  31.97  17  42.47 
2A  26.94  10  47.75 

         90.22 
 

Area 3A, on the eastern portion of the site, consists of an undeveloped upper tributary area (within 
the property) and a low density residential area below (see calculations for impervious percentage 
calculations) which drains easterly to Narcissa Drive.   
 
Area 4A, on the northern portion of the site, consists of undeveloped land which drains northerly 
to Narcissa Drive.  
 
The following is a summary of the existing 50-year 24-hour peak flow rates that flow to Narcissa 
Drive: 
 

  Narcissa Drive: 
 

Area 
Designation 

Area         
(Ac) 

Tc           
(min) 

Q50         
(cfs) 

3A  10.93  17  11.65 
4A  3.19  10  5.65 

         17.30 
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Existing Conditions Summary: 
 
For the undeveloped property, the total runoff from the tributary areas shown will be 107.52 cfs.   
 

Area 
Designation 

Area         
(Ac) 

Tc           
(min) 

Q50         
(cfs) 

1A  31.97  17  42.47 
2A  26.94  10  47.75 
3A  10.93  17  11.65 
4A  3.19  10  5.65 

   107.52 

 
Proposed Conditions Hydrology: 
 
For the proposed conditions, runoff from the site will flow within four tributary areas: 1B, 2B, 3B, 
and 4B.  In this condition, areas 1B and 2B will flow to the southern portion of the site along Palos 
Verdes Drive, while areas 3B and 4B will flow to the eastern portion of the site along Narcissa 
Drive. 
 
Area 1B encompasses the same area as the existing area 1A and the proposed driveway will be 
constructed on the eastern ridgeline of the tributary area.  The proposed driveway in area 1B will 
slope at with a 1% cross slope to the north of the driveway.  Area 1B will continue to flow 
southerly to Palos Verdes Drive. 
 
Area 2B encompasses the same area as the existing area 2A and the proposed driveway will be 
constructed across the tributary area.  Runoff will flow southerly from the upper portion of Area 
2B to the proposed driveway, across the proposed driveway, and continue to flow southerly to 
Palos Verdes Drive.   
 
The following is a summary of the proposed 50-year 24-hour peak flow rates that flow to Palos 
Verdes Drive: 
 

     Palos Verdes Drive: 
 

Area 
Designation 

Area         
(Ac) 

Tc           
(min) 

Q50         
(cfs) 

1B  31.97  17  42.47 
2B  26.94  10  47.75 

         90.22 
 

 
For areas 1B and 2B, runoff will remain the same as the proposed conditions despite the additional 
impervious area from the proposed driveway.   
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Area 3B encompasses the same area as the existing area 3A and the proposed driveway will be 
constructed across the tributary area.  Runoff will flow easterly from the upper portion of Area 3B 
to the proposed driveway, across the proposed driveway, and continue to flow easterly to Narcissa 
Drive. 
 
Area 4B encompasses the same area as the existing area 4A and the proposed driveway will be 
constructed across the tributary area.  Runoff will flow northerly from the upper portion of Area 
4B to the proposed driveway, across the proposed driveway, and continue to flow northerly to 
Narcissa Drive.  
 
The following is a summary of the proposed 50-year 24-hour peak flow rates that flow to Narcissa 
Drive: 
 

  Narcissa Drive: 
 

Area 
Designation 

Area         
(Ac) 

Tc           
(min) 

Q50         
(cfs) 

3B  10.93  17  11.65 
4B  3.19  10  5.65 

         17.30 
 

For areas 3B and 4B, runoff will remain the same as the proposed conditions despite the additional 
impervious area from the proposed driveway.   
   
Proposed Conditions Summary: 
 
For the proposed property, the total runoff from the tributary areas shown will be 107.52 cfs.  The 
runoff will remain the same as the proposed conditions despite the additional impervious area from 
the proposed driveway.   
 
 

Area 
Designation 

Area         
(Ac) 

Tc           
(min) 

Q50         
(cfs) 

1B  31.97  17  42.47 
2B  26.94  10  47.75 
3B  10.93  17  11.65 
4B  3.19  10  5.65 

   107.52 
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Proposed Conditions SUSMP: Roadway BMP’s 
 
For the proposed conditions, the “first flush” runoff from the impervious surfaces must be treated 
before leaving the site.  The pollutants of concern for the driveway include petroleum 
hydrocarbons (gasoline, oil and grease), trash, and metals.  The County of Los Angeles “Volume 
and Flow Rate Calculations” spreadsheet was used to calculate standard urban stormwater 
mitigation plan flow rates and volumes. 
 
We have incorporated the Vegetated Buffer Strip (TC-31) best management practice (BMP) to 
treat the runoff from the proposed driveway:  Vegetated Buffer Strips are grassed buffer strips 
vegetated surfaces that are designed to treat sheet flow from adjacent surfaces. 
 
A summary of the calculations based on the Los Angeles County “Volume and Flow Rate 
Calculations” are shown below: 
 

Area 
Designation 

Area         
(Ac) 

Flow‐Based   
Qpm (cfs) 

Volume‐Based 
Vm (ft3) 

Treatment              
BMP 

SUSMP 1  0.40  0.08  980.1  Vegetated Buffer Strip 

SUSMP 2  6.38  0.19  2654.1  Vegetated Buffer Strip 

SUSMP 3  1.35  0.05  738.0  Vegetated Buffer Strip 

SUSMP 3  3.48  0.12  1668.2  Vegetated Buffer Strip 

 
For areas SUSMP 1, SUSMP 2, SUSMP 3, and SUSMP 4, runoff from the driveway will sheet 
flow across the driveway onto the Vegetated Buffer Strip.  This Vegetated Buffer Strip will consist 
of approved vegetation for the length of the driveway with a minimum width of 20 feet per the 
California BMP Handbook BMP number TC-31.  This handbook requires that the Vegetated 
Buffer Strip width be equal to the width of the road which is 20 feet.  In this area, any bare soil 
must be planted with approved vegetation to match the surrounding vegetation with approved; 
although, areas of existing vegetation will remain.  The vegetated buffer strip has high removal 
effectiveness rating for petroleum hydrocarbons (gasoline, oil and grease), and metals, and a 
medium removal effectiveness rating for trash. 
 
At this time there is no outdoor material storage planned for this site. 
 
Calculations for Vegetated Buffer Strip: 
 

The Vegetated Buffer Strip is sized to be the equal width of the area to be treated, the driveway in 
this case.  For this project the driveway to be treated is 20 feet wide, and the proposed vegetated 
buffer strip is of equal width at 20 feet.  Stormwater will sheet flow across the driveway and will 
be treated by the vegetated buffer strip.   
 
The vegetated buffer strip will accept sheet flow from the driveway, and then it will slow runoff 
velocities allowing sediment and other pollutants to settle and provide some infiltration into the 
underlying soils.   
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For areas SUSMP 1 and SUSMP 4 we have also included trench drains with Catch Basin Filter 
Inserts (KriStar FloGard LoPro Trench Drain Model No. FG-TDOF6) to capture collect and treat 
all runoff were the driveway’s 1% cross-slope is not able direct the runoff to the vegetated buffer 
strip.  These trench drains are located at each end of the proposed driveway, will be stenciled with 
“No-Dumping – Drains to Ocean”, and will outlet within the Vegetated Buffer Strip.  The TSS 
removal effectiveness for filter inserts is shown on the following page.  
 
The CASQA handbook has shown the removal effectiveness ratings for filter inserts as follows: 

 
- Filters – TSS effluent concentrations range from 2 to 280 mg/L, with a median value of 29 mg/L 
- Wetlands – TSS effluent concentrations vary little, and have a median value of 1.2 mg/L 
- Inserts - TSS effluent concentrations range from 4 to 248 mg/L with a median value of 27 mg/L 
- Vaults – TSS effluent concentrations range from 1 to 467 mg/L, with a median value of 36 mg/L 
- Vortex – TSS effluent concentrations range from 13 to 359 mg/L, with a median value of 32 mg/L 
 
Calculations for Vegetated Buffer Strip Catch Basin Filter Inserts: 
 

The catch basin filter inserts are used to treat runoff that will not otherwise be properly treated by 
the vegetated buffer strip.  The “Volume and Flow Rate Calculations”, in the calculations section 
of this report calculate the flow to be treated, “Qpm” for each of the areas tributary to the catch 
basins.  The calculations provided are accompanied by a plan showing the tributary area, the 
calculated Qpm, and the treatment capacity of the catch basin filter inserts.  A summary of this 
information is as follows: 
 

Area  Catch Basin 
Filter 

Manufacturer
Model 
Number 

Qpm 
(cfs) 

Filtered Flow Rate 
Capacity (cfs) 

SUSMP 1  Trench Drain  Kristar  FG‐TDOF6  0.02  0.50 
SUSMP 4  Trench Drain  Kristar  FG‐TDOF6  0.01  0.50 

 
For both areas, the catch basins filtered flow rate exceeds the flow rate to be treated (Qpm), 
meaning that the filters are sized to adequately treat the runoff entering each catch basin.



205 S. Broadway, Suite 206, Los Angeles, California 90012 
(213) 621-3155 Office  -  (213) 621-3105 Fax 

Proposed Conditions SUSMP: Agricultural BMP’s 
 
The proposed site will also treat “first flush” runoff from agricultural portions of this site.  The 
pollutants of concern for the agricultural portions of the site include including nutrients, pesticides, 
and sediment.  We do not anticipate pathogens as a pollutant of concern for this project. 
 
The proposed BMP for treatment of agricultural runoff will be a combination of cover crops, straw 
mulch, and fiber rolls, which for this report we will refer to as “Cover Crop BMP”.  Cover Crop 
BMP should be provided per chapter 3 of the Sonoma County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office 
BMP handbook titled “Best Management Practices for Agricultural Erosion and Sediment 
Control”.  Chapter 3 of this handbook describes cover crops, straw mulch, fiber rolls, tillage 
practices, and erosion control for orchard and vineyard sites and has been included in the reference 
section of this report.  In this handbook, cover crops are described as “the most cost effective 
method to reduce the introduction of sediments, nutrients, and pesticides to the stream channel 
through overland flow.” 
 
In addition to cover crop, straw mulch and fiber rolls (straw wattles) may be used as described in 
Chapter 3 of the “Best Management Practices for Agricultural Erosion and Sediment Control.” 
 
A summary of the Cover Crop BMP requirements is as follows (information provided by Sonoma 
County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office, 2010): 
‐ Establish thick cover crops by October 15 and maintain them throughout the rainy season (until 

April 15).  
‐ Broadcast crop cover seed in the fall. In order to have adequate protection by the start of the 

rainy season (October 15), the seed should be planted by mid-September.  Initial irrigation will 
be required for most grasses with follow-up irrigation and fertilization.  The cover crop should 
look like a lawn by October 15 (for new plantings and November 15 for replants) in order to 
provide adequate protection for the soil during the first heavy rains.   

‐ If you cannot plant cover crop by mid-September and irrigate the seed, then you may plant 
your seed in October and cover it with straw mulch applied at the rate of two tons per acre 
(about 42 bales per acre).  You should not be able to see any soil once the straw is applied.  

‐ If rain is likely after the cover crop has been tilled and there is no perimeter erosion control, 
use straw mulch at the rate of two tons per acre (about 42 bales per acre) in areas where cover 
crops are planted. 

‐ Whenever possible, avoid tilling early in the spring or late in the fall.   
‐ Minimize tillage practices, especially if slopes are greater than nominal (>5-10%) or if soils are 

highly erodible.  
‐ Do not till turn-around areas except for the infrequent need to reduce compaction. In this case, 

promptly cover the soil with straw mulch and replant with a cover crop before the rainy season. 
‐ Avoid bringing equipment into the vineyard/orchard during the wet season.  Close seasonal 

roads to traffic and maintain permanent roads to prevent erosion.  
‐ Keep on site extra erosion control materials such as straw bales or wattles, gravel or geo-textile 

fabric and train vineyard/orchard crews in their proper installation.  
‐ If necessary, provide Straw Mulch per California BMP Handbook BMP number EC-6. 
‐ If soil is highly erosive, provide Fiber Rolls per California BMP Handbook BMP number SE-

5. 
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Calculations for SUSMP: Crop Cover, Straw Mulch and/or Fiber Rolls (Cover Crop BMP) 
 

The cover crop, straw mulch, and/or fiber rolls BMP (Cover Crop BMP) is sized in a similar 
manner to the vegetated buffer strip in that the width of the BMP is equivalent to the width of the 
area to be treated.  The Cover Crop BMP will cover the entire agricultural area for the orchard and 
vineyard portions of the site.  For each orchard or vineyard row, the downstream row will treat the 
upstream row.  The width of the Cover Crop BMP for the downstream row will be an equal width 
to the upstream row that it is treating.  The orchard or vineyard row that is furthest downstream 
will be treated by the Cover Crop BMP area that will extend the width of the orchard or vineyard 
row, or a minimum of 20 feet if the row separations are less than 20 feet apart. 
 
 
Proposed Conditions SUSMP: Structural BMP Maintenance: 
 
This SUSMP requires that all structural BMP’s be accessible for inspection by City personnel 
during regular business hours. The operations and maintenance (O&M) plans for all structural 
BMP’s is attached to this report.  The entity (or entities) responsible for the long-term inspection 
and maintenance of all structural source control BMP’s is: 
 
Jim York 
President/Owner, YPVP, LLC 
York Point View Properties, LLC 
550 Silver Spur Road, Suite 250 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 
310-544-6177  
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Hydrologic Calculations 
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Existing Conditions 
50-Year Peak Flow 



Tc Calculator

Calculate Tc

Cancel

Subarea Parameters Manual Input

Subarea 
Number

1A-EXIST 

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

31.97

Proportion 
Impervious

0.02

Soil Type

2
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

3460

Flow Path 
Slope

.190

Subarea Parameters Selected
Subarea 
Number

1a

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

31.97

Proportion 
Impervious

0.02

Soil Type

2
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

3460

Flow Path 
Slope

0.19

Input File

Check Here If Subarea Parameters Are Defined In An Input File

Import "tcdata.xls" File

Calculate Single Tc From Subarea Parameters Provided In Input File

Calculate Tc's For Multiple Subareas And Create Tc Results File

Calculation Results

Subarea 
Number

1A-EXIST 

Intensity

1.64

Undeveloped 
Runoff Coefficient 
(Cu)

0.81

Developed Runoff 
Coefficient (Cd)

0.81

Tc Equation

Tc=(10)^-0.507*(Cd*I)^-0.519*(L)^0.483*(S)^-0.135

Tc Value (min.)

17

Peak Flow Rate 
(cfs)

42.47

Burned Peak Flow 
Rate (cfs)

45.98

24-Hour Runoff 
Volume (acre-ft)

Undefined

Calculate Runoff Volume



Tc Calculator

Calculate Tc

Cancel

Subarea Parameters Manual Input

Subarea 
Number

2A-EXIST 

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

26.94

Proportion 
Impervious

0.02

Soil Type

2
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

1500

Flow Path 
Slope

.161

Subarea Parameters Selected
Subarea 
Number

1a

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

26.94

Proportion 
Impervious

0.02

Soil Type

2
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

1500

Flow Path 
Slope

0.161

Input File

Check Here If Subarea Parameters Are Defined In An Input File

Import "tcdata.xls" File

Calculate Single Tc From Subarea Parameters Provided In Input File

Calculate Tc's For Multiple Subareas And Create Tc Results File

Calculation Results

Subarea 
Number

2A-EXIST 

Intensity

2.11

Undeveloped 
Runoff Coefficient 
(Cu)

0.84

Developed Runoff 
Coefficient (Cd)

0.84

Tc Equation

Tc=(10)^-0.507*(Cd*I)^-0.519*(L)^0.483*(S)^-0.135

Tc Value (min.)

10

Peak Flow Rate 
(cfs)

47.75

Burned Peak Flow 
Rate (cfs)

51.1

24-Hour Runoff 
Volume (acre-ft)

Undefined

Calculate Runoff Volume



Tc Calculator

Calculate Tc

Cancel

Subarea Parameters Manual Input

Subarea 
Number

3A-EXIST 

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

10.93

Proportion 
Impervious

0.095

Soil Type

4
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

2000

Flow Path 
Slope

.07

Subarea Parameters Selected
Subarea 
Number

1a

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

10.93

Proportion 
Impervious

0.095

Soil Type

4
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

2000

Flow Path 
Slope

0.07

Input File

Check Here If Subarea Parameters Are Defined In An Input File

Import "tcdata.xls" File

Calculate Single Tc From Subarea Parameters Provided In Input File

Calculate Tc's For Multiple Subareas And Create Tc Results File

Calculation Results

Subarea 
Number

3A-EXIST 

Intensity

1.64

Undeveloped 
Runoff Coefficient 
(Cu)

0.62

Developed Runoff 
Coefficient (Cd)

0.65

Tc Equation

Tc=(10)^-0.507*(Cd*I)^-0.519*(L)^0.483*(S)^-0.135

Tc Value (min.)

17

Peak Flow Rate 
(cfs)

11.65

Burned Peak Flow 
Rate (cfs)

13.83

24-Hour Runoff 
Volume (acre-ft)

Undefined

Calculate Runoff Volume



Tc Calculator

Calculate Tc

Cancel

Subarea Parameters Manual Input

Subarea 
Number

4A-EXIST 

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

3.19

Proportion 
Impervious

0.02

Soil Type

2
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

1175

Flow Path 
Slope

.064

Subarea Parameters Selected
Subarea 
Number

1a

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

3.19

Proportion 
Impervious

0.02

Soil Type

2
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

1175

Flow Path 
Slope

0.064

Input File

Check Here If Subarea Parameters Are Defined In An Input File

Import "tcdata.xls" File

Calculate Single Tc From Subarea Parameters Provided In Input File

Calculate Tc's For Multiple Subareas And Create Tc Results File

Calculation Results

Subarea 
Number

4A-EXIST 

Intensity

2.11

Undeveloped 
Runoff Coefficient 
(Cu)

0.84

Developed Runoff 
Coefficient (Cd)

0.84

Tc Equation

Tc=(10)^-0.507*(Cd*I)^-0.519*(L)^0.483*(S)^-0.135

Tc Value (min.)

10

Peak Flow Rate 
(cfs)

5.65

Burned Peak Flow 
Rate (cfs)

6.05

24-Hour Runoff 
Volume (acre-ft)

Undefined

Calculate Runoff Volume
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Proposed Conditions 
50-Year Peak Flow 



Tc Calculator

Calculate Tc

Cancel

Subarea Parameters Manual Input

Subarea 
Number

1B-PROP

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

31.97

Proportion 
Impervious

0.029

Soil Type

2
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

3460

Flow Path 
Slope

.190

Subarea Parameters Selected
Subarea 
Number

1a

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

31.97

Proportion 
Impervious

0.029

Soil Type

2
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

3460

Flow Path 
Slope

0.19

Input File

Check Here If Subarea Parameters Are Defined In An Input File

Import "tcdata.xls" File

Calculate Single Tc From Subarea Parameters Provided In Input File

Calculate Tc's For Multiple Subareas And Create Tc Results File

Calculation Results

Subarea 
Number

1B-PROP

Intensity

1.64

Undeveloped 
Runoff Coefficient 
(Cu)

0.81

Developed Runoff 
Coefficient (Cd)

0.81

Tc Equation

Tc=(10)^-0.507*(Cd*I)^-0.519*(L)^0.483*(S)^-0.135

Tc Value (min.)

17

Peak Flow Rate 
(cfs)

42.47

Burned Peak Flow 
Rate (cfs)

45.96

24-Hour Runoff 
Volume (acre-ft)

Undefined

Calculate Runoff Volume



Tc Calculator

Calculate Tc

Cancel

Subarea Parameters Manual Input

Subarea 
Number

2B-PROP

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

26.94

Proportion 
Impervious

0.034

Soil Type

2
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

1500

Flow Path 
Slope

.161

Subarea Parameters Selected
Subarea 
Number

1a

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

26.94

Proportion 
Impervious

0.034

Soil Type

2
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

1500

Flow Path 
Slope

0.161

Input File

Check Here If Subarea Parameters Are Defined In An Input File

Import "tcdata.xls" File

Calculate Single Tc From Subarea Parameters Provided In Input File

Calculate Tc's For Multiple Subareas And Create Tc Results File

Calculation Results

Subarea 
Number

2B-PROP

Intensity

2.11

Undeveloped 
Runoff Coefficient 
(Cu)

0.84

Developed Runoff 
Coefficient (Cd)

0.84

Tc Equation

Tc=(10)^-0.507*(Cd*I)^-0.519*(L)^0.483*(S)^-0.135

Tc Value (min.)

10

Peak Flow Rate 
(cfs)

47.75

Burned Peak Flow 
Rate (cfs)

51.07

24-Hour Runoff 
Volume (acre-ft)

Undefined

Calculate Runoff Volume



Tc Calculator

Calculate Tc

Cancel

Subarea Parameters Manual Input

Subarea 
Number

3B-PROP 

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

10.93

Proportion 
Impervious

0.11

Soil Type

4
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

2000

Flow Path 
Slope

.07

Subarea Parameters Selected
Subarea 
Number

1a

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

10.93

Proportion 
Impervious

0.11

Soil Type

4
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

2000

Flow Path 
Slope

0.07

Input File

Check Here If Subarea Parameters Are Defined In An Input File

Import "tcdata.xls" File

Calculate Single Tc From Subarea Parameters Provided In Input File

Calculate Tc's For Multiple Subareas And Create Tc Results File

Calculation Results

Subarea 
Number

3B-PROP 

Intensity

1.64

Undeveloped 
Runoff Coefficient 
(Cu)

0.62

Developed Runoff 
Coefficient (Cd)

0.65

Tc Equation

Tc=(10)^-0.507*(Cd*I)^-0.519*(L)^0.483*(S)^-0.135

Tc Value (min.)

17

Peak Flow Rate 
(cfs)

11.65

Burned Peak Flow 
Rate (cfs)

13.82

24-Hour Runoff 
Volume (acre-ft)

Undefined

Calculate Runoff Volume



Tc Calculator

Calculate Tc

Cancel

Subarea Parameters Manual Input

Subarea 
Number

4B-PROP

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

3.19

Proportion 
Impervious

0.042

Soil Type

2
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

1175

Flow Path 
Slope

.064

Subarea Parameters Selected
Subarea 
Number

1a

Fire Factor

1

Area (Acres)

3.19

Proportion 
Impervious

0.042

Soil Type

2
Rainfall 
Isohyet (in.)

4.9

Flow Path 
Length (ft.)

1175

Flow Path 
Slope

0.064

Input File

Check Here If Subarea Parameters Are Defined In An Input File

Import "tcdata.xls" File

Calculate Single Tc From Subarea Parameters Provided In Input File

Calculate Tc's For Multiple Subareas And Create Tc Results File

Calculation Results

Subarea 
Number

4B-PROP

Intensity

2.11

Undeveloped 
Runoff Coefficient 
(Cu)

0.84

Developed Runoff 
Coefficient (Cd)

0.84

Tc Equation

Tc=(10)^-0.507*(Cd*I)^-0.519*(L)^0.483*(S)^-0.135

Tc Value (min.)

10

Peak Flow Rate 
(cfs)

5.65

Burned Peak Flow 
Rate (cfs)

6.04

24-Hour Runoff 
Volume (acre-ft)

Undefined

Calculate Runoff Volume
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Impervious Percentage Calculations 
 

 
 



Partially Developed Property ‐ Impervious Percent Calculation

Area 1B

Total Area =  31.97 Ac.
Undeveloped Area =  31.68 Ac. at 2% impervious
Roadway Area =  0.29 Ac. at 100% impervious

Percent Impervious =  2.9%

Area 2B

Total Area =  27.95 Ac.
Undeveloped Area =  27.54 Ac. at 2% impervious
Roadway Area =  0.41 Ac. at 100% impervious

Percent Impervious =  3.4%

Area 3A

Total Area =  10.93 Ac.
Undeveloped Area =  6.64 Ac. at 2% impervious
Residential Area =  4.29 Ac. at 21% impervious (Low Density Residential)

Percent Impervious =  9.5%

Area 3B

Total Area =  10.93 Ac.
Undeveloped Area =  6.47 Ac. at 2% impervious
Residential Area =  4.29 Ac. at 21% impervious (Low Density Residential)
Roadway Area =  0.17 Ac. at 100% impervious

Percent Impervious =  11.0%

Area 4B

Total Area =  3.19 Ac.
Undeveloped Area =  3.12 Ac. at 2% impervious
Roadway Area =  0.07 Ac. at 100% impervious

Percent Impervious =  4.2%
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SUSMP Calculations 
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SUSMP  
Volume and Flow Rate Calculations 



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

A.1 METHOD FOR CALCULATING STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER
MITIGATION PLAN FLOW RATES AND VOLUMES BASED ON 0.75-INCHES
OF RAINFALL: WORKSHEET

PROJECT NAME

6001 Palos Verdes Dr

Examination of Onsite Qpm for Area SUSMP 1

Area SUSMP 1



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

PROVIDE PROPOSED PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Atotal 0.4 Acres

Type of Development Street

Predominate Soil Type # 4

% of Project Impervious 100.0%

% of Project Pervious 0.0%

% of Project Contributing 0.0%
Undeveloped Area

Ai 0.40 Acres

Ap 0.00 Acres

Au 0 Acres

L = 715 feet

S = 15.0%

Area SUSMP 1



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

DETERMINING THE PEAK MITIGATED FLOW RATE (Qpm):

In order to determine the peak mitigated flow rate (Qpm) from the new development, use the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works Hydrology Manual.  Use the Modified Rational
Method for calculating the peak mitigation Qpm fro compliance with the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). Use atached Table 1 for all maximum intensity (Ix) values used.

By trial and error, determine the time of concentration (Tc), as shown below:

CALCULATION STEPS:

1. Assume an initial Tc value between 5 and 30 minutes.

Tc 5 minutes

2. Using Table 1, look up the assumed Tc value and select the corresponding Ix intensity in
    inches/hour.

Ix 0.447 inches/hour

3. Determine the value for the Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient, Cu, using the runoff coefficient
    curve corresponding to the predominant soil type.

Cu 0.10

4. Calculate the Developed Runoff Coefficient, Cd = ( 0.9*Imp. )+[ ( 1.0 - Imp. )*Cu ]

Cd 0.90

5. Calculate the value for Cd * Ix

Cd * Ix 0.402

6. Calculate the time of Concentration, Tc = 10(-0.507) * ( Cd * Ix )(-0.519) * Length(0.483) * Slope(-0.135)

Calculated Tc 15.4 minutes

7. Calculate the difference between the initially assumed Tc and the calculated Tc, if the difference
    is greater than 0.5  minutes.  Use the calculated Tc as the assumed initial Tc in the second
    iteration.  If the Tc value is within 0.5 minutes, round the acceptable Tc value to the nearest
    minute.

Area SUSMP 1



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

TABLE FOR ITERATIONS:
Iteration Initial Ix Cu Cd Cd * Ix Calculated Difference

No. Tc (in/hr) (in/hr) Tc (min) (min)
(min)

1 5 0.447 0.10 0.90 0.402 15.4 10.4 Unacceptable
2 15 0.267 0.10 0.90 0.240 20.1 5.1 Unacceptable
3 20 0.233 0.10 0.90 0.210 21.6 1.6 Unacceptable
4 22 0.223 0.10 0.90 0.201 22.1 0.1 Acceptable
5   
6       
7       
8       
9       

10       

Acceptable Tc value 22 minutes

8. Calculated the Peak Mitigation Flow Rate,

Qpm = Cd * Ix * Atotal * ( 1.008333 ft³-hour / acre-inches-seconds)

Qpm = 0.08 cfs

Area SUSMP 1



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

In oder to determine the volume (Vm) of stormwater runoff to be mitigated from the new
development, use the following equation:

Vm = (2,722.5 ft³ / acre ) * [ ( Ai )( 0.9 ) + ( Ap + Au )( Cu ) ]

Vm = 980.1 ft³

Area SUSMP 1



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

TABLE 1

INTENSITY - DURATION DATA FOR 0.75-INCHES OF RAINFALL
FOR ALL RAINFALL ZONES

Duration, Tc (min) Rainfall Intensity, Ix (in/hr)
5 0.447
6 0.411
7 0.382
8 0.359
9 0.339

10 0.323
11 0.309
12 0.297
13 0.286
14 0.276
15 0.267
16 0.259
17 0.252
18 0.245
19 0.239
20 0.233
21 0.228
22 0.223
23 0.218
24 0.214
25 0.210
26 0.206
27 0.203
28 0.199
29 0.196
30 0.193

DETERMINING THE VOLUME (Vm)

Area SUSMP 1



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

NOMENCLATURE

Ai        = Impervious Area (acres)

Ap       = Pervious Area (acres)

Au       = Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area (acres)

Atotal   = Total Area of Development and Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area (acres)

Cd       = Developed Runoff Coefficient

Cu       = Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient

Ix        = Rainfall Intensity (inches/hour)

Qpm    = Peak Mitigation Flow Rate (cfs)

Tc       = Time of Concentration (minutes, must be between 5-30 min.)

Vm      = Mitigation Volume (ft³)

EQUATIONS

Atotal   = Ai + Ap + Au

Ai        = (Atotal * % of Development which is Impervious)

Ap       = (Atotal * % of Development which is Pervious)

Au       = (Atotal * % of Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area***)

Cd       = ( 0.9 * Imp. ) + [ ( 1.0 - Imp. ) * Cu ]     If Cd < Cu, use Cd = Cu

Qpm    = Cd * Ix * Atotal * (1 hour / 3,600 seconds) * (1 ft / 12 inches) * (43,560 ft² / 1 acre)

Tc       = 10(-0.507) * ( Cd * Ix )(-0.519) * Length(0.483) * Slope(-0.135)

Vm     = (0.75 inches) * [(Ai)(0.9) + (Ap + Au)(Cu)] * (1ft / 12 inches) * ( 43,560 ft² / 1 acre)

          = (2,722.5 ft³ / acre ) * [ ( Ai )( 0.9 ) + ( Ap + Au )( Cu ) ]

*** Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area is an area where stormwater runoff from an
undeveloped upstream area will flow directly or indirectly to the Post-Construction Best
Management Practices (BMPs) proposed for the development.  This additional flow must be
included in the flow rate and volume calculations to appropriately size the BMPs.

Area SUSMP 1



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

A.1 METHOD FOR CALCULATING STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER
MITIGATION PLAN FLOW RATES AND VOLUMES BASED ON 0.75-INCHES
OF RAINFALL: WORKSHEET

PROJECT NAME

6001 Palos Verdes Dr

Examination of Onsite Qpm for Area SUSMP 2

Area SUSMP 2



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

PROVIDE PROPOSED PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Atotal 6.38 Acres

Type of Development Street

Predominate Soil Type # 4

% of Project Impervious 6.6%

% of Project Pervious 93.4%

% of Project Contributing 0.0%
Undeveloped Area

Ai 0.42 Acres

Ap 5.96 Acres

Au 0 Acres

L = 765 feet

S = 7.8%

Area SUSMP 2



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

DETERMINING THE PEAK MITIGATED FLOW RATE (Qpm):

In order to determine the peak mitigated flow rate (Qpm) from the new development, use the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works Hydrology Manual.  Use the Modified Rational
Method for calculating the peak mitigation Qpm fro compliance with the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). Use atached Table 1 for all maximum intensity (Ix) values used.

By trial and error, determine the time of concentration (Tc), as shown below:

CALCULATION STEPS:

1. Assume an initial Tc value between 5 and 30 minutes.

Tc 5 minutes

2. Using Table 1, look up the assumed Tc value and select the corresponding Ix intensity in
    inches/hour.

Ix 0.447 inches/hour

3. Determine the value for the Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient, Cu, using the runoff coefficient
    curve corresponding to the predominant soil type.

Cu 0.10

4. Calculate the Developed Runoff Coefficient, Cd = ( 0.9*Imp. )+[ ( 1.0 - Imp. )*Cu ]

Cd 0.15

5. Calculate the value for Cd * Ix

Cd * Ix 0.068

6. Calculate the time of Concentration, Tc = 10(-0.507) * ( Cd * Ix )(-0.519) * Length(0.483) * Slope(-0.135)

Calculated Tc 43.7 minutes

7. Calculate the difference between the initially assumed Tc and the calculated Tc, if the difference
    is greater than 0.5  minutes.  Use the calculated Tc as the assumed initial Tc in the second
    iteration.  If the Tc value is within 0.5 minutes, round the acceptable Tc value to the nearest
    minute.

Area SUSMP 2



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

TABLE FOR ITERATIONS:
Iteration Initial Ix Cu Cd Cd * Ix Calculated Difference

No. Tc (in/hr) (in/hr) Tc (min) (min)
(min)

1 5 0.447 0.10 0.15 0.068 43.7 38.7 Unacceptable
2 44 0.193 0.10 0.15 0.029 67.5 23.5 Unacceptable
3 68 0.193 0.10 0.15 0.029 67.5 -0.5 Acceptable
4   
5       
6       
7       
8       
9       

10       

Acceptable Tc value 68 minutes

8. Calculated the Peak Mitigation Flow Rate,

Qpm = Cd * Ix * Atotal * ( 1.008333 ft³-hour / acre-inches-seconds)

Qpm = 0.19 cfs

Area SUSMP 2



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

In oder to determine the volume (Vm) of stormwater runoff to be mitigated from the new
development, use the following equation:

Vm = (2,722.5 ft³ / acre ) * [ ( Ai )( 0.9 ) + ( Ap + Au )( Cu ) ]

Vm = 2654.1 ft³

Area SUSMP 2



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

TABLE 1

INTENSITY - DURATION DATA FOR 0.75-INCHES OF RAINFALL
FOR ALL RAINFALL ZONES

Duration, Tc (min) Rainfall Intensity, Ix (in/hr)
5 0.447
6 0.411
7 0.382
8 0.359
9 0.339

10 0.323
11 0.309
12 0.297
13 0.286
14 0.276
15 0.267
16 0.259
17 0.252
18 0.245
19 0.239
20 0.233
21 0.228
22 0.223
23 0.218
24 0.214
25 0.210
26 0.206
27 0.203
28 0.199
29 0.196
30 0.193

DETERMINING THE VOLUME (Vm)

Area SUSMP 2



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

NOMENCLATURE

Ai        = Impervious Area (acres)

Ap       = Pervious Area (acres)

Au       = Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area (acres)

Atotal   = Total Area of Development and Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area (acres)

Cd       = Developed Runoff Coefficient

Cu       = Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient

Ix        = Rainfall Intensity (inches/hour)

Qpm    = Peak Mitigation Flow Rate (cfs)

Tc       = Time of Concentration (minutes, must be between 5-30 min.)

Vm      = Mitigation Volume (ft³)

EQUATIONS

Atotal   = Ai + Ap + Au

Ai        = (Atotal * % of Development which is Impervious)

Ap       = (Atotal * % of Development which is Pervious)

Au       = (Atotal * % of Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area***)

Cd       = ( 0.9 * Imp. ) + [ ( 1.0 - Imp. ) * Cu ]     If Cd < Cu, use Cd = Cu

Qpm    = Cd * Ix * Atotal * (1 hour / 3,600 seconds) * (1 ft / 12 inches) * (43,560 ft² / 1 acre)

Tc       = 10(-0.507) * ( Cd * Ix )(-0.519) * Length(0.483) * Slope(-0.135)

Vm     = (0.75 inches) * [(Ai)(0.9) + (Ap + Au)(Cu)] * (1ft / 12 inches) * ( 43,560 ft² / 1 acre)

          = (2,722.5 ft³ / acre ) * [ ( Ai )( 0.9 ) + ( Ap + Au )( Cu ) ]

*** Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area is an area where stormwater runoff from an
undeveloped upstream area will flow directly or indirectly to the Post-Construction Best
Management Practices (BMPs) proposed for the development.  This additional flow must be
included in the flow rate and volume calculations to appropriately size the BMPs.

Area SUSMP 2



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

A.1 METHOD FOR CALCULATING STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER
MITIGATION PLAN FLOW RATES AND VOLUMES BASED ON 0.75-INCHES
OF RAINFALL: WORKSHEET

PROJECT NAME

6001 Palos Verdes Dr

Examination of Onsite Qpm for Area SUSMP 3

Area SUSMP 3



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

PROVIDE PROPOSED PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Atotal 1.35 Acres

Type of Development Street

Predominate Soil Type # 2

% of Project Impervious 12.6%

% of Project Pervious 87.4%

% of Project Contributing 0.0%
Undeveloped Area

Ai 0.17 Acres

Ap 1.18 Acres

Au 0 Acres

L = 530 feet

S = 4.0%

Area SUSMP 3



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

DETERMINING THE PEAK MITIGATED FLOW RATE (Qpm):

In order to determine the peak mitigated flow rate (Qpm) from the new development, use the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works Hydrology Manual.  Use the Modified Rational
Method for calculating the peak mitigation Qpm fro compliance with the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). Use atached Table 1 for all maximum intensity (Ix) values used.

By trial and error, determine the time of concentration (Tc), as shown below:

CALCULATION STEPS:

1. Assume an initial Tc value between 5 and 30 minutes.

Tc 5 minutes

2. Using Table 1, look up the assumed Tc value and select the corresponding Ix intensity in
    inches/hour.

Ix 0.447 inches/hour

3. Determine the value for the Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient, Cu, using the runoff coefficient
    curve corresponding to the predominant soil type.

Cu 0.10

4. Calculate the Developed Runoff Coefficient, Cd = ( 0.9*Imp. )+[ ( 1.0 - Imp. )*Cu ]

Cd 0.20

5. Calculate the value for Cd * Ix

Cd * Ix 0.090

6. Calculate the time of Concentration, Tc = 10(-0.507) * ( Cd * Ix )(-0.519) * Length(0.483) * Slope(-0.135)

Calculated Tc 34.7 minutes

7. Calculate the difference between the initially assumed Tc and the calculated Tc, if the difference
    is greater than 0.5  minutes.  Use the calculated Tc as the assumed initial Tc in the second
    iteration.  If the Tc value is within 0.5 minutes, round the acceptable Tc value to the nearest
    minute.

Area SUSMP 3



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

TABLE FOR ITERATIONS:
Iteration Initial Ix Cu Cd Cd * Ix Calculated Difference

No. Tc (in/hr) (in/hr) Tc (min) (min)
(min)

1 5 0.447 0.10 0.20 0.090 34.7 29.7 Unacceptable
2 35 0.193 0.10 0.20 0.039 53.7 18.7 Unacceptable
3 54 0.193 0.10 0.20 0.039 53.7 -0.3 Acceptable
4   
5       
6       
7       
8       
9       

10       

Acceptable Tc value 54 minutes

8. Calculated the Peak Mitigation Flow Rate,

Qpm = Cd * Ix * Atotal * ( 1.008333 ft³-hour / acre-inches-seconds)

Qpm = 0.05 cfs

Area SUSMP 3



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

In oder to determine the volume (Vm) of stormwater runoff to be mitigated from the new
development, use the following equation:

Vm = (2,722.5 ft³ / acre ) * [ ( Ai )( 0.9 ) + ( Ap + Au )( Cu ) ]

Vm = 738.0 ft³

Area SUSMP 3



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

TABLE 1

INTENSITY - DURATION DATA FOR 0.75-INCHES OF RAINFALL
FOR ALL RAINFALL ZONES

Duration, Tc (min) Rainfall Intensity, Ix (in/hr)
5 0.447
6 0.411
7 0.382
8 0.359
9 0.339

10 0.323
11 0.309
12 0.297
13 0.286
14 0.276
15 0.267
16 0.259
17 0.252
18 0.245
19 0.239
20 0.233
21 0.228
22 0.223
23 0.218
24 0.214
25 0.210
26 0.206
27 0.203
28 0.199
29 0.196
30 0.193

DETERMINING THE VOLUME (Vm)

Area SUSMP 3



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

NOMENCLATURE

Ai        = Impervious Area (acres)

Ap       = Pervious Area (acres)

Au       = Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area (acres)

Atotal   = Total Area of Development and Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area (acres)

Cd       = Developed Runoff Coefficient

Cu       = Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient

Ix        = Rainfall Intensity (inches/hour)

Qpm    = Peak Mitigation Flow Rate (cfs)

Tc       = Time of Concentration (minutes, must be between 5-30 min.)

Vm      = Mitigation Volume (ft³)

EQUATIONS

Atotal   = Ai + Ap + Au

Ai        = (Atotal * % of Development which is Impervious)

Ap       = (Atotal * % of Development which is Pervious)

Au       = (Atotal * % of Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area***)

Cd       = ( 0.9 * Imp. ) + [ ( 1.0 - Imp. ) * Cu ]     If Cd < Cu, use Cd = Cu

Qpm    = Cd * Ix * Atotal * (1 hour / 3,600 seconds) * (1 ft / 12 inches) * (43,560 ft² / 1 acre)

Tc       = 10(-0.507) * ( Cd * Ix )(-0.519) * Length(0.483) * Slope(-0.135)

Vm     = (0.75 inches) * [(Ai)(0.9) + (Ap + Au)(Cu)] * (1ft / 12 inches) * ( 43,560 ft² / 1 acre)

          = (2,722.5 ft³ / acre ) * [ ( Ai )( 0.9 ) + ( Ap + Au )( Cu ) ]

*** Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area is an area where stormwater runoff from an
undeveloped upstream area will flow directly or indirectly to the Post-Construction Best
Management Practices (BMPs) proposed for the development.  This additional flow must be
included in the flow rate and volume calculations to appropriately size the BMPs.

Area SUSMP 3



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

A.1 METHOD FOR CALCULATING STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER
MITIGATION PLAN FLOW RATES AND VOLUMES BASED ON 0.75-INCHES
OF RAINFALL: WORKSHEET

PROJECT NAME

6001 Palos Verdes Dr

Examination of Onsite Qpm for Area SUSMP 4

Area SUSMP 4



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

PROVIDE PROPOSED PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Atotal 3.48 Acres

Type of Development Street

Predominate Soil Type # 2

% of Project Impervious 9.5%

% of Project Pervious 90.5%

% of Project Contributing 0.0%
Undeveloped Area

Ai 0.33 Acres

Ap 3.15 Acres

Au 0 Acres

L = 630 feet

S = 6.8%

Area SUSMP 4



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

DETERMINING THE PEAK MITIGATED FLOW RATE (Qpm):

In order to determine the peak mitigated flow rate (Qpm) from the new development, use the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works Hydrology Manual.  Use the Modified Rational
Method for calculating the peak mitigation Qpm fro compliance with the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). Use atached Table 1 for all maximum intensity (Ix) values used.

By trial and error, determine the time of concentration (Tc), as shown below:

CALCULATION STEPS:

1. Assume an initial Tc value between 5 and 30 minutes.

Tc 5 minutes

2. Using Table 1, look up the assumed Tc value and select the corresponding Ix intensity in
    inches/hour.

Ix 0.447 inches/hour

3. Determine the value for the Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient, Cu, using the runoff coefficient
    curve corresponding to the predominant soil type.

Cu 0.10

4. Calculate the Developed Runoff Coefficient, Cd = ( 0.9*Imp. )+[ ( 1.0 - Imp. )*Cu ]

Cd 0.18

5. Calculate the value for Cd * Ix

Cd * Ix 0.079

6. Calculate the time of Concentration, Tc = 10(-0.507) * ( Cd * Ix )(-0.519) * Length(0.483) * Slope(-0.135)

Calculated Tc 37.6 minutes

7. Calculate the difference between the initially assumed Tc and the calculated Tc, if the difference
    is greater than 0.5  minutes.  Use the calculated Tc as the assumed initial Tc in the second
    iteration.  If the Tc value is within 0.5 minutes, round the acceptable Tc value to the nearest
    minute.

Area SUSMP 4



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

TABLE FOR ITERATIONS:
Iteration Initial Ix Cu Cd Cd * Ix Calculated Difference

No. Tc (in/hr) (in/hr) Tc (min) (min)
(min)

1 5 0.447 0.10 0.18 0.079 37.6 32.6 Unacceptable
2 38 0.193 0.10 0.18 0.034 58.2 20.2 Unacceptable
3 58 0.193 0.10 0.18 0.034 58.2 0.2 Acceptable
4   
5       
6       
7       
8       
9       

10       

Acceptable Tc value 58 minutes

8. Calculated the Peak Mitigation Flow Rate,

Qpm = Cd * Ix * Atotal * ( 1.008333 ft³-hour / acre-inches-seconds)

Qpm = 0.12 cfs

Area SUSMP 4



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

In oder to determine the volume (Vm) of stormwater runoff to be mitigated from the new
development, use the following equation:

Vm = (2,722.5 ft³ / acre ) * [ ( Ai )( 0.9 ) + ( Ap + Au )( Cu ) ]

Vm = 1668.2 ft³

Area SUSMP 4



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

TABLE 1

INTENSITY - DURATION DATA FOR 0.75-INCHES OF RAINFALL
FOR ALL RAINFALL ZONES

Duration, Tc (min) Rainfall Intensity, Ix (in/hr)
5 0.447
6 0.411
7 0.382
8 0.359
9 0.339

10 0.323
11 0.309
12 0.297
13 0.286
14 0.276
15 0.267
16 0.259
17 0.252
18 0.245
19 0.239
20 0.233
21 0.228
22 0.223
23 0.218
24 0.214
25 0.210
26 0.206
27 0.203
28 0.199
29 0.196
30 0.193

DETERMINING THE VOLUME (Vm)

Area SUSMP 4



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

NOMENCLATURE

Ai        = Impervious Area (acres)

Ap       = Pervious Area (acres)

Au       = Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area (acres)

Atotal   = Total Area of Development and Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area (acres)

Cd       = Developed Runoff Coefficient

Cu       = Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient

Ix        = Rainfall Intensity (inches/hour)

Qpm    = Peak Mitigation Flow Rate (cfs)

Tc       = Time of Concentration (minutes, must be between 5-30 min.)

Vm      = Mitigation Volume (ft³)

EQUATIONS

Atotal   = Ai + Ap + Au

Ai        = (Atotal * % of Development which is Impervious)

Ap       = (Atotal * % of Development which is Pervious)

Au       = (Atotal * % of Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area***)

Cd       = ( 0.9 * Imp. ) + [ ( 1.0 - Imp. ) * Cu ]     If Cd < Cu, use Cd = Cu

Qpm    = Cd * Ix * Atotal * (1 hour / 3,600 seconds) * (1 ft / 12 inches) * (43,560 ft² / 1 acre)

Tc       = 10(-0.507) * ( Cd * Ix )(-0.519) * Length(0.483) * Slope(-0.135)

Vm     = (0.75 inches) * [(Ai)(0.9) + (Ap + Au)(Cu)] * (1ft / 12 inches) * ( 43,560 ft² / 1 acre)

          = (2,722.5 ft³ / acre ) * [ ( Ai )( 0.9 ) + ( Ap + Au )( Cu ) ]

*** Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area is an area where stormwater runoff from an
undeveloped upstream area will flow directly or indirectly to the Post-Construction Best
Management Practices (BMPs) proposed for the development.  This additional flow must be
included in the flow rate and volume calculations to appropriately size the BMPs.

Area SUSMP 4
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APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

A.1 METHOD FOR CALCULATING STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER
MITIGATION PLAN FLOW RATES AND VOLUMES BASED ON 0.75-INCHES
OF RAINFALL: WORKSHEET

PROJECT NAME

6001 Palos Verdes Dr

Examination of Onsite Qpm for Area SUSMP 1 - Trench Drain only for sizing of KriStar FloGard LoPro
                               Trench Drain Media Filter, Model No. FG-TDOF6

Area SUSMP 1 - Trench Drain Only



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

PROVIDE PROPOSED PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Atotal 0.099 Acres

Type of Development Street

Predominate Soil Type # 2

% of Project Impervious 100.0%

% of Project Pervious 0.0%

% of Project Contributing 0.0%
Undeveloped Area

Ai 0.10 Acres

Ap 0.00 Acres

Au 0 Acres

L = 395 feet

S = 15.0%

Area SUSMP 1 - Trench Drain Only



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

DETERMINING THE PEAK MITIGATED FLOW RATE (Qpm):

In order to determine the peak mitigated flow rate (Qpm) from the new development, use the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works Hydrology Manual.  Use the Modified Rational
Method for calculating the peak mitigation Qpm fro compliance with the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). Use atached Table 1 for all maximum intensity (Ix) values used.

By trial and error, determine the time of concentration (Tc), as shown below:

CALCULATION STEPS:

1. Assume an initial Tc value between 5 and 30 minutes.

Tc 5 minutes

2. Using Table 1, look up the assumed Tc value and select the corresponding Ix intensity in
    inches/hour.

Ix 0.447 inches/hour

3. Determine the value for the Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient, Cu, using the runoff coefficient
    curve corresponding to the predominant soil type.

Cu 0.10

4. Calculate the Developed Runoff Coefficient, Cd = ( 0.9*Imp. )+[ ( 1.0 - Imp. )*Cu ]

Cd 0.90

5. Calculate the value for Cd * Ix

Cd * Ix 0.402

6. Calculate the time of Concentration, Tc = 10(-0.507) * ( Cd * Ix )(-0.519) * Length(0.483) * Slope(-0.135)

Calculated Tc 11.6 minutes

7. Calculate the difference between the initially assumed Tc and the calculated Tc, if the difference
    is greater than 0.5  minutes.  Use the calculated Tc as the assumed initial Tc in the second
    iteration.  If the Tc value is within 0.5 minutes, round the acceptable Tc value to the nearest
    minute.

Area SUSMP 1 - Trench Drain Only



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

TABLE FOR ITERATIONS:
Iteration Initial Ix Cu Cd Cd * Ix Calculated Difference

No. Tc (in/hr) (in/hr) Tc (min) (min)
(min)

1 5 0.447 0.10 0.90 0.402 11.6 6.6 Unacceptable
2 12 0.297 0.10 0.90 0.267 14.3 2.3 Unacceptable
3 14 0.276 0.10 0.90 0.248 14.9 0.9 Unacceptable
4 15 0.267 0.10 0.90 0.240 15.1 0.1 Acceptable
5   
6       
7       
8       
9       

10       

Acceptable Tc value 15 minutes

8. Calculated the Peak Mitigation Flow Rate,

Qpm = Cd * Ix * Atotal * ( 1.008333 ft³-hour / acre-inches-seconds)

Qpm = 0.02 cfs

Area SUSMP 1 - Trench Drain Only



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

In oder to determine the volume (Vm) of stormwater runoff to be mitigated from the new
development, use the following equation:

Vm = (2,722.5 ft³ / acre ) * [ ( Ai )( 0.9 ) + ( Ap + Au )( Cu ) ]

Vm = 242.6 ft³

Area SUSMP 1 - Trench Drain Only



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

TABLE 1

INTENSITY - DURATION DATA FOR 0.75-INCHES OF RAINFALL
FOR ALL RAINFALL ZONES

Duration, Tc (min) Rainfall Intensity, Ix (in/hr)
5 0.447
6 0.411
7 0.382
8 0.359
9 0.339

10 0.323
11 0.309
12 0.297
13 0.286
14 0.276
15 0.267
16 0.259
17 0.252
18 0.245
19 0.239
20 0.233
21 0.228
22 0.223
23 0.218
24 0.214
25 0.210
26 0.206
27 0.203
28 0.199
29 0.196
30 0.193

DETERMINING THE VOLUME (Vm)

Area SUSMP 1 - Trench Drain Only



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

NOMENCLATURE

Ai        = Impervious Area (acres)

Ap       = Pervious Area (acres)

Au       = Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area (acres)

Atotal   = Total Area of Development and Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area (acres)

Cd       = Developed Runoff Coefficient

Cu       = Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient

Ix        = Rainfall Intensity (inches/hour)

Qpm    = Peak Mitigation Flow Rate (cfs)

Tc       = Time of Concentration (minutes, must be between 5-30 min.)

Vm      = Mitigation Volume (ft³)

EQUATIONS

Atotal   = Ai + Ap + Au

Ai        = (Atotal * % of Development which is Impervious)

Ap       = (Atotal * % of Development which is Pervious)

Au       = (Atotal * % of Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area***)

Cd       = ( 0.9 * Imp. ) + [ ( 1.0 - Imp. ) * Cu ]     If Cd < Cu, use Cd = Cu

Qpm    = Cd * Ix * Atotal * (1 hour / 3,600 seconds) * (1 ft / 12 inches) * (43,560 ft² / 1 acre)

Tc       = 10(-0.507) * ( Cd * Ix )(-0.519) * Length(0.483) * Slope(-0.135)

Vm     = (0.75 inches) * [(Ai)(0.9) + (Ap + Au)(Cu)] * (1ft / 12 inches) * ( 43,560 ft² / 1 acre)

          = (2,722.5 ft³ / acre ) * [ ( Ai )( 0.9 ) + ( Ap + Au )( Cu ) ]

*** Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area is an area where stormwater runoff from an
undeveloped upstream area will flow directly or indirectly to the Post-Construction Best
Management Practices (BMPs) proposed for the development.  This additional flow must be
included in the flow rate and volume calculations to appropriately size the BMPs.

Area SUSMP 1 - Trench Drain Only





APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

A.1 METHOD FOR CALCULATING STANDARD URBAN STORMWATER
MITIGATION PLAN FLOW RATES AND VOLUMES BASED ON 0.75-INCHES
OF RAINFALL: WORKSHEET

PROJECT NAME

6001 Palos Verdes Dr

Examination of Onsite Qpm for Area SUSMP 4 - Trench Drain only for sizing of KriStar FloGard LoPro
                               Trench Drain Media Filter, Model No. FG-TDOF6

Area SUSMP 4 - Trench Drain Only



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

PROVIDE PROPOSED PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Atotal 0.464 Acres

Type of Development Street

Predominate Soil Type # 2

% of Project Impervious 5.6%

% of Project Pervious 94.4%

% of Project Contributing 0.0%
Undeveloped Area

Ai 0.03 Acres

Ap 0.44 Acres

Au 0 Acres

L = 335 feet

S = 10.7%

Area SUSMP 4 - Trench Drain Only



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

DETERMINING THE PEAK MITIGATED FLOW RATE (Qpm):

In order to determine the peak mitigated flow rate (Qpm) from the new development, use the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works Hydrology Manual.  Use the Modified Rational
Method for calculating the peak mitigation Qpm fro compliance with the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). Use atached Table 1 for all maximum intensity (Ix) values used.

By trial and error, determine the time of concentration (Tc), as shown below:

CALCULATION STEPS:

1. Assume an initial Tc value between 5 and 30 minutes.

Tc 5 minutes

2. Using Table 1, look up the assumed Tc value and select the corresponding Ix intensity in
    inches/hour.

Ix 0.447 inches/hour

3. Determine the value for the Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient, Cu, using the runoff coefficient
    curve corresponding to the predominant soil type.

Cu 0.10

4. Calculate the Developed Runoff Coefficient, Cd = ( 0.9*Imp. )+[ ( 1.0 - Imp. )*Cu ]

Cd 0.15

5. Calculate the value for Cd * Ix

Cd * Ix 0.065

6. Calculate the time of Concentration, Tc = 10(-0.507) * ( Cd * Ix )(-0.519) * Length(0.483) * Slope(-0.135)

Calculated Tc 28.9 minutes

7. Calculate the difference between the initially assumed Tc and the calculated Tc, if the difference
    is greater than 0.5  minutes.  Use the calculated Tc as the assumed initial Tc in the second
    iteration.  If the Tc value is within 0.5 minutes, round the acceptable Tc value to the nearest
    minute.

Area SUSMP 4 - Trench Drain Only



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

TABLE FOR ITERATIONS:
Iteration Initial Ix Cu Cd Cd * Ix Calculated Difference

No. Tc (in/hr) (in/hr) Tc (min) (min)
(min)

1 5 0.447 0.10 0.15 0.065 28.9 23.9 Unacceptable
2 29 0.196 0.10 0.15 0.028 44.3 15.3 Unacceptable
3 44 0.193 0.10 0.15 0.028 44.6 0.6 Unacceptable
4 45 0.193 0.10 0.15 0.028 44.6 -0.4 Acceptable
5   
6       
7       
8       
9       

10       

Acceptable Tc value 45 minutes

8. Calculated the Peak Mitigation Flow Rate,

Qpm = Cd * Ix * Atotal * ( 1.008333 ft³-hour / acre-inches-seconds)

Qpm = 0.01 cfs

Area SUSMP 4 - Trench Drain Only



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

In oder to determine the volume (Vm) of stormwater runoff to be mitigated from the new
development, use the following equation:

Vm = (2,722.5 ft³ / acre ) * [ ( Ai )( 0.9 ) + ( Ap + Au )( Cu ) ]

Vm = 183.3 ft³

Area SUSMP 4 - Trench Drain Only



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

TABLE 1

INTENSITY - DURATION DATA FOR 0.75-INCHES OF RAINFALL
FOR ALL RAINFALL ZONES

Duration, Tc (min) Rainfall Intensity, Ix (in/hr)
5 0.447
6 0.411
7 0.382
8 0.359
9 0.339

10 0.323
11 0.309
12 0.297
13 0.286
14 0.276
15 0.267
16 0.259
17 0.252
18 0.245
19 0.239
20 0.233
21 0.228
22 0.223
23 0.218
24 0.214
25 0.210
26 0.206
27 0.203
28 0.199
29 0.196
30 0.193

DETERMINING THE VOLUME (Vm)

Area SUSMP 4 - Trench Drain Only



APPENDIX A                            VOLUME & FLOW RATE CALCULATIONS

NOMENCLATURE

Ai        = Impervious Area (acres)

Ap       = Pervious Area (acres)

Au       = Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area (acres)

Atotal   = Total Area of Development and Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area (acres)

Cd       = Developed Runoff Coefficient

Cu       = Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient

Ix        = Rainfall Intensity (inches/hour)

Qpm    = Peak Mitigation Flow Rate (cfs)

Tc       = Time of Concentration (minutes, must be between 5-30 min.)

Vm      = Mitigation Volume (ft³)

EQUATIONS

Atotal   = Ai + Ap + Au

Ai        = (Atotal * % of Development which is Impervious)

Ap       = (Atotal * % of Development which is Pervious)

Au       = (Atotal * % of Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area***)

Cd       = ( 0.9 * Imp. ) + [ ( 1.0 - Imp. ) * Cu ]     If Cd < Cu, use Cd = Cu

Qpm    = Cd * Ix * Atotal * (1 hour / 3,600 seconds) * (1 ft / 12 inches) * (43,560 ft² / 1 acre)

Tc       = 10(-0.507) * ( Cd * Ix )(-0.519) * Length(0.483) * Slope(-0.135)

Vm     = (0.75 inches) * [(Ai)(0.9) + (Ap + Au)(Cu)] * (1ft / 12 inches) * ( 43,560 ft² / 1 acre)

          = (2,722.5 ft³ / acre ) * [ ( Ai )( 0.9 ) + ( Ap + Au )( Cu ) ]

*** Contributing Undeveloped Upstream Area is an area where stormwater runoff from an
undeveloped upstream area will flow directly or indirectly to the Post-Construction Best
Management Practices (BMPs) proposed for the development.  This additional flow must be
included in the flow rate and volume calculations to appropriately size the BMPs.

Area SUSMP 4 - Trench Drain Only
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CHAPTER THREE
 

Cover Crops, Tillage Practices and Erosion 
Control 

Planting cover crops is the most cost effective method 
to reduce the introduction of sediment, nutrients, and 
pesticides to the stream channel through overland flow. 

In addition to their ability to prevent sheet erosion, 
cover crops can serve many agronomic purposes such 
as improving tilth, fixing nitrogen in the soil, and 
providing habitat for beneficial insects. 

Environmental Concerns 

Surface runoff can carry sediment, nutrients, and pesticides directly to a stream, where they 
affect salmonids and their habitat. 

Site Evaluation 

Inventory all areas that have rilling and eroded channels. Also, note areas that have sparse 
natural vegetation or areas where the cover crop has not taken. These areas may need some 
soil amendments or may need to be reseeded with a different seed mix 

Best Management Practices 

1. Establish thick cover crops by October 15 and maintain them throughout the rainy season 
(until April 15). 

2. Use straw mulch (2 tons/acre) in areas where cover crops are planted late in the fall or if 
rain is likely after the cover crop has been tilled and there is no perimeter erosion control. 

3. Whenever possible, avoid tilling early in the spring or late in the fall. Leave filter strip areas 
or other perimeter erosion control in place if the vineyard rows are tilled early.  

4. Minimize tillage practices, especially if slopes are greater than nominal (>5-10%) or if soils 
are highly erodible. 

5. Filter strip areas or other perimeter erosion control should be 	left in place if the 
vineyard/orchard rows are tilled early.  

6. Do not till turn-around areas except for the infrequent need to reduce compaction. In this 
case, promptly cover the soil with straw and replant with a cover crop before the rainy 
season. 
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7. If you till regularly, use sedimentation basins or vegetated filter strips to filter sediment 
before it reaches the stream. 

8. Avoid bringing equipment into the vineyard/orchard during the wet season. Close seasonal 
roads to traffic and maintain permanent roads to prevent erosion. 

9. Keep on site extra erosion control materials such as straw bales or wattles, gravel or geo-
textile fabric and train vineyard crews in their proper installation. 

10.Check the site after each rainfall event. 
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Cover Crops 

Protecting bare soil surfaces is one of the best ways to prevent soil loss. Grasses, depending 
on the type, provide short-term soil stabilization for disturbed areas during construction of your 
project and can serve as long-term permanent soil stabilization for disturbed areas. There are 
many different seed mixtures you can choose from. Here are some key things to consider 
when choosing and planting a cover crop: 

•	 Most important, be sure that your seed mixture provides overstory (tall fast 
growing plants like rye, grass, or barley) and understory (low growing broadleaf 
plants like clover) protection. For example, a mixture of oats and barley will only 
provide overstory protection and will only be slightly more effective than if you did 
nothing. The raindrops can still fall down between the tall plant stalks and 
dislodge soil particles. If you mix in some clover and brando brome, you will get 
understory protection and the soil will have better protection.  

•	 The amount of seed you will need depends on the mix you choose. It can range 
from 30 lbs per acre for a more permanent type of cover crop to 90 lbs per acre 
for a quick erosion control soil builder mix. Your seed company will be able to 
help you determine what mix is best for your project and give you the 
recommended seed rate. 

•	 Broadcast your seed in the fall. In order to have adequate protection by the start 
of the rainy season (October 15), the seed should be planted by mid-September. 
Initial irrigation will be required for most grasses with follow-up irrigation and 
fertilization. The cover crop should look like a lawn by October 15 (for new 
plantings and November 15 for replants) in order to provide adequate protection 
for the soil during the first heavy rains. If you cannot plant by mid-September and 
irrigate the seed, then you may plant your seed in October and cover it with 
straw mulch applied at the rate of two tons per acre.  

10 



 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The following section will give you guidelines on seed mixes for cover crops and 
application rates. 

Example Cover Crop Seed Mix 
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Straw Mulch 
 
 
 
Straw Mulch 
 

Example Cover Crop Seed Mix 
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Straw Mulch 

The most effective erosion control practice (both in terms of protection and cost) is the use 
of cover crop and straw mulch. Straw provides a cushion between the disturbed soil and the 
velocity of the raindrop. It’s the best insurance for protection from the early rains if you 
cannot plant your cover crop in mid-September and irrigate it.  

•	 In order for straw to be effective, you must apply it at the rate of two tons per 
acre (about 42 bales per acre). You should not be able to see any soil once 
the straw is applied. 

•	 Rice straw is the cleanest straw in terms of other weed seeds, but it is a 
coarse straw and therefore takes longer to degrade. Any straw or grass hay 
will work provided it’s applied at the rate of two tons per acre.  

•	 If you are in an area that has high winds in the fall you must anchor your straw 
into the ground. You can do this by tracking it in (see example) or by crimping 
it. Otherwise, be prepared to replace the straw that gets blown away.  

•	 Keep extra straw bales stored for emergency erosion control repairs. If you 
have an area that starts to gully you can stuff the gully with straw. You can 
also build emergency dikes to control drainage (see sediment barrier 
example). 
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Example Tracking In Straw Mulch 

Notes: 
1. Roughen slope with bulldozer. 
2. Broadcast seed and fertilizer. 
3. Spread straw mulch 3” thick (2 tons/acre). 
4. Punch straw mulch into slope by running bulldozer up and down the slope. 
5. Tracking with machinery on sandy soil provides roughening without undue compaction. 

Example Straw Bale Sediment Barrier 

14
 



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

Straw Wattles 

Straw wattles or fiber rolls are designed to slow down runoff, filter and trap sediment before 
the runoff gets into watercourses. Straw wattles are porous and allow water to filter through 
fibers and trap sediment. They also slow down runoff thereby reducing sheet and rill 
erosion. 

•	 Straw wattles are effective on slopes to shorten the slope length. They are 
designed for short slopes or slopes flatter than 3:1 and low surface flows 
not to exceed 1 c.f.s. for small areas. 

•	 Straw wattles can also be used along stream banks for extra protection.  

•	 They come in several sizes ranging from 8 to 20 inches in diameter.  

•	 It’s very important that straw wattles are installed properly. If they’re not 
installed properly, they will not work. Straw wattles must be installed on 
contour. You may need to have a surveyor help you to be sure you find the 
contours of your area. 

•	 A good rule of thumb for vertical spacing is: 3:1 slopes = 30 feet apart, 4:1 
slopes = 40 feet apart, or as the project engineer dictates.  

•	 Cover Crop should be seeded prior to installation. You will then need to dig 
a concave key trench 2 to 4 inches deep along the contour. Place the roll in 
the trench and stake (see example). You must backfill the trench on the 
uphill or flow side of the roll to prevent water from undercutting the roll. 
When more than one fiber roll is placed in a row, the roll should be abutted 
securely to one another with stakes to provide a tight joint. Do not overlap 
the joint. 

•	 After your fiber rolls are in place, the straw mulch can be applied at the rate 
of 2 tons per acre. Do not drive over the straw wattles. 

15
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Example Straw Wattle 
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OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 
FOR VEGETATED BUFFER STRIP 

 
INSPECTION: 
 

‐ After construction, inspect after seeding and after first major storms for any damages. 
‐ Inspect for signs of erosions, damage to vegetation, channelization of flow, debris and litter, and 

areas of sediment accumulation.  Perform inspections at the beginning and end of the wet 
season.  Additional inspections after periods of heavy runoff are desirable. 
 

MAINTENANCE: 
 
As needed (frequent, seasonally): 

‐ Mow grass to maintain a height of 3‐4 inches, aesthetic, or other purposes.  Litter should always 
be removed prior to mowing.  Clippings should be composted. 

‐ Irrigate as necessary to maintain the vegetation. 
‐ Provide weed control, if necessary to control invasive species. 

 
Semi‐ Annual: 

‐ Remove litter, branches, rock blockages, and other debris and dispose of properly. 
‐ Repair any damaged areas indentified during inspections.  Erosion rills or gullies should be 

corrected as needed.  Bare areas should be replanted as necessary. 
 
Annual: 

‐ Correct erosion problems in the soil. 
‐ Plant an alternative grass species if the original grass cover has not been successfully 

established.  Reseed and apply mulch to damaged areas. 
 
As needed (infrequent): 

‐ Remove all accumulated sediment . 
‐ Rototill or cultivate the surface of the soil as needed. 
‐ If roadway has excessive grease, oil, or buildup, provide sweeping of roadway until clean. 

 
MAINTENANCE LOG 
 
Keep a log of all inspection and maintenance performed on the vegetated buffer strip. 
 





OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FOR 
COMBINATION OF COVER CROP, STRAW MULCH, AND FIBER ROLLS  
FOR AGRICULTURAL AREAS INCLUDING VINEYARDS AND ORCHARDS 

 
GENERAL: 
 

‐ Establish thick cover crops by October 15 and maintain them throughout the rainy season (until 
April 15).  

‐ Broadcast crop cover seed in the fall. In order to have adequate protection by the start of the 
rainy season (October 15), the seed should be planted by mid‐September.  Initial irrigation will 
be required for most grasses with follow‐up irrigation and fertilization.  The cover crop should 
look like a lawn by October 15 (for new plantings and November 15 for replants) in order to 
provide adequate protection for the soil during the first heavy rains.   

‐ If you cannot plant cover crop by mid‐September and irrigate the seed, then you may plant your 
seed in October and cover it with straw mulch applied at the rate of two tons per acre (about 42 
bales per acre).  You should not be able to see any soil once the straw is applied.  

‐ If rain is likely after the cover crop has been tilled and there is no perimeter erosion control, use 
straw mulch at the rate of two tons per acre (about 42 bales per acre) in areas where cover 
crops are planted. 

‐ Whenever possible, avoid tilling early in the spring or late in the fall.   
‐ Minimize tillage practices, especially if slopes are greater than nominal (>5‐10%) or if soils are 

highly erodible.  
‐ Do not till turn‐around areas except for the infrequent need to reduce compaction. In this case, 

promptly cover the soil with straw mulch and replant with a cover crop before the rainy season. 
‐ Avoid bringing equipment into the vineyard/orchard during the wet season.  Close seasonal 

roads to traffic and maintain permanent roads to prevent erosion.  
‐ Keep on site extra erosion control materials such as straw bales or wattles, gravel or geo‐textile 

fabric and train vineyard/orchard crews in their proper installation.  
‐ If necessary, provide Straw Mulch per California BMP Handbook BMP number EC‐6. 
‐ If soil is highly erosive, provide Fiber Rolls per California BMP Handbook BMP number SE‐5. 

 
COVER CROP SEED SELECTION: 
 

‐ Most important, be sure that your seed mixture provides overstory (tall fast growing plants like 
rye, grass, or barley) and understory (low growing broadleaf plants like clover) protection.  For 
example, a mixture of oats and barley will only provide overstory protection and will only be 
slightly more effective than if you did nothing.  The raindrops can still fall down between the tall 
plant stalks and dislodge soil particles.  If you mix in some clover and brando brome, you will get 
understory protection and the soil will have better protection.   

‐ The amount of seed you will need depends on the mix you choose.  It can range from 30 lbs per 
acre for a more permanent type of cover crop to 90 lbs per acre for a quick erosion control soil 
builder mix.  Your seed company should be able to help you determine what mix is best for your 
project and give you the recommended seed rate. 



 
INSPECTION: 
 

‐ Inspect the site after each rain event.  
‐ After construction, inspect after seeding and after first major storms for any damages. 
‐ Inspect for signs of erosions, damage to vegetation, channelization of flow, debris and litter, and 

areas of sediment accumulation.  Perform inspections at the beginning and end of the wet 
season.  Additional inspections after periods of heavy runoff are desirable. 

 
MAINTENANCE: 
 
As needed (frequent, seasonally): 

‐ Litter should always be removed prior to mowing.   
‐ Clippings should be composted. 
‐ Irrigate as necessary to maintain the vegetation. 
‐ Provide weed control, if necessary to control invasive species. 

 
Semi‐ Annual: 

‐ Remove litter, branches, rock blockages, and other debris and dispose of properly. 
‐ Repair any damaged areas indentified during inspections.  Erosion rills or gullies should be 

corrected as needed.  Bare areas should be replanted as necessary. 
 
Annual: 

‐ Correct erosion problems in the soil. 
‐ Plant an alternative crop cover species if the original grass cover has not been successfully 

established.  Reseed and apply straw mulch to damaged areas. 
 
As needed: 

‐ Remove all accumulated sediment. 
‐ If you experience high winds in the fall you must anchor your straw mulch (if applicable) into the 

ground. You can do this by crimping it. Otherwise, replace any of the straw mulch that is blown 
away.   

‐ If excessive erosion occurs, provide Fiber Rolls per California BMP Handbook BMP number SE‐5. 
 
MAINTENANCE LOG 
 
Keep a log of all inspection and maintenance performed on the vegetated buffer strip. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SOURCES: 
 
• Sonoma County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office, “Best Management Practices for Agricultural 

Erosion and Sediment Control”, January 2010, pages 8‐16. 
• California Stormwater Quality Association, “Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook – 

Construction”, March 2009, BMP Facts Sheets EC‐6 and SE‐5. 
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The Master Use Plan Project 

DRAFT MND 

Noise Worksheets 

Provided by PCR Services Corporation 

 
 
 

• Ambient Noise Data 

• Construction Noise Calculations 

• Off‐Site Traffic Noise Calculations 
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV - Pointview
Location: R1
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 9, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 0.0
1:00 AM 0.0
2:00 AM 0.0
3:00 AM 0.0
4:00 AM 0.0
5:00 AM 0.0
6:00 AM 0.0
7:00 AM 0.0
8:00 AM 0.0
9:00 AM 0.0

10:00 AM 0.0
11:00 AM 0.0
12:00 PM 43.1
1:00 PM 45.6
2:00 PM 44.3
3:00 PM 43.1
4:00 PM 42.1
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5:00 PM 41.6
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7:00 PM 41.5
8:00 PM 40.3
9:00 PM 37.6

10:00 PM 38.0
11:00 PM 37.8

CNEL, dB(A): 44.9

NOTES:
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV - Pointview
Location: R1
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 10, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 38.4
1:00 AM 39.2
2:00 AM 39.7
3:00 AM 38.2
4:00 AM 38.3
5:00 AM 42.2
6:00 AM 44.5
7:00 AM 43.1
8:00 AM 40.0
9:00 AM 43.7

10:00 AM 45.5
11:00 AM 43.2
12:00 PM 43.1
1:00 PM 44.4
2:00 PM 42.4
3:00 PM 42.4
4:00 PM 41.8
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9:00 PM 37.8

10:00 PM 38.1
11:00 PM 38.0

CNEL, dB(A): 47.2
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fieldcnel.xls

0.0

10.0

20.0

12
:0

0 
A

M
1:

00
 A

M
2:

00
 A

M
3:

00
 A

M
4:

00
 A

M
5:

00
 A

M
6:

00
 A

M
7:

00
 A

M
8:

00
 A

M
9:

00
 A

M
10

:0
0 

A
M

11
:0

0 
A

M
12

:0
0 

P
M

1:
00

 P
M

2:
00

 P
M

3:
00

 P
M

4:
00

 P
M

5:
00

 P
M

6:
00

 P
M

7:
00

 P
M

8:
00

 P
M

9:
00

 P
M

10
:0

0 
P

M
11

:0
0 

P
M

A
-W

EI
G

TIME



Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV - Pointview
Location: R1
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 11, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 40.0
1:00 AM 40.6
2:00 AM 40.0
3:00 AM 38.6
4:00 AM 38.1
5:00 AM 40.2
6:00 AM 40.7
7:00 AM 42.0
8:00 AM 41.9
9:00 AM 44.0

10:00 AM 40.7
11:00 AM 42.6
12:00 PM 42.5
1:00 PM 42.1
2:00 PM 42.6
3:00 PM 42.9
4:00 PM 41.6
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CNEL, dB(A): 46.6
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV - Pointview
Location: R1
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 12, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 41.1
1:00 AM 42.0
2:00 AM 41.7
3:00 AM 39.8
4:00 AM 38.9
5:00 AM 40.3
6:00 AM 40.2
7:00 AM 39.3
8:00 AM 39.9
9:00 AM 41.3

10:00 AM 41.1
11:00 AM 48.1
12:00 PM 41.8
1:00 PM 42.8
2:00 PM 42.0
3:00 PM 50.7
4:00 PM 43.8
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV-Pointview
Location: R1
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 13, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 38.9
1:00 AM 38.3
2:00 AM 38.0
3:00 AM 37.8
4:00 AM 37.4
5:00 AM 41.0
6:00 AM 40.1
7:00 AM 41.2
8:00 AM 48.2
9:00 AM 41.8

10:00 AM 44.4
11:00 AM 39.8
12:00 PM 40.5
1:00 PM 40.2
2:00 PM 49.3
3:00 PM 41.8
4:00 PM 44.5
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV-Pointview
Location: R1
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 14, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 40.9
1:00 AM 41.6
2:00 AM 41.2
3:00 AM 38.9
4:00 AM 37.2
5:00 AM 40.2
6:00 AM 40.3
7:00 AM 41.4
8:00 AM 39.2
9:00 AM 0.0

10:00 AM 0.0
11:00 AM 0.0
12:00 PM 0.0
1:00 PM 0.0
2:00 PM 0.0
3:00 PM 0.0
4:00 PM 0.0
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CNEL, dB(A): 49.3
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV-Pointview
Location: R2
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 9, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 0.0
1:00 AM 0.0
2:00 AM 0.0
3:00 AM 0.0
4:00 AM 0.0
5:00 AM 0.0
6:00 AM 0.0
7:00 AM 0.0
8:00 AM 0.0
9:00 AM 0.0

10:00 AM 45.1
11:00 AM 46.2
12:00 PM 48.2
1:00 PM 47.4
2:00 PM 46.6
3:00 PM 47.1
4:00 PM 47.2
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7:00 PM 45.1
8:00 PM 45.4
9:00 PM 43.1

10:00 PM 41.6
11:00 PM 39.0

CNEL, dB(A): 48.2

NOTES:
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV-Pointview
Location: R2
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 10, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 37.0
1:00 AM 36.2
2:00 AM 36.6
3:00 AM 37.1
4:00 AM 38.1
5:00 AM 43.0
6:00 AM 43.4
7:00 AM 44.8
8:00 AM 46.9
9:00 AM 45.9

10:00 AM 59.1
11:00 AM 44.5
12:00 PM 44.9
1:00 PM 49.7
2:00 PM 51.1
3:00 PM 48.4
4:00 PM 47.7
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV-Pointview
Location: R2
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 11, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 39.0
1:00 AM 37.7
2:00 AM 36.0
3:00 AM 38.5
4:00 AM 37.0
5:00 AM 43.7
6:00 AM 42.1
7:00 AM 43.4
8:00 AM 46.7
9:00 AM 46.1

10:00 AM 49.4
11:00 AM 50.9
12:00 PM 47.8
1:00 PM 46.2
2:00 PM 47.2
3:00 PM 46.9
4:00 PM 46.8
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV-Pointview
Location: R2
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 12, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 39.8
1:00 AM 39.0
2:00 AM 36.4
3:00 AM 36.7
4:00 AM 37.0
5:00 AM 42.2
6:00 AM 47.6
7:00 AM 42.9
8:00 AM 44.6
9:00 AM 45.3

10:00 AM 45.5
11:00 AM 57.1
12:00 PM 58.8
1:00 PM 47.6
2:00 PM 48.6
3:00 PM 46.7
4:00 PM 50.2
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV-Pointview
Location: R2
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 13, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 43.7
1:00 AM 41.2
2:00 AM 37.9
3:00 AM 38.5
4:00 AM 38.3
5:00 AM 50.4
6:00 AM 43.3
7:00 AM 47.8
8:00 AM 52.2
9:00 AM 50.8

10:00 AM 45.7
11:00 AM 44.4
12:00 PM 45.7
1:00 PM 47.5
2:00 PM 49.1
3:00 PM 47.9
4:00 PM 47.9
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV-Pointview
Location: R2
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 14, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 37.9
1:00 AM 34.5
2:00 AM 34.8
3:00 AM 34.5
4:00 AM 35.5
5:00 AM 53.7
6:00 AM 45.6
7:00 AM 45.3
8:00 AM 50.0
9:00 AM 0.0

10:00 AM 0.0
11:00 AM 0.0
12:00 PM 0.0
1:00 PM 0.0
2:00 PM 0.0
3:00 PM 0.0
4:00 PM 0.0

0 0
20.0

30.0

40.0

50.0

60.0

70.0

80.0

W
EI

G
H

TE
D

 N
O

IS
E 

LE
VE

L,
 d

B
A

5:00 PM 0.0
6:00 PM 0.0
7:00 PM 0.0
8:00 PM 0.0
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV-Pointview
Location: R3
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 9, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 0.0
1:00 AM 0.0
2:00 AM 0.0
3:00 AM 0.0
4:00 AM 0.0
5:00 AM 0.0
6:00 AM 0.0
7:00 AM 0.0
8:00 AM 0.0
9:00 AM 0.0

10:00 AM 51.7
11:00 AM 50.5
12:00 PM 51.4
1:00 PM 49.6
2:00 PM 51.0
3:00 PM 48.6
4:00 PM 49.9
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV-Pointview
Location: R3
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 10, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 34.5
1:00 AM 41.0
2:00 AM 29.8
3:00 AM 29.4
4:00 AM 35.8
5:00 AM 42.5
6:00 AM 43.1
7:00 AM 45.8
8:00 AM 46.4
9:00 AM 46.1

10:00 AM 48.5
11:00 AM 48.7
12:00 PM 48.7
1:00 PM 49.1
2:00 PM 51.1
3:00 PM 48.9
4:00 PM 49.4
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV-Pointview
Location: R3
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 11, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 38.7
1:00 AM 32.4
2:00 AM 28.3
3:00 AM 30.9
4:00 AM 32.7
5:00 AM 33.9
6:00 AM 39.0
7:00 AM 41.6
8:00 AM 43.8
9:00 AM 45.2

10:00 AM 48.0
11:00 AM 48.7
12:00 PM 48.8
1:00 PM 47.6
2:00 PM 49.1
3:00 PM 48.2
4:00 PM 49.1
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV-Pointview
Location: R3
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 12, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 37.8
1:00 AM 34.8
2:00 AM 32.4
3:00 AM 31.1
4:00 AM 31.3
5:00 AM 34.4
6:00 AM 39.0
7:00 AM 40.4
8:00 AM 42.2
9:00 AM 44.1

10:00 AM 48.2
11:00 AM 47.9
12:00 PM 49.1
1:00 PM 49.1
2:00 PM 50.4
3:00 PM 47.9
4:00 PM 50.0
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV-Pointview
Location: R3
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 13, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 39.9
1:00 AM 38.4
2:00 AM 34.9
3:00 AM 35.5
4:00 AM 35.2
5:00 AM 41.7
6:00 AM 42.5
7:00 AM 45.9
8:00 AM 47.5
9:00 AM 52.2

10:00 AM 49.1
11:00 AM 47.8
12:00 PM 48.9
1:00 PM 48.4
2:00 PM 49.7
3:00 PM 48.3
4:00 PM 49.4
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV-Pointview
Location: R3
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 14, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 37.3
1:00 AM 56.8
2:00 AM 34.9
3:00 AM 37.5
4:00 AM 37.2
5:00 AM 38.8
6:00 AM 43.1
7:00 AM 48.1
8:00 AM 47.2
9:00 AM 0.0

10:00 AM 0.0
11:00 AM 0.0
12:00 PM 0.0
1:00 PM 0.0
2:00 PM 0.0
3:00 PM 0.0
4:00 PM 0.0
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV - Pointview
Location: R4
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 9, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 0.0
1:00 AM 0.0
2:00 AM 0.0
3:00 AM 0.0
4:00 AM 0.0
5:00 AM 0.0
6:00 AM 0.0
7:00 AM 0.0
8:00 AM 0.0
9:00 AM 0.0

10:00 AM 0.0
11:00 AM 45.0
12:00 PM 41.0
1:00 PM 42.0
2:00 PM 40.7
3:00 PM 41.3
4:00 PM 40.9
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV - Pointview
Location: R4
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 10, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 40.9
1:00 AM 40.5
2:00 AM 35.2
3:00 AM 40.5
4:00 AM 36.7
5:00 AM 38.2
6:00 AM 41.2
7:00 AM 39.5
8:00 AM 41.7
9:00 AM 42.5

10:00 AM 37.8
11:00 AM 42.6
12:00 PM 39.9
1:00 PM 42.0
2:00 PM 42.9
3:00 PM 42.0
4:00 PM 40.7
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV - Pointview
Location: R4
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 11, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 36.7
1:00 AM 38.6
2:00 AM 38.2
3:00 AM 36.3
4:00 AM 37.5
5:00 AM 39.2
6:00 AM 36.8
7:00 AM 47.8
8:00 AM 51.7
9:00 AM 54.3

10:00 AM 47.8
11:00 AM 43.4
12:00 PM 39.6
1:00 PM 39.9
2:00 PM 39.1
3:00 PM 40.6
4:00 PM 40.8
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10:00 PM 40.7
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CNEL, dB(A): 47.9
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV - Pointview
Location: R4
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 12, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 33.0
1:00 AM 32.0
2:00 AM 32.4
3:00 AM 32.4
4:00 AM 33.1
5:00 AM 36.8
6:00 AM 35.6
7:00 AM 35.7
8:00 AM 37.6
9:00 AM 59.7

10:00 AM 33.0
11:00 AM 47.6
12:00 PM 59.5
1:00 PM 61.5
2:00 PM 42.4
3:00 PM 51.9
4:00 PM 44.5
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8:00 PM 43.5
9:00 PM 43.5

10:00 PM 42.0
11:00 PM 41.4

CNEL, dB(A): 52.4
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV - Pointview
Location: R4
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 13, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 42.7
1:00 AM 37.7
2:00 AM 70.0
3:00 AM 30.2
4:00 AM 41.3
5:00 AM 39.0
6:00 AM 42.8
7:00 AM 39.0
8:00 AM 45.0
9:00 AM 45.5

10:00 AM 36.4
11:00 AM 40.0
12:00 PM 38.9
1:00 PM 39.5
2:00 PM 39.0
3:00 PM 39.7
4:00 PM 39.6
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7:00 PM 40.3
8:00 PM 42.4
9:00 PM 42.7

10:00 PM 40.5
11:00 PM 38.6

CNEL, dB(A): 66.2

NOTES:
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Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Project: RPV - Pointview
Location: R4
Sources: Ambient

Date: June 14, 2011

HNL,
TIME dB(A)

12:00 AM 29.6
1:00 AM 30.4
2:00 AM 33.8
3:00 AM 34.2
4:00 AM 34.1
5:00 AM 36.4
6:00 AM 35.0
7:00 AM 33.6
8:00 AM 35.5
9:00 AM 0.0

10:00 AM 0.0
11:00 AM 0.0
12:00 PM 0.0
1:00 PM 0.0
2:00 PM 0.0
3:00 PM 0.0
4:00 PM 0.0
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6:00 PM 0.0
7:00 PM 0.0
8:00 PM 0.0
9:00 PM 0.0

10:00 PM 0.0
11:00 PM 0.0

CNEL, dB(A): 42.9

NOTES:
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Appendix 

 Construction Noise Calculations 

 

 



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 1
Mass Grading

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Rubber Tired Loader 1 79 50% 740 5
Dozer 1 82 40% 840 5
Excavator 1 81 40% 940 5
Compactor 1 83 20% 940 5
Scrapers 1 84 40% 940 5

Receptor: R1

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 54
Leq: 55

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 2
Fine Site Grading

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 740 5
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 840 5
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 940 5
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 940 5

Receptor: R1

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 55
Leq: 56

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 3
Paving

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 740 5
Paver 1 77 50% 840 5
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 940 5
Roller 1 80 20% 940 5
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 940 5

Receptor: R1

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 55
Leq: 56

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 4
Planting

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Hand Auger Drill 1 78 20% 600 0
Medium Size Tractor 1 80 25% 600 0

Receptor: R1

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 58
Leq: 54

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005, OSHA 2006

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 5
Event Garden Improvement and Wall

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Other Equipment 1 85 50% 430 5
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 430 5
Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 79 40% 430 5
Forklift 1 75 10% 430 5

Receptor: R1

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 61
Leq: 59

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005, OSHA 2006

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 1
Mass Grading

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Rubber Tired Loader 1 79 50% 370 0
Dozer 1 82 40% 470 0
Excavator 1 81 40% 570 0
Compactor 1 83 20% 570 0
Scrapers 1 84 40% 570 0

Receptor: R2

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 63
Leq: 65

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 2
Fine Site Grading

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 370 0
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 470 0
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 570 0
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 570 0

Receptor: R2

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 66
Leq: 66

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 3
Paving

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 370 0
Paver 1 77 50% 470 0
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 570 0
Roller 1 80 20% 570 0
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 570 0

Receptor: R2

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 64
Leq: 65

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 4
Planting

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Hand Auger Drill 1 78 20% 120 0
Medium Size Tractor 1 80 25% 120 0

Receptor: R2

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 72
Leq: 68

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005, OSHA 2006

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 5
Event Garden Improvement and Wall

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Other Equipment 1 85 50% 900 0
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 900 0
Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 79 40% 900 0
Forklift 1 75 10% 900 0

Receptor: R2

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 60
Leq: 58

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005, OSHA 2006

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 1
Mass Grading

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Rubber Tired Loader 1 79 50% 350 0
Dozer 1 82 40% 450 0
Excavator 1 81 40% 550 0
Compactor 1 83 20% 550 0
Scrapers 1 84 40% 550 0

Receptor: R3

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 63
Leq: 65

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 2
Fine Site Grading

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 350 0
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 450 0
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 550 0
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 550 0

Receptor: R3

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 66
Leq: 66

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 3
Paving

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 350 0
Paver 1 77 50% 450 0
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 550 0
Roller 1 80 20% 550 0
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 550 0

Receptor: R3

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 64
Leq: 66

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 4
Planting

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Hand Auger Drill 1 78 20% 120 0
Medium Size Tractor 1 80 25% 120 0

Receptor: R3

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 72
Leq: 68

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005, OSHA 2006

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 5
Event Garden Improvement and Wall

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Other Equipment 1 85 50% 900 0
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 900 0
Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 79 40% 900 0
Forklift 1 75 10% 900 0

Receptor: R3

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 60
Leq: 58

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005, OSHA 2006

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 1
Mass Grading

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Rubber Tired Loader 1 79 50% 250 0
Dozer 1 82 40% 350 0
Excavator 1 81 40% 450 0
Compactor 1 83 20% 450 0
Scrapers 1 84 40% 450 0

Receptor: R4

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 65
Leq: 67

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 2
Fine Site Grading

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 250 0
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 350 0
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 450 0
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 450 0

Receptor: R4

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 68
Leq: 68

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 3
Paving

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 250 0
Paver 1 77 50% 350 0
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 450 0
Roller 1 80 20% 450 0
Other Equipment 1 85 50% 450 0

Receptor: R4

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 66
Leq: 68

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 4
Planting

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Hand Auger Drill 1 78 20% 120 0
Medium Size Tractor 1 80 25% 120 0

Receptor: R4

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 72
Leq: 68

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005, OSHA 2006

N:\Active Projects\RPV Point View\Calculations\Construction\Construction - PV



Project: Point View Master Use Plan

Construction Phase: Phase 5
Event Garden Improvement and Wall

Equipment

Description
No. of 
Equip.

Reference 
Noise Level at 

50ft, Lmax
Acoustical 

Usage Factor
Distance to 
Receptor, ft

Estimated Noise 
Shielding, dBA

Other Equipment 1 85 50% 1200 0
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 1 80 25% 1200 0
Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 79 40% 1200 0
Forklift 1 75 10% 1200 0

Receptor: R4

Construction Hour: 12 Hours during daytime (7 am to 7 pm)

0 Hours during evening (7 pm to 10 pm)

0 Hours during nighttime (10 pm to 7 am)
Results:

Lmax: 57
Leq: 55

Source for Ref. Noise Levels: LA CEQA Guides, 2006 & FHWA RCNM, 2005, OSHA 2006
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Appendix 

 Off‐Site Traffic Noise Calculations  

 



Roadway Traffic Noise Calculations
1 of 12

Project: Point View Master Plan (Friday)

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 45 1053 1053 0 70.1 67.1 65.3 71.0 68.0 66.3
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthorne Blvd and Seacove Dr. 45 1204 1204 0 70.7 67.7 65.9 71.6 68.6 66.8
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 45 1096 1096 0 70.3 67.3 65.5 71.2 68.2 66.4
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 35 1104 1104 0 67.7 64.7 62.9 68.6 65.6 63.9
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 40 1160 1160 0 70.4 66.8 64.9 71.3 67.7 65.8

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 45 1190 1190 0 70.6 67.6 65.9 71.5 68.6 66.8
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthorne Blvd and Seacove Dr. 45 1379 1379 0 71.3 68.3 66.5 72.2 69.2 67.4
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 45 1265 1265 0 70.9 67.9 66.1 71.8 68.8 67.1
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 35 1274 1274 0 68.3 65.3 63.6 69.2 66.2 64.5
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 40 1332 1332 0 71.0 67.4 65.5 71.9 68.3 66.4

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 45 1218 1218 0 70.7 67.7 66.0 71.6 68.7 66.9
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthorne Blvd and Seacove Dr. 45 1427 1427 0 71.4 68.4 66.7 72.3 69.3 67.6
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 45 1315 1315 0 71.0 68.1 66.3 72.0 69.0 67.2
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 35 1397 1397 0 68.7 65.7 64.0 69.6 66.7 64.9
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 40 1386 1386 0 71.1 67.6 65.6 72.1 68.5 66.6

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 77.6% 11.6% 7.8% 97.0%
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.6 Medium Truck 1.6% 0.2% 0.2% 2.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthorne Blvd and Seacove Dr. 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.7 Heavy Truck 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 0.2 0.8 0.2 0.8 80.0% 12.0% 8.0% 100.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 0.5 1.1 0.4 1.0
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 0.2 0.8 0.2 0.8

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes Leq

Existing

Future No Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes

TENS 1.1 (Friday) 12/21/2011
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Project: Point View Master Plan (Friday)

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 40 1171 1171 0 70.4 66.8 64.9 71.3 67.8 65.8
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 45 1265 1265 0 70.9 67.9 66.1 71.8 68.8 67.1
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 45 1094 1094 0 70.2 67.3 65.5 71.2 68.2 66.4
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 30 199 199 0 61.2 57.1 55.0 62.1 58.0 55.9
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 30 96 96 0 58.0 53.9 51.9 58.9 54.8 52.8

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 40 1344 1344 0 71.0 67.4 65.5 71.9 68.4 66.4
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 45 1315 1315 0 71.0 68.1 66.3 72.0 69.0 67.2
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 45 1137 1137 0 70.4 67.4 65.7 71.3 68.4 66.6
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 30 199 199 0 61.2 57.1 55.0 62.1 58.0 55.9
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 30 96 96 0 58.0 53.9 51.9 58.9 54.8 52.8

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 40 1392 1392 0 71.2 67.6 65.7 72.1 68.5 66.6
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 45 1336 1336 0 71.1 68.1 66.4 72.0 69.1 67.3
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 45 1159 1159 0 70.5 67.5 65.8 71.4 68.4 66.7
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 30 199 199 0 61.2 57.1 55.0 62.1 58.0 55.9
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 30 96 96 0 58.0 53.9 51.9 58.9 54.8 52.8

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 77.6% 11.6% 7.8% 97.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 0.1 0.7 0.2 0.8 Medium Truck 1.6% 0.2% 0.2% 2.0%
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.2 Heavy Truck 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0%
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.2 80.0% 12.0% 8.0% 100.0%
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Leq

Existing

Future No Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes

TENS 1.2 (Friday) 12/21/2011
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Project: Point View Master Plan (Friday)

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 40 250 250 0 64.6 60.5 58.4 65.5 61.4 59.3

0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 40 310 310 0 65.5 61.4 59.4 66.4 62.3 60.3

0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 40 313 313 0 65.5 61.5 59.4 66.5 62.4 60.3

0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 77.6% 11.6% 7.8% 97.0%
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 0.1 1.0 0.1 1.0 Medium Truck 1.6% 0.2% 0.2% 2.0%

0 - - - - Heavy Truck 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0%
0 - - - - 80.0% 12.0% 8.0% 100.0%
0 - - - -
0 - - - -

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes Leq

Existing

Future No Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes

TENS 1.3 (Friday) 12/21/2011
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Project: Point View Master Plan (Friday Existing with Project)

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 45 1053 1053 0 70.1 67.1 65.3 71.0 68.0 66.3
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthron Blvd and Seacove Dr. 45 1201 1201 0 70.7 67.7 65.9 71.6 68.6 66.8
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 45 1096 1096 0 70.3 67.3 65.5 71.2 68.2 66.4
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 35 1104 1104 0 67.7 64.7 62.9 68.6 65.6 63.9
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 40 1160 1160 0 70.4 66.8 64.9 71.3 67.7 65.8

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 45 1080 1080 0 70.2 67.2 65.5 71.1 68.1 66.4
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthron Blvd and Seacove Dr. 45 1252 1252 0 70.8 67.8 66.1 71.8 68.8 67.0
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 45 1146 1146 0 70.4 67.5 65.7 71.4 68.4 66.6
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 35 1228 1228 0 68.2 65.2 63.4 69.1 66.1 64.3
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 40 1216 1216 0 70.6 67.0 65.1 71.5 67.9 66.0

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 45 1218 1218 0 70.7 67.7 66.0 71.6 68.7 66.9
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthron Blvd and Seacove Dr. 45 1424 1424 0 71.4 68.4 66.7 72.3 69.3 67.6
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 45 1315 1315 0 71.0 68.1 66.3 72.0 69.0 67.2
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 35 1397 1397 0 68.7 65.7 64.0 69.6 66.7 64.9
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 40 1386 1386 0 71.1 67.6 65.6 72.1 68.5 66.6

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 77.6% 11.6% 7.8% 97.0%
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.6 Medium Truck 1.6% 0.2% 0.2% 2.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthron Blvd and Seacove Dr. 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.7 Heavy Truck 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 0.6 0.8 0.6 0.8 80.0% 12.0% 8.0% 100.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 0.6 1.1 0.5 1.0
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 0.6 0.8 0.6 0.8

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes Leq

Existing

Existing with Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL

TENS 1.4 (Friday) Project 11/21/2011
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Project: Point View Master Plan (Friday Existing with Project)

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 40 1171 1171 0 70.4 66.8 64.9 71.3 67.8 65.8
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 45 1265 1265 0 70.9 67.9 66.1 71.8 68.8 67.1
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 45 1094 1094 0 70.2 67.3 65.5 71.2 68.2 66.4
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 30 199 199 0 61.2 57.1 55.0 62.1 58.0 55.9
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 30 96 96 0 58.0 53.9 51.9 58.9 54.8 52.8

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 40 1221 1221 0 70.6 67.0 65.1 71.5 67.9 66.0
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 45 1286 1286 0 71.0 68.0 66.2 71.9 68.9 67.1
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 45 1118 1118 0 70.3 67.4 65.6 71.3 68.3 66.5
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 30 199 199 0 61.2 57.1 55.0 62.1 58.0 55.9
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 30 96 96 0 58.0 53.9 51.9 58.9 54.8 52.8

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 40 1392 1392 0 71.2 67.6 65.7 72.1 68.5 66.6
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 45 1336 1336 0 71.1 68.1 66.4 72.0 69.1 67.3
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 45 1159 1159 0 70.5 67.5 65.8 71.4 68.4 66.7
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 30 199 199 0 61.2 57.1 55.0 62.1 58.0 55.9
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 30 96 96 0 58.0 53.9 51.9 58.9 54.8 52.8

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 77.6% 11.6% 7.8% 97.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.8 Medium Truck 1.6% 0.2% 0.2% 2.0%
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.2 Heavy Truck 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0%
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 80.0% 12.0% 8.0% 100.0%
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Leq

Existing

Existing With Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes

TENS 1.5 (Friday) Project 11/21/2011
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Project: Point View Master Plan (Friday Existing with Project)

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 40 250 250 0 64.6 60.5 58.4 65.5 61.4 59.3

0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 40 256 256 0 64.7 60.6 58.5 65.6 61.5 59.5

0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 40 313 313 0 65.5 61.5 59.4 66.5 62.4 60.3

0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 77.6% 11.6% 7.8% 97.0%
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 0.9 1.0 0.9 1.0 Medium Truck 1.6% 0.2% 0.2% 2.0%

0 - - - - Heavy Truck 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0%
0 - - - - 80.0% 12.0% 8.0% 100.0%
0 - - - -
0 - - - -

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes Leq

Existing

Existing With Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL

TENS 1.6 (Friday) Project 11/21/2011
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Project: Point View Master Plan (Saturday)

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 45 937 937 0 69.6 66.6 64.8 70.5 67.5 65.8
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthron Blvd and Seacove Dr. 45 1112 1112 0 70.3 67.3 65.6 71.2 68.3 66.5
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 45 1065 1065 0 70.1 67.1 65.4 71.1 68.1 66.3
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 35 1077 1077 0 67.6 64.6 62.8 68.5 65.5 63.8
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 40 1137 1137 0 70.3 66.7 64.8 71.2 67.6 65.7

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 45 962 962 0 69.7 66.7 64.9 70.6 67.6 65.9
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthron Blvd and Seacove Dr. 45 1140 1140 0 70.4 67.4 65.7 71.3 68.4 66.6
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 45 1092 1092 0 70.2 67.3 65.5 71.2 68.2 66.4
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 35 1105 1105 0 67.7 64.7 63.0 68.6 65.6 63.9
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 40 1166 1166 0 70.4 66.8 64.9 71.3 67.7 65.8

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 45 988 988 0 69.8 66.8 65.1 70.7 67.7 66.0
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthron Blvd and Seacove Dr. 45 1189 1189 0 70.6 67.6 65.9 71.5 68.5 66.8
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 45 1197 1197 0 70.6 67.7 65.9 71.6 68.6 66.8
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 35 1138 1138 0 67.8 64.8 63.1 68.7 65.8 64.0
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 40 1223 1223 0 70.6 67.0 65.1 71.5 67.9 66.0

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 77.6% 11.6% 7.8% 97.0%
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 Medium Truck 1.6% 0.2% 0.2% 2.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthron Blvd and Seacove Dr. 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 Heavy Truck 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.5 80.0% 12.0% 8.0% 100.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.2
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.3

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes Leq

Existing

Future No Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes

TENS 1.7 (Saturday) 12/21/2011
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Project: Point View Master Plan (Saturday)

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 40 1147 1147 0 70.3 66.7 64.8 71.2 67.7 65.7
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 45 1164 1164 0 70.5 67.5 65.8 71.4 68.5 66.7
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 45 981 981 0 69.8 66.8 65.0 70.7 67.7 66.0
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 30 162 162 0 60.3 56.2 54.1 61.2 57.1 55.0
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 30 75 75 0 56.9 52.8 50.8 57.8 53.8 51.7

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 40 1171 1171 0 70.4 66.8 64.9 71.3 67.8 65.8
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 45 1174 1174 0 70.6 67.6 65.8 71.5 68.5 66.7
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 45 985 985 0 69.8 66.8 65.1 70.7 67.7 66.0
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 30 162 162 0 60.3 56.2 54.1 61.2 57.1 55.0
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 30 75 75 0 56.9 52.8 50.8 57.8 53.8 51.7

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 40 1222 1222 0 70.6 67.0 65.1 71.5 67.9 66.0
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 45 1195 1195 0 70.6 67.6 65.9 71.6 68.6 66.8
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 45 1006 1006 0 69.9 66.9 65.1 70.8 67.8 66.1
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 30 162 162 0 60.3 56.2 54.1 61.2 57.1 55.0
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 30 75 75 0 56.9 52.8 50.8 57.8 53.8 51.7

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 77.6% 11.6% 7.8% 97.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 Medium Truck 1.6% 0.2% 0.2% 2.0%
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 Heavy Truck 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0%
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 80.0% 12.0% 8.0% 100.0%
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes Leq

Existing

Future No Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL
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Project: Point View Master Plan (Saturday)

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 40 230 230 0 64.2 60.1 58.1 65.1 61.1 59.0

0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 40 236 236 0 64.3 60.2 58.2 65.2 61.2 59.1

0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 40 242 242 0 64.4 60.3 58.3 65.3 61.3 59.2

0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 77.6% 11.6% 7.8% 97.0%
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 Medium Truck 1.6% 0.2% 0.2% 2.0%

0 - - - - Heavy Truck 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0%
0 - - - - 80.0% 12.0% 8.0% 100.0%
0 - - - -
0 - - - -

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes Leq

Existing

Future No Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL
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Project: Point View Master Plan (Saturday Existing with Project)

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 45 937 937 0 69.6 66.6 64.8 70.5 67.5 65.8
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthron Blvd and Seacove Dr. 45 1110 1110 0 70.3 67.3 65.6 71.2 68.2 66.5
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 45 1065 1065 0 70.1 67.1 65.4 71.1 68.1 66.3
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 35 1077 1077 0 67.6 64.6 62.8 68.5 65.5 63.8
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 40 1137 1137 0 70.3 66.7 64.8 71.2 67.6 65.7

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 45 965 965 0 69.7 66.7 65.0 70.6 67.6 65.9
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthron Blvd and Seacove Dr. 45 1159 1159 0 70.5 67.5 65.8 71.4 68.4 66.7
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 45 1169 1169 0 70.5 67.5 65.8 71.5 68.5 66.7
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 35 1110 1110 0 67.7 64.7 63.0 68.6 65.7 63.9
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 40 1195 1195 0 70.5 66.9 65.0 71.4 67.8 65.9

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 45 988 988 0 69.8 66.8 65.1 70.7 67.7 66.0
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthron Blvd and Seacove Dr. 45 1187 1187 0 70.6 67.6 65.9 71.5 68.5 66.8
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 45 1197 1197 0 70.6 67.7 65.9 71.6 68.6 66.8
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 35 1138 1138 0 67.8 64.8 63.1 68.7 65.8 64.0
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 40 1223 1223 0 70.6 67.0 65.1 71.5 67.9 66.0

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 77.6% 11.6% 7.8% 97.0%
Palos Verdes Dr West n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 Medium Truck 1.6% 0.2% 0.2% 2.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South between Hawthron Blvd and Seacove Dr. 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.3 Heavy Truck 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South between Seacove Dr and Point View Entry 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.5 80.0% 12.0% 8.0% 100.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South between Point View Entry St and Wayfarer 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2
Palos Verdes Dr South between Wayfarer's Chapel and Palos Verd 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.3

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes Leq

Existing

Existing with Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes
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Project: Point View Master Plan (Saturday Existing with Project)

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 40 1147 1147 0 70.3 66.7 64.8 71.2 67.7 65.7
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 45 1164 1164 0 70.5 67.5 65.8 71.4 68.5 66.7
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 45 981 981 0 69.8 66.8 65.0 70.7 67.7 66.0
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 30 162 162 0 60.3 56.2 54.1 61.2 57.1 55.0
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 30 75 75 0 56.9 52.8 50.8 57.8 53.8 51.7

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 40 1198 1198 0 70.5 66.9 65.0 71.4 67.9 65.9
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 45 1185 1185 0 70.6 67.6 65.9 71.5 68.5 66.8
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 45 1002 1002 0 69.9 66.9 65.1 70.8 67.8 66.1
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 30 162 162 0 60.3 56.2 54.1 61.2 57.1 55.0
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 30 75 75 0 56.9 52.8 50.8 57.8 53.8 51.7

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 40 1222 1222 0 70.6 67.0 65.1 71.5 67.9 66.0
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 45 1195 1195 0 70.6 67.6 65.9 71.6 68.6 66.8
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 45 1006 1006 0 69.9 66.9 65.1 70.8 67.8 66.1
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 30 162 162 0 60.3 56.2 54.1 61.2 57.1 55.0
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 30 75 75 0 56.9 52.8 50.8 57.8 53.8 51.7

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 77.6% 11.6% 7.8% 97.0%
Palos Verdes Dr South s/o Palos Verdes Dr East 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.3 Medium Truck 1.6% 0.2% 0.2% 2.0%
Hawthorne Boulevard e/o Via Rivera 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 Heavy Truck 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0%
Hawthorne Boulevard between Via Rivera and Palos Verdes Dr W 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 80.0% 12.0% 8.0% 100.0%
Via Rivera n/o Hawthorne Boulevard 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Via Vicente w/o Palos Verdes Dr West 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes Leq

Existing

Existing With Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL
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Project: Point View Master Plan (Saturday Existing with Project)

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 40 230 230 0 64.2 60.1 58.1 65.1 61.1 59.0

0 40 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 40 238 238 0 64.3 60.3 58.2 65.3 61.2 59.1

0 40 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -

Speed
Roadway/Segment MPH AM PM ADT ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet ROW 25 Feet 50 Feet
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 40 242 242 0 64.4 60.3 58.3 65.3 61.3 59.2

0 40 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -
0 0 0 - - - - - -

CNEL
Summary 25 ft. from ROW At ROW % of ADT

Project Cumulative Project Cumulative Vehicle Type Day Eve Night Sub total
Roadway/Segment Increment Increment Increment Increment Auto 77.6% 11.6% 7.8% 97.0%
Palos Verdes Dr East e/o Palos Verdes Dr South 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 Medium Truck 1.6% 0.2% 0.2% 2.0%

0 - - - - Heavy Truck 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0%
0 - - - - 80.0% 12.0% 8.0% 100.0%
0 - - - -
0 - - - -

CNEL

Leq

Traffic Volumes Leq

Existing

Existing With Project

Future With Project

Leq

Traffic Volumes

Traffic Volumes

CNEL

CNEL
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Fehr & Peers evaluated the potential traffic and circulation impacts of the proposed Point View Master 
Plan Project (Project) at 6001 Palos Verdes Drive South (PVDS) in the Portuguese Bend area of the City 
of Rancho Palos Verdes (the “City”).  The 94-acre site, also known as Lower Filiorum, is located 
immediately north of Abalone Cove Shoreline Park in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.  The following 
summarizes the results of this analysis: 

• The Master Use Plan (“proposed project”) contains three major components: 1) the expansion of 
agricultural uses on the property; 2) development of an executive private golf course and 
improvements to an existing event garden; and, 3) the provision of a paved internal driveway 
within the property.  The private golf course operated by the property owner will only be available 
to guests of the owner.  The proposed event garden for private parties will be limited to 300 
guests, with additional service from up to 50 event staff and up to 30 public/private events per 
year on the property.  It was assumed that up to two events per day could potentially occur on 
any single day, but primarily on weekends.  A new paved driveway is proposed to provide primary 
vehicular access to the property via PVDS.  The proposal also includes legalizing after-the-fact a 
driveway that was paved to provide secondary access to the site from the Narcissa Drive gate at 
the northeast corner of the site.  The volume of vehicles accessing the project site from West 
Narcissa Drive would remain the same as under current conditions, and would be limited to the 
landowner, maintenance personnel, and emergency vehicles.  Visitors to the event garden and 
the private golf course and the workers at the agriculture uses will use the main entrance via 
PVDS.  Due to the existing configuration of PVDS, the main project entrance driveway would be 
limited to right-turn-in and right-turn-out only.  Completion of the proposed project is anticipated 
by year 2012. 
 
As the project use that generates the highest quantity of daily traffic is the event garden use, the 
peak project trip generation would be driven by the arrival and departure traffic patterns of the 
guests and staff at the event garden.  The event staff would typically carpool in private autos from 
their base of operation and would park in the on-site overflow area, if necessary.  Additionally, 
during some events, guests may shuttle to the site using a van or bus.  An example of this 
scenario would be when multiple guests are staying at a nearby hotel.  For the purpose of this 
analysis, an average vehicle ridership (AVR) of 2.5 persons per vehicle was assumed to estimate 
the event traffic following consultation with City staff.  The traffic to the other uses on the property 
(private golf course and agricultural use) would be minimal and would be relatively sporadic 
throughout any given day.  To provide a conservative analysis, this report assumes that two 
wedding and/or banquets could occur on the property (one in the late morning followed by 
reception and another in the late afternoon followed by reception dinner, plus additional sporadic 
visits to the agricultural use and the private golf course.  Based on consultation with City staff, to 
provide the most conservative analysis, this traffic study analyzes impacts as though the majority 
of the guests would be arriving or departing during the Friday afternoon peak period or Saturday 
midday peak period.  Under this scenario, the property could generate approximately 313 daily 
vehicular trips on a typical Friday, including 104 trips in the Friday afternoon peak hour (100 
inbound, four outbound).  On a typical Saturday, the project is projected to generate 
approximately 315 trips throughout the day, including 107 trips in the Saturday midday peak hour 
(102 inbound and five outbound). 

• Selection of the study intersections was confirmed based on consultation with the City staff.  All 
six analyzed intersections currently operate at an acceptable level of service (LOS D or better) in 
the analyzed Friday afternoon peak hour and in Saturday midday peak hour under existing 
conditions.  All six analyzed intersections would continue operating at an acceptable level of 
service (LOS D or better) under Existing plus Project Conditions and under Future (2012) 
Cumulative plus Project conditions.  The existing intersection where the project access driveway 
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joins PVDS would operate at LOS B in the two analyzed peak periods (Friday afternoon peak 
hour and Saturday midday peak hour).  This internal driveway segment would not be used as a 
public roadway and vehicles queuing at the stop sign would be limited to the owners, employees, 
guests and event staff of the project site.  The analyzed street segment of PVDS would remain 
operating at LOS A with and without the project under existing and under future conditions.  
Therefore, application of the City traffic impact guidelines indicated that the proposed Point View 
Master Plan project is not expected to significantly impact the City’s street system in the study 
area.   

• The project as proposed would provide a total of 140 parking spaces (including marked and 
unmarked spaces) designated for the event garden use, which would meet the parking demand 
of an event with up to 300 guests and up to 50 staff (assuming an average vehicle ridership 
(AVR) of 2.5 persons per vehicle, as the reasonably conservative approach).  The workers at the 
agriculture uses (vineyard and orchards) and the visitors to the private golf course can park in the 
designated parking area adjacent to the event garden when there is no event on-site or use the 
overflow parking in the grass field to the west of the event garden or just parking on the paved 
driveway adjacent to the orchards/vineyards if needed.  In the unusual circumstance that 
additional parking is required; it could be accommodated in the overflow parking area west of the 
event garden.   
 

• The existing configuration of PVDS in the vicinity of the project site would limit access to the site 
to right-turns in and right-turns out.  Based on consultation with the City staff, this study 
recommends that the design of the proposed Point View Internal Driveway should separate 
inbound and outbound vehicles near PVDS with either delineators or physical medians, and the 
outbound lane should be channelized to reduce the potential for wrong-way travel.  In addition, to 
address an expressed concern for a potential “runaway” vehicle from project driveway, it is 
recommended that the project site driveway be modified to be rectilinear in its approach to PVDS 
(i.e., “right” angle).  This would give motorists exiting the project site better visibility of the 
oncoming westbound traffic and cyclists on PVDS.  Further, the two intersections where project-
related traffic would make U-turn maneuvers (i.e., at Seacove, and at Wayfarers Chapel 
Driveway) were evaluated and no adverse impacts were identified. 
 

• Analyses of potential impacts on the regional transportation system conducted in accordance with 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) requirements determined that the project would not 
have a significant impact on either the CMP monitored arterial highway network or the mainline 
freeway system. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

Fehr & Peers evaluated the potential traffic and circulation impacts of the proposed Point View Master 
Plan Project (Project) at 6001 Palos Verdes Drive South (PVDS) in the Portuguese Bend area of the City 
of Rancho Palos Verdes (the “City”).  The 94-acre site, also known as Lower Filiorum, is located 
immediately north of Abalone Cove Shoreline Park in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.  This report 
identifies the base assumptions, describes the methods, and summarizes the findings of the study. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project property is bordered by undeveloped hills, terraces, and canyons to the north, the Portuguese 
Bend community and Wayfarers Chapel to the east, PVDS, and along the coast, Abalone Cove Shoreline 
Park to the south, and Upper Abalone Cove Community to the west and a wastewater pump station 
owned and maintained by the Los Angeles County Sanitation District.   

The Master Use Plan (“proposed project”) contains three major components: 1) the expansion of 
agricultural uses on the property; 2) development of an executive private golf course and improvements 
to an existing event garden; and, 3) the provision of a paved internal driveway through the property.  The 
private golf course will be operated by the property owner and only be available to guests of the owner. 
The event garden for private parties will be limited to 300 people per event (not including event staff and 
security/safety personnel) and for up to 30 public/private events per year on the property.  The proposed 
event garden could attract up to 750 people to an occasional special charity event.  The City staff 
recognized that the special occasional events up to 750 attendants may only occur annually on weekends 
or may not occur at all.  The project applicant will be required to submit a Special Use Permit for the City’s 
approval prior to such events, and parking for these occasional events will be addressed in the Special 
Use Permit. 

Figure 1 illustrates the conceptual site plan.  A new paved driveway is proposed to provide primary 
vehicular access to the property via PVDS.  The proposal also includes legalizing after-the-fact a 
driveway that was paved to provide secondary emergency access to the site from the Narcissa Drive gate 
at the northeast corner of the site.  The volume of vehicles accessing the project site from West Narcissa 
Drive would remain the same as under current conditions, and would be limited to the landowner, 
maintenance personnel, and emergency vehicles.  Visitors to the event garden and the private golf 
course and the workers at the agriculture uses will use the main entrance via PVDS.  Due to the existing 
configuration of PVDS, the main project entrance driveway would be limited to right-turn-in and right-turn-
out only.  Completion of the proposed project is anticipated by year 2012. 

STUDY SCOPE 

The scope of work for this study was developed through discussion with City of Rancho Palos Verdes 
staff.  The base assumptions and technical methodologies were discussed as part of the study approach.  
City staff recognized that the special occasional events up to 750 attendants may only occur annually on 
weekends or may not occur at all.  The project applicant will be required to submit a Special Use Permit 
for City approval prior to such events and coordinate with the City staff to minimize any potential traffic 
effects in the study area.  Therefore, the City’s direction is that the focus of the traffic study should be to 
analyze the typical operations at the event gardens with up to 300 guests per event and that a traffic 
analysis for the occasional event with 750 guests is not required for the project.    

The study, which analyzes potential project-generated traffic impacts on the adjacent street system, 
anticipates that the project will be completed by 2012.  The following traffic scenarios have been 
developed and analyzed as part of this study: 
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• Existing (2011) Conditions – Analysis of existing traffic conditions is intended to provide a basis 
for the remainder of the study.  The existing conditions analysis includes an assessment of the 
street system serving the site, traffic volumes, and current operating conditions.  

• Existing plus Project (2011) Conditions – This scenario includes traffic changes caused by the 
project under existing baseline conditions, assuming the project will be completed by the end of 
year 2011.  An assessment will be made of projected existing and existing plus project operating 
conditions, and potential traffic impacts of the proposed project will be identified.  

• Future Cumulative Base (i.e., No Project) (2012) Conditions – Future traffic conditions without the 
proposed project were developed for the year 2012.  The objective of this analysis is to project 
future traffic growth and operating conditions that could be expected to result from regional 
growth and related projects in the vicinity of the project site by the year 2012.  

• Future Cumulative Base plus Project (2012) Conditions – Future traffic conditions with the 
proposed project were developed for the year 2012.  This traffic scenario provides projected 
traffic volumes and an assessment of operating conditions under future conditions with addition of 
project-generated traffic.  The potential impacts of the proposed project on future traffic conditions 
were then identified.   

We understand the proposed hours of operation for the most traffic-intensive use of the project, the event 
garden use, would be limited to 8:00 AM until 10:00 PM on any day, with the typical event lasting 
approximately three to five hours.  Because the most intensive uses of the recreational use and special 
events normally occur on weekends, they are not expected to generate significant traffic on the 
surrounding street system during the morning peak period on a typical weekday.  The potential vehicular 
traffic generated by the project could contribute traffic to the adjacent City street system on Fridays and 
on weekends.  Therefore, based on consultation with the City staff, to provide the most conservative 
analysis, this traffic study analyzes impacts as though guests would be arriving or departing during the 
following two peak periods when intensive project vehicular activity are likely to occur, including:   

• Friday afternoon peak period 
• Saturday midday peak period   

Selection of the study intersections was confirmed based on consultation with the City staff.  Four    
intersections that provide regional and local access to the project were selected for the project traffic 
impact analysis, including:   

• Via Rivera & Hawthorne Boulevard   
• PVDW & Hawthorne Boulevard/Via Vicente   
• PVDS & Palos Verdes Drive East (PVDE) 
• PVDS & Point View Internal Driveway (future project driveway intersection) 

In addition, site-access impacts were evaluated at the following two intersections nearest to the project 
site where some project-related traffic would be expected to make U-turns:  

• PVDS & Seacove Drive 
• PVDS & Wayfarers Chapel Internal Driveway   
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ORGANIZATION OF REPORT 

This report is divided into five chapters.  Chapter 2 consists of this introduction.  Chapter 2 describes the 
existing conditions in the study area, including an inventory of the streets in the study area, a summary of 
existing traffic volumes, and an assessment of the operating conditions of these streets.  The 
methodologies used to develop traffic forecasts are included in Chapter 3.  Chapter 4 presents an 
assessment of potential project traffic, review of project site access and circulation analysis and the 
parking code analysis.  Chapter 5 presents the regional Congestion Management Program analysis.  
Appendices to this report include details of the technical analysis.   
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CHAPTER 2. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

A comprehensive data collection effort was undertaken to develop a detailed description of existing 
conditions within the study area.  The assessment of conditions relevant to this study includes a 
description of the study area, an inventory of the local street system in the vicinity of the project site, a 
review of existing traffic volumes on these facilities and an assessment of their current operating 
conditions, and the existing transit service in the study area. 

EXISTING STREET SYSTEM 

As shown in Figure 2, access to the project site would be provided by the proposed Point View Internal 
Driveway.  The study area for this analysis is bounded by PVDW on the west, Crest Road to the north, 
and PVDE to the east.  Regional access to the site is provided by PVDS and Hawthorne Boulevard.  
Table 1 describes the physical characteristics of the key streets in the study area.  Following is a quick 
summary of the major arterials in the study area: 

• PVDS is an Arterial street within the City.  This arterial is immediately adjacent to the project site 
and traverses the entire City in the northwest/southeast direction.  The arterial provides two lanes 
of traffic in each direction, separated by a raised center median.  East of Wayfarers Chapel or 
Narcissa Drive, PVDS generally provides one lane of traffic in each direction with opposing lanes 
of traffic separated by a landscaped median (or an earth median) or a double-yellow line.  The 
posted speed limit on PVDS varies between 35 and 45 mph within the City limits.   

• PVDE is currently identified as an Arterial located approximately 2.7 miles west of the proposed 
Point View project site.  PVDE provides one lane of traffic in each direction, except for the section 
from Calle Aventura to Ganado Drive, which has four lanes of traffic.  Opposing lanes of traffic 
are generally separated by a double yellow centerline, except on either side of Crest Road, where 
it is separated by a raised median.  The posted speed limit is 40 mph on PVDE, except in the 
vicinity of Ganado Drive, where it is 35 mph and north of Miraleste Drive, where it is 30 mph 
within the City limits. 

• Palos Verdes Drive West (PVDW) is identified as an Arterial located approximately two miles 
west of the proposed Point View project site.  PVDW provides two lanes of traffic in each 
direction.  Opposing lanes of traffic are separated by a raised median.  The posted speed limit is 
45 mph on PVDW within the City limits. 

• Hawthorne Boulevard is an Arterial traversing the entire City.  It provides two lanes of traffic in 
each direction separated by a raised center median in the study area.  The posted speed limit on 
Hawthorne Boulevard varies between 40 mph and 45 mph within the City limits. 

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

This section presents the existing peak hour turning movement traffic volumes for each of the 
intersections analyzed in the study, describes the methodology used to assess the traffic conditions at 
each intersection, and analyzes the resulting operating conditions at each intersection in terms of volume-
to-capacity (V/C) ratios and average control delay in seconds (for unsignalized intersections) and the 
corresponding levels of service. 

 

  





MEDIAN SPEED

SEGMENT FROM TO NB/EB SB/WB TYPE NB/EB SB/WB LIMIT

East of Palos Verdes Drive East Ocean Trails/Forrestal Drive 1 1 RM/2DY NSAT NSAT 40

Ocean Trails/Forrestal Drive Peppertree Drive 1 1 RM NSAT NSAT 40/35

Peppertree Drive Narcissa Drive 1 1 RM/2DY NSAT NSAT 35

Narcissa Drive Seacove Drive 2 2 RM NSAT NSAT 35/45

Seacove Drive Barkentine Road 2 2 RM NSAT NSAT 45

Barkentine Road Hawthorne Boulevard 2 2 RM NSAT NSAT 45

Palos Verdes Drive West Hawthorne Boulevard Alida Place 2 2 RM NSAT NSAT 45

Forrestal Drive Palos Verdes Drive South Pirate Drive 1 1 SDY PA PA 35

Ocean Trails Drive Palos Verdes Drive South Ocean Trails Drive terminus 1 1 UD/DY PA PA 25

northern terminus Palos Verdes Drive South 1 1 UD/DY NSAT,9a-5p,Permit Exempt NSAT,Permit Exempt 25

Palos Verdes Drive South Seacove Drive 1 1 UD NSAT,Permit Exempt NSAT,Permit Exempt 25

Palos Verdes Drive South Vallon Drive 2 2 RM NSAT NSAT 45

Vallon Drive Crest Road 2 2 RM NSAT NSAT 45

Via Vicente Palos Verdes Drive West Palos Verdes Drive West 1 1 RM/UD NSAT NSAT 30

Seacove Drive Palos Verdes Drive South Terminus 1 1 UD NSAT,Permit Exempt NSAT,Permit Exempt 25

Palos Verdes Drive East Palos Verdes Drive South Crest Road 1 1 DY NSAT NSAT 35/40

Notes:

MEDIAN TYPE: DY = Double Yellow Centerline PARKING: PA = Parking Allowed

SDY = Single Dashed Yellow Centerline NSAT = No Stopping Anytime

RM = Raised Median

UD  = Undivided Lane LANES: # = Number of lanes

2DY= Two Double Yellow Centerlines

 Hawthorne Boulevard

TABLE 1

EXISTING SURFACE STREET CHARACTERISTICS

LANE PARKING RESTRICTIONS

Palos Verdes Drive South

     Barkentine Road
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Existing Traffic Volumes 

Because the most intensive uses of the recreational use and special events normally occur on weekends, 
they are not expected to generate significant traffic to the surrounding street system during the morning 
peak period on a typical weekday.  To provide a reasonably conservative analysis, traffic counts were 
taken on a weekend to capture the intensive traffic activities at nearby uses in the study area.  Based on 
the event schedule information from Wayfarers Chapel staff, the City selected the three-day weekend 
between March 18 and 20 for the baseline data collection, as this data would represent the typical peak 
background traffic conditions for the study area when there were active operations at the adjacent 
Wayfarers Chapel and the tourist traffic to the beach area.  

The activities during this three-day period at the Wayfarers Chapel included:  

• One wedding at 6:00 PM on Friday, March 18, 2011 
• Five weddings at 10:00 AM, noon, 2:00 PM, 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM on Saturday, March 19, 2011  
• Three weddings at 2:00 PM, 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM on Sunday, March 20, 2011 

 
New baseline intersection turning movement counts were collected at the six identified study locations 
(including the U-turns on Wayfarer Chapel driveway & PVDS and Seacove Drive & PVDS) for a two-hour 
afternoon peak period from 4:00 to 6:00 PM on Friday, March 18 and a two-hour Saturday midday peak 
period from noon to 2:00 PM.  
 
One 24-hour machine count was collected on PVDS immediately adjacent to the project entrance 
driveway (between Seacove Drive and the Wayfarers Chapel driveway) for three continuous days for the 
same three-day period.  A review of the machine count on PVDS over this three-day period indicated that 
there was minimal difference between the daily traffic volumes collected on Saturday March 19, 2011 and 
on Sunday March 20, 2011.  Therefore, the City agreed that that traffic impact analysis for the Saturday 
peak hour would provide a reasonable baseline conditions to determine the potential project-related traffic 
impact for both Saturdays and Sundays.  
 
Figure 3 illustrates the existing lane configuration of the study locations and the traffic volumes for the 
analyzed Friday afternoon peak hour and Saturday midday peak hour.  Appendix A contains the detailed 
traffic count data.  

Intersection Level of Service Methodology 

Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure used to describe the condition of traffic flow on the street 
system, ranging from excellent conditions at LOS A to overloaded conditions at LOS F.  LOS D is typically 
recognized as the minimum acceptable level of service in urban areas, while LOS E and F indicate a 
congested (unacceptable) situation.  Of the existing analyzed intersections, only PVDW & Hawthorne 
Boulevard/Via Vicente Drive is currently controlled by traffic signal.  The other five existing intersections 
are controlled by stop signs on the minor approaches.   

The Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method of intersection analysis was used to determine the 
intersection V/C ratio (i.e., ICU value) and corresponding LOS for the turning movements and intersection 
characteristics at signalized intersections.  The lane capacity used for this ICU analysis was 1,600 
vehicles per hour.  Table 2 defines ICU-based levels of service for signalized intersections.  In addition, 
2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) (Transportation Research Board, 2000) methodology was utilized 
to analyze the unsignalized intersections, based on the estimated vehicle delay times.  An explanation of 
LOS as it relates to vehicle delay for the 2000 HCM analysis is provided in Table 3. 
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LEVEL OF
SERVICE

A

B

C

D

E

F

SOURCE:  Transportation Research Board, Transportation Research Circular No. 212, Interim Materials on 
              Highway Capacity , 1980.

FAILURE.  Backups from nearby locations or on
cross streets may restrict or prevent movement of

> 1.000 vehicles out of the intersection approaches.
Tremendous delays with continuously increasing
queue lengths.

of waiting vehicles through several signal cycles.

> 0.700 < 0.800 through more than one red light; backups may 
develop behind turning vehicles.

FAIR.  Delays may be substantial during portions
> 0.800 < 0.900 of the rush hours, but enough lower volume periods

occur to permit clearing of developing lines,
preventing excessive backups.

POOR.  Represents the most vehicles intersection
> 0.900 < 1.000 approaches can accommodate; may be long lines

GOOD.  Occasionally drivers may have to wait

TABLE 2
LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

VOLUME/CAPACITY RATIO (V/C)
  or INTERSECTION CAPACITY DEFINITION

< 0.600 EXCELLENT.  No vehicle waits longer than one red
light, and no approach phase is fully used.

VERY GOOD.  An occasional approach phase is
> 0.600 < 0.700 fully utilized; many drivers begin to feel somewhat

restricted within groups of vehicles.

 UTILIZATION (ICU) 



Level of Service Control Delay (seconds/vehicle)

A <10.0

B >10.0 and <15.0

C >15.0 and <25.0

D >25.0 and <35.0

E >35.0 and <50.0

F >50.0

TABLE 3

LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS FOR STOP-CONTROLLED INTERSECTIONS

* Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000.
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Existing Levels of Service 

The traffic volumes presented in Figure 3 were analyzed using the methodologies described above to 
determine the current operating conditions at the study locations.  Of the existing analyzed intersections, 
only the intersection of PVDW & Hawthorne Boulevard/Via Vicente Drive is currently controlled by a traffic 
signal.  The other four existing intersections are controlled by stop signs on the minor approaches.  Table 
4 summarizes the results of this analysis, indicating the existing Friday afternoon peak hour and Saturday 
midday peak hour ICU value (also known as the V/C ratio for signalized intersections) or vehicle delay in 
seconds (for unsignalized intersections) and corresponding level of service at each of the analyzed 
locations.  In addition, the ICU value was measured at the stop-controlled intersections for information 
only, per request of City staff. 

As shown in Table 4, all six analyzed locations are operating at LOS D or better (meeting the City’s 
minimum thresholds) during the Friday afternoon peak hour and the Saturday midday peak hour.  

The only signalized study intersection at PVDW & Hawthorne Boulevard/Via Vicente is currently operating 
at excellent levels of service (LOS A) during the afternoon peak hour on a typical Friday and the midday 
peak hour on a typical Saturday.  For unsignalized intersections, the average vehicle delay was reported 
for the worst-case movement.  The HCM analysis indicated that the traffic on Hawthorne Boulevard 
currently runs free flow and the motorists exiting Via Rivera currently experience some delay (LOS D on 
Friday afternoon and LOS C on Saturday midday) before they can find a gap in the traffic on Hawthorne 
Boulevard and merge with through traffic on Hawthorne Boulevard.  The other four study intersections on 
PVDS were reported to operate at good LOS C or better during the Friday afternoon peak hour and the 
Saturday midday peak hour. 

EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE 

Bus transit service serving the immediate vicinity of the project site is provided by the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) and the Palos Verdes Peninsula Transit Authority (PVPTA), 
as described below:  

• Metro Line 344 – Line 344 runs between the City of Rancho Palos Verdes and the Harbor 
Gateway Communities.  It travels between the intersection of PVDS and Seacove Drive and the 
Artesia Transit Center via PVDS, Hawthorne Boulevard, and Artesia Boulevard.  Weekday 
headways are approximately 30 to 35 minutes each way in the weekday AM peak periods and 
approximately 40 minutes in the weekday PM peak hour.  On Saturdays and holidays, this lines 
operates with the headway of approximately 40 minutes in each direction during the afternoon.  

 
• PVPTA Gold Line – This line operates only on school days between Miraleste School on PVDE 

and Pt. Vicente School.  It primarily travels on PVDE, PVDS and PVDW.  As the service is 
provided mainly for the school students and employees on school days, this line only runs two 
outbound trips (westbound from the Reservoir to the Palos Verdes High School) between 6:20 
and 8:00 AM and two inbound  (eastbound) trips retuning to the Reservoir between 12:30 and 
2:00 PM.  
 

• PVPTA Orange Line – This line generally follows the PVPTA Gold Line but travels further 
between Palos Verdes High School and Palos Verdes Reservoir on school days.  It travels on 
PVDW, PVDS, PVDE, 1st Street and Western Avenue.  As the service is provided mainly for the 
school students and employees on school days, this line only runs two outbound trips (westbound 
from the Reservoir to the Palos Verdes High School) between 6:20 and 8:00 AM and two inbound  
(eastbound) trips returning to the reservoir between 12:30 and 2:00 PM. 

  



Existing 2011

Control Peak

Intersection Type Hour ICU Delay LOS

1. Via Rivera & Hawthorne Boulevard [1] One-way Friday PM 0.373 26.3 D

Stop Sat Midday 0.332 19.9 C

2. Palos Verdes Drive West & Hawthorne Blvd/Via Vicente [2] Signal Friday PM 0.471 - A

Sat Midday 0.450 - A

3. Palos Verdes Drive South & Seacove Drive [1] One-way Friday PM 0.294 11.3 B

Stop Sat Midday 0.273 12.4 B

4. Palos Verdes Drive South & Wayfarers Chapel Drive [1] One-way Friday PM 0.294 12.9 B

Stop Sat Midday 0.306 13.7 B

5. Palos Verdes Drive South & Palos Verdes Drive East [1] One-way Friday PM 0.499 18.2 C

Stop Sat Midday 0.516 17.1 C

6. Palos Verdes Drive South & Point View Internal Driveway [1] One-way Friday PM 0.284 * A

Stop Sat Midday 0.277 * A

Notes:

*Negligible.

 [1]

 [2]

EXISTING (YEAR 2011) INTERSECTION OPERATING CONDITIONS

TABLE 4

Intersection is controlled by stop sign(s) on minor approach(es) and was analyzed using the delay-based 2000 HCM 

unsignalized intersection methodology per the City's traffic study guidelines.  The intersection LOS is determined based on 

the estimated vehicle delay. The ICU value was measured at these stop-controlled intersections for information only, per the 

request of City staff. 

Intersection is controlled by a signal and was analyzed based on the capacity-based ICU methodology per the City's traffic 

study guidelines.  The LOS is determined based on the estimated ICU values.
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EXISTING BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES  

Bike lanes currently exist on PVDS in both directions in the vicinity of the study area.  The study area has 
high bicycle activity on Fridays and on weekends.  For example, the Palos Verdes Bicycle Club has a 
weekly 24-mile ride scheduled every Friday, starting around 9:15 AM, originating from the Rolling Hills 
City Hall, traveling east on Palos Verdes Drive North to either Western Avenue or PVDE, then to PVDS, 
stopping at the Golden Cove Center at about 10:15 AM, and traveling north back to Rolling Hills City Hall.  
This cycling group was often observed with approximately 100 to 150 cyclists traveling on PVDS during 
the early morning around 8:00 AM on weekends.  Some casual riders may travel through PVDS on 
weekend afternoons.    
 
There is no walkway on the north side of PVDS against the project frontage.  The walkway on the south 
side of PVDS does exist, but only the segments immediately abutting homes are paved.  Pedestrian 
activity is generally light during the weekdays.  During weekend afternoons in good beach weather, tourist 
activities were often observed in the Abalone Cove Shoreline Park on the south side of PVDS and in the 
Wayfarers Chapel property when there are weddings or events on-site. 
 
As the project event traffic would primarily occur later in the day, in the late morning period or late 
afternoon period (Friday or weekends), some pedestrians and bicycle activity on PVDS is likely to occur 
along PVDS in the study area, but is not expected to be significantly impacted by the typical project event 
traffic.   
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CHAPTER 3. TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS 

In order to evaluate properly the potential impact of the proposed project on the local street system, it was 
necessary to develop estimates of projected baseline conditions both with and without the project.  Traffic 
generated by the proposed project was then estimated and separately assigned to the surrounding street 
system assuming the project approval and project traffic were in place under both existing baseline 
conditions and under anticipated project build-out year 2012 conditions. 

PROJECT TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

The development of traffic generation estimates for the proposed project involves the use of a three-step 
process, including traffic generation, trip distribution, and traffic assignment. 

Project Traffic Generation 

Based on discussions with the City staff and project team, project trip generation were developed for the 
nominal events of up to 300 guests per event and periodical visits to the agricultural use and the private 
golf course use.  Trip generation rates from standard sources such as the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) do not lend themselves to the proposed project uses.  Instead, project trip generation 
were estimated by direct application of appropriate mode split/vehicle occupancy ratios and in/out factors 
to the patronage estimates for the various events that could occur in the various project venues.  
Empirical mode split/vehicle occupancy rates were obtained from City staff or other similar studies and 
experience in the study area.  The following describes the trip generation estimates for each of the project 
land uses. 

Event Garden 

Based on the project description prepared by PCR Services Corporation, the event garden has been 
used periodically over recent years for several purposes, including the Las Candalistas (Walk On The 
Wildside) charity event, the U.S. Pony Club, the filming of movies, television shows, and commercials, 
and for private parties hosted by the owner.  Historically, there have been about 10 to 20 events held on 
the site per year.  Under the proposed project, these uses would likely continue; however, the Master Use 
Plan would allow up to 30 events per year on the property, including five events reserved for non-profit 
organizations or public agencies.  Events will include: 

• Fund raising and charity events 
• Private parties 
• Public and community events 
• Weddings and receptions 
• Corporate parties 
• Outdoor conferences 
• Educational events 

Given that there could be a variety of activity levels taking place in the proposed event garden, it is 
proposed that trip generation estimates be prepared for reasonably foreseeable event scenarios (e.g., an 
event with 300 guests and 50 event staff).  For any other event that would generate over 300 people, the 
proposal includes requiring approval of a Special Use Permit by the Community Development 
Department, or other process as established by the Conditional Use Permit associated with the proposed 
project application proposal.  While no two events are identical, based on historical and recent events at 
the project site, the traffic analysis assumed that each event could host up to 300 attendees plus 
additional 50 event staff (catering/security/florists, etc.). 
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During the event planning process, it is expected that a series of timed appointments with the property’s 
sales team and typically one or two members may visit the project site.  These meetings would likely 
involve a limited number of participants, typically no more than three to five guests at a time.  All meetings 
would be by appointment only and due to their nature, would rarely overlap with other on-site activities.  
Hours for meetings would typically be between 10:00 AM and 6:00 PM, seven days a week.  The day 
prior to an event would be when the setup would typically take place.  The event planners and/or the 
wedding party, ranging from 10 to 30 people, could visit the site for rehearsals.  Equipment would arrive 
at the site during the daylight hours and could include items regularly ordered for a wedding ceremony; a 
cocktail reception area; seating and tables for all guests; and beverage and bar service.  The typical 
rental company would likely use two delivery vehicles for an event of this size.   

The peak project trip generation would not be determined by this pre-event traffic, but instead would be 
driven by the arrival and departure traffic patterns of the guests and staff at the event garden on the day 
of the events (primarily Fridays or weekends).  For events with 300 guests, a total of 30 to 50 staff is 
generally anticipated.  Based on consultation with City staff, the traffic analysis assumed that up to two 
events could occur on any given day, with one wedding at 11:00 AM followed by a reception lunch and 
another wedding at 4:00 PM, followed by dinner reception.  Each event may last for approximately three 
to five hours.   

Because the most intensive uses of the recreational use and special events normally occur on weekends, 
they are not expected to generate significant traffic on the surrounding street system during the morning 
peak period on a typical weekday.  Therefore, based on consultation with City staff, this study analyzed 
two peak periods when intensive project vehicular activity is likely to occur, the Friday afternoon peak 
period and the Saturday midday peak period.  Table 5A and Table 5B summarize the traffic arrival and 
departure patterns for the assumed two events on any given weekday (primarily Fridays) and on a typical 
Saturday, respectively.   

As shown in Table 5A and 5B, the event staff would typically carpool in private autos from their base of 
operation and would park in the on-site overflow area, if necessary.  Additionally, during some events, 
guests may shuttle to the site using a van or bus.  An example of this scenario would be when multiple 
guests are staying at a nearby hotel.  For the purpose of this analysis, an average vehicle ridership (AVR) 
of 2.5 persons per vehicle was assumed to estimate the event traffic per the City’s direction as the 
reasonably conservative approach.  Therefore, an event of up to 300 guests and 50 event staff is 
projected to generate 120 vehicles.  It is anticipated that about 10% of the event staff (supervisory staff 
and vendors) would arrive two to three hours prior to the start time of the event.  As is often the case, it is 
anticipated that approximately 10% of the invited guests could arrive up to an hour and a half prior to start 
time.  The remaining 90% of the guests would likely arrive starting about 35 to 40 minutes prior to the 
event with the largest flow about 20 minutes prior to the event and then trickle down to about 15 to 20 
minutes after scheduled start time.  The departure pattern is anticipated to be similar, beginning 1.5 hours 
before scheduled end time, and continue to the end of the event.  There is rarely a large rush to depart 
social events such as those proposed for the project site.  The event staff would leave the site 
approximately 45 minutes to one hour after the scheduled event end time.    

Peak trip generation may not occur during Friday afternoon or Saturday midday, and actual events may 
not be held at the specific start time listed in Table 5A and 5B.  However, based on consultation with the 
City staff, to provide most conservative analysis, this traffic study assumed the worst-case scenario that 
the majority of the guests would be arriving or departing during the Friday afternoon peak period or 
Saturday midday peak period.  The analysis captured the reasonably conservative scenario on any 
typical weekend day when a few late departures from an earlier event overlapped with a few early arrivals 
to the next event on-site.  As shown in Table 5A, the peak trip generation of the event garden that would 
occur during a Friday afternoon commute peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 PM) would be the inbound traffic (98 
vehicles) to an evening event that day.  The outbound traffic from the project site would be minimal during 
the commute peak hour.  On a typical Saturday, Table 5B indicates that the peak trip generation 
(approximately 100 trips) that would occur during the Saturday midday period and would primarily be the



Potential Start Time for Event*

No. of People (Maximum) Max. 300 Max. 50 Max. 300 Max. 50

AVR 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50

No. of Vehicles 120 20 120 20

TIME OF ARRIVALS % Arrival 

Number of 

Arrived 

Vehicles % Arrival

Number of 

Arrived 

Vehicles % Arrival 

Number of 

Arrived 

Vehicles % Arrival

Number of 

Arrived 

Vehicles

Total Number of 

Arrived Vehicles by 

Time of Day

8-9 AM 0% 0 10% 2 0% 0 0% 0 2

9-10 AM 10% 12 80% 16 0% 0 0% 0 28

10-11 AM 80% 96 10% 2 0% 0 0% 0 98

11-12 AM 10% 12 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 12

12-1 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

1-2 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

2-3 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

3-4 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 10% 2 2

4-5 PM 0% 0 0% 0 10% 12 80% 16 28

5-6 PM 0% 0 0% 0 80% 96 10% 2 98

6-7 PM 0% 0 0% 0 10% 12 0% 0 12

7-8 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

8-9 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

9-10 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

TOTAL 100% 120 100% 20 100% 120 100% 20 280

TIME OF DEPARTURES

%  

Departure

Number of 

Departed 

Vehicles

%  

Departure

Number of 

Departed 

Vehicles

%  

Departure

Number of 

Departed 

Vehicles

%  

Departure

Number of 

Departed 

Vehicles

Total Number of 

Departed Vehicles 

by Time of Day

8-9 AM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

9-10 AM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

10-11 AM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

11-12 AM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

12-1 PM 10% 12 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 12

1-2 PM 80% 96 10% 2 0% 0 0% 0 98

2-3 PM 10% 12 90% 18 0% 0 0% 0 30

3-4 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

4-5 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

5-6 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

6-7 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

7-8 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

8-9 PM 0% 0 0% 0 10% 12 0% 0 12

9-10 PM 0% 0 0% 0 90% 108 100% 20 128

TOTAL 100% 120 100% 20 100% 120 100% 20 280

Summary of Trip 

Generation by Hour
Inbound Outbound Total

9-10 AM 28 0 28

10-11 AM 98 0 98

11-12 AM 12 0 12

12-1 PM 0 12 12

1-2 PM 0 98 98

2-3 PM 0 30 30

3-4 PM 2 0 2

4-5 PM 28 0 28

5-6 PM 98 0 98 *Highest trip generation during a typical Friday afternoon peak period 

6-7 PM 12 0 12

*Note: Peak trip generation may not occur during Friday afternoon or Saturday midday; and that actual events may not be held at the specific start time listed in this 

table. However, based on consultation with the City staff, to provide most conservative analysis, this traffic study assumed the worst-case scenario that the majority of 

guests would be arriving or departing during the Friday afternoon peak period or Saturday midday peak period. For the purpose of the analysis, assumed two wedding 

and/or banquets could  occur on the property (one in the late morning followed by reception and another in the late afternoon followed by reception dinner, plus 

additional sporadic visits to the agricultural use and the private golf course. On a typical Friday, the analysis assumed a luncheon event starting at 11:00 AM, an 

evening event starting at 6:00 PM. The analysis assumed that each typical event last approximately three to five hours. 

Guests Event Staff Guests Event Staff 

TABLE 5A

ASSUMED TRAFFIC ARRIVAL AND DEPARTURE PATTERNS AT THE EVENT GARDENS ON A TYPICAL FRIDAY

Event Garden Use

Late Morning Event

 (Assumed 11:00 AM)  

Evening Event

 (Assumed 6:00 PM)



Potential Start Time for Event

No. of People (Maximum) Max. 300 Max. 50 Max. 300 Max. 50

AVR 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50

No. of Vehicles 120 20 120 20

TIME OF ARRIVALS % Arrival 

Number of 

Arrived 

Vehicles % Arrival

Number of 

Arrived Vehicles % Arrival 

Number of 

Arrived 

Vehicles % Arrival

Number of 

Arrived 

Vehicles

Total Number of 

Arrived Vehicles 

by Time of Day

8-9 AM 0% 0 10% 2 0% 0 0% 0 2

9-10 AM 10% 12 80% 16 0% 0 0% 0 28

10-11 AM 80% 96 10% 2 0% 0 0% 0 98

11-12 AM 10% 12 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 12

12-1 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

1-2 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 10% 2 2

2-3 PM 0% 0 0% 0 10% 12 80% 16 28

3-4 PM 0% 0 0% 0 80% 96 10% 2 98

4-5 PM 0% 0 0% 0 10% 12 0% 0 12

5-6 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

6-7 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

7-8 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

8-9 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

9-10 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

TOTAL 100% 120 100% 20 100% 120 100% 20 280

TIME OF DEPARTURES

%  

Departure

Number of 

Departed 

Vehicles

%  

Departure

Number of 

Departed 

Vehicles

%  

Departure

Number of 

Departed 

Vehicles

%  

Departure

Number of 

Departed 

Vehicles

Total Number of 

Departed 

Vehicles by Time 

of Day

8-9 AM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

9-10 AM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

10-11 AM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

11-12 AM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

12-1 PM 10% 12 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 12

1-2 PM 80% 96 10% 2 0% 0 0% 0 98

2-3 PM 10% 12 90% 18 0% 0 0% 0 30

3-4 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

4-5 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

5-6 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

6-7 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

7-8 PM 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0

8-9 PM 0% 0 0% 0 10% 12 0% 0 12

9-10 PM 0% 0 0% 0 90% 108 100% 20 128

TOTAL 100% 120 100% 20 100% 120 100% 20 280

Summary of Trip 

Generation by Hour
Inbound Outbound Total

9-10 AM 28 0 28

10-11 AM 98 0 98

11-12 AM 12 0 12

12-1 PM 0 12 12

1-2 PM 2 98 100 *Highest trip generation during a typical Saturday midday peak period 

2-3 PM 28 30 58

3-4 PM 98 0 98

4-5 PM 12 0 12

5-6 PM 0 0 0

6-7 PM 0 0 0

*Note: Peak trip generation may not occur during Friday afternoon or Saturday midday; and that actual events may not be held at the specific start time listed in this 

table. However, based on consultation with the City staff, to provide most conservative analysis, this traffic study assumed the worst-case scenario that the majority of 

the guests would be arriving or departing during the Friday afternoon peak period or Saturday midday peak period.  For the purpose of the analysis, assumed two 

wedding and/or banquets could  occur on the property (one in the late morning followed by reception and another in the late afternoon followed by reception dinner, 

plus additional sporadic visits to the agricultural use and the private golf course. On a typical Saturday, the analysis assumed a luncheon event starting at 11:00 AM, 

an evening event starting at 4:00 PM. The analysis assumed that each typical event last approximately three to five hours. The actual start time and duration of the 

events may not be held at the exact times listed.  The analysis captured the reasonably conservative scenario on any typical Saturday when a few late staff departures 

from an earlier event overlapped with a few early staff arrivals for the next event on-site.

TABLE 5B

ASSUMED TRAFFIC ARRIVAL AND DEPARTURE PATTERNS AT THE EVENT GARDENS ON A TYPICAL SATURDAY 

Event Garden Use

Guests Event Staff Guests

Late Morning Event

 (Assumed 11:00 AM)  

Late Afternoon Event 

 (Assumed 4:00 PM)

Event Staff 
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guests (98 vehicles) leaving after the noon event plus a few early arrivals (about two vehicles) to the next 
event on-site.  

Private Golf Course 

The operation of the golf course will be limited to daylight hours only.  The golf course will be operated 
and maintained by the land owner and will only be available to guests of the owner.  The golf course will 
not have designated employees and will not have a clubhouse.  The golf course will not have regular 
operating hours, but will be limited to daytime operations only.  Finally, the golf course will not be 
operated as a commercial venture and will not open to the public.  While the number of the owner’s 
guests may vary, the trip generation rates for the golf course were based on Trip Generation, 8th Edition 
(ITE, 2008).  Land Use 430 was used for the analysis, as the conservative scenario.  The estimated trip 
generation for the golf course is 13 trips on a typical Friday and 15 trips on a typical Saturday.  The 
vehicular trips to and from the site as a result of the golf course during the Friday afternoon peak hour 
and the Saturday midday peak hour are anticipated to be minimal.  

Agriculture Use 

Based on information from the project team, during the harvest season (which would occur three to five 
times annually), up to 20 workers could visit the site for one to two weeks.  Approximately three workers 
could visit the site for two hours per week for regular maintenance.  While no empirical trip generation 
rates are available for the agricultural land uses in Trip Generation, 8th Edition, the daily trip generation 
rate was developed, considering the operating characteristics of the vineyards and the orchards.  Using 
the estimated daily person trips for the estimated number of workers and applying the conservative 
assumption of an average vehicle ridership of 1.135 (which has been used for agricultural uses in the 
City’s General Plan traffic analysis and other traffic studies in the study area), the daily trip generation for 
the agricultural use was estimated to be 20 vehicles.  The analysis assumed that 20% of these workers 
(i.e., five vehicles) would travel to or from the site in the analyzed peak hour on a Friday afternoon and a 
Saturday midday peak hour. 

Table 5C summarizes the trip generation for the event garden and other uses on the property.  The traffic 
to the other uses on the property (private golf course and agricultural use) would be minimal and would 
be relatively sporadic throughout any given day.  Assuming two wedding and/or banquets could occur on 
the property (one in the late morning followed by reception and another in the late afternoon followed by 
reception dinner, plus additional sporadic visits to the agricultural use and the private golf course, the 
property could generate approximately 313 daily vehicular trips on a typical Friday, including 104 trips in 
the Friday afternoon peak hour (100 inbound, four outbound).  On a typical Saturday, the project is 
projected to generate approximately 315 trips throughout the day, with the estimated 107 trips in a typical 
Saturday midday peak hour (five inbound and 102 outbound) 

Project Traffic Distribution and Project Traffic Assignment 

The geographic distribution of trips generated by the proposed project was derived from observed travel 
patterns and from the location of the project site relative to the surrounding regional development.  
Acknowledging that the project trips may come from any direction on PVDS, a population density map of 
the area was prepared for the study area (Appendix C) for the 10-mile buffer of the study area based on 
the recent available population data in and around the City.  Previous traffic studies for projects in the 
study area were also reviewed to prepare a basis for trip distribution and trip assignment.  

The overall trip distribution pattern for this project is: 

• Approximately 45% traveling on PVDS originating from northwest  
• Approximately 55% traveling on PVDS originating from southeast 



Land Use Description

Inbound Outbound Both Inbound Outbound Both

     Event Garden [1] - (See Table 5A and 5B)

600 2.5 240 96 * 96 240 * 96 96

100 2.5 40 2 * 2 40 2 2 4

280 98 * 98 280 2 98 100

    Agricultural Use [2]  

20 workers for one to two week during harvest (for up to three times annually) 20 1.135 18 2 2 4 18 2 2 4

3 workers for two hours per week 3 1.135 3 0 1 1 3 0 1 1

20 2 3 5 20 2 3 5

     2.5-acre Private Golf Course (9-hole) [3] - n/a 13 0 1 1 15 1 1 2

Total 313 100 4 104 315 5 102 107

Notes:

*Negligible.

TABLE 5C

SUMMARY OF POINTVIEW MASTER PLAN PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES

Friday PM Peak Hour Saturday Midday Peak Hour

(See Table 5B)

[2] No empirical trip generation rates are available for the agricultural land uses in Trip Generation, 8th Edition . The daily trip generation rate was developed based on the estimated person trips and the average vehicle 

ridership provided by the project applicant.  The analysis assumed two daily trips per acre for the agricultural employees and that 20% of the daily trips would occur in the analysis peak hour for both the Friday afternoon 

peak hour and Saturday midday peak hour, as the conservative scenario.

[3] The golf course will be operated and maintained by the land owner; will not have designated employees; will not have a clubhouse; and will not be open to the public; will not have regular operating hours; will not be 

operated as a commercial venture and no green fees will be collected. The golf course will be available to guests of the landowner; play will be limited to daylight hours only. The trip generation rates for the golf course were 

based on Trip Generation, 8th Edition  Land Use 430, as shown below:

    Weekday Daily:  5.04 trips per acre  (50% inbound, 50% outbound)

    Friday PM peak hour: 0.3 trips per acre (34% inbound, 66% outbound)

    Saturday Daily:  5.82 trips per acre  (50% inbound, 50% outbound) 

    Saturday Midday peak hour: 0.64 trips per acre (52% inbound, 48% outbound)

Up to 300 guests per event for about 2 events on any single day. 

Daily Employee or 

Patron Person Trips

Weekday Daily 

Vehicular Trip 

Average Vehicle 

Ridership 

(AVR)

Saturday 

Daily Trip 

Ends 

Volumes 
[1]

Up to 50 event staff/security/safety personnel per event 

[1] Peak trip generation may not occur during Friday afternoon or Saturday midday; and that actual events may not be held at the specific start time listed in this table. However, based on consultation with the City staff, to 

provide most conservative analysis, this traffic study assumed the worst-case scenario that the majority of the guests would be arriving or departing during the Friday afternoon peak period or Saturday midday peak period. 

Based on consultation with the City staff, to provide most conservative analysis, this traffic study analyzes impacts as though the majority of the guests would be arriving or departing during the Friday afternoon peak period 

or Saturday midday peak period. For the purpose of the analysis, assumed two wedding and/or banquets could  occur on the property (one in the late morning followed by reception and another in the late afternoon followed 

by reception dinner, plus additional sporadic visits to the agricultural use and the private golf course. On a typical Friday (as shown in Table 5A), the analysis assumed a luncheon event starting at 11:00 AM, an evening event 

starting at 6:00 PM.  On a typical Saturday (as shown in Table 5B), this analysis assumed a morning event (e.g., a wedding) starting at 11:00 AM, an afternoon event (wedding) starting at 4:00 PM followed by 

cocktail/reception dinner on-site.  The analysis assumed that each typical event last approximately three to five hours. 
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The trip generation estimates shown in Table 6C and the distribution patterns described above were used 
to assign the project-generated traffic onto the surrounding street system.  Figure 4 illustrates the project 
trip distribution pattern.  Figure 5 shows the assignment of project-generated traffic at the analyzed 
intersections for the analyzed peak periods. 

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS 

This scenario includes traffic changes caused by the project under existing baseline conditions, assuming 
the project will be completed by the end of year 2011.  The project traffic estimated under the 
aforementioned project was added to the existing traffic volumes to estimate existing plus project traffic 
volumes.  Figure 6 depicts the existing plus project scenario. 

FUTURE (2012) CUMULATIVE BASE (NO PROJECT) TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS 

The Cumulative Base traffic projections reflect planned changes in the existing street system and growth 
in traffic over existing conditions from two primary sources.  The first source is the ambient growth in the 
existing traffic volumes, which reflects the effects of overall regional growth.  The second source is the 
traffic generated by specific projects located within or in the vicinity of the study area.  The methods and 
assumptions used to develop cumulative base traffic projections are described below. 

Baseline Street System Improvements 

A number of roadway and intersection improvements are planned by the City and by others that would be 
implemented by General Plan Buildout in 2035.  Of these improvements, only one item could be 
implemented before the anticipated opening of the Point View Master Plan in year 2012.  At PVDS & 
PVDE, the intersection would be modified to provide a two-stage gap acceptance design for southbound 
left-turning vehicles, including median refuge area and acceleration lane.  The responsible entity is the 
City of Rancho Palos Verdes, with contribution from Marymount College.  In addition, the City plans to 
resurface PVDS starting in October 2011.  This roadway improvement would not change the existing lane 
geometry, turn pockets or crosswalks and therefore would not affect this traffic study.  
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Regional Growth and Cumulative Project Development 

Peak hour traffic forecasts for the future horizon year of 2012 have been projected by increasing existing 
traffic volumes by an annual growth rate of 0.6% per year.  In addition, the development of the cumulative 
base traffic forecasts takes into consideration of the effects of specific projects in the vicinity expected to 
be completed in the same general timeframe as the proposed project.  Information on these cumulative 
projects was obtained from the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, and the adjacent City of Rolling Hills 
Estates and the City of Los Angeles.  A total of 39 cumulative projects1 are identified in Table 6 and their 
locations are shown in Figure 7.  Trip generation estimates for the cumulative projects were prepared for 
the analyzed Friday PM peak hour and Saturday midday peak hour and were drawn from the trip 
generation rates contained in Trip Generation, 8th Edition or from traffic studies prepared for specific 
projects.   

The geographic distribution of the traffic generated by the proposed cumulative projects would be 
dependent on several factors.  These factors include the type and density of the proposed land uses, the 
geographic distribution of population from which the employees and potential patrons of the proposed 
developments would be drawn, and the location of the projects in relation to the surrounding street 
system.  Using the trip generation estimates and trip distribution patterns described above, traffic 
generated by the list of cumulative projects was assigned to the street network.  These volumes were 
then added to the existing traffic volumes, which were adjusted to reflect ambient growth.  The resulting 
peak hour traffic volumes, which are illustrated in Figure 8, represent Future (2012) Cumulative Base 
conditions without the proposed project traffic conditions.   

FUTURE (2012) CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS 

The objective of this analysis is to project future traffic growth and operating conditions that could be 
expected to result from regional growth and related projects in the vicinity of the project site by the year 
2012.  The project-generated traffic volumes from Figure 5 were added to the Cumulative Base traffic 
projections shown in Figure 8.  The resulting projected Cumulative plus Project weekday morning and 
evening peak hour traffic volumes, representing conditions with the completion of the proposed project, 
are illustrated in Figure 9. 

 
 
  

                                                      

1 The Annenberg Projects at Lower Point Vicente (project number R13 in Table 6) was proposed when the related 
project list was developed and the project traffic analysis report was completed in September 2011, but is no longer 
proposed.  Based on consultation with City staff, this traffic study has retained the Annenberg project traffic in the 
future background traffic conditions, as the most conservative approach.  Removal of the Annenberg Project from the 
cumulative project list would not change the traffic analysis findings and conclusions from this traffic study.  

 





TABLE 6

TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES FOR CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

WEEKDAY TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES

Status Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily MIDDAY Peak Hour

Trips In Out Total In Out Total Trips In Out Total

City of Rancho Palos Verdes

R1 RPV Partially Built Single-Family Detached Housing [a] 54 DU 517      10        31        41        35        20        55        544      27        23        50        

as of July 2010 Affordable Housing 4 DU 38        1         2         3         3         1         4         40        2         2         4          

(5 of 59 homes built )

R2 RPV Approved

Chevron with Car Wash

27774 Hawthorne Blvd 

Chevron station already has a car wash and a small 

ancillary convenience market.  The project was 

approved to have an actual convenience store and 

an office.

[a] 6 VFP 917      37        35        72        43        41        84        1,210   61        60        121       

R3 RPV Proposed

Green Hills Memorial Park 

Master Plan Project

27501 South Western Ave
Cemetery [a] 27.3 Acres 129      4         1         5         8         15        23        162      43        41        84        

R4 RPV Proposed

Marymount College Facilities Expansion,

20800 Palos Verdes Drive East (793 

Student Enrollment Cap with 250-student 

Bachelor of Arts Degree Program and 150-

student weekend enrollment)

Junior College Building Expansion

 (Demolish existing 

BA Degree Program (University)

Junior College 

Junior College weekend enrollment increase

[a]

77,504

(18,022)

250

(250)

67

SF

SF

Students

Students

Students

1,931   149      51        200      83        92        175      888      65        47        112       

R5 RPV
Partially Built 

as of July 2010

TTM No. 52666 Project

3200 Palos Verdes Drive West
Single-Family Detached Housing 

(10 of 13 homes built)
[a] 3 DU 29        1         1         2         2         1         3         30        2         1         3          

R6 RPV
Partially Built 

as of  July 2010

Ocean Front Estates Project

Seaward side of Palos Verdes Drive West 

terminus of Hawthorne Blvd

Single-Family Detached Housing 

(74 of 79 homes built)
[a] 5 DU 48        1         3         4         3         2         5         50        3         2         5          

R7 RPV Built 
Point Vincente Animal Hospital

31270 Palos Verdes Drive West

Animal Hospital
[a] 5,759 GSF 270      17        6         23        11        16        27        270      11        16        27        

R8 RPV
Permit Expired 

September 2010

Hawthorne/Crest Office Project

29941 Hawthorne Boulevard
Office [a] 7,232 GSF 80        10        1         11        2         9         11        17        2         1         3          

R9 RPV Approved
Highridge Condominium Project

28220 Highridge Road
Condominium [a] 28 DU 163      2         10        12        10        5         15        159      7         6         13        

R10 RPV
Suspended 

(as of March  2011)

Crestridge Estate LLC Project 

5601 Crestridge Road
Senior Condominium Senior Center [a]

90

10,000

DU

KSF
      542 11        14        28        14        15        29        317      20        18        38        

R11 RPV Approved
St. John Fisher Church Project                         

5488 Crest Road

Day Care Center

Proposed new building area

Existing to be demolished

[a]

40

32,426

(10,329)

Students

GSF

GSF

380      24        20        44        22        23        45        245      59        23        82        

R12 RPV Proposed

Zone 2 Landslide Moratorium                               

Ordinance Revision                                                        

North of Palos Verdes Drive                                        

btw Narcissa Dr. and Peppertree Dr.

Single-Family Detached Housing [b] 47 DU 450      9         26        35        30        17        47        474      23        21        44        

R13 RPV [j]

Annenberg Projects at Lower Point Vicente, 

31501 Palos Verdes Drive West Multi-Use Educational and Interpretive Center [b] 35,200 SFU 596      81        30        111      51        59        110      297      5         14        19        

City of Rolling Hills Estates

RH1 RHS Pending  Approval
Rolling Hills Covenant Church Project      

2221-2222 Palos Verdes Drive North

16,232 square foot expansion to the South Campus 

plus a 1,068 sf deck expansion. No addition to 

sanctuary seating.

[d][f] n/a n/a nominal nominal nominal nominal nominal nominal nominal nominal nominal nominal nominal

RH2 RHS 
Approved 

(February 2011)

Tanglewood Subdivision Project                                      

Northeast corner of                                                 

Rolling Hills/Tanglewood Lane

2 Single-Family Detached Housing units [d] 2 DU 20        1         1         2         1         1         2         20        1         1         2          

RH3 RHS  Built/ Partially Occupied
Silver Spur Court Project                                    

981 Silver Spur Road
Condominium [a], [d], [d] 18 DU 105      1         7         8         6         3         9         102      4         4         8          

RH4 RHS  Built/ Partially Occupied
Rolling Hills Villas Project                                        

901 Deep Valley Drive
Senior Condominium Retail [a], [c], [d]

41

1,526

DU        

GSF
209      3         4         7         7         6         13        179      10        9         19        

Units

SATURDAY TRIP GENERATION 

ESTIMATES

Trump National Golf Club Project (Ocean 

Trails), Palos Verdes Drive South (west of 

Shoreline Park) 

Project and Location* Land Use
Data 

Source
SizeCityNo



TABLE 6

TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES FOR CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

WEEKDAY TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES

Status Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily MIDDAY Peak Hour

Trips In Out Total In Out Total Trips In Out Total

(Continued) City of Rolling Hills Estates

RH5 RHS Proposed 2901 Palos Verdes Drive North Single Family Detached Housing [a],[d] 3 DU 29 1         1         2         2         1         3         30        2         1         3          

RH6 RHS Approved

Butcher Ranch Subdivision Project             

Palos Verdes Drive North and                         

Montecillo Drive

Single-Family Detached Housing [d] 11 DU 89 2         5         7         6         3         9         94        4         4         8          

Chandler Ranch/Rolling Hills Single-Family Detached Housing 114 DU 1486 24        42        66        152      70        222      1,149   56        50        106       

Country Club Project Quality Restaurant [b],[d] 338 Seats 950      66        46        112       

26311 & 27000 Palos Verdes Drive East Health/Fitness Club 7,150 GSF 149      9         11        20        

Tennis Courts (TC) 5 TC 139      8         7         15        

New Social Club Members 100 Members 80        3         4         7          

627 Deep Valley Drive Condominium 58 DU 636 (2)        15        16        30        21        51        250      9         11        20        

Retail [b],[d] 5,810 GSF 290      15        13        28        

10% Pass-By (29)      (2)        (1)        (3)         

10% Internal Capture (219)    (2)        (1)        (3)         

Existing Car Wash (13,608) SF (1,920)  (96)      (96)      (192)     

Existing Auto Repair (13,608) SF (900)    (41)      (49)      (90)       

Brickwalk LLC Residential Project Condominium 148 DU 860 11        54        65        52        25        77        839      38        32        70        

655-683 Deep Valley Drive and Retail [a], [d] 14,200 GLSF 610 9         5         14        26        27        53        710      36        33        69        

924-950 Indian Peak Road

RH10 RHS Approved 827 Deep Valley Drive Senior Condominium Retail [a],[d] 16 DU 93        1         6         7         5         3         8         91        4         4         8          

RH11 RHS Approved Mediterranean Village Project                        Condominium [a],[d] 75 DU 436 6         27        33        26        13        39        425      19        16        35        

 927 Deep Valley Drive Retail 2,000 GLSF 86 1         1         2         3         4         7         100      5         5         10        

RH12 RHS Approved Silverdes Medical Office Project     Medical Office [a],[d] 24,518 GSF 886 48        13        61        25        66        91        220      51        38        89        

 828 Silver Spur Road Office 5,124 GSF 56 7         1         8         1         7         8         12        1         1         2          

RH13 RHS Proposed Continental Development Project Condominium [a],[d] 70 DU 407 5         26        31        24        12        36        397      18        15        33        

627 Silver Spur Road Commercial 30,000 GLSF 330 41        6         47        8         37        45        71        6         6         12        

RH14 RHS Approved
Silver Center Project                                                   

449 Silver Spur Road
Retail/Commercial [a],[d] 4,745 GLSF 204      3         2         5         9         9         18        237      12        11        23        

RH15 RHS Proposed Promenade Peninsula Project Condominium [a],[d] 66 DU 383 5         24        29        23        11        34        374      17        14        31        

520-580 Deep Valley Drive Retail 16,620 GLSF 714 10        7         17        30        32        62        831      42        39        81        

City of Los Angeles

LA1 LA
Built, not fully occupied

 (as of Feb 2011)

Seaport Condos Project

28000 S. Western Avenue
Condominium [e] 140 DU 813      11        51        62        49        24        73        794      36        30        66        

LA2 LA Proposed 1717 255th St, Harbor City

Proposed 225-student K-8th private school. Existing 

47-student K-8th private school, 20-student day 

care center and 6 single family dwelling units to be 

replaced. 

[e]

225

(-47)

(-20)

(-6)

Students

Students

Students

DU

1,063   76        64        140      (10)      (12)      (22)      nominal nominal nominal nominal

LA3 LA Under construction [i] 

425 S Palos Verdes St.  San Pedro 

Waterfront Development of the Port of 

Los Angeles, Berths 45 to 95.  

Expand the number of cruise ship berths from 2 to 

4, redevelop/expand the retail/restaurant uses to a 

total of 300ksf, and build a new 75 ksf conference 

center

[e]
300

75

KSF

KSF n/a 945      604      1,549   703      732      1,435   n/a 978      903      1,881    

Size Units

SATURDAY TRIP GENERATION 

ESTIMATES
No City

Land Use

RHS Pending  Approval

RH8

RH9

Date 

Source:

RH7

Project and Location*

RHS
Pending  Approval

 (as of June 2011)

RHS Approved



TABLE 6

TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES FOR CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

WEEKDAY TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES

Status Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily MIDDAY Peak Hour

Trips In Out Total In Out Total Trips In Out Total

(Continued) City of Los Angeles

LA4 LA Approved 3200 S Alma St, San Pedro 810-student high school [e] 810 students 1,926   221      95        316      55        113      168      nominal nominal nominal nominal

LA5 LA Approved 327 N Harbor Blvd, San Pedro 54 units at 327 Harbor and 40 units at 407 Harbor [e] 94 DU 550      8         33        41        32        17        49        601      26        22        49        

LA6 LA Approved 25621 S. Normandie Ave. 84-student child daycare [e] 84 students 376      36        31        67        32        37        69        nominal nominal nominal nominal

LA7 LA Proposed Ponte Vista Project single family 143 DU

LA 26900-27812 South Western Avenue Condominium [a] 600 DU 7468 166      405      571      426      273      699      8,307   391      333      725       

LA Apartment 396 DU

LA8 LA Proposed

1603 W 25th St, San Pedro, CA 90732-

4301
Bank [e]

3,700

1,046

GSF

GSF
398      20        14        34        33        39        72        nominal nominal nominal nominal

LA9 LA Proposed

1524 Palos Verdes Drive

Proposed 76-unit naval housing [e] 76 DU 7,468   166      405      571      426      273      699      766      21        18        40        

LA10 LA Under construction [i] 
100 E Harry Bridges Boulevard. 

Wilmington Water Front Development

Phase 1: 58ksf retail, 75ksf light industrial & 9.75 

acre park space. Phase 2: 12 ksf restaurant, 75ksf 

light industrial & 5.7 acre park space.

[g]

12

150

58

15.45

KSF

KSF

KSF

acre

5,140   99        32        131      206      296      502      5,003   250      407      657       

LA11 LA Proposed

511 S Harbor Boulevard
Proposed 158-du high-rise condominium & 5 ksf 

retail. Existing 4 ksf high-turn over restaurant to be 

removed. 

[e]

158

5

(4)

DU

KSF

KSF

453      7         16        23        23        14        37        297      7         17        23        

Prepared by: Fehr & Peers

[a] Source: The Weekday trip generation forecasts were obtained from the Revised Long Point Resort Project Traffic Impact Analysis (Urban Crossroads, January 2001). 

[c] Source: Zone 2 Landslide Moratorium - Portuguese Bend Project - Traffic Impact Study  (Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, July 13, 2010)

[d] Source: City of Rolling Hills Estates Planning Department staff (as of February 2011)

[e] City of Los Angeles related Projects database (as of June 15, 2011).

 [g] Wilmington Redevelopment Plan Amendment/Expansion Project Draft Transportation Impact Analysis Report, Fehr & Peers, June 2011.   Trip generation data for the Saturday midday peak hour  was estimated based on ITE Trip Generation 8th Edition (2008). 

 [h] This project was withdrawn as of February 2011 per the City of Rancho Palos Verdes staff.   The estimated project trip generation data was included on this list for information only.  No trip was assigned to the study intersections for the traffic analysis for the Point 

No City Project and Location*

Land Use Date 

Source:
Size Units

SATURDAY TRIP GENERATION 

ESTIMATES

Notes: KSF = thousands of square feet.  GSF: Gross Square Feet. GLSF: Gross Leasable Square Feet. DU = dwelling units. SFR = single-family residential. AFF = affordable housing. RPV = Rancho Palos Verdes. RHE = Rolling Hills Estates.  LA: City of Los Angeles. VFP: Vehicle 

Fueling Positions.

[j]  The Annenberg Project at Lower Point Vicente (project number R13) was proposed when the related project list was developed and the project traffic analysis report was completed in September 2011, but is no longer proposed.  Based on consultation with City staff, this traffic study has retained 

the Annenberg project traffic in the future background traffic conditions, as the most conservative approach.  Removal of the Annenberg Project from the cumulative project list would not change the traffic analysis findings and conclusions from this traffic study. 

[i] This project is a multi-phase development and is under construction.  The expected opening year for the first phase is year 2015 or later.  None of the estimated project trips were distributed to the study area of the proposed Point View Master Plan under year 2012 

conditions. 

[f] Memorandum: Analysis of Transportation/Traffic Impacts of the Rolling Hills Covenant Church Improvements, Wildan Engineering, December 2010.  Using a worst case scenario, these 43 trips would be generated

on a Sunday during a single peak hour of the Sunday School.   The study estimated 43 trips for the proposed project will occur during the weekend (Sunday).   It  was assumed that none of these new trips would occur during the typical weekday peak hour or a Saturday 

afternoon peak hour.

[b] Source: The Weekday trip generation forecasts were obtained from the Revised Long Point Resort Project Traffic Impact Analysis (Urban Crossroads, January 2001).  Saturday trip generation forecasts were obtained from the Annenberg Project at Lower Point Vicente EIR 

Appendix D Traffic Impact Study  (Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (LLG), July 13, 2010), which was estimated based on ITE Trip Generation Manual trip generation rates for Saturday.
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CHAPTER 4. PROJECT TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS  

The traffic impact analysis compares the projected levels of service at each study intersection under the 
existing as well as future conditions to estimate the incremental increase in the V/C ratio caused by the 
proposed project.  This provides the information needed to assess the potential impact of the project 
using significance criteria established by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. 

CRITERIA FOR DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACT 

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes uses the County of Los Angeles Traffic Impact Analysis Report 
Guidelines (Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, January 1997) as the traffic thresholds of 
significance for signalized intersections.  The impact criteria are used to determine if a project has a 
significant traffic impact at an intersection.  A project impact would be considered significant if the 
following conditions are met: 

      Intersection Conditions 
                  with Project Traffic              Project-Related Increase  

  LOS  V/C Ratio              in V/C Ratio                

  C  0.71 – 0.80   equal to or greater than 0.04 

  D  0.81 – 0.90   equal to or greater than 0.02 

  E, F  > 0.91                equal to or greater than 0.01 

 

Using these criteria, for example, a project would not have a significant impact at an intersection if it is 
operating at LOS C after the addition of project traffic and the incremental change in the V/C ratio is less 
than 0.04.  If, however, the intersection is operating at a LOS F after the addition of project traffic and the 
incremental change in the V/C ratio is 0.01 or greater the project would be considered to have a 
significant impact at this location. 

For unsignalized intersection, the City of Rancho Palos Verdes has established the following thresholds 
of significance: 

• A significant impact would occur at an unsignalized intersection when the addition of project-
generated trips causes the peak hour level of service of the intersection to change from 
acceptable operation (LOS D or better) to deficient operation (LOS E or F); or, 

• A significant impact would occur at an unsignalized intersection if the peak hour level of service of 
the intersection is LOS E or F and the addition of project-generated trips changes the delay by 
2.0 seconds or more. 

EXISTING (2011) PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The forecast 2011 Existing plus Project peak hour traffic volumes, illustrated in Figure 6, were analyzed to 
determine future operating conditions and potential traffic impacts with the addition of project-generated 
traffic.  Table 7 presents the results of this analysis.  As shown, the project would slightly increase the 
peak hour V/C ratios or delays in year 2011 at the study intersections.  Utilizing the significance criteria 
established by the City, however, no significant traffic impacts would occur.  Thus, no mitigation measures 
are required or recommended. 



TABLE 7

PROJECT INTERSECTION IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Existing (Year 2011) Existing (Year 2011) Future (Year 2012) Future (Year 2012)

No Project plus Project  Cumulative Base Cumulative plus Project

Control Peak  

Changes in ICU 

(Signalized)  

Changes in ICU 

(Signalized)

Intersection Type Hour ICU Delay LOS ICU Delay LOS

or Delay 

(Unsignalized)

Impact 

Thresholds

Significant 

Impact ICU Delay LOS ICU Delay LOS

or Delay 

(Unsignalized)

Impact 

Thresholds

Significant 

Impact 

1. Via Rivera & One-way Friday PM 0.373 26.3 D 0.379 27.3 D 1.0 LOS change to E/F NO 0.379 28.1 D 0.386 29.3 D 1.2 LOS change to E/F NO 

Hawthorne Boulevard [1] Stop Sat Midday 0.332 19.9 C 0.332 20.2 C 0.3 LOS change to E/F NO 0.333 20.1 C 0.333 20.4 C 0.3 LOS change to E/F NO

2. Palos Verdes Drive West & Signal Friday PM 0.471 - A 0.479 - A 0.008 >0.04 for LOS D NO 0.499 - A 0.508 - A 0.009 >0.04 for LOS C NO

Hawthorne Blvd/Via Vicente [2] Sat Midday 0.450 - A 0.458 - A 0.008 >0.04 for LOS D NO 0.454 - A 0.462 - A 0.008 >0.04 for LOS C NO

3. Palos Verdes Drive South & One-way Friday PM 0.294 11.3 B 0.311 11.6 B 0.3 LOS change to E/F NO 0.320 12.0 B 0.336 12.4 B 0.4 LOS change to E/F NO

Seacove Drive [1] Stop Sat Midday 0.273 12.4 B 0.304 13.6 B 1.2 LOS change to E/F NO 0.277 12.6 B 0.309 13.9 B 1.3 LOS change to E/F NO

4. Palos Verdes Drive South & One-way Friday PM 0.294 12.9 B 0.332 14.5 B 1.6 LOS change to E/F NO 0.319 14.1 B 0.360 16.1 C 2.0 LOS change to E/F NO

Wayfarers Chapel Drive [1] Stop Sat Midday 0.306 13.7 B 0.308 14.0 B 0.3 LOS change to E/F NO 0.310 13.9 B 0.311 14.2 B 0.3 LOS change to E/F NO

5. Palos Verdes Drive South & One-way Friday PM 0.499 18.2 C 0.513 19.1 C 0.9 LOS change to E/F NO 0.543 23.6 C 0.573 25.2 D 1.6 LOS change to E/F NO

Palos Verdes Drive East [1] Stop Sat Midday 0.516 17.1 C 0.519 18.0 C 0.9 LOS change to E/F NO 0.525 17.5 C 0.528 18.4 C 0.9 LOS change to E/F NO

6. Palos Verdes Drive South & One-way Friday PM 0.284 * A 0.301 10.2 B 10.2 LOS change to E/F NO 0.309 * A 0.326 10.6 B 10.6 LOS change to E/F NO

Point View Internal Driveway [1] Stop Sat Midday 0.277 * A 0.342 10.8 B 10.8 LOS change to E/F NO 0.280 * A 0.346 10.9 B 10.9 LOS change to E/F NO

Notes:

*Negligible. 

 [1]

[2]

Intersection is controlled by stop sign(s) on minor approach(es) and was analyzed using the delay-based 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Unsignalized Intersection Methodology.  The intersection LOS is determined based on the estimated vehicle delay.  The intersection capacity utilization 

(ICU) value was measured  at these stop-controlled intersections for information only per the request of City staff. For unsignalized intersections,  the City of Rancho Palos Verdes has established the following two thresholds:  1) A significant impact would occur at unsignalized intersection 

when the addition of project-generated trips cause the peak hour LOS of the intersection to change from acceptable operations (LOS D or better) to deficient operation (LOS E or F); or 2) A significant impact would occur at an unsignalized intersection if the peak hour LOS of the intersection is 

LOS E or F and the addition of project-generated trips changes the delay by 2.0 seconds or more. 

Intersection is controlled by a signal and was analyzed based on the capacity-based ICU methodology per City's traffic study guidelines.  The intersection LOS is determined based on the estimated ICU values. The City of Rancho Palos Verdes utilizes the County of Los Angeles traffic 

thresholds of significance for signalized intersections. (Source: Los Angeles County Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines , Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, January 1, 1997).  A project would result in a significant impact if the project-related traffic increase in ICU value is 

0.04 or greater for LOS C , 0.02 or greater for LOS D, and 0.01 or greater for LOS E and F, respectively, for signalized intersections.  
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The intersection of PVDS & Point View Internal Driveway will be controlled by a stop sign on the 
southbound approach (Point View Internal Driveway).  Projected traffic volumes at this intersection with 
the addition of project-related traffic were analyzed based on the proposed lane configurations.  As 
indicated in Table 7, the most constrained stop-controlled approach to this intersection (the southbound 
approach) is projected to operate at LOS B in the Friday afternoon peak hour and Saturday midday peak 
hour.  This project internal driveway segment would not be used as a public roadway and vehicles 
queuing at the stop sign would be limited to the owners, employees, guests and event staff of the project 
site. 

FUTURE (2012) CUMULATIVE BASE (NO PROJECT) CONDITIONS 

This section presents an analysis of potential traffic conditions under Year 2012 cumulative base 
conditions.  The year 2012 cumulative base traffic volumes shown in Figure 7 were analyzed using the 
level of service methodologies described in Chapter 2 to forecast cumulative base peak hour levels of 
service at the analyzed intersections.  Table 7 summarizes the results of this analysis.  As shown in Table 
7, very good operating conditions (LOS B or better) are projected at the study intersections during the two 
analyzed peak periods under Future (2012) No Project conditions. 

FUTURE (2012) CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The forecast 2012 Cumulative plus Project peak hour traffic volumes, illustrated in Figure 9 were 
analyzed to determine future operating conditions and potential traffic impacts with the addition of project-
generated traffic.  Table 7 presents the results of this analysis.  As shown, the project would slightly 
increase the peak hour V/C ratios or delays in year 2012 at the study intersections.  Utilizing the 
significance criteria established by the City; however, no significant traffic impacts would occur.  Thus, no 
mitigation measures are required or recommended. 

The future intersection of PVDS & Point View Internal Driveway will be controlled by a stop sign on the 
southbound approach (Point View Internal Driveway).  Projected traffic volumes at this future intersection 
with the addition of project-related traffic were analyzed based on the proposed lane configurations.  As 
indicated in Table 7, the most constrained stop-controlled approach to this intersection (the southbound 
approach) is projected to operate at LOS B in the Friday afternoon peak hour and Saturday midday peak 
hour.  This project internal driveway segment would not be used as a public roadway and vehicles 
queuing at the stop sign would be limited to the owners, employees, guests and event staff of the project 
site. 

STREET SEGMENT ANALYSIS 

Based on direction from City of Rancho Palos Verdes Public Works Department staff, roadway LOS of 
service analyses were prepared for the segment of PVDS adjacent to the project site between Seacove 
Drive and Wayfarers Chapel Drive. 

One 24-hour machine count was collected on PVDS immediately adjacent to the project entrance 
driveway (between Seacove Drive and the Wayfarers Chapel driveway) for three continuous days 
between Friday, March 18 and Sunday, March 20, 2011.  A review of the intersection turning movement 
count on Friday PM peak hour and Saturday midday peak hour for the analyzed intersections and the 
machine count on PVDS over this three-day period indicated that there was minimal difference between 
the daily traffic volumes collected on these three days.  Therefore, the City agreed that that traffic impact 
analysis for the Saturday peak hour would provide reasonable baseline conditions to determine the 
potential project-related traffic impact for both Saturdays and Sundays.  No additional analysis of the 
project traffic impact on a typical Sunday is required.  



 Traffic Study for the Point View Master Plan Project 
October 2011 
 
 

 

35 

The significance of the potential impacts of project generated traffic at the study street segments was 
identified using the two-lane roadway criteria set forth in Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines.  
According to Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines, an impact is considered significant if the project 
related increase in passenger car per hour (PCPH) equals or exceeds the thresholds: 4% for LOS C, 2% 
for LOS D, and 1% for LOS E and F, respectively.    

Table 8 indicates that analyzed segment of PVDS currently operated at LOS A during the two analyzed 
peak periods and is projected to continue operating at LOS A with the additional traffic to and from the 
proposed Point View Project site.  The proposed project Friday PM and Saturday midday trips will add 
marginal traffic volumes on the analyzed street segment of PVDS by no more than 9% over the existing 
conditions and no more than 12% over the future conditions.  Application of the County’s two-lane 
roadway threshold criteria for street segment analysis indicates that the proposed project is not 
anticipated to significantly impact the analyzed street segments.  Thus, no mitigation measures are 
required or recommended. 

TRAFFIC MITIGATION MEASURES 

The traffic impact analysis described above determined that development of the proposed project would 
not create significant traffic impacts at any of the analyzed locations in the study area (under existing plus 
project conditions or under future plus project conditions).  Therefore, no mitigation is necessary.   

SITE ACCESS ANALYSIS  

Vehicular Access 

Primary access to the project site will be provided by the proposed Point View Internal Driveway, a two-
way gated street located at the southwest corner of the project site.  As shown in Figure 1, the inbound 
and outbound lanes will be separated by approximately 200 feet where they connect to PVDS.  Due to 
the existing configuration of PVDS at this location, the eastbound and westbound travel lanes lie on 
different grades and are separated by an earthen median.  Thus, the proposed Point View Internal 
Driveway will be limited to right-turns in/right-turns out only.  The future intersection is projected to operate 
at LOS B, as shown in Table 7. 

The design of the entry lane should be designed to allow vehicles to decelerate prior to reaching the entry 
gate and would provide approximately 200 feet of vehicle storage.  As the most traffic-intensive use of the 
project site is for event and recreational uses, the project peak traffic volume would occur when 
approximately 100 vehicles are arriving the site prior to the start time of an event or approximately 102 
vehicles exiting the site after the event in a single peak hour.  This is equivalent to an average of about 
two inbound or two outbound vehicle per minute, or four vehicles inbound vehicles per minute or four 
outbound vehicles per minute, if using the worst-case traffic peak hour factor of 0.50 (which means that 
most of the traffic would be entering the site approximately 15 to 30 minute prior to the event).  Assuming 
an average length of 22 feet per vehicle, the maximum queue length would be approximately 88 feet, less 
than the driveway storage capacity of 200 feet.  The proposed configuration of the Point View Internal 
Driveway would be designed to accommodate this volume without impeding westbound through 
movements on PVDS.   

In addition, the Point View Internal Driveway this intersection should be designed to channelize the 
southbound exit lane to limit the possibility of wrong-way travel.  In addition, to address an expressed 
concern about the potential “runaway” vehicles from project driveway, it is recommended that the project 
site driveway be modified to be rectilinear in its approach to PVDS (i.e., “right” angle), so that the motorist 
existing the project site would have better visibility of the oncoming westbound traffic and cyclists on 
PVDS.    

  



Peak Hour 

Volumes 

(Both 

Directions)

V/C LOS

Project 

Only 

Peak Hour 

Volumes

Existing plus 

Project 

Peak Hour 

Volumes

V/C LOS

Project-

Related 

Increase 

(%)

Significant 

Impact?

1. Palos Verdes Drive South between Friday PM 45/55 2,755         1,102              0.400     A 102            1,204             0.437     A 9% NO

Seacove Drive and Wayfarers Chapel Drive Saturday Midday 45/55 2,755         1,066              0.387     A 60              1,126             0.409     A 6% NO

Peak Hour 

Volumes 

(Both 

Directions) V/C LOS

Project 

Only 

Peak Hour 

Volumes

Future plus 

Project 

Peak Hour 

Volumes V/C LOS

Project-

Related 

Increase 

(%)

Significant 

Impact?

Friday PM 45/55 2,755         1,272              0.462     A 102            1,426             0.518 A 12% NO

Saturday Midday 45/55 2,755         1,094              0.397     A 60              1,218             0.442 A 11% NO

Notes:
[1] 

Dire

[3] Intersection turning movement counts conducted by Wiltec in May 2011.

[4] An ambient growth rate of 0.6% per year was assumed to derive the year 2012 traffic volumes based on the 2004 CMP Los Angeles County document and consultation with City of Ranchro Palos Verdes Public Works staff.

[5] Represents net new project trips based on the project trip generation and trip distribution for the proposed Point View Master Plan.

[6] Derived by combining the future pre-project traffic volumes and the proposed project volumes.

Future (2012) Cumulative  

plus Project 

ROADWAY SEGMENTS LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY

[2] Total capacity, in passenger cars per hour (PCPH), based on existing roadway directional split per County of Los Angeles Department of Public Work's Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines. The estimated capacity for 45/55 split was based 

on average of the capacity values for 50/50 splits and for 40/60 splits.

[7] According to the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works' Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines , an impact is considered significant if the project related increase in PCPH equals or exceeds the thresholds: 4% for LOS C , 2% 

for LOS D, and 1% for LOS E and F, respectively.

TABLE 8

Existing (2011) 

No Project

Existing (2011) 

plus Project 

Analysis

 Time Period
Roadway Segment

Directional 

Split [1]

Total 

Capacity 

(PCPH) [2]

Analysis

 Time Period

Directional 

Split [1]

Total 

Capacity 

(PCPH) [2]

Future (2012) Cumulative Base No 

Project 
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The two intersections where project-related traffic would make U-turn maneuvers (i.e., at Seacove, and at 
Wayfarers Chapel were evaluated and no adverse impacts were identified.  Because the proposed Point 
View Internal Driveway will be limited to right-turns in and right-turns out only, some project-related traffic 
is expected to make U-turn maneuvers to access the site. The nearest locations for these maneuvers are 
the intersections of PVDS & Seacove Drive and PVDS & Wayfarers Chapel Driveway.   

Traffic exiting the project site seeking to travel east is expected to use the existing intersection of PVDS 
and Seacove Drive to U-turn.  With the addition of cumulative and project-related traffic, this intersection 
is expected to continue operating at LOS B or better during the analyzed Friday peak hour or Saturday 
midday peak hour.  This project internal driveway segment would not be used as a public roadway and 
vehicles queuing at the stop sign would be limited to the owners, employees, guests and event staff of the 
project site.  This intersection is approximately 250 feet west of the point at which the proposed Point 
View Internal Driveway would join PVDS.   Based on the project trip generation estimates and trip 
distribution pattern described in Chapter 3, U-turns here would be made by approximately half of the 
inbound peak hour trips or half of the outbound peak hour trip, about 50 vehicles per hour (meaning one 
vehicle per minute in average).  These vehicles would yield to westbound traffic on PVDS until a suitable 
gap in both travel lanes occurs and then proceed to the westbound left-turn pocket at Seacove Drive.    

Assuming the worst-case scenario when an intensive outbound traffic flow of 100 vehicles is exiting the 
project site and half of them are arriving at this U-turn location in 15 minutes, the vehicle arrival rate is 
about four to five vehicles per minute at any given time.  Assuming a vehicle design length of 22 feet per 
vehicle, the suggested queue length would be approximately 88 feet to 110 feet.  This westbound left-turn 
pocket on PVDS & Seacove Drive is approximately 120 feet long and is adequate to accommodate the 
total projected volume of left-turning and U-turning vehicles.  The vertical curve on PVDS at this point 
limits westward visibility to approximately 650 feet near the intersection with Clipper Drive.  Given this 
distance and the relatively moderate eastbound traffic flow at this point, U-turns at this location would not 
be difficult and no adverse impact is identified. 

Similarly, project-related traffic approaching the site from the west is expected to make U-turn maneuvers 
at the existing intersection of PVDS and Wayfarers Chapel Driveway.  With the addition of project traffic, 
this intersection is projected to continue operating at LOS C or better in both analyzed peak hours.   The 
eastbound left-turn pocket at this intersection is approximately 150 feet long and can accommodate up to 
about seven vehicles queuing at any given time.  This left turn storage is adequate to accommodate the 
total projected volume of left-turning and U-turning vehicles (74 in the Friday PM peak hour and 19 in the 
Saturday midday peak hour under future plus project conditions) with the maximum queue lengths of five 
vehicle at any given time (given the worst-case peak hour factor of 0.25).  Because PVDS east of this 
regional traffic analysis intersection is nearly level and eastward visibility is good, U-turns at this location 
would not be difficult and no adverse impact is identified.   

Non-Motorized Access 

As described in Chapter 2, the majority of the cyclists travel on PVDS in the early morning between 8:00 
and 10:00 AM on weekdays and weekends.  As the project event traffic would primarily occur later in a 
given day, the bicycle activity on PVDS is not expected to be significantly impacted by the typical project 
event traffic.  Given the sporadic pedestrian activity on PVDS, the proposed Point View project is not 
expected to impact the pedestrian access in and around the project vicinity.  
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PARKING ANALYSIS  

Table 9 summarizes the parking code analysis for the proposed project parking supply.  The event staff 
would typically carpool in private autos from their base of operation and would park in the on-site overflow 
area, if necessary. Additionally, during some events, guests may shuttle to the site using a van or bus. An 
example of this scenario would be when multiple guests are staying at a nearby hotel.  For the purpose of 
this analysis, an AVR of 2.5 persons per vehicle was assumed to estimate the event traffic, per City staff 
direction (as the reasonably conservative approach).  The project as proposed would provide a total of 
140 spaces, designated for the event garden use, which would meet the parking demand of 140 vehicles 
generated by a nominal event with up to 300 guests and up to 50 event staff.  In the unusual 
circumstance that additional parking is required, it could be accommodated in the overflow parking area 
west of the event garden.  When there is no event on-site, the  employees to the agriculture uses 
(vineyard and orchards) and the visitors to the private golf course can park in the designated parking 
area, or use the overflow parking in the open grass field to the west of the event garden or park on the 
paved driveway adjacent to the orchards/vineyards if needed.   

In addition, City staff recognized that the special occasional events up to 750 attendants could occur once 
annually on weekends or may not occur at all.  The project applicant will be required to submit a Special 
Use Permit for City’s approval prior to such events and coordinate with the City staff to minimize any 
potential traffic issues and to accommodate any overflow parking demand by providing off-site parking 
spaces and transferring the project patrons using shuttles or vans. The proposed parking plan is shown in 
Figure 10. 

 
  



Size Parking Ratio [a]
Parking 

Demand
Parking Supply

Event Garden Use

Up to 300 guests per event 300 guests per event 1 space per 2.5 persons (i.e., AVR of 2.5) 120  119 spaces (marked)

Up to 50 event staff/security/safety personnel per event 50 person per event 1 space per 2.5 persons (i.e., AVR of 2.5) 20        21 spaces (unpaved parking area)

350 persons 140 140

Agricultural Use [1]

20 workers for one to two week during harvest for up to three times annually 20 workers 1 space per 1.135 persons (i.e., AVR of 1.135) 18

3 workers for two hours per week 6 workers 1 space per 1.135 persons (i.e., AVR of 1.135) 5

23

2.5-acre Private Golf Course [2] 9 hole 6 space per hole (per City's Code) 54

Use designated marked parking area and the unpaved parking 

area (unless there is an event on site) or use the overflow parking 

in the grass field to the west of the event garden or just parking on 

paved roadway adjacent to the orchards/vineyards (if there is an 

event on-site)

Notes:

AVR: Average Vehicle Ridership

[1] 

[2] 

TABLE 9

PARKING CODE ANALYSIS 

The golf course will be operated and maintained by the land owner; will not have designated employees will not have a clubhouse; and will not be open to the public; will not have regular operating hours; will not be operated as a commercial venture and no green 

feels will be collected. The golf course will be available to guests of the landowner; play will be limited to daylight hours only. 

Use designated marked parking area and the unpaved parking 

area (unless there is an event on site) or use the overflow parking 

in the grass field to the west of the event garden or just parking on 

paved roadway adjacent to the orchards/vineyards (if there is an 

event on-site)

Land Use

The City does not have specific code requirement for the proposed agricultural land use.  No empirical trip generation rates are available for the agricultural in Trip Generation, 8th Edition .  The daily trip generation rate of two vehicular trips per acre per day from 

Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region (SANDAG, April 2002) was reasonable for the similar project use and was therefore applied.  The analysis assumed two daily trips per acre for the agricultural employees and that 20% of 

the daily trips would occur in the analysis peak hour for both the Friday afternoon peak hour and Saturday midday peak hour, as the conservative scenario.
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CHAPTER 5. CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT  

Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County (CMP) (County of Los Angeles Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority, 2010) indicates that if a proposed development project would add 150 or more 
trips, in either direction, during either the morning or evening peak hour to the mainline freeway 
monitoring location, then a CMP freeway analysis must be conducted.  If a proposed project would add 
50 or more peak hour trips (total of both directions) to a CMP arterial intersection (including monitored 
freeway on- or off-ramp intersections), then a CMP arterial intersection analysis must be conducted. 

For the purpose of a CMP TIA, a project impact is considered to be significant if the proposed project 
increases traffic demand on a CMP facility by 2% of capacity (V/C > 0.02), causing or worsening LOS F 
(V/C > 1.00).  Under this criteria, a project would not be considered to have a regionally-significant impact 
if the analyzed facility is operating at LOS is E or better after the addition of project traffic regardless of 
the increase in V/C ratio caused by the project.  However, if the facility is operating at LOS F with project 
traffic and the incremental change in the V/C ratio caused by the project is 0.02 or greater, the project 
would be considered to have a significant impact. 

CMP FREEWAY AND ARTERIAL INTERSECTION ANALYSIS 

The CMP monitoring stations closest to the project site are: 

• Freeway No. 1045 –  Harbor Freeway (I-110) south of C Street 
• Freeway No. 1068 –  San Diego Freeway (I-405) north of Inglewood Avenue at Compton 

Boulevard 
• Intersection No. 58 –  Pacific Coast Highway & Western Avenue 
• Intersection No. 84 –  Western Avenue & 9th Street 
• Intersection No. 128 – Western Avenue & Toscanini Drive 
• Intersection No. 151 – Pacific Coast Highway & Crenshaw Boulevard 
• Intersection No. 152 – Pacific Coast Highway & Hawthorne Boulevard 
• Intersection No. 153 –  Pacific Coast Highway & Palos Verdes Boulevard 

As the project use that generates the highest quantity of daily tips to the proposed project site would more 
likely to occur on weekends, the project is not expected to generate more than 150 trips to the two 
Freeway monitoring locations nor 50 trips to the two CMP freeway monitoring locations during the typical 
weekday morning and afternoon commute peak hours.  In the project trip generation and distribution 
(Figure 5) described in Chapter 3, the proposed project is not expected to add more than 50 trips to these 
arterial intersections during either the weekday AM or PM peak hours and, thus, no further traffic analysis 
would be required. 

CMP TRANSIT IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The primary mode of travel to the project property is expected to be by private autos due to convenience 
of access to weddings, special events, agricultural use, and the private golf course operated by the 
project applicant.  With the current 40-minute headways operated by Metro Line 344, and school-day only 
service by the Palos Verdes Transit Gold Line and the Orange Line, the patrons of the project are not 
likely to use the current transit services during the typical weekday morning and afternoon commute peak 
periods; and if there is any, would be negligible.  Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to 
create a significant impact to the county’s CMP monitored transit system.  
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WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969

INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT SUMMARY

CLIENT: FEHR AND PEERS
PROJECT: PALOS VERDES TRAFFIC COUNTS
DATE: FRIDAY APRIL 29,2011DATE: FRIDAY APRIL 29,2011
PERIOD: 4:00 PM TO 6:00 PM
INTERSECTION: N/S PALOS VERDES DR SOUTH

E/W SEACOVE DRIVE

VEHICLE COUNTS
PERIOD 1 2 3 3U 4 5 6 6U 7 8 9 9U 10 11 12 12U 

SBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTALSBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTAL
15 MIN COUNTS
400-415 1 148 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 108 0 1 2 0 1 0 262
415-430 0 129 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 117 1 0 1 0 0 0 250
430-445 2 148 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 119 3 1 3 0 0 0 276
445-500 0 146 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 143 2 5 1 0 0 0 299
500-515 2 148 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 112 2 0 0 0 0 0 266
515 530 1 133 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 117 0 2 1 0 1 0 257515-530 1 133 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 117 0 2 1 0 1 0 257
530-545 1 152 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 108 0 2 1 0 1 0 265
545-600 3 129 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 104 0 1 0 0 1 0 239
HOUR TOTALS
400-500 3 571 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 487 6 7 7 0 1 0 1087
415-515 4 571 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 491 8 6 5 0 0 0 1091
430-530 5 575 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 491 7 8 5 0 1 0 1098
445-545 4 579 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 480 4 9 3 0 2 0 1087
500-600 7 562 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 441 2 5 2 0 3 0 1027

0
PM PEAK HOUR

430-530 0
(SB) (SB) 

5 575 6 0
  

0

0

SEACOVE DRIVE 1 8 7 491 0
 

0

5 PALOS VERDES DR SOUTH



WILTEC TEL: (626) 564-1944      FAX: (626) 564-0969

INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT SUMMARY

CLIENT: FEHR AND PEERS
PROJECT: PALOS VERDES TRAFFIC COUNTS
DATE: SATURDAY APRIL 30, 2011DATE: SATURDAY APRIL 30, 2011
PERIOD: 12:00 PM TO 2:00 PM
INTERSECTION: N/S PALOS VERDES DR SOUTH

E/W SEACOVE DRIVE

VEHICLE COUNTS
PERIOD 1 2 3 3U 4 5 6 6U 7 8 9 9U 10 11 12 12U 

SBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTALSBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTAL
15 MIN COUNTS
1200-1215 3 116 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 131 2 3 3 0 1 0 259
1215-1230 1 98 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 118 0 2 0 0 2 0 222
1230-1245 0 114 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 117 0 6 0 0 0 0 238
1245-100 0 126 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 113 1 5 0 0 0 0 245
100-115 1 125 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 133 3 4 3 0 1 0 271
115 130 0 115 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 136 0 3 1 0 1 0 257115-130 0 115 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 136 0 3 1 0 1 0 257
130-145 1 135 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 141 2 3 2 0 0 0 284
145-200 1 122 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 119 5 9 0 0 2 0 259
HOUR TOTALS
1200-100 4 454 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 479 3 16 3 0 3 0 964
1215-115 2 463 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 481 4 17 3 0 3 0 976
1230-130 1 480 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 499 4 18 4 0 2 0 1011
1245-145 2 501 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 523 6 15 6 0 2 0 1057
100-200 3 497 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 529 10 19 6 0 4 0 1071

0
MD PEAK HOUR

100-200 0

3 497 3 0
  

0

0

SEACOVE DRIVE 4 19 10 529 0
 

0

6 PALOS VERDES DR SOUTH



WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969

INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT SUMMARY

CLIENT: FEHR AND PEERS
PROJECT: PALOS VERDES TRAFFIC COUNTS
DATE: FRIDAY APRIL 29,2011DATE: FRIDAY APRIL 29,2011
PERIOD: 4:00 PM TO 6:00 PM
INTERSECTION: N/S PALOS VERDES DR SOUTH

E/W WAYFARER CHAPEL DRIVEWAY

VEHICLE COUNTS
PERIOD 1 2 3 3U 4 5 6 6U 7 8 9 9U 10 11 12 12U 

SBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTALSBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTAL
15 MIN COUNTS
400-415 0 156 1 1 2 0 3 0 2 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 265
415-430 0 117 1 2 2 0 1 0 1 107 0 0 0 0 0 0 231
430-445 0 148 3 4 1 0 4 0 2 127 0 0 0 0 0 0 289
445-500 0 142 5 3 5 0 1 0 6 141 0 0 0 0 0 0 303
500-515 0 140 9 2 4 0 4 0 5 101 0 0 0 0 0 0 265
515 530 0 138 0 2 6 0 1 0 6 121 0 0 0 0 0 0 274515-530 0 138 0 2 6 0 1 0 6 121 0 0 0 0 0 0 274
530-545 0 163 1 2 2 0 0 0 2 109 0 0 0 0 0 0 279
545-600 0 121 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 227
HOUR TOTALS
400-500 0 563 10 10 10 0 9 0 11 475 0 0 0 0 0 0 1088
415-515 0 547 18 11 12 0 10 0 14 476 0 0 0 0 0 0 1088
430-530 0 568 17 11 16 0 10 0 19 490 0 0 0 0 0 0 1131
445-545 0 583 15 9 17 0 6 0 19 472 0 0 0 0 0 0 1121
500-600 0 562 10 6 12 0 5 0 19 431 0 0 0 0 0 0 1045

16
PM PEAK HOUR

430-530 0

0 568 17 11 10
  

0

0

PALOS VERDES DR SOUTH 0 0 0 490 19
 

0

0 WAYFARER CHAPEL DRIVEWAY



WILTEC TEL: (626) 564-1944      FAX: (626) 564-0969

INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT SUMMARY

CLIENT: FEHR AND PEERS
PROJECT: PALOS VERDES TRAFFIC COUNTS
DATE: SATURDAY APRIL 30, 2011DATE: SATURDAY APRIL 30, 2011
PERIOD: 12:00 PM TO 2:00 PM
INTERSECTION: N/S PALOS VERDES DR SOUTH

E/W WAYFARER CHAPEL DRIVEWAY

VEHICLE COUNTS
PERIOD 1 2 3 3U 4 5 6 6U 7 8 9 9U 10 11 12 12U 

SBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTALSBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTAL
15 MIN COUNTS
1200-1215 0 111 4 2 5 0 0 0 7 124 0 0 0 0 0 0 253
1215-1230 0 95 4 2 2 0 3 0 6 119 0 0 0 0 0 0 231
1230-1245 0 108 3 2 9 0 11 0 4 115 0 0 0 0 0 0 252
1245-100 0 125 3 2 0 0 5 0 5 106 0 0 0 0 0 0 246
100-115 0 123 0 3 9 0 8 0 8 136 0 0 0 0 0 0 287
115 130 0 122 5 0 5 0 7 0 8 135 0 0 0 0 0 0 282115-130 0 122 5 0 5 0 7 0 8 135 0 0 0 0 0 0 282
130-145 0 115 3 1 1 0 3 0 7 136 0 0 0 0 0 0 266
145-200 0 131 2 3 9 0 2 0 8 127 0 0 0 0 0 0 282
HOUR TOTALS
1200-100 0 439 14 8 16 0 19 0 22 464 0 0 0 0 0 0 982
1215-115 0 451 10 9 20 0 27 0 23 476 0 0 0 0 0 0 1016
1230-130 0 478 11 7 23 0 31 0 25 492 0 0 0 0 0 0 1067
1245-145 0 485 11 6 15 0 23 0 28 513 0 0 0 0 0 0 1081
100-200 0 491 10 7 24 0 20 0 31 534 0 0 0 0 0 0 1117

24
MD PEAK HOUR

100-200 0

0 491 10 7 20
  

0

0

PALOS VERDES DR SOUTH 0 0 0 534 31
 

0

0 WAYFARER CHAPEL DRIVEWAY



WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969

INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT SUMMARY

CLIENT: FEHR AND PEERS
PROJECT: PALOS VERDES TRAFFIC COUNTS
DATE: FRIDAY APRIL 29,2011DATE: FRIDAY APRIL 29,2011
PERIOD: 4:00 PM TO 6:00 PM
INTERSECTION: N/S VIA RIVERA

E/W HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD

VEHICLE COUNTS
PERIOD 1 2 3 3U 4 5 6 6U 7 8 9 9U 10 11 12 12U 

SBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTALSBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTAL
15 MIN COUNTS
400-415 7 0 6 0 13 127 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 115 6 0 278
415-430 7 0 16 0 16 148 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 110 11 0 313
430-445 7 0 18 0 21 147 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 121 12 0 331
445-500 4 0 18 0 20 131 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 128 10 0 315
500-515 9 0 13 0 14 173 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 141 11 0 365
515 530 8 0 14 0 13 156 4 0 1 0 1 0 1 119 7 0 324515-530 8 0 14 0 13 156 4 0 1 0 1 0 1 119 7 0 324
530-545 5 0 9 0 21 128 8 0 2 0 0 0 0 107 8 0 288
545-600 6 1 12 0 14 110 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 102 5 0 253
HOUR TOTALS
400-500 25 0 58 0 70 553 12 0 5 0 0 0 1 474 39 0 1237
415-515 27 0 65 0 71 599 12 0 6 0 0 0 0 500 44 0 1324
430-530 28 0 63 0 68 607 11 0 7 0 1 0 1 509 40 0 1335
445-545 26 0 54 0 68 588 16 0 7 0 1 0 1 495 36 0 1292
500-600 28 1 48 0 62 567 15 0 5 0 1 0 3 469 31 0 1230

68
PM PEAK HOUR

430-530 607
SBR SBLSBR SBL

28 0 63 11
  

0

0

HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD 40 0 1 0 7
 

509

1 VIA RIVERA



WILTEC TEL: (626) 564-1944      FAX: (626) 564-0969

INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT SUMMARY

CLIENT: FEHR AND PEERS
PROJECT: PALOS VERDES TRAFFIC COUNTS
DATE: SATURDAY APRIL 30, 2011DATE: SATURDAY APRIL 30, 2011
PERIOD: 12:00 PM TO 2:00 PM
INTERSECTION: N/S VIA RIVERA

E/W HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD

VEHICLE COUNTS
PERIOD 1 2 3 3U 4 5 6 6U 7 8 9 9U 10 11 12 12U 

SBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTALSBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTAL
15 MIN COUNTS
1200-1215 4 0 11 0 11 102 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 120 8 0 257
1215-1230 6 0 11 0 14 136 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 130 4 0 304
1230-1245 7 0 16 0 22 132 5 0 2 0 0 0 1 115 5 0 305
1245-100 5 0 13 0 14 115 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 119 7 0 275
100-115 7 0 8 0 14 157 6 0 0 0 1 0 1 130 9 0 333
115 130 4 1 7 0 5 117 2 0 5 0 0 0 1 104 6 0 252115-130 4 1 7 0 5 117 2 0 5 0 0 0 1 104 6 0 252
130-145 5 0 9 0 13 135 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 121 5 0 293
145-200 5 1 21 0 10 115 3 0 2 0 0 0 1 120 9 0 287
HOUR TOTALS
1200-100 22 0 51 0 61 485 9 0 4 0 0 0 1 484 24 0 1141
1215-115 25 0 48 0 64 540 15 0 3 0 1 0 2 494 25 0 1217
1230-130 23 1 44 0 55 521 15 0 7 0 1 0 3 468 27 0 1165
1245-145 21 1 37 0 46 524 12 0 8 0 1 0 2 474 27 0 1153
100-200 21 2 45 0 42 524 13 0 10 0 1 0 3 475 29 0 1165

64
MD PEAK HOUR

1215-115 540
SBR SBLSBR SBL

25 0 48 15
  

0

0

HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD 25 0 1 0 3
 

494

2 VIA RIVERA



WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969

INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT SUMMARY

CLIENT: FEHR AND PEERS
PROJECT: PALOS VERDES TRAFFIC COUNTS
DATE: FRIDAY APRIL 29,2011DATE: FRIDAY APRIL 29,2011
PERIOD: 4:00 PM TO 6:00 PM
INTERSECTION: N/S PALOS VERDES DRIVE W

E/W HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD/VIA VICENTE

VEHICLE COUNTS
PERIOD 1 2 3 3U 4 5 6 6U 7 8 9 9U 10 11 12 12U 

SBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTALSBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTAL
15 MIN COUNTS
400-415 2 61 43 0 47 3 77 4 67 62 3 4 1 9 3 0 386
415-430 4 85 54 1 42 6 82 4 69 78 5 3 0 4 0 0 437
430-445 1 76 35 0 40 5 73 4 58 93 2 4 6 9 1 0 407
445-500 1 80 41 2 38 4 80 7 72 96 5 4 1 2 1 0 434
500-515 2 85 44 1 61 9 72 7 73 91 5 5 4 3 0 0 462
515 530 4 66 49 1 44 5 73 2 63 49 15 2 3 2 0 0 378515-530 4 66 49 1 44 5 73 2 63 49 15 2 3 2 0 0 378
530-545 0 76 44 0 26 8 79 4 71 80 2 4 7 2 2 0 405
545-600 0 81 46 0 38 9 82 3 57 68 3 5 5 7 1 0 405
HOUR TOTALS
400-500 8 302 173 3 167 18 312 19 266 329 15 15 8 24 5 0 1664
415-515 8 326 174 4 181 24 307 22 272 358 17 16 11 18 2 0 1740
430-530 8 307 169 4 183 23 298 20 266 329 27 15 14 16 2 0 1681
445-545 7 307 178 4 169 26 304 20 279 316 27 15 15 9 3 0 1679
500-600 6 308 183 2 169 31 306 16 264 288 25 16 19 14 3 0 1650

181
PM PEAK HOUR

415-515 24

8 326 174 4 307
  

22

0

HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD/VIA 2 16 17 358 272
  

18

11 PALOS VERDES DRIVE W



WILTEC TEL: (626) 564-1944      FAX: (626) 564-0969

INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT SUMMARY

CLIENT: FEHR AND PEERS
PROJECT: PALOS VERDES TRAFFIC COUNTS
DATE: SATURDAY APRIL 30, 2011DATE: SATURDAY APRIL 30, 2011
PERIOD: 12:00 PM TO 2:00 PM
INTERSECTION: N/S PALOS VERDES DRIVE W

E/W HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD/VIA VICENTE

VEHICLE COUNTS
PERIOD 1 2 3 3U 4 5 6 6U 7 8 9 9U 10 11 12 12U 

SBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTALSBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTAL
15 MIN COUNTS
1200-1215 4 63 58 0 37 5 75 1 53 82 5 4 1 9 2 0 399
1215-1230 0 60 47 0 37 2 62 2 56 93 4 3 5 6 0 0 377
1230-1245 0 69 39 0 46 1 68 3 53 78 3 6 1 2 1 0 370
1245-100 1 75 44 0 31 1 71 6 68 58 5 8 1 5 3 0 377
100-115 4 64 43 0 39 1 88 8 43 73 2 4 1 6 4 0 380
115 130 0 66 42 0 34 2 77 3 40 69 3 2 1 4 1 0 344115-130 0 66 42 0 34 2 77 3 40 69 3 2 1 4 1 0 344
130-145 1 77 35 0 39 1 84 4 56 79 1 5 2 4 1 0 389
145-200 1 93 48 0 32 5 72 8 54 92 5 8 3 3 0 0 424
HOUR TOTALS
1200-100 5 267 188 0 151 9 276 12 230 311 17 21 8 22 6 0 1523
1215-115 5 268 173 0 153 5 289 19 220 302 14 21 8 19 8 0 1504
1230-130 5 274 168 0 150 5 304 20 204 278 13 20 4 17 9 0 1471
1245-145 6 282 164 0 143 5 320 21 207 279 11 19 5 19 9 0 1490
100-200 6 300 168 0 144 9 321 23 193 313 11 19 7 17 6 0 1537

144
MD PEAK HOUR

100-200 9

6 300 168 0 321
  

23

0

HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD/VIA 6 19 11 313 193
  

17

7 PALOS VERDES DRIVE W



WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944     Fax: (626) 564-0969

INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT SUMMARY

CLIENT: FEHR AND PEERS
PROJECT: PALOS VERDES TRAFFIC COUNTS
DATE: FRIDAY APRIL 29,2011DATE: FRIDAY APRIL 29,2011
PERIOD: 4:00 PM TO 6:00 PM
INTERSECTION: N/S PALOS VERDES DRIVE S

E/W PALOS VERDES DRIVE E

VEHICLE COUNTS
PERIOD 1 2 3 3U 4 5 6 6U 7 8 9 9U 10 11 12 12U 

SBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTALSBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTAL
15 MIN COUNTS
400-415 0 166 18 0 31 0 13 0 10 110 0 0 0 0 0 0 348
415-430 0 145 15 0 22 0 10 0 9 127 0 0 0 0 0 0 328
430-445 0 151 24 0 19 0 13 0 21 145 0 0 0 0 0 0 373
445-500 0 128 15 0 12 0 8 0 10 105 0 0 0 0 0 0 278
500-515 0 145 20 0 22 0 10 0 6 112 0 0 0 0 0 0 315
515 530 0 125 17 0 21 0 10 0 5 120 0 0 0 0 0 0 298515-530 0 125 17 0 21 0 10 0 5 120 0 0 0 0 0 0 298
530-545 0 149 24 0 15 0 10 0 16 104 0 0 0 0 0 0 318
545-600 0 149 14 0 19 0 11 0 7 103 0 0 0 0 0 0 303
HOUR TOTALS
400-500 0 590 72 0 84 0 44 0 50 487 0 0 0 0 0 0 1327
415-515 0 569 74 0 75 0 41 0 46 489 0 0 0 0 0 0 1294
430-530 0 549 76 0 74 0 41 0 42 482 0 0 0 0 0 0 1264
445-545 0 547 76 0 70 0 38 0 37 441 0 0 0 0 0 0 1209
500-600 0 568 75 0 77 0 41 0 34 439 0 0 0 0 0 0 1234

84
PM PEAK HOUR

400-500 0

0 590 72 0 44
  

0

0

PALOS VERDES DRIVE E 0 0 0 487 50
 

0

0 PALOS VERDES DRIVE S



WILTEC TEL: (626) 564-1944      FAX: (626) 564-0969

INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT SUMMARY

CLIENT: FEHR AND PEERS
PROJECT: PALOS VERDES TRAFFIC COUNTS
DATE: SATURDAY APRIL 30, 2011DATE: SATURDAY APRIL 30, 2011
PERIOD: 12:00 PM TO 2:00 PM
INTERSECTION: N/S PALOS VERDES DRIVE S

E/W PALOS VERDES DRIVE E

VEHICLE COUNTS
PERIOD 1 2 3 3U 4 5 6 6U 7 8 9 9U 10 11 12 12U 

SBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTALSBRT SBTH SBLT SBUT WBRT WBTH WBLT WBUT NBRT NBTH NBLT NBUT EBRT EBTH EBLT EBUT TOTAL
15 MIN COUNTS
1200-1215 0 92 17 0 20 0 9 0 10 115 0 0 0 0 0 0 263
1215-1230 0 98 11 0 25 0 11 0 16 109 0 0 0 0 0 0 270
1230-1245 0 100 9 0 17 0 5 0 11 142 0 0 0 0 0 0 284
1245-100 0 114 19 0 16 0 7 0 9 120 0 0 0 0 0 0 285
100-115 0 123 11 0 17 0 10 0 11 141 0 0 0 0 0 0 313
115 130 0 137 9 0 25 0 6 0 20 129 0 0 0 0 0 0 326115-130 0 137 9 0 25 0 6 0 20 129 0 0 0 0 0 0 326
130-145 0 130 16 0 22 0 10 0 14 146 0 0 0 0 0 0 338
145-200 0 115 18 0 22 0 13 0 6 136 0 0 0 0 0 0 310
HOUR TOTALS
1200-100 0 404 56 0 78 0 32 0 46 486 0 0 0 0 0 0 1102
1215-115 0 435 50 0 75 0 33 0 47 512 0 0 0 0 0 0 1152
1230-130 0 474 48 0 75 0 28 0 51 532 0 0 0 0 0 0 1208
1245-145 0 504 55 0 80 0 33 0 54 536 0 0 0 0 0 0 1262
100-200 0 505 54 0 86 0 39 0 51 552 0 0 0 0 0 0 1287

86
MD PEAK HOUR

100-200 0

0 505 54 0 39
  

0

0

PALOS VERDES DRIVE E 0 0 0 552 51
 

0

0 PALOS VERDES DRIVE S



WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944       Fax: (626) 564-0969

24-HOUR ADT COUNT SUMMARY

CLIENT: FEHR & PEERS
PROJECT: PALOS VERDES TRAFFIC COUNTS
LOCATION: PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH BETWEEN

SEACOVE DRIVE AND WAYFARERS CHAPEL DRIVEWAY
DATE: FRIDAY APRIL 29, 2011

DIRECTION: NB DIRECTION: SB
    TIME 00-15 15-30 30-45 45-60 HOUR    TIME 00-15 15-30 30-45 45-60 HOUR 

TOTALS TOTALS
0:00 5 6 5 5 21 0:00 6 8 5 4 23
1:00 4 3 7 0 14 1:00 4 6 3 5 18
2:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 2:00 4 4 4 0 12
3:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 3:00 5 2 1 2 10
4:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 4:00 1 4 2 3 10
5:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 5:00 8 11 7 12 38
6:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 6:00 23 23 32 41 119
7:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 7:00 53 54 79 128 314
8:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 8:00 104 104 96 95 399
9:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 9:00 82 74 61 76 293

10:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 10:00 82 72 80 79 313
11:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 11:00 69 98 84 98 349
12:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 12:00 92 80 92 93 357
13:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 13:00 108 126 97 111 442
14:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 14:00 114 124 140 146 524
15:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 15:00 186 197 140 136 659
16:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 16:00 150 134 138 160 582
17:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 17:00 147 139 138 142 566
18:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 18:00 140 138 126 100 504
19:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 19:00 112 93 82 62 349
20:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 20:00 64 50 48 58 220
21:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 21:00 55 58 40 45 198
22:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 22:00 44 57 36 30 167
23:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 23:00 38 29 29 27 123

 TOTAL n/a  TOTAL 6589

AM PEAK HOUR 0000-0100 AM PEAK HOUR 0745-0845
VOLUME n/a VOLUME 432
PM PEAK HOUR 1200-1300 PM PEAK HOUR 1430-1530
VOLUME n/a VOLUME 669

TOTAL BI-DIRECTIONAL VOLUME n/a

*The northboun (westbound) data was not available due to an unexpected incident.



WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944       Fax: (626) 564-0969

24-HOUR ADT COUNT SUMMARY

CLIENT: FEHR & PEERS
PROJECT: PALOS VERDES TRAFFIC COUNTS
LOCATION: PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH BETWEEN

SEACOVE DRIVE AND WAYFARERS CHAPEL DRIVEWAY
DATE: SATURDAY APRIL 30, 2011

DIRECTION: NB DIRECTION: SB
    TIME 00-15 15-30 30-45 45-60 HOUR    TIME 00-15 15-30 30-45 45-60 HOUR 

TOTALS TOTALS
0:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0:00 34 16 13 9 72
1:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 1:00 8 13 10 23 54
2:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 2:00 8 5 6 2 21
3:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 3:00 0 6 3 6 15
4:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 4:00 6 2 3 3 14
5:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 5:00 4 4 8 8 24
6:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 6:00 12 12 18 25 67
7:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 7:00 20 28 39 46 133
8:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 8:00 55 50 66 63 234
9:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 9:00 81 60 78 92 311

10:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 10:00 81 88 112 123 404
11:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 11:00 108 135 120 113 476
12:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 12:00 118 100 114 126 458
13:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 13:00 130 117 122 134 50313:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 13:00 130 117 122 134 503
14:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 14:00 132 144 120 152 548
15:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 15:00 123 194 160 128 605
16:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 16:00 144 148 151 150 593
17:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 17:00 154 146 143 128 571
18:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 18:00 102 113 102 82 399
19:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 19:00 102 86 64 101 353
20:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 20:00 65 62 46 44 217
21:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 21:00 49 48 56 72 225
22:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 22:00 50 42 52 41 185
23:00 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 23:00 43 38 38 34 153

 TOTAL 0  TOTAL 6635

AM PEAK HOUR 0000-0100 AM PEAK HOUR 1045-1145
VOLUME n/a VOLUME 486
PM PEAK HOUR 1200-1300 PM PEAK HOUR 1445-1545
VOLUME n/a VOLUME 629

TOTAL BI-DIRECTIONAL VOLUME n/a

*The northboun (westbound) data was not available due to an unexpected incident.



WILTEC Phone: (626) 564-1944       Fax: (626) 564-0969

24-HOUR ADT COUNT SUMMARY

CLIENT: FEHR & PEERS
PROJECT: PALOS VERDES TRAFFIC COUNTS
LOCATION: PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH BETWEEN

SEACOVE DRIVE AND WAYFARERS CHAPEL DRIVEWAY
DATE: SUNDAY MAY 1, 2011

DIRECTION: NB DIRECTION: SB
    TIME 00-15 15-30 30-45 45-60 HOUR    TIME 00-15 15-30 30-45 45-60 HOUR 

TOTALS TOTALS
0:00 0 9 11 5 25 0:00 40 21 19 15 95
1:00 10 4 5 2 21 1:00 15 16 16 12 59
2:00 6 1 5 1 13 2:00 9 6 1 1 17
3:00 5 1 2 3 11 3:00 6 4 4 10 24
4:00 1 2 0 2 5 4:00 5 2 0 4 11
5:00 3 10 4 16 33 5:00 4 5 6 12 27
6:00 6 8 9 14 37 6:00 8 15 12 20 55
7:00 20 23 22 28 93 7:00 9 19 36 45 109
8:00 22 30 32 54 138 8:00 40 43 38 60 181
9:00 46 50 40 56 192 9:00 44 60 90 75 269

10:00 58 44 54 79 235 10:00 94 103 103 88 388
11:00 71 74 74 85 304 11:00 101 122 92 114 429
12:00 68 84 70 95 317 12:00 106 178 120 155 559
13:00 86 79 70 84 319 13:00 128 162 145 122 557
14:00 82 84 86 64 316 14:00 142 175 142 132 591
15:00 82 76 83 76 317 15:00 160 166 170 152 648
16:00 88 80 62 92 322 16:00 142 158 162 163 625
17:00 73 84 58 74 289 17:00 139 161 161 163 624
18:00 50 42 43 36 171 18:00 123 122 98 110 453
19:00 47 40 38 29 154 19:00 80 86 74 98 338
20:00 31 18 22 22 93 20:00 88 64 46 42 240
21:00 24 21 22 21 88 21:00 48 53 36 33 170
22:00 19 22 15 18 74 22:00 40 32 27 35 134
23:00 6 4 4 5 19 23:00 22 15 18 15 70

 TOTAL 3586  TOTAL 6673

AM PEAK HOUR 1100-1200 AM PEAK HOUR 1100-1200
VOLUME 304 VOLUME 429
PM PEAK HOUR 1345-1445 PM PEAK HOUR 1500-1600
VOLUME 336 VOLUME 648

TOTAL BI-DIRECTIONAL VOLUME 10259
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Existing (2011) Conditions 



Printed: 9/7/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-07-16.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Point View Internal Driveway
Description: EXISTING CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.162
TH 2.00 588 3,200 0.184 * N-S(2): 0.184 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(1): 0.000 *

Westbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.000 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.000 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * V/C: 0.184

Northbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 517 3,200 0.162 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.284
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.177 *
TH 2.00 522 3,200 0.163 N-S(2): 0.163
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * E-W(1): 0.000 *

Westbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.000 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.000 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * V/C: 0.177

Northbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 565 3,200 0.177 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.277
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 7/22/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-07-16.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Palos Verdes Drive East
Description: EXISTING CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.349
TH 1.00 590 1,600 0.369 * N-S(2): 0.369 *
LT 1.00 72 1,600 0.045 E-W(1): 0.028

Westbound RT 1.00 84 1,600 0.030 * E-W(2): 0.030 *
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 1.00 44 1,600 0.028 V/C: 0.399

Northbound RT 1.00 50 1,600 0.031 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 487 1,600 0.304 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.499
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.379 *
TH 1.00 505 1,600 0.316 N-S(2): 0.316
LT 1.00 54 1,600 0.034 * E-W(1): 0.024

Westbound RT 1.00 86 1,600 0.037 * E-W(2): 0.037 *
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 1.00 39 1,600 0.024 V/C: 0.416

Northbound RT 1.00 51 1,600 0.032 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 552 1,600 0.345 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.516
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 7/22/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-07-16.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Wayfarer's Chapel Drive 
Description: EXISTING CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.171
TH 2.00 568 3,200 0.178 * N-S(2): 0.178 *
LT 1.00 28 1,600 0.018 E-W(1): 0.006

Westbound RT 0.00 16 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.016 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.016 *
LT 0.00 10 1,600 0.006 V/C: 0.194

Northbound RT 1.00 19 1,600 0.012 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 490 3,200 0.153 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.294
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.178 *
TH 2.00 491 3,200 0.153 N-S(2): 0.153
LT 1.00 17 1,600 0.011 * E-W(1): 0.013

Westbound RT 0.00 24 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.028 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.028 *
LT 0.00 20 1,600 0.013 V/C: 0.206

Northbound RT 1.00 31 1,600 0.019 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 534 3,200 0.167 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.306
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 7/22/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-07-16.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Seacove Drive 
Description: EXISTING CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 5 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.157
TH 2.00 575 3,200 0.181 * N-S(2): 0.190 *
LT 1.00 6 1,600 0.004 E-W(1): 0.004 *

Westbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.001
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * V/C: 0.194

Northbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 491 3,200 0.153 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 15 1,600 0.009 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 5 0 0.000 ICU: 0.294
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.004 *
LT 0.00 1 1,600 0.001 LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 3 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.167 *
TH 2.00 497 3,200 0.156 N-S(2): 0.162
LT 1.00 3 1,600 0.002 * E-W(1): 0.006 *

Westbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.003
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * V/C: 0.173

Northbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 529 3,200 0.165 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 10 1,600 0.006

Eastbound RT 0.00 6 0 0.000 ICU: 0.273
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.006 *
LT 0.00 4 1,600 0.003 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 7/22/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-07-16.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive West & Hawthorne Blvd/Via Vicente
Description: EXISTING CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 8 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.223 *
TH 2.00 326 3,200 0.104 N-S(2): 0.125
LT 1.00 178 1,600 0.111 * E-W(1): 0.148 *

Westbound RT 1.00 181 1,600 0.058 E-W(2): 0.111
TH 0.14 24 218 0.110
LT 1.86 329 2,386 0.138 * V/C: 0.371

Northbound RT 1.00 272 1,600 0.101 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 358 3,200 0.112 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 33 1,600 0.021

Eastbound RT 0.00 11 0 0.000 ICU: 0.471
TH 2.00 18 3,200 0.010 *
LT 0.00 2 1,600 0.001 LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 6 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.203 *
TH 2.00 300 3,200 0.096 N-S(2): 0.115
LT 1.00 168 1,600 0.105 * E-W(1): 0.147 *

Westbound RT 1.00 144 1,600 0.038 E-W(2): 0.114
TH 0.05 9 82 0.110
LT 1.95 344 2,495 0.138 * V/C: 0.350

Northbound RT 1.00 193 1,600 0.052 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 313 3,200 0.098 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 30 1,600 0.019

Eastbound RT 0.00 7 0 0.000 ICU: 0.450
TH 2.00 17 3,200 0.009 *
LT 0.00 6 1,600 0.004 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 7/22/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-07-16.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Via Rivera & Hawthorne Boulevard
Description: EXISTING CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 28 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.044
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.057 * N-S(2): 0.058 *
LT 0.00 63 1,600 0.039 E-W(1): 0.166

Westbound RT 1.00 68 1,600 0.023 E-W(2): 0.215 *
TH 2.00 607 3,200 0.190 *
LT 1.00 11 1,600 0.007 V/C: 0.273

Northbound RT 0.00 7 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.005 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 1 1,600 0.001 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 1 0 0.000 ICU: 0.373
TH 2.00 509 3,200 0.159
LT 1.00 40 1,600 0.025 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 25 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.033
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.046 * N-S(2): 0.047 *
LT 0.00 48 1,600 0.030 E-W(1): 0.164

Westbound RT 1.00 64 1,600 0.025 E-W(2): 0.185 *
TH 2.00 540 3,200 0.169 *
LT 1.00 15 1,600 0.009 V/C: 0.232

Northbound RT 0.00 3 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.003 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 1 1,600 0.001 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 2 0 0.000 ICU: 0.332
TH 2.00 494 3,200 0.155
LT 1.00 25 1,600 0.016 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Existing: Friday PM peak hoFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:43                 Page 3-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 1                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      2.2       Worst Case Level Of Service: D[ 26.3]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:            VIA RIVERA                      HAWTHORNE BLVD          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  2  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       1    0     7    63    0    28    40  509     1    11  607    68 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    1    0     7    63    0    28    40  509     1    11  607    68 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     1    0     7    63    0    28    40  509     1    11  607    68 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    1    0     7    63    0    28    40  509     1    11  607    68 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  915 1287   255   964 1219   304   675 xxxx xxxxx   510 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.:  231  166   750   213  182   699   926 xxxx xxxxx  1065 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:    213  157   750   202  172   699   926 xxxx xxxxx  1065 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.00 0.00  0.01  0.31 0.00  0.04  0.04 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   9.1 xxxx xxxxx   8.4 xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *     A    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx  570 xxxxx  xxxx  259 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.0 xxxxx xxxxx  1.5 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 11.4 xxxxx xxxxx 26.3 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    B     *     *    D     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:      11.4             26.3           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         B                D                *                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************



Existing: Friday PM peak hoFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:43                 Page 4-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #3 3                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.2       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 11.3]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH                 SEACOVE DR            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:      15  491     0     6  575     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:   15  491     0     6  575     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:    15  491     0     6  575     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:   15  491     0     6  575     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  580 xxxx xxxxx   491 xxxx xxxxx   865 1111   290  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 1004 xxxx xxxxx  1083 xxxx xxxxx   297  211   713  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:   1004 xxxx xxxxx  1083 xxxx xxxxx   292  207   713  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  0.00 0.00  0.01  xxxx xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:    0.0 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:  8.6 xxxx xxxxx   8.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  575 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.0 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 11.3 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             11.3           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************



Existing: Friday PM peak hoFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:43                 Page 5-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #4 4                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 12.9]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          WAYFARER'S CHAPEL DRIVE      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  2  0  1    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  490    19    28  568     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  490    19    28  568     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  490    19    28  568     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  490    19    28  568     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   509 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   830 1114   245 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1066 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   313  210   762 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1066 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   306  204   762 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.03 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.03 0.00  0.02 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  485 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.2 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 12.9 xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             12.9
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                B       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************



Existing: Friday PM peak hoFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:43                 Page 6-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 5                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      2.2       Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 18.2]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1  0  1    1  0  1  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    1  0  0  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  487    50    72  590     0     0    0     0    44    0    84 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  487    50    72  590     0     0    0     0    44    0    84 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  487    50    72  590     0     0    0     0    44    0    84 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  487    50    72  590     0     0    0     0    44    0    84 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4 xxxx   6.2 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5 xxxx   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   537 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1221 xxxx   487 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1041 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   200 xxxx   585 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1041 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   190 xxxx   585 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.07 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.23 xxxx  0.14 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.9 xxxx   0.5 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.7 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  29.6 xxxx  12.2 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     D    *     B 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             18.2
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                C       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #6 6                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.0       Worst Case Level Of Service: A[  0.0]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH        POINT VIEW INTERNAL DRIVEWAY   
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  2  0  0    0  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  517     0     0  588     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  517     0     0  588     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  517     0     0  588     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  517     0     0  588     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   811 1105   259 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   321  213   747 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   321  213   747 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.00 0.00  0.00 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx    0 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 1                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      1.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 19.9]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:            VIA RIVERA                      HAWTHORNE BLVD          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  2  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       1    0     3    48    0    25    25  494     2    15  540    64 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    1    0     3    48    0    25    25  494     2    15  540    64 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     1    0     3    48    0    25    25  494     2    15  540    64 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    1    0     3    48    0    25    25  494     2    15  540    64 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  845 1179   248   867 1116   270   604 xxxx xxxxx   496 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.:  259  192   758   250  209   734   984 xxxx xxxxx  1078 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:    243  185   758   242  201   734   984 xxxx xxxxx  1078 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.00 0.00  0.00  0.20 0.00  0.03  0.03 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.8 xxxx xxxxx   8.4 xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *     A    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx  496 xxxxx  xxxx  314 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.0 xxxxx xxxxx  0.9 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 12.3 xxxxx xxxxx 19.9 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    B     *     *    C     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:      12.3             19.9           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         B                C                *                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #3 3                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.2       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 12.4]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH                 SEACOVE DR            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:      10  529     0     3  497     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:   10  529     0     3  497     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:    10  529     0     3  497     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:   10  529     0     3  497     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  500 xxxx xxxxx   529 xxxx xxxxx   789 1054   250  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 1075 xxxx xxxxx  1048 xxxx xxxxx   332  228   756  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:   1075 xxxx xxxxx  1048 xxxx xxxxx   329  225   756  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 0.00  0.01  xxxx xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:    0.0 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:  8.4 xxxx xxxxx   8.4 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  497 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 12.4 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             12.4           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #4 4                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.7       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.7]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          WAYFARER'S CHAPEL DRIVE      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  2  0  1    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  534    31    17  491     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  534    31    17  491     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  534    31    17  491     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  534    31    17  491     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   565 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   814 1059   267 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1017 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   320  226   737 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1017 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   316  222   737 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.02 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.06 0.00  0.03 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.6 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  459 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.3 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 13.7 xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             13.7
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                B       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 5                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      2.0       Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 17.1]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1  0  1    1  0  1  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    1  0  0  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  552    51    54  505     0     0    0     0    39    0    86 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  552    51    54  505     0     0    0     0    39    0    86 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  552    51    54  505     0     0    0     0    39    0    86 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  552    51    54  505     0     0    0     0    39    0    86 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4 xxxx   6.2 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5 xxxx   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   603 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1165 xxxx   552 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   984 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   217 xxxx   537 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   984 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   208 xxxx   537 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.05 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.19 xxxx  0.16 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.7 xxxx   0.6 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.9 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  26.3 xxxx  13.0 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     D    *     B 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             17.1
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                C       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #6 6                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.0       Worst Case Level Of Service: A[  0.0]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH        POINT VIEW INTERNAL DRIVEWAY   
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  2  0  0    0  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  565     0     0  522     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  565     0     0  522     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  565     0     0  522     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  565     0     0  522     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   826 1087   283 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   314  218   721 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   314  218   721 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.00 0.00  0.00 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx    0 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Existing (2011) Plus Project Conditions 



Printed: 9/7/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-09-07.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Point View Internal Driveway
Description: EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.193
TH 2.00 634 3,200 0.198 * N-S(2): 0.198 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(1): 0.000

Westbound RT 0.00 4 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.003 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.003 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 V/C: 0.201

Northbound RT 0.00 100 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 517 3,200 0.193 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.301
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

ICU ANALYSIS

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.178 *
TH 2.00 524 3,200 0.164 N-S(2): 0.164
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * E-W(1): 0.000

Westbound RT 0.00 102 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.064 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.064 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 V/C: 0.242

Northbound RT 0.00 5 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 565 3,200 0.178 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.342
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 9/7/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-09-07.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Palos Verdes Drive East
Description: EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.379 *
TH 1.00 592 1,600 0.370 N-S(2): 0.370
LT 1.00 72 1,600 0.045 * E-W(1): 0.028

Westbound RT 1.00 90 1,600 0.034 * E-W(2): 0.034 *
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 1.00 44 1,600 0.028 V/C: 0.413

Northbound RT 1.00 50 1,600 0.031 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 535 1,600 0.334 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.513
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.384 *
TH 1.00 554 1,600 0.346 N-S(2): 0.346
LT 1.00 60 1,600 0.038 * E-W(1): 0.024

Westbound RT 1.00 86 1,600 0.035 * E-W(2): 0.035 *
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 1.00 39 1,600 0.024 V/C: 0.419

Northbound RT 1.00 51 1,600 0.032 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 554 1,600 0.346 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.519
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 9/7/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-09-07.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Wayfarer's Chapel Drive 
Description: EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.216 *
TH 2.00 570 3,200 0.178 N-S(2): 0.178
LT 1.00 74 1,600 0.046 * E-W(1): 0.006

Westbound RT 0.00 16 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.016 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.016 *
LT 0.00 10 1,600 0.006 V/C: 0.232

Northbound RT 1.00 19 1,600 0.012 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 544 3,200 0.170 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.332
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.180 *
TH 2.00 546 3,200 0.171 N-S(2): 0.171
LT 1.00 19 1,600 0.012 * E-W(1): 0.013

Westbound RT 0.00 24 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.028 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.028 *
LT 0.00 20 1,600 0.013 V/C: 0.208

Northbound RT 1.00 31 1,600 0.019 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 537 3,200 0.168 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.308
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 9/7/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-09-07.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Seacove Drive 
Description: EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 5 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.158
TH 2.00 621 3,200 0.196 * N-S(2): 0.207 *
LT 1.00 6 1,600 0.004 E-W(1): 0.004 *

Westbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.001
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * V/C: 0.211

Northbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 493 3,200 0.154 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 17 1,600 0.011 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 5 0 0.000 ICU: 0.311
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.004 *
LT 0.00 1 1,600 0.001 LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 3 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.182
TH 2.00 499 3,200 0.157 * N-S(2): 0.198 *
LT 1.00 3 1,600 0.002 E-W(1): 0.006 *

Westbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.003
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * V/C: 0.204

Northbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 576 3,200 0.180 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 65 1,600 0.041 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 6 0 0.000 ICU: 0.304
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.006 *
LT 0.00 4 1,600 0.003 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 9/7/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-09-07.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive West & Hawthorne Blvd/Via Vicente
Description: EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 8 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.223 *
TH 2.00 352 3,200 0.113 N-S(2): 0.134
LT 1.00 178 1,600 0.111 * E-W(1): 0.156 *

Westbound RT 1.00 181 1,600 0.058 E-W(2): 0.118
TH 0.13 24 206 0.117
LT 1.87 349 2,395 0.146 * V/C: 0.379

Northbound RT 1.00 273 1,600 0.098 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 359 3,200 0.112 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 33 1,600 0.021

Eastbound RT 0.00 11 0 0.000 ICU: 0.479
TH 2.00 18 3,200 0.010 *
LT 0.00 2 1,600 0.001 LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 6 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.211 *
TH 2.00 301 3,200 0.096 N-S(2): 0.115
LT 1.00 168 1,600 0.105 * E-W(1): 0.147 *

Westbound RT 1.00 144 1,600 0.038 E-W(2): 0.115
TH 0.05 9 81 0.111
LT 1.95 345 2,495 0.138 * V/C: 0.358

Northbound RT 1.00 213 1,600 0.064 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 340 3,200 0.106 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 30 1,600 0.019

Eastbound RT 0.00 7 0 0.000 ICU: 0.458
TH 2.00 17 3,200 0.009 *
LT 0.00 6 1,600 0.004 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 9/7/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-09-07.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Via Rivera & Hawthorne Boulevard
Description: EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 28 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.044
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.057 * N-S(2): 0.058 *
LT 0.00 63 1,600 0.039 E-W(1): 0.167

Westbound RT 1.00 68 1,600 0.023 E-W(2): 0.221 *
TH 2.00 627 3,200 0.196 *
LT 1.00 11 1,600 0.007 V/C: 0.279

Northbound RT 0.00 7 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.005 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 1 1,600 0.001 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 1 0 0.000 ICU: 0.379
TH 2.00 510 3,200 0.160
LT 1.00 40 1,600 0.025 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 25 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.033
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.046 * N-S(2): 0.047 *
LT 0.00 48 1,600 0.030 E-W(1): 0.170

Westbound RT 1.00 64 1,600 0.025 E-W(2): 0.185 *
TH 2.00 541 3,200 0.169 *
LT 1.00 15 1,600 0.009 V/C: 0.232

Northbound RT 0.00 3 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.003 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 1 1,600 0.001 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 2 0 0.000 ICU: 0.332
TH 2.00 514 3,200 0.161
LT 1.00 25 1,600 0.016 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Existing Plus Project: FridFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:34                 Page 3-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 1                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      2.2       Worst Case Level Of Service: D[ 27.3]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:            VIA RIVERA                      HAWTHORNE BLVD          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  2  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       1    0     7    63    0    28    40  510     1    11  627    68 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    1    0     7    63    0    28    40  510     1    11  627    68 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     1    0     7    63    0    28    40  510     1    11  627    68 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    1    0     7    63    0    28    40  510     1    11  627    68 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  926 1308   256   984 1240   314   695 xxxx xxxxx   511 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.:  227  161   750   206  177   688   910 xxxx xxxxx  1065 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:    208  152   750   195  167   688   910 xxxx xxxxx  1065 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.00 0.00  0.01  0.32 0.00  0.04  0.04 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   9.1 xxxx xxxxx   8.4 xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *     A    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx  566 xxxxx  xxxx  251 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.0 xxxxx xxxxx  1.6 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 11.5 xxxxx xxxxx 27.3 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    B     *     *    D     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:      11.5             27.3           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         B                D                *                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************



Existing Plus Project: FridFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:34                 Page 4-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #3 3                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.2       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 11.6]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH                 SEACOVE DR            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:      17  493     0     6  621     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:   17  493     0     6  621     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:    17  493     0     6  621     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:   17  493     0     6  621     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  626 xxxx xxxxx   493 xxxx xxxxx   916 1163   313  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.:  965 xxxx xxxxx  1081 xxxx xxxxx   275  197   689  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:    965 xxxx xxxxx  1081 xxxx xxxxx   271  192   689  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.02 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  0.00 0.00  0.01  xxxx xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:    0.1 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:  8.8 xxxx xxxxx   8.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  548 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.0 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 11.6 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             11.6           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************



Existing Plus Project: FridFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:34                 Page 5-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #4 4                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.8       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 14.5]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          WAYFARER'S CHAPEL DRIVE      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  2  0  1    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  544    19    74  570     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  544    19    74  570     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  544    19    74  570     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  544    19    74  570     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   563 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   977 1262   272 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1019 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   252  171   732 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1019 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   238  159   732 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.07 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.04 0.00  0.02 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.8 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  407 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.2 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 14.5 xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             14.5
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                B       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************



Existing Plus Project: FridFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:34                 Page 6-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 5                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      2.3       Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 19.1]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1  0  1    1  0  1  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    1  0  0  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  535    50    72  592     0     0    0     0    44    0    90 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  535    50    72  592     0     0    0     0    44    0    90 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  535    50    72  592     0     0    0     0    44    0    90 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  535    50    72  592     0     0    0     0    44    0    90 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4 xxxx   6.2 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5 xxxx   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   585 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1271 xxxx   535 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1000 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   187 xxxx   549 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1000 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   177 xxxx   549 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.07 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.25 xxxx  0.16 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.9 xxxx   0.6 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.9 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  32.0 xxxx  12.8 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     D    *     B 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             19.1
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                C       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #6 6                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.0       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 10.2]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH        POINT VIEW INTERNAL DRIVEWAY   
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1  1  0    0  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  517   100     0  634     0     0    0     0     0    0     4 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  517   100     0  634     0     0    0     0     0    0     4 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  517   100     0  634     0     0    0     0     0    0     4 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  517   100     0  634     0     0    0     0     0    0     4 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   309 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   693 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   693 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  0.01 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   0.0 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx  10.2 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     B 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             10.2
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                B       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 1                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      1.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 20.2]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:            VIA RIVERA                      HAWTHORNE BLVD          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  2  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       1    0     3    48    0    25    25  514     2    15  541    64 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    1    0     3    48    0    25    25  514     2    15  541    64 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     1    0     3    48    0    25    25  514     2    15  541    64 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    1    0     3    48    0    25    25  514     2    15  541    64 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  866 1200   258   878 1137   271   605 xxxx xxxxx   516 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.:  251  187   747   246  203   733   983 xxxx xxxxx  1060 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:    235  179   747   237  195   733   983 xxxx xxxxx  1060 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.00 0.00  0.00  0.20 0.00  0.03  0.03 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.8 xxxx xxxxx   8.4 xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *     A    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx  484 xxxxx  xxxx  309 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.0 xxxxx xxxxx  0.9 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 12.5 xxxxx xxxxx 20.2 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    B     *     *    C     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:      12.5             20.2           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         B                C                *                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #3 3                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.6       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.6]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH                 SEACOVE DR            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:      65  576     0     3  499     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:   65  576     0     3  499     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:    65  576     0     3  499     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:   65  576     0     3  499     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  502 xxxx xxxxx   576 xxxx xxxxx   925 1213   251  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 1073 xxxx xxxxx  1007 xxxx xxxxx   272  184   755  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:   1073 xxxx xxxxx  1007 xxxx xxxxx   259  172   755  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.06 xxxx  xxxx  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  0.02 0.00  0.01  xxxx xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:    0.2 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:  8.6 xxxx xxxxx   8.6 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  427 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 13.6 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             13.6           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #4 4                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.7       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 14.0]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          WAYFARER'S CHAPEL DRIVE      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  2  0  1    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  537    31    19  546     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  537    31    19  546     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  537    31    19  546     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  537    31    19  546     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   568 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   848 1121   269 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1014 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   304  208   736 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1014 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   300  204   736 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.02 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.07 0.00  0.03 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.6 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  443 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.3 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 14.0 xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             14.0
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                B       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 5                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      2.1       Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 18.0]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1  0  1    1  0  1  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    1  0  0  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  554    51    60  554     0     0    0     0    39    0    86 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  554    51    60  554     0     0    0     0    39    0    86 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  554    51    60  554     0     0    0     0    39    0    86 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  554    51    60  554     0     0    0     0    39    0    86 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4 xxxx   6.2 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5 xxxx   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   605 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1228 xxxx   554 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   983 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   199 xxxx   536 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   983 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   189 xxxx   536 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.06 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.21 xxxx  0.16 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.7 xxxx   0.6 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.9 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  28.9 xxxx  13.0 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     D    *     B 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             18.0
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                C       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #6 6                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.9       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 10.8]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH        POINT VIEW INTERNAL DRIVEWAY   
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1  1  0    0  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  565     5     0  524     0     0    0     0     0    0   102 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  565     5     0  524     0     0    0     0     0    0   102 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  565     5     0  524     0     0    0     0     0    0   102 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  565     5     0  524     0     0    0     0     0    0   102 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   285 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   718 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   718 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  0.14 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   0.5 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx  10.8 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     B 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             10.8
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                B       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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2454 K-ICU_2011-07-16.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Point View Internal Driveway
Description: FUTURE NO PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FUTURE (2012) WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.220
TH 2.00 715 3,200 0.223 * N-S(2): 0.223 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(1): 0.000

Westbound RT 0.00 4 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.003 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.003 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 V/C: 0.226

Northbound RT 0.00 100 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 605 3,200 0.220 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.326
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

ICU ANALYSIS

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.182 *
TH 2.00 541 3,200 0.169 N-S(2): 0.169
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * E-W(1): 0.000

Westbound RT 0.00 102 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.064 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.064 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 V/C: 0.246

Northbound RT 0.00 5 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 577 3,200 0.182 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.346
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 7/22/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-07-16.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Palos Verdes Drive East
Description: FUTURE NO PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.409
TH 1.00 656 1,600 0.410 * N-S(2): 0.410 *
LT 1.00 89 1,600 0.056 E-W(1): 0.033 *

Westbound RT 1.00 97 1,600 0.033 * E-W(2): 0.033 *
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 1.00 52 1,600 0.033 * V/C: 0.443

Northbound RT 1.00 72 1,600 0.045 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 564 1,600 0.353 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.543
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.387 *
TH 1.00 519 1,600 0.324 N-S(2): 0.324
LT 1.00 57 1,600 0.036 * E-W(1): 0.024

Westbound RT 1.00 89 1,600 0.038 * E-W(2): 0.038 *
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 1.00 39 1,600 0.024 V/C: 0.425

Northbound RT 1.00 51 1,600 0.032 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 562 1,600 0.351 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.525
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 7/22/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-07-16.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Wayfarer's Chapel Drive 
Description: FUTURE NO PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.199
TH 2.00 650 3,200 0.203 * N-S(2): 0.203 *
LT 1.00 28 1,600 0.018 E-W(1): 0.006

Westbound RT 0.00 16 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.016 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.016 *
LT 0.00 10 1,600 0.006 V/C: 0.219

Northbound RT 1.00 19 1,600 0.012 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 578 3,200 0.181 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.319
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.182 *
TH 2.00 507 3,200 0.158 N-S(2): 0.158
LT 1.00 17 1,600 0.011 * E-W(1): 0.013

Westbound RT 0.00 24 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.028 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.028 *
LT 0.00 20 1,600 0.013 V/C: 0.210

Northbound RT 1.00 31 1,600 0.019 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 546 3,200 0.171 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.310
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 7/22/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-07-16.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Seacove Drive 
Description: FUTURE NO PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 5 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.185
TH 2.00 656 3,200 0.207 * N-S(2): 0.216 *
LT 1.00 6 1,600 0.004 E-W(1): 0.004 *

Westbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.001
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * V/C: 0.220

Northbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 579 3,200 0.181 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 15 1,600 0.009 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 5 0 0.000 ICU: 0.320
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.004 *
LT 0.00 1 1,600 0.001 LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 3 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.171 *
TH 2.00 513 3,200 0.161 N-S(2): 0.167
LT 1.00 3 1,600 0.002 * E-W(1): 0.006 *

Westbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.003
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * V/C: 0.177

Northbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 540 3,200 0.169 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 10 1,600 0.006

Eastbound RT 0.00 6 0 0.000 ICU: 0.277
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.006 *
LT 0.00 4 1,600 0.003 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 7/22/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-07-16.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive West & Hawthorne Blvd/Via Vicente
Description: FUTURE NO PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 8 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.245 *
TH 2.00 393 3,200 0.125 N-S(2): 0.146
LT 1.00 176 1,600 0.110 * E-W(1): 0.154 *

Westbound RT 1.00 179 1,600 0.057 E-W(2): 0.116
TH 0.13 24 208 0.115
LT 1.87 345 2,393 0.144 * V/C: 0.399

Northbound RT 1.00 296 1,600 0.113 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 432 3,200 0.135 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 33 1,600 0.021

Eastbound RT 0.00 11 0 0.000 ICU: 0.499
TH 2.00 18 3,200 0.010 *
LT 0.00 2 1,600 0.001 LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 6 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.207 *
TH 2.00 313 3,200 0.100 N-S(2): 0.119
LT 1.00 166 1,600 0.104 * E-W(1): 0.147 *

Westbound RT 1.00 143 1,600 0.038 E-W(2): 0.114
TH 0.05 9 82 0.110
LT 1.95 344 2,495 0.138 * V/C: 0.354

Northbound RT 1.00 194 1,600 0.052 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 328 3,200 0.103 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 30 1,600 0.019

Eastbound RT 0.00 7 0 0.000 ICU: 0.454
TH 2.00 17 3,200 0.009 *
LT 0.00 6 1,600 0.004 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 7/22/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-07-16.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Via Rivera & Hawthorne Boulevard
Description: FUTURE NO PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 28 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.044
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.057 * N-S(2): 0.058 *
LT 0.00 63 1,600 0.039 E-W(1): 0.175

Westbound RT 1.00 68 1,600 0.023 E-W(2): 0.221 *
TH 2.00 628 3,200 0.196 *
LT 1.00 11 1,600 0.007 V/C: 0.279

Northbound RT 0.00 7 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.005 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 1 1,600 0.001 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 1 0 0.000 ICU: 0.379
TH 2.00 538 3,200 0.168
LT 1.00 40 1,600 0.025 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 25 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.033
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.046 * N-S(2): 0.047 *
LT 0.00 48 1,600 0.030 E-W(1): 0.166

Westbound RT 1.00 64 1,600 0.025 E-W(2): 0.186 *
TH 2.00 544 3,200 0.170 *
LT 1.00 15 1,600 0.009 V/C: 0.233

Northbound RT 0.00 3 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.003 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 1 1,600 0.001 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 2 0 0.000 ICU: 0.333
TH 2.00 500 3,200 0.157
LT 1.00 25 1,600 0.016 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Future No Project: Friday PFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:37                 Page 3-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 1                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      2.2       Worst Case Level Of Service: D[ 28.1]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:            VIA RIVERA                      HAWTHORNE BLVD          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  2  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       1    0     7    63    0    28    40  538     1    11  628    68 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    1    0     7    63    0    28    40  538     1    11  628    68 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     1    0     7    63    0    28    40  538     1    11  628    68 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    1    0     7    63    0    28    40  538     1    11  628    68 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  955 1337   270   999 1269   314   696 xxxx xxxxx   539 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.:  216  155   735   201  170   688   909 xxxx xxxxx  1040 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:    199  146   735   190  161   688   909 xxxx xxxxx  1040 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.01 0.00  0.01  0.33 0.00  0.04  0.04 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   9.1 xxxx xxxxx   8.5 xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *     A    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx  549 xxxxx  xxxx  245 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.0 xxxxx xxxxx  1.6 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 11.6 xxxxx xxxxx 28.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    B     *     *    D     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:      11.6             28.1           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         B                D                *                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************



Future No Project: Friday PFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:37                 Page 4-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #3 3                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.2       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 12.0]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH                 SEACOVE DR            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:      15  579     0     6  656     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:   15  579     0     6  656     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:    15  579     0     6  656     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:   15  579     0     6  656     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  661 xxxx xxxxx   579 xxxx xxxxx   990 1280   331  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.:  937 xxxx xxxxx  1005 xxxx xxxxx   247  167   671  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:    937 xxxx xxxxx  1005 xxxx xxxxx   243  164   671  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.02 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  0.00 0.00  0.01  xxxx xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:    0.0 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:  8.9 xxxx xxxxx   8.6 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  519 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.0 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 12.0 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             12.0           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************



Future No Project: Friday PFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:37                 Page 5-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #4 4                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 14.1]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          WAYFARER'S CHAPEL DRIVE      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  2  0  1    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  578    19    28  650     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  578    19    28  650     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  578    19    28  650     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  578    19    28  650     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   597 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   959 1284   289 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   989 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   258  166   714 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   989 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   253  162   714 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.03 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.04 0.00  0.02 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.7 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  420 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.2 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 14.1 xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             14.1
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                B       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************



Future No Project: Friday PFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:37                 Page 6-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 5                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      2.8       Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 23.6]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1  0  1    1  0  1  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    1  0  0  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  564    72    89  656     0     0    0     0    52    0    97 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  564    72    89  656     0     0    0     0    52    0    97 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  564    72    89  656     0     0    0     0    52    0    97 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  564    72    89  656     0     0    0     0    52    0    97 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4 xxxx   6.2 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5 xxxx   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   636 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1398 xxxx   564 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   957 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   157 xxxx   529 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   957 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   146 xxxx   529 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.09 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.36 xxxx  0.18 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.3 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   1.5 xxxx   0.7 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   9.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  42.9 xxxx  13.3 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     E    *     B 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             23.6
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                C       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #6 6                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.0       Worst Case Level Of Service: A[  0.0]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH        POINT VIEW INTERNAL DRIVEWAY   
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  2  0  0    0  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  605     0     0  670     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  605     0     0  670     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  605     0     0  670     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  605     0     0  670     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   940 1275   303 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   266  168   700 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   266  168   700 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.00 0.00  0.00 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx    0 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 1                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      1.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 20.1]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:            VIA RIVERA                      HAWTHORNE BLVD          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  2  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       1    0     3    48    0    25    25  500     2    15  544    64 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    1    0     3    48    0    25    25  500     2    15  544    64 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     1    0     3    48    0    25    25  500     2    15  544    64 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    1    0     3    48    0    25    25  500     2    15  544    64 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  853 1189   251   874 1126   272   608 xxxx xxxxx   502 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.:  256  190   755   247  207   732   980 xxxx xxxxx  1073 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:    240  182   755   239  198   732   980 xxxx xxxxx  1073 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.00 0.00  0.00  0.20 0.00  0.03  0.03 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.8 xxxx xxxxx   8.4 xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *     A    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx  491 xxxxx  xxxx  310 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.0 xxxxx xxxxx  0.9 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 12.4 xxxxx xxxxx 20.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    B     *     *    C     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:      12.4             20.1           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         B                C                *                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #3 3                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.2       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 12.6]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH                 SEACOVE DR            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:      10  540     0     3  513     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:   10  540     0     3  513     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:    10  540     0     3  513     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:   10  540     0     3  513     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  516 xxxx xxxxx   540 xxxx xxxxx   811 1081   258  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 1060 xxxx xxxxx  1039 xxxx xxxxx   322  220   747  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:   1060 xxxx xxxxx  1039 xxxx xxxxx   319  217   747  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 0.00  0.01  xxxx xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:    0.0 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:  8.4 xxxx xxxxx   8.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  486 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 12.6 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             12.6           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #4 4                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.7       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.9]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          WAYFARER'S CHAPEL DRIVE      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  2  0  1    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  546    31    17  507     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  546    31    17  507     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  546    31    17  507     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  546    31    17  507     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   577 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   834 1087   273 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1006 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   311  218   731 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1006 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   307  214   731 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.02 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.07 0.00  0.03 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.6 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  449 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.3 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 13.9 xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             13.9
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                B       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 5                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      2.1       Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 17.5]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1  0  1    1  0  1  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    1  0  0  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  562    51    57  519     0     0    0     0    39    0    89 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  562    51    57  519     0     0    0     0    39    0    89 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  562    51    57  519     0     0    0     0    39    0    89 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  562    51    57  519     0     0    0     0    39    0    89 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4 xxxx   6.2 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5 xxxx   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   613 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1195 xxxx   562 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   976 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   208 xxxx   530 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   976 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   199 xxxx   530 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.06 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.20 xxxx  0.17 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.7 xxxx   0.6 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.9 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  27.5 xxxx  13.2 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     D    *     B 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             17.5
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                C       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #6 6                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.0       Worst Case Level Of Service: A[  0.0]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH        POINT VIEW INTERNAL DRIVEWAY   
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  2  0  0    0  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  577     0     0  538     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  577     0     0  538     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  577     0     0  538     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  577     0     0  538     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   846 1115   289 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   305  210   714 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   305  210   714 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.00 0.00  0.00 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx    0 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Point View Internal Driveway
Description: FUTURE (2012) WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.220
TH 2.00 715 3,200 0.223 * N-S(2): 0.223 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(1): 0.000

Westbound RT 0.00 4 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.003 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.003 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 V/C: 0.226

Northbound RT 0.00 100 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 605 3,200 0.220 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.326
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

ICU ANALYSIS

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.182 *
TH 2.00 541 3,200 0.169 N-S(2): 0.169
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * E-W(1): 0.000

Westbound RT 0.00 102 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.064 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.064 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 V/C: 0.246

Northbound RT 0.00 5 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 577 3,200 0.182 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.346
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 9/7/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-09-07.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Palos Verdes Drive East
Description: FUTURE (2012) WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.437 *
TH 1.00 658 1,600 0.411 N-S(2): 0.411
LT 1.00 88 1,600 0.055 * E-W(1): 0.033

Westbound RT 1.00 102 1,600 0.036 * E-W(2): 0.036 *
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 1.00 52 1,600 0.033 V/C: 0.473

Northbound RT 1.00 71 1,600 0.044 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 611 1,600 0.382 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.573
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.392 *
TH 1.00 568 1,600 0.355 N-S(2): 0.355
LT 1.00 63 1,600 0.039 * E-W(1): 0.024

Westbound RT 1.00 89 1,600 0.036 * E-W(2): 0.036 *
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 1.00 39 1,600 0.024 V/C: 0.428

Northbound RT 1.00 51 1,600 0.032 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 564 1,600 0.353 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.528
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 9/7/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-09-07.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Wayfarer's Chapel Drive 
Description: FUTURE (2012) WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.244 *
TH 2.00 651 3,200 0.203 N-S(2): 0.203
LT 1.00 74 1,600 0.046 * E-W(1): 0.006

Westbound RT 0.00 16 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.016 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.016 *
LT 0.00 10 1,600 0.006 V/C: 0.260

Northbound RT 1.00 19 1,600 0.012 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 632 3,200 0.198 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.360
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.183 *
TH 2.00 562 3,200 0.176 N-S(2): 0.176
LT 1.00 19 1,600 0.012 * E-W(1): 0.013

Westbound RT 0.00 24 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.028 *
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.028 *
LT 0.00 20 1,600 0.013 V/C: 0.211

Northbound RT 1.00 31 1,600 0.019 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 548 3,200 0.171 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000

Eastbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 ICU: 0.311
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 9/7/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-09-07.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive South & Seacove Drive 
Description: FUTURE (2012) WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 5 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.186
TH 2.00 702 3,200 0.221 * N-S(2): 0.232 *
LT 1.00 6 1,600 0.004 E-W(1): 0.004 *

Westbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.001
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * V/C: 0.236

Northbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 581 3,200 0.182 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 17 1,600 0.011 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 5 0 0.000 ICU: 0.336
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.004 *
LT 0.00 1 1,600 0.001 LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 3 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.185
TH 2.00 516 3,200 0.162 * N-S(2): 0.203 *
LT 1.00 3 1,600 0.002 E-W(1): 0.006 *

Westbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.003
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 * V/C: 0.209

Northbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 587 3,200 0.183 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 65 1,600 0.041 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 6 0 0.000 ICU: 0.309
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.006 *
LT 0.00 4 1,600 0.003 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 9/7/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-09-07.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Palos Verdes Drive West & Hawthorne Blvd/Via Vicente
Description: FUTURE (2012) WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 8 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.246 *
TH 2.00 419 3,200 0.133 N-S(2): 0.154
LT 1.00 177 1,600 0.111 * E-W(1): 0.162 *

Westbound RT 1.00 179 1,600 0.057 E-W(2): 0.123
TH 0.12 24 197 0.122
LT 1.88 365 2,402 0.152 * V/C: 0.408

Northbound RT 1.00 297 1,600 0.110 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 433 3,200 0.135 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 33 1,600 0.021

Eastbound RT 0.00 11 0 0.000 ICU: 0.508
TH 2.00 18 3,200 0.010 *
LT 0.00 2 1,600 0.001 LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 6 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.215 *
TH 2.00 314 3,200 0.100 N-S(2): 0.119
LT 1.00 166 1,600 0.104 * E-W(1): 0.147 *

Westbound RT 1.00 142 1,600 0.037 E-W(2): 0.115
TH 0.05 9 81 0.111
LT 1.95 345 2,495 0.138 * V/C: 0.362

Northbound RT 1.00 214 1,600 0.065 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 354 3,200 0.111 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 30 1,600 0.019

Eastbound RT 0.00 7 0 0.000 ICU: 0.462
TH 2.00 17 3,200 0.009 *
LT 0.00 6 1,600 0.004 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Printed: 9/7/2011
Revised: 2/4/00

2454 K-ICU_2011-09-07.xls

Project Title: Pointview Master Plan
Intersection: Via Rivera & Hawthorne Boulevard
Description: FUTURE (2012) WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS

Date/Time: FRIDAY PM PEAK HOUR (4:30-5:30)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 28 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.044
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.057 * N-S(2): 0.058 *
LT 0.00 63 1,600 0.039 E-W(1): 0.176

Westbound RT 1.00 68 1,600 0.023 E-W(2): 0.228 *
TH 2.00 648 3,200 0.203 *
LT 1.00 11 1,600 0.007 V/C: 0.286

Northbound RT 0.00 7 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.005 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 1 1,600 0.001 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 1 0 0.000 ICU: 0.386
TH 2.00 539 3,200 0.169
LT 1.00 40 1,600 0.025 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: SATURDAY MIDDAY PEAK HOUR (12:15-1:15)

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 25 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.033
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.046 * N-S(2): 0.047 *
LT 0.00 48 1,600 0.030 E-W(1): 0.172

Westbound RT 1.00 64 1,600 0.025 E-W(2): 0.186 *
TH 2.00 545 3,200 0.170 *
LT 1.00 15 1,600 0.009 V/C: 0.233

Northbound RT 0.00 3 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 0 1,600 0.003 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 1 1,600 0.001 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 2 0 0.000 ICU: 0.333
TH 2.00 520 3,200 0.163
LT 1.00 25 1,600 0.016 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Future w/ Project: Friday PFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:40                 Page 3-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 1                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      2.3       Worst Case Level Of Service: D[ 29.3]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:            VIA RIVERA                      HAWTHORNE BLVD          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  2  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       1    0     7    63    0    28    40  539     1    11  648    68 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    1    0     7    63    0    28    40  539     1    11  648    68 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     1    0     7    63    0    28    40  539     1    11  648    68 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    1    0     7    63    0    28    40  539     1    11  648    68 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  966 1358   270  1020 1290   324   716 xxxx xxxxx   540 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.:  212  150   734   194  165   678   894 xxxx xxxxx  1039 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:    195  142   734   184  156   678   894 xxxx xxxxx  1039 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.01 0.00  0.01  0.34 0.00  0.04  0.04 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   9.2 xxxx xxxxx   8.5 xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *     A    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx  545 xxxxx  xxxx  237 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.0 xxxxx xxxxx  1.7 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 11.7 xxxxx xxxxx 29.3 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    B     *     *    D     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:      11.7             29.3           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         B                D                *                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************



Future w/ Project: Friday PFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:40                 Page 4-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #3 3                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.2       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 12.4]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH                 SEACOVE DR            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:      17  581     0     6  702     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:   17  581     0     6  702     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:    17  581     0     6  702     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:   17  581     0     6  702     5     1    0     5     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  707 xxxx xxxxx   581 xxxx xxxxx  1041 1332   354  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.:  901 xxxx xxxxx  1003 xxxx xxxxx   229  156   649  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:    901 xxxx xxxxx  1003 xxxx xxxxx   225  152   649  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.02 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  0.00 0.00  0.01  xxxx xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:    0.1 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:  9.1 xxxx xxxxx   8.6 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  493 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.0 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 12.4 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             12.4           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************



Future w/ Project: Friday PFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:40                 Page 5-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #4 4                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.8       Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 16.1]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          WAYFARER'S CHAPEL DRIVE      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  2  0  1    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  632    19    74  651     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  632    19    74  651     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  632    19    74  651     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  632    19    74  651     0     0    0     0    10    0    16 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   651 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1106 1431   316 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   945 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   208  136   686 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   945 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   196  125   686 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.08 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.05 0.00  0.02 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.3 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   9.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  349 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.2 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 16.1 xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    C     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             16.1
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                C       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************



Future w/ Project: Friday PFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:40                 Page 6-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 5                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      3.0       Worst Case Level Of Service: D[ 25.2]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1  0  1    1  0  1  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    1  0  0  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  611    71    88  658     0     0    0     0    52    0   102 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  611    71    88  658     0     0    0     0    52    0   102 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  611    71    88  658     0     0    0     0    52    0   102 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  611    71    88  658     0     0    0     0    52    0   102 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4 xxxx   6.2 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5 xxxx   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   682 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1445 xxxx   611 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   920 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   147 xxxx   497 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   920 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   136 xxxx   497 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.10 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.38 xxxx  0.21 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.3 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   1.6 xxxx   0.8 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   9.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  47.0 xxxx  14.1 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     E    *     B 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             25.2
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                D       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #6 6                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.0       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 10.6]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH        POINT VIEW INTERNAL DRIVEWAY   
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1  1  0    0  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  605   100     0  715     0     0    0     0     0    0     4 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  605   100     0  715     0     0    0     0     0    0     4 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  605   100     0  715     0     0    0     0     0    0     4 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  605   100     0  715     0     0    0     0     0    0     4 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   353 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   650 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   650 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  0.01 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   0.0 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx  10.6 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     B 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             10.6
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                B       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #1 1                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      1.5       Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 20.4]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:            VIA RIVERA                      HAWTHORNE BLVD          
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  1  1  0    1  0  2  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       1    0     3    48    0    25    25  520     2    15  545    64 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    1    0     3    48    0    25    25  520     2    15  545    64 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     1    0     3    48    0    25    25  520     2    15  545    64 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    1    0     3    48    0    25    25  520     2    15  545    64 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  7.5  6.5   6.9   7.5  6.5   6.9   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  874 1210   261   885 1147   273   609 xxxx xxxxx   522 xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.:  247  184   744   243  201   731   979 xxxx xxxxx  1055 xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:    232  177   744   234  193   731   979 xxxx xxxxx  1055 xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.00 0.00  0.00  0.20 0.00  0.03  0.03 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.8 xxxx xxxxx   8.5 xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     A    *     *     A    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx  479 xxxxx  xxxx  306 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx  0.0 xxxxx xxxxx  0.9 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 12.6 xxxxx xxxxx 20.4 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    B     *     *    C     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:      12.6             20.4           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         B                C                *                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #3 3                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.6       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 13.9]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH                 SEACOVE DR            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        1  0  1  1  0    1  0  1  1  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  0  0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:      65  587     0     3  516     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:   65  587     0     3  516     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:    65  587     0     3  516     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:   65  587     0     3  516     3     4    0     6     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  519 xxxx xxxxx   587 xxxx xxxxx   947 1241   260  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: 1057 xxxx xxxxx   998 xxxx xxxxx   263  177   745  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:   1057 xxxx xxxxx   998 xxxx xxxxx   250  165   745  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  0.06 xxxx  xxxx  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  0.02 0.00  0.01  xxxx xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:    0.2 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:  8.6 xxxx xxxxx   8.6 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  416 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 13.9 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             13.9           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                *       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #4 4                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.7       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 14.2]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          WAYFARER'S CHAPEL DRIVE      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  2  0  1    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  548    31    19  562     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  548    31    19  562     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  548    31    19  562     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  548    31    19  562     0     0    0     0    20    0    24 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.8  6.5   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   579 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   867 1148   274 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1005 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   296  200   730 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1005 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   292  197   730 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.02 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.07 0.00  0.03 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.1 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.7 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  434 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.3 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 14.2 xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             14.2
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                B       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************



Future w/ Project: SaturdayFri Jul 22, 2011 13:43:30                 Page 6-1   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 5                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      2.1       Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 18.4]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH          PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST      
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1  0  1    1  0  1  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    1  0  0  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  564    51    63  568     0     0    0     0    39    0    89 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  564    51    63  568     0     0    0     0    39    0    89 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  564    51    63  568     0     0    0     0    39    0    89 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  564    51    63  568     0     0    0     0    39    0    89 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4 xxxx   6.2 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5 xxxx   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   615 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1258 xxxx   564 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   974 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   190 xxxx   529 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   974 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   181 xxxx   529 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.06 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.22 xxxx  0.17 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.2 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.8 xxxx   0.6 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.9 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  30.3 xxxx  13.2 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     D    *     B 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             18.4
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                C       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       
            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              
********************************************************************************
Intersection #6 6                                                               
********************************************************************************
Average Delay (sec/veh):      0.9       Worst Case Level Of Service: B[ 10.9]
********************************************************************************
Street Name:     PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH        POINT VIEW INTERNAL DRIVEWAY   
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include     
Lanes:        0  0  1  1  0    0  0  2  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  1  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:       0  577     5     0  541     0     0    0     0     0    0   102 
Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Initial Bse:    0  577     5     0  541     0     0    0     0     0    0   102 
User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
PHF Volume:     0  577     5     0  541     0     0    0     0     0    0   102 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0  577     5     0  541     0     0    0     0     0    0   102 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   6.9 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   291 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   712 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   712 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  0.14 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   0.5 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx  10.9 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     B 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             10.9
ApproachLOS:         *                *                *                B       
********************************************************************************
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
********************************************************************************
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