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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
 
1. Project title:  Construction and Operation of the Neenach Pumping Station Turnout Facility 

2. Lead agency name and address: 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
Environmental Affairs 
111 N. Hope Street, Room 1044 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 

 
3. Contact person and phone number:   

Nadia Dale 
Environmental Assessment 
Los Angeles Department of water and Power 
(213) 367-1745 

 
4. Project location:  The project location is near the intersection of Three Points Road and State 

Route (SR) 138 in the western Antelope Valley in northern Los Angeles County (Figure 1).  The 
nearest incorporated city is Lancaster.  The location is at approximately milepost 311.84 (Station 
341+05.099) of the California Aqueduct where the First Los Angeles Aqueduct (FLAA) crosses over 
Pool 44 of the East Branch of the California Aqueduct.  The project site is within the State of 
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) California Aqueduct right-of-way (ROW). 

5. Project sponsor’s name and address: 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
Water Resources 
111 N. Hope Street, Room 1460 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 

 
6. General plan designation:  Open Space Right of Way 

7. Zoning:  A-2-5 

8. Description of project:  The project is the construction and operation of the Neenach Pumping 
Station turnout facility and surge tank to allow direct transfers of raw water from the California 
Aqueduct to Los Angeles via the FLAA to make up for reduced withdrawals from the eastern Sierras 
as well as to enhance existing system reliability by permitting an alternative means of making 
deliveries into the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) system than otherwise 
would have taken place. 

The Los Angeles Aqueducts provide water to Los Angeles from the Mono Lake Basin and Owens 
Valley in the eastern Sierras.  The aqueducts have provided approximately half of the Los Angeles 
water supply over the past 10 years.  Deliveries from the Los Angeles Aqueducts have been 
reduced by approximately one-third from their historic average.  This water has been diverted to 
meet the LADWP’s environmental obligations in the eastern Sierras.  One of these obligations is a 
settlement agreement for Owens Lake that requires LADWP to commit to a responsibility to reduce 
particulate emissions from the Owens Lake Bed so that the Owens Valley Planning Area may attain 
and maintain the federal Clean Air Act ambient air quality standards for particulate matter.  As 
outlined in the Memorandum of Agreement between the City of Los Angeles and the Great Basin 
Unified Air Pollution Control District (see appendices), the City must carry out a phased plan of 
control measures, including shallow flooding, managed vegetation, and gravel placement.  The 
implementation of the shallow flooding will continue to reduce future deliveries of water to the Los 
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Angeles basin.  Water that this project would allow to be transferred to LADWP for use in the Los 
Angeles area would be replacing former supplies now utilized to meet environmental obligations in 
the eastern Sierra and therefore will not be increasing Los Angeles’s overall water supply. 

The LADWP’s adopted Year 2000 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) contains a chapter on 
the city’s existing and planned future water supplies.  The existing supplies section includes detailed 
descriptions of supply from the Los Angeles Aqueducts, local wells, water recycling, and purchases 
from Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWDSC).  The section of the report 
detailing future water supplies lists both seawater desalination and water transfers from the water 
market as viable sources.  LADWP’s UWMP was also used by MWDSC as a resource to develop its 
regional UWMP that covers MWDSC’s entire service area, which includes the LADWP service 
territory.  MWDSC’s Regional year 2000 UWMP discusses the region’s reliance on water transfer 
option contracts and purchases of water on the open market as an integral part of the region’s 
drought management planning.  In 2005, both the LADWP and the MWDSC will be adopting a new 
UWMP, both of which will contain much more detailed discussions of water transfers as an integral 
part of their future water supply reliability for both Los Angeles and Southern California as a region. 

A written agreement is being developed among the DWR, the Antelope Valley-East Kern Water 
Agency (AVEK), the MWDSC, and the City of Los Angeles by and through its Department of Water 
and Power for the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Neenach Pumping Station 
turnout facility.  Once approved, the agreement would be in effect for 5 years, during which time the 
accessibility of the water market would be determined and the parties involved would evaluate the 
success and overall feasibility of utilizing the water market to transfer water to supplement LADWP’s 
water needs.   

Over the 5-year life of the project agreement, the LADWP plans to enter into agreements with other 
agencies whereby it receives non-State Water Project (SWP) water supplies delivered through the 
California Aqueduct and into the FLAA.  These agreements to acquire non-SWP water will be used 
to offset LADWP’s above-mentioned eastern Sierra environmental obligations, including water 
utilized for dust control in the Owens Valley.  LADWP wishes to convey this non-SWP water to the 
AVEK for transportation in SWP facilities and delivery to LADWP.  The water would be transported 
through the California Aqueduct and into AVEK’s service territory for transfer into the FLAA and 
transport into LADWP’s service area, which is a portion of the service area of the MWDSC.  AVEK 
would not use the turnout for delivery of water for use in its service area.  When and if they decide 
to do so, the appropriate California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis will be conducted at 
that time. 

Although no such water transfer agreements are currently in place, LADWP must have the 
necessary infrastructure in place before negotiations for such agreements can be developed.  Once 
the necessary infrastructure is completed (i.e., the project), LADWP would move forward with 
developing a Request for Proposal (RFP) to initiate discussions for future water transfers.  Future 
water transfers and agreements would be evaluated to comply with CEQA as they are defined, and 
will include a complete initial study.  Only when CEQA is completed, and DWR’s approval for 
conveyance is granted, would any water be transferred through the Neenach Pumping Station 
turnout facility.   

Once the LADWP releases this RFP we anticipate that respondents could come forward with 
marketable water from several sources of supply such as surface water, banked water, contract 
water, groundwater, or a combination of these.  Some of the likely respondents could be agencies 
such as the Kern Water Bank, or farming interests both in the Central Valley and north of the Delta. 

Any and all agreements will be consistent with LADWP’s UWMP and LADWP’s Ten-Year Capital 
Improvement Program for the fiscal years 2003-2012.  Consistent with the Urban Water 
Management Planning Act, the City’s UWMP describes LADWP’s efforts to promote efficient use 
and management of its water resources and outlines strategies that will be used to meet Los 
Angeles’s current and future water needs.  Its focus is on water supply reliability and water use 
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efficiency measures.  LADWP’s Ten-Year Capital Improvement Program (see appendices) 
describes the LADWP’s near-future plans for water quality improvements, water resources, 
infrastructure, and support functions.   

Because water transfer to the LADWP would be dependent on the need for supplemental water and 
the availability of water for transfer, and would require a specific agreement between LADWP and 
another water agency, the specific time frames for and the amounts of water transfers that would 
occur using the turnout facility cannot be identified.  However, the turnout facility would be capable 
of producing a total flow of 130 cubic feet per second (cfs) (approximately 11 acre feet per hour) 
from the California Aqueduct into the FLAA.  It is expected that the turnout facility would operate 
constantly for up to 10 consecutive months per year to complete each water transfer.   

During time periods when no transfer is occurring, LADWP system reliability would be enhanced 
since the facility could be used by the MWDSC as an alternative to existing points of delivery of 
water to the LADWP as one of MWDSC’s member agencies.  This agreement would entitle the 
MWDSC to utilize the Neenach Pumping Station as a delivery structure pursuant to MWDSC’s long-
term supply contract with the DWR.  Such usage right shall be secondary only to LADWP’s usage. 

At the end of the 5-year term of the project agreement if it is determined by any of the four 
signatories (DWR, MWDSC, AVEK, or LADWP) that the project’s agreement should not be 
extended, the LADWP at its sole expense would remove all project facilities and return the DWR’s 
ROW to its original condition. 

The construction project and operation of the Neenach Pumping Station turnout facility and surge 
tank would be constructed within the ROW of the California Aqueduct at the northeast corner of the 
intersection of the FLAA and the California Aqueduct (Figure 2).  The turnout would consist of a 
pumping station and pipelines to withdraw water from the California Aqueduct and transfer it to the 
FLAA (Figure 3).  The pumping station would consist of a covered, reinforced concrete vault 
approximately 60 feet by 30 feet and 21-foot-deep housing four 500 horsepower (HP) 2300 VAC 
pumps each capable of producing a maximum flow of 35 cfs.  The vault would be constructed below 
grade with its roof at the ground surface.  Four 36-inch-diameter pipes, approximately 120 feet long, 
would be installed below ground between the vault and the California Aqueduct.  These pipes would 
travel through the existing berm along the north side of the aqueduct.  The four pumps would 
discharge into a single underground 42-inch-diameter pipeline that would connect to the FLAA 
approximately 300 feet to the west of the pumping station.  The pipeline would be installed in a 
trench 5 feet deep and 5 feet wide.  

The 42-inch-diameter pipeline would also be connected to a surge tank in order to reduce the 
potential for damage to the FLAA.  The surge tank would be a cylindrical steel tank 45 feet long and 
12-feet in diameter.  It would be installed on an 18-inch-thick concrete slab and would be situated 
approximately 50 feet to the east of the pump vault.  A concrete block wall 12 feet high may be 
constructed around the tank to protect it from vandalism.  

In addition, a 42-inch magnetic flow meter would be installed in the 42-inch pipeline connecting the 
pumping station to the FLAA in order to measure the total quantity of water being transferred 
between the California Aqueduct and the FLAA.  A vacuum pump system would be installed in the 
pipes connecting the California Aqueduct to the pumping station to remove any entrained air within 
the pipes.  Removal of entrained air is essential for the maintenance of proper vacuum suction in 
these pipes.   

The pumps would use variable frequency drives for electrical starters.  An electrical service would 
be installed to provide power to the facility.  The electrical service would be installed underground 
within the California Aqueduct ROW between the facility and an existing Southern California Edison 
utility pole on 250th Street West situated to the southeast of the turnout facility site (see Figure 1).  
Approximately 5,000 linear feet of electrical cable would be installed within the existing dirt road that 
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is situated along the northern edge of the ROW.  Several transformers would be installed at the 
facility. 

Construction of the turnout facility would require excavation of the vault and trenching for installation 
of underground pipelines and electrical power lines.  Construction would require use of a crane, 
backhoe, 5 concrete trucks, 5 utility vehicles, and a crew of approximately 20.  Construction 
activities are expected to begin in the spring of 2005 and be completed within a year.  All turnout 
facility (pump station, surge tank) construction activities would occur within an area of approximately 
1.5 acres within the FLAA and the California Aqueduct ROWs.  After completion of construction, the 
facility would be remotely operated and would require a daily security visit by one person.   

9. Surrounding land uses and setting:  The proposed project site is currently an undeveloped area 
within the ROW of and adjacent to the open water channel of the California Aqueduct.  The 
aqueduct channel is situated to the south.  An elevated earthen berm with a paved access road on 
top is situated between the proposed pumping station site and the aqueduct channel.  The FLAA 
forms the western boundary of the project site.  An unpaved road that parallels the ROW boundary 
is situated to the north.  The ROW boundary is marked by a chain link fence and is situated 
approximately 200 feet to the north of the aqueduct channel.  Land use in areas adjacent to the 
project site beyond the ROW is low-density residential and consists of a grid of unpaved roads with 
widely scattered single-family residences.  Open space areas between the unpaved roads and 
residences are generally covered with low vegetation consisting of grasses and low shrubs.  The 
immediate area has low relief (i.e., no hills) and gently slopes up to both the north and the south of 
the California Aqueduct, which was generally constructed to traverse the areas of lowest elevation 
in the valley. 

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval,  
or participation agreement). 

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System permit for storm water  
 
Department of Water Resources 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving 
at least one impact that is a ”Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the 
following pages. 
 

Aesthetics Agriculture Resources Air Quality 

Biological Resources  Cultural Resources Geology/Soils 

Hazards & Hazardous Materials Hydrology/Water Quality Land Use/Planning 

Mineral Resources  Noise Population/Housing 

Public Services Recreation Transportation/Traffic 

Utilities/Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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DETERMINATION:  (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

 
EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately 
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question.  A 
“No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact 
simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone).  
A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general 
standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific 
screening analysis). 
 
2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational 
impacts. 
 
3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with 
mitigation, or less than significant.  “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial 
evidence that an effect may be significant.  If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries 
when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 
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4) “Negative Declaration:  Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less 
Than Significant Impact”.  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain 
how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, “Earlier 
Analyses,” may be cross-referenced). 
 
5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, 
an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  Section 
15063(c)(3)(D).  In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 
 

a) Earlier Analysis Used.  Identify and state where they are available for review. 
 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed.  Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the 
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on 
the earlier analysis. 

 
c) Mitigation Measures.  For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the 
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

 
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources 
for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances).  Reference to a previously prepared or 
outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the 
statement is substantiated. 
 
7) Supporting Information Sources:  A source list should be attached, and other sources used or 
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
 
8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead 
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's 
environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 
 
9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 
 

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
 

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 
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Issues: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
 

I.  AESTHETICS -- Would the project: 

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

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

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

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which     
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 
 
Discussion 
 
a.) No Impact.  No scenic vistas have been specifically identified in the proposed project area; however, the 
general area is a largely open, gently sloping valley with unobstructed views of mountains and hills to both the 
north and south.  The proposed project area is approximately 0.8 mile north of SR 138 and is not readily visible 
from this road.  The pumping station will be a below-grade concrete vault and not visible from a distance.  The 
surge tank would be 14 feet tall and transformer trailers would be 10 feet tall.  These features would be 
partially shielded from views from the south by the berm of the California Aqueduct and would be less 
noticeable than other larger structures currently present in the project site vicinity.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas. 
 
b.) No Impact.  There are no designated state scenic highways near the project area, nor are there any 
scenic resources on or adjacent to the project site. 
 
c.) No Impact.  The project area is within the ROW of the California Aqueduct.  The existing visual character 
of the area includes the concrete lined aqueduct and its earthen berms.  The FLAA is visible as a metal 
pipeline crossing over the California Aqueduct.  Chain link fences are present at the FLAA crossing and along 
the California Aqueduct ROW boundary.  The project site is a generally flat area that is partially vegetated with 
grasses and shrubby plants.  A paved road is present on top of the berm and unpaved roads are present 
parallel to the FLAA to the west and along the ROW fenceline to the north.  Surrounding areas are generally 
open and vegetated with grasses and shrubby vegetation and include unpaved roads and a few scattered 
residential structures with trees near the structures.  The addition of a concrete-covered below-grade vault, 
surge tank, and few transformer trailers adjacent to the aqueducts, road, and fences will not substantially 
degrade the existing visual character of the site.   
 
d.) No Impact.  The proposed project does not include any lighting or surfaces that would reflect light; 
therefore, the project would not create a new source of light or glare.   
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
 
II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES -- In determining  
whether impacts to agricultural resources are Significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to  
the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  Would 
the project: 
 

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

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

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment     
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 
 
Discussion 
 
a.) No Impact.  The project site is not currently farmed; therefore, the project would not convert farmland to 
non-agricultural use. 
 
b.) No Impact.  Because the project site is within the DWR’s ROW for the California Aqueduct, it is not 
available for farming and therefore the project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a 
Williamson Act contract. 
 
c.) No Impact.  The construction and operation of the pumping station would not entail other changes in 
the existing environment that could result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
 
III. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations.  Would 
the project: 
 

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

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

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

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant     
concentrations? 
 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial     
number of people? 
 
Discussion 
 
The project site is situated within the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD).  The 
area is designated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as severe nonattainment of the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard for ozone and by the California Air Resources Board as extreme 
nonattainment of the California Ambient Air Quality Standard for ozone and as nonattainment of the 
California Ambient Air Quality Standard for particulate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 
(PM10).  Guidance published by the AVAQMD and Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 
(MDAQMD) in the MDAQMD and AVAQMD California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Federal 
Conformity Guidelines (March 2002) indicates that a project is considered significant if it generate total 
emissions that exceed the following thresholds:   
 

Criteria Pollutant Annual Threshold (tons) Daily Threshold (pounds) 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 100 548 
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 25 137 
Volatile Organic Compounds 
(VOCs) 

25 137 

Oxides of Sulfur (SOx) 25 137 
Particulate Matter (PM10) 15 82 
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a) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation.  The proposed project is subject to 
AVAQMD plans addressing ozone and PM10.  Construction of the pumping station would result in PM10 
emissions primarily from ground-disturbing activities, and volatile organic compound (VOC) and nitrogen 
oxide (NOx) emissions from construction vehicle exhaust.  VOCs and NOx react to produce ozone.  
Emissions of PM10, NOx, and VOCs from the project would be subject to the applicable AVAQMD plans for 
ozone and PM10.  
 
Ozone:  The thresholds of significance for emissions of the ozone precursors NOx and VOCs is 25 tons 
per year (tpy).  Construction activities would result in temporary emissions of NOx and VOCs; however, 
based upon the size of the construction project and its duration (less than 180 construction days), NOx 
and VOC emissions are estimated to be less than 0.7 tpy and 0.1 tpy respectively.   
 
Operation of the pumping station would not produce any emissions of ozone precursors.   
 
PM10:  The thresholds of significance for emissions of PM10 is 15 tpy.  Construction activities would result 
in temporary emissions of PM10.  Emission of PM10 are estimated to be close to the 15 tpy significance 
threshold; however, implementation of standard fugitive dust control measures would reduce emissions of 
PM10 to approximately 3.7 tpy.  Therefore, the mitigation measures listed at the end of this discussion 
shall be implemented in order to ensure that impacts from PM10 emissions would be reduced to a less 
than significant level. 
 
Vehicle travel on unpaved roads is a significant source of windblown fugitive dust.  Unpaved roads would 
be used to access the pumping station site after its completion.  However, only one vehicle trip per day 
would be required, so there would be no significant change in usage of unpaved roads as a result of the 
proposed project.  
 
Mitigation Measure III-a.  The following tables are taken from Rule 403 of the AVAQMD and contain 
mitigation measures that would be applied, as applicable, to reduce fugitive dust emissions from 
construction activities to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Reasonably Available Control Measures for High Wind Conditions* 
Fugitive Dust Source Category  Control Actions 
Earth moving (1A) Cease all active operations, OR 

(2A) Apply water to soil not more than 15 minutes 
prior to moving such soil. 
 

Disturbed surface areas (0B) On the last day of active operations prior to a 
weekend, holiday, or any other period when active 
operations would 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 
(1B) Apply chemical stabilizers prior to a wind event; 
OR 
(2B) 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 
(3B) Take the actions specified in Table 2 Item (3c); 
OR 
(4B) Utilize any combination of control actions (1B), 
(2B), and (3B) such that, in total, they apply to all 
disturbed surfaced areas.   
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Unpaved roads (1C) Apply chemical stabilizers prior to a wind event; 
OR 
(2C) Apply water once per hour during active 
operation; OR 
(3C) Stop all vehicular traffic. 

Open storage piles (1D) Apply water twice per hour; OR 
(2D) Install temporary coverings. 

Paved road track-out (1E) Cover all haul vehicles; OR 
(2E) 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. Environmental 
Protection Agency as equivalent to the methods 
specified in Table 1 may be used. 

*  High wind conditions means when gusts exceed 25 mph. 

Source:  AVAQMD Rule 403, Table 1. 
 
Dust Control Actions 
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 and the California Air Resources 
Board.  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 and the California Air Resources 
Board.  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, 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.  

Earth-moving:  Construction cut area and 
mining operations 

(1c) Conduct watering as necessary to prevent visible 
emissions from extending more than 100 feet beyond 
the active cut or mining areas unless the area is 
inaccessible to watering vehicles due to slope 
conditions or other safety factors. 
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Disturbed surface areas (except completed 
grading area) 
 

(2a/b) Apply dust suppression in a sufficient quantity 
and frequency to maintain a stabilized surface.  Any 
areas which cannot be stabilized, as evidenced by 
wind driven dust, must have an application of water at 
least twice per day to at least 70 percent of the 
unstabilized area. 

Disturbed surface areas:  Completed grading 
areas 
 

(2c) Apply chemical stabilizers within 5 working days 
or grading completion; OR 
(2d) Take actions (3a) or (3c) specified for inactive 
disturbed surface areas. 

Inactive disturbed surface areas (3a) Apply water to at least 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 due to excessive slope 
or other safety conditions; OR 
(3b) Apply dust suppressants in sufficient quantity 
and frequency to maintain a stabilized surface; OR 
(3c) Establish a vegetative ground cover within 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 
(3d) Utilize any combination of control actions (3a), 
(3b), and (3c) such that, in total, they apply to all 
inactive disturbed surface areas. 

Unpaved roads (4a) Water all roads used for any vehicular traffic at 
least 3 times per normal 8 hour workday; OR 
(4b) Water all roads used for any vehicular traffic 
once daily and restrict vehicle speed to 15 mph; OR 
(4c) Apply chemical stabilizer to all unpaved road 
surfaces in sufficient quantity and frequency to 
maintain a stabilized surface. 

Open storage piles (5a) Apply chemical stabilizers; OR 
(5b) Apply water to at least 70 percent of the surface 
areas of all open storage piles on a daily basis when 
there is evidence of wind driven fugitive dust; OR 
(5c) Install temporary coverings; OR 
(5d) Install a three-sided enclosure with walls with no 
more than 50 percent porosity that 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. Environmental 
Protection Agency as equivalent to the methods 
specified in Table 1 may be used. 

Source:  AVAQMD Rule 403, Table 2. 
 
 
b) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation.  Construction activities would produce carbon 
monoxide (CO), VOC, NOx, and PM10 emissions.  Based on the small size of the project and its short duration, 
combustive emissions (CO, NOx, and VOCs) from construction equipment would not be expected to be 
significant.  As discussed in Section III-a), emissions of NOx and VOCs would not exceed AVAQMD 
significance thresholds.  The AVAQMD significance threshold for CO is 100 tpy.  Emissions of CO are 
estimated to be less than 0.1 tpy.  PM10 emission from construction activities would be reduced to a less than 
significant level because Mitigation Measure III-a would be implemented.  
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c) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation.  The proposed project would result in emissions 
of the criteria pollutants, NOx, VOC, and PM10, for which the project region is not in attainment of ambient air 
quality standards.  However, these emissions would be produced during construction activities and therefore 
would be temporary and short-term.  Emissions from construction activities would not exceed the AVAQMD 
significant threshold for NOx and VOC, and would also not exceed the significance threshold for PM10 when 
fugitive dust mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure III-a, are implemented.   
 
d) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation.  Operation of the pumping station would not 
produce any air emissions.  Temporary air emissions would occur during construction activities.  The nearest 
sensitive receptor for construction-related air emissions is a residential structure more than 500 feet from the 
project site.  Uncontrolled fugitive dust emissions from construction activities could affect nearby residents.  
Implementation of fugitive dust control measures, Mitigation Measure III-a, during construction activities 
would reduce fugitive dust emissions so that no sensitive receptors are exposed to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 
 
e) No Impact.  The pumping station would be used to transfer water.  No hazardous materials would be 
used on the project site.  Operation of the pumping station would not create any objectionable odors. 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
 
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: 
 

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

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

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

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

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances     
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 
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f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat     
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 
 
Discussion 
 
A biological resources survey was conducted at the proposed project site in January 2002 and a follow-up 
site visit was conducted in November 2004.  The following analysis is based on the results of these 
surveys (URS, 2004).  
 
a) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation.  No protected plant and animal species with the 
potential to occur in the proposed project site area are known to occur on or adjacent to the project site.  No 
critical habitat for any species is present at or adjacent to the site.  The burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), a 
sensitive species and species of concern, may occur in the area, although no active or potential owl burrows 
were observed at the site.  However, because burrowing owls may occur in the area, owls could move onto the 
project site.  Therefore, implementation of the mitigation measure listed below is recommended to ensure that 
no substantial adverse effects to this species occur. 
 
Mitigation Measure IV-a.  A pre-construction site survey would be conducted by a biologist within 
24 hours prior to commencement of construction activities to determine if any burrowing owls or any other 
sensitive species are present. 
 
a) No Impact.  The project site has been disturbed by construction and maintenance of the FLAA and 
California Aqueduct.  Adjacent areas have been disturbed by housing construction and staging of equipment 
for FLAA maintenance activities.  The project site is bounded by the two aqueducts and by paved and unpaved 
roads and contains Big Sagebrush habitat dominated by Great Basin sagebrush (Artemesia tridentata) and 
rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus sp.).  The habitat on the project site has been disturbed by human activity.  No 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community has been identified within the project site; therefore, the 
project would have no substantial adverse effect on such a habitat. 
 
b) No Impact.  No federally protected wetlands have been identified within the project site; therefore, the 
project would have no substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands. 
 
c) No Impact.  Wildlife use of the proposed project site is limited.  The site is not used as a wildlife corridor 
or nursery site. 
 
d) No Impact.  The proposed project site contains Big Sagebrush habitat that has been disturbed by human 
activity.  There are no local policies or ordnances protecting biological resources that would apply to the 
proposed project site.  
 
e) No Impact.  The proposed project site contains Big Sagebrush habitat that has been disturbed by human 
activity and that supports minimal use by wildlife.  The site is not located within a Significant Ecological Area 
designated by the County of Los Angeles.  There are no Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community 
Conservation Plans, or other habitat conservation plans that would apply to the proposed project site. 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 
 

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

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

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

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred     
outside of formal cemeteries? 
 
Discussion 
 
An archaeological survey of the FLAA corridor that included the proposed project site was conducted in 
2002.  The following analysis is based on the results of the survey (URS Corporation, 2003).  
 
a) Less than Significant Impact.  The FLAA is of national importance and likely classifies as a 
National Historic Landmark and therefore may be considered a historic resource.  The proposed project 
would include a pipeline connection from the pumping station to the FLAA.  This connection would result 
in an alteration to the FLAA.  An alteration that impairs the significance of a historical resource is 
considered a substantial adverse change (PRC Section 5020.1(q)).  However, connecting this pipeline to 
the existing FLAA pipeline structure would not alter the physical characteristics of the FLAA that convey 
its historical significance.  Therefore the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change 
to the significance of this historic resource.  In addition, the FLAA is underutilized with the current set-up 
of water allocations from the Owens Valley and Mono Basin, and this project would rescue the FLAA from 
being a partially stranded asset, thereby improving funding for its maintenance.  The proposed project site 
does not contain any other historical resources.   
 
b) No Impact.  No archaeological resources have been identified at or in the vicinity of the proposed 
project site.  Therefore the proposed project would not cause substantial adverse changes to the 
significance of any archaeological resources. 
 
c) No Impact.  No known paleontological resources or unique geological features are present on or 
adjacent to the project site.  Therefore, the project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site, or unique geologic feature.   
 
d) No Impact.  Based upon the results of the archaeological survey and the generally disturbed nature 
of the project site, it is considered unlikely that the project would disturb any human remains.  Should any 
such remains be discovered during construction, construction management is expected to inform local 
authorities, and, if appropriate, archeological staff for an evaluation of the significance of such a find. 
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project: 
 

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

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on     
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 
 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     
 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including     
liquefaction? 
 

iv) Landslides?      
 

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

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

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

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use     
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water? 
 
Discussion 
 
a.i) No Impact.  The project site is not within an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Faulting Zone Map (California Geological Survey, 1997).  The nearest mapped fault is situated 
approximately 2 miles south of the project site (Diblee, 1967).  Damage from surface rupture along an 
earthquake fault is not expected to occur at this site. 
 



 

 18 

a).ii)  Less Than Significant.  The project site is situated within the western Antelope Valley, which is 
bounded by faults on its northwestern and southwestern sides.  The San Andreas Fault Zone is 
approximately 4 miles to the south of the project site and the Garlock Fault Zone is more than 10 miles to 
the north (Diblee, 1967).  Because of its proximity to these faults, the project site would be susceptible to 
intense ground shaking.  The project site is not, however, more susceptible than any other property in the 
general area and the project itself would be constructed in accordance with Uniform Building Code 
requirements; therefore seismic impacts are considered less than significant.  
 
a.iii)  No Impact.  The soil survey for the Antelope Valley Area indicates that the soils on the site are 
Hanford sandy loam with 2 to 9 percent slope (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1970).  Depth to 
groundwater and soil grain size distribution are the primary factors influencing the potential for 
liquefaction.  Locations with groundwater at a depth of 50 feet or less below ground surface may be 
susceptible to liquefaction.  Available information indicates that the depth to groundwater in the project 
area was 226 feet in 1965 (U.S. Department of the Interior Geological Survey, 1965).  Although these data 
are not recent, it is unlikely that the depth to groundwater has changed from 226 feet below ground 
surface to within 50 feet of the ground surface since that time.  Soils composed of particles that are all 
about the same size are more susceptible to liquefaction than soils with a wide range of particle sizes.  
Soils on the site are sandy loam which means they are a mixture of different size particles (clays, silts, 
and sands) and, therefore, have a lower potential for liquefaction.  The potential for seismic-related ground 
failure, including liquefaction is considered to be low.   
 
a.iv)  No Impact.  The soil on the site, Hanford sandy loam with a 2 to 9 percent slope, is not subject to 
landslides because of its shallow slope (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1970). 
 
b) No Impact.  Hanford sandy loam soils with a 2 to 9 percent slope have a slight to moderate erosion 
hazard (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1970).  Based on the size and relatively level terrain of the 
proposed project area, construction at the site is not likely to result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil.  In addition, because the project would be considered a small construction activity subject to 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements for storm water discharge 
(see Section VIII-a), development and implementation of a storm water pollution prevention plan would be 
required.  This plan would include measures to control erosion and sedimentation. 
 
c) No Impact.  The proposed project area is situated in an area that contains soil designated as 
Hanford sandy loam with a 2 to 9 percent slope.  This gently sloping soil typically occupies alluvial fans.  
Runoff is slow to medium, and the hazard of erosion is slight to moderate.  This soil type is compatible 
with homesites.  Based on the size of the proposed project and the soil profile, the project is not 
anticipated to result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence liquefaction, or collapse. 
 
d) No Impact.  The Hanford sandy loam soil at the project site has a low shrink-swell potential 
(U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1970).  Therefore, substantial risks to life or property due to expansive 
soils are not anticipated. 
 
e) No Impact.  The project would not require any septic tank or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems; therefore, soil capability to support the use of any such systems is not relevant to this project. 
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VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – 
Would the project: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,      
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 
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Discussion 
 
a) No Impact.  Operation of the Neenach Pumping Station would not require the storage or use of 
hazardous materials.  The facility would be electrically operated.  No back-up generator requiring use or 
storage of fuel on site would be included.  The pumps would use a vegetable oil-based lubricant.  No use 
of petroleum-based products would be required.  No routine transportation, use, or disposal of hazardous 
substances would occur.  Small quantities of hazardous materials associated with routine operation of 
construction equipment, such a fuels, lubricants, and engine coolants, would be required during 
construction activities; however, this would be a temporary activity involving minimal quantities of 
hazardous materials similar to those associated with any other routine construction project.  No unusual 
types or quantities of hazardous materials would be required during the construction phase. 
 
b) No Impact.  Because no storage or use of hazardous materials would be required for operation of 
the pumping station, there is no potential for a release of hazardous materials into the environment.  
 
c) No Impact.  There are no existing or proposed school sites within a quarter mile of the proposed 
project area, nor would the proposed project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste. 
 
d) No Impact.  The proposed project area is not located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites. 
 
e) No Impact.  The proposed project area is not situated within an airport land use plan or within 
2 miles of a public or public use airport.   
 
f) No Impact.  The proposed project area is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
 
g) No Impact.  The proposed project would not result in an increased number of people at the project 
site nor result in any changes in physical access in the project vicinity; therefore, it would not impair the 
implementation of or physically interfere with any adopted emergency response plans or emergency 
evacuation plans. 
 
h) Less Than Significant.  The proposed project area is within a rural area with scattered residences.  
The natural vegetation in the area consists primarily of grasses and low shrubs.  Woody vegetation is 
generally limited to landscaping plants near the residential structures.  There are no woodlands or areas 
of dense shrubs (e.g., chaparral) that would present a serious fire danger.  The area is characterized by 
areas of grasses and shrubs separated by dirt roads.  In the event of a vegetation fire, the dirt roads and 
aqueduct would serve to act as firebreaks.  The pumping station facilities would be mostly underground 
and not subject to damage by a wildland fire.  The surge tank and transformer sheds would be the only 
facilities that could be damaged by a wildland fire.  Maintenance of the pumping station site would include 
control of vegetation near these facilities to reduce the risk of a wildland fire burning close enough to these 
facilities to cause damage.  The risk of loss of these facilities due to a wildland fire is considered less than 
significant. 
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VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the 
project: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
 

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

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures     
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 
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i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,      
injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?      
 
Discussion 
 
a) No Impact.  The proposed project would transfer water from the California Aqueduct to the FLAA 
without any treatment.  The proposed project would not entail any activities that would affect water 
quality.  No wastewater would be generated.  Because construction activities would affect an area slightly 
larger than 1 acre, the project would be considered a small construction activity subject to NPDES permit 
requirements for storm water discharge.  The NPDES permit would require development and 
implementation of a storm water pollution prevention plan, including measures to control erosion and 
sedimentation.  Because construction activities would be conducted in accordance with this plan, no 
violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements would be expected to occur. 
 
b) No Impact.  The proposed project would not utilize any groundwater and the size of the proposed 
facilities would be too small to have an impact on groundwater recharge.  The proposed concrete vault 
would have a surface area of 1,800 square feet.  Surface runoff from the vault surface would drain to 
adjacent unpaved areas where it could permeate into the ground. 
 
c) No Impact.  The proposed project site is a relatively level area without any clearly defined drainage 
features.  The project would not result in the substantial alteration of existing drainage patterns that would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation.  As discussed in Section VIII-a, project construction activity would 
be subject to NPDES permit requirements for storm water discharge.  The NPDES permit would require 
development and implementation of a storm water pollution prevention plan, including measures to 
control erosion and sedimentation.   
 
d) No Impact.  The proposed project site is a relatively level area without any clearly defined drainage 
features.  The proposed facilities would be too small to have a significant effect on surface runoff.  The 
project would not result in the substantial alteration of existing drainage patterns or a substantial increase 
in the amount of surface runoff that would result in flooding. 
 
e) No Impact.  Because of the small size of the proposed project area, the site would not create or 
contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 
 
f) No Impact.  The proposed project does not involve any activities or facilities that have the potential 
to affect surface water or groundwater quality.  There are no permanent surface water features near the 
project site that could be affected by construction of the pumping station.  The site is downgradient of the 
California Aqueduct and so storm water runoff from the site would not affect the water in the aqueduct.  
Because of the lack of surface water features near the site and because of compliance with the NPDES 
permit storm water pollution prevention plan that would be required for construction activities (see Section 
VIII-a), no substantial degradation of water quality would be expected.  
 
g) No Impact.  The proposed project does not involve the construction of housing. 
 



 

 23 

h) No Impact.  The County of Los Angeles Regional Planning Department does not identify the project 
site as being within or near a flood hazard area.  Because the proposed project site is not within a flood 
hazard area, it would not impede or redirect flow from such an event. 
 
i) No Impact.  The proposed pumping facility would be adjacent to the California Aqueduct.  An 
earthen berm is situated between the proposed facilities and the aqueduct and the water level in the 
aqueduct is at a lower elevation than the proposed facilities would be.  The aqueduct is not a natural 
waterway that is subject to uncontrolled water flows that could result in damage to the aqueduct structure 
and possible flooding.  The amount of water in the aqueduct is constantly controlled and in the proposed 
project vicinity the water level is maintained below the level of adjacent areas.  Even in the remote event 
of some type of catastrophic failure of the aqueduct, there is little potential for flooding to damage the 
pumping station facilities.  
 
j) No Impact.  This location is not subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.   
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IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project: 
 

a) Physically divide an established community?     
 

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

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan     
or natural community conservation plan? 
 
Discussion 
 
a) No Impact.  The proposed project would occur within an existing ROW along the California 
Aqueduct.  The adjacent areas contain scattered residences.  The addition of a pumping station within this 
ROW would not physically divide this community. 
 
b) No Impact.  The proposed project would not conflict with applicable land use planning.  The 
proposed project site is situated on property within the California Aqueduct ROW.  This area is designated 
by the Los Angeles County General Plan as Open Space right of way.  The zoning of the parcel is heavy 
agricultural, A-2-5.  A pumping station is an allowed use in this zoning with a conditional use permit. 
 
c) No Impact.  No habitat or natural community conservation plan has been identified in the vicinity of 
the proposed project site.  Construction and operation of the pumping station would not conflict with any 
such plan. 
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X. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

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

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important     
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 
 
Discussion 
 
a) No Impact.  The project site is within the ROW of the California Aqueduct.  Because the site is 

adjacent to the aqueduct, it is not available for mineral resource extraction.  In addition, the soil type 
at the project site, Hanford sandy loam, is rated as a poor source of sand and as unsuitable as a 
gravel source (U.S Department of Agriculture, 1970).  

 
b) No Impact.  The site is not situated within an area delineated as a mineral resource recovery site.   
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XI. NOISE – Would the project result in:   

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

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

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

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

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

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

Discussion 
 
a) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation.  Construction activities would generate 
temporary noise levels.  Maximum noise levels from construction equipment would be expected to occur 
during earth moving operations when several pieces of construction equipment would be operating 
simultaneously.  The composite noise level, averaged over an 8-hour workday, at 50 feet from the 
construction site is estimated to be 88 dBA.  Because of noise attenuation over distance, at the nearest 
residence, approximately 500 feet from the construction site, the predicted noise level would be 
approximately 63 dBA (OJI Environmental Services, 2005).  The Los Angeles County Code (Section 
12.08.440) establishes a level of 75 dBA as the maximum noise level from mobile construction equipment 
allowed in single-family residential areas between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., Monday through 
Saturday, excluding holidays.  Because noise levels at the nearest residential structure would be less than 
the 75 dBA maximum noise level, construction activities would not result in generation of noise levels in 
excess of the county code. 
 
The pumps in the pumping station would generate noise when being operated.  During operational periods, 
the pumps would operate continuously, 24-hours a day, for a period of several months.  Three of the four 
pumps would operate simultaneously.  The pumps produce a noise level of 80 dBA at a distance of 3 feet 
(comparable to a food blender).  Noise levels inside the vault when the three pumps are operating 
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simultaneously are predicted to be at a maximum of 94 dB (OJI Environmental Services, 2005).  Because the 
pumps would be below grade within a concrete vault with a 12-inch thick concrete lid, noise levels outside the 
vault would be reduced.  Based on noise measurements taken at a similar pumping facility, when the door is 
closed, the underground vault would provide a noise attenuation of 25-30 dBA meaning noise levels outside 
the vault could be in the range of 64-69 dBA (OJI Environmental Services, 2005).  The Los Angeles County 
Code (Section 12.08.390) establishes an exterior noise level of 70 dB for industrial properties.  The predicted 
exterior noise levels at the pumping station are not to exceed this standard.  Because the exterior noise levels 
were derived through modeling and are not actual noise measurements, Mitigation Measure XI-a would be 
implemented to ensure that noise levels would not exceed the County Code requirements. 
 
Ambient noise levels in areas adjacent to the pumping station would attenuate due to distance.  Noise levels 
from the pumping station would be approximately 27-30 dBA at the nearest residence approximately 500 feet 
away (OJI Environmental Services, 2005).  The Los Angeles County Code (Section 12.08.390) establishes 
an exterior noise level for residential areas of 50 dB between 7:00 am to 10:00 pm and 45 dB between 
10:00 pm and 7:00 am.  Therefore, no exceedence of this standard would be expected. 
 
The pumps would require periodic maintenance.  Workers in the vault could be exposed to noise levels up to 
94 dB when the pumps are operating.  U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
standards and California OSHA standards establish a permissible exposure level (PEL) for workers of 
90 dBA for an 8-hour workday.  The PEL increases with a decrease in exposure duration.  For example, the 
PEL for a 4-hour exposure duration is 95 dBA.  This means that employees could work in the pump vault 
when noise levels are 95 dBA for up to 4 hours without exceeding the PEL.  When workers would be 
exposed to noise levels that exceed the applicable PEL, employee noise exposure must be reduced through 
engineering or administrative controls.  If employee noise exposure cannot be reduced to the PEL through 
engineering or administrative controls, personal protective equipment (e.g., hearing protection) must be 
provided.  Hearing protection would be provided to employees in accordance with OSHA and California 
OSHA requirements as appropriate, to ensure that PELs are not exceeded 
 
Mitigation Measure XI-a.  Upon completion of the pumping station, exterior noise measurements will be 
taken when the plant is operating at normal capacity to determine what the actual exterior noise levels are.  If 
the measured noise levels do exceed the projected maximum levels, and therefore the county code standard, 
acoustic treatment, such as placing sound absorbing panels on the inside walls of the pumping station vault, 
will be implemented to reduce exterior sound levels from the pumping station to below 70dB.  
 
b) No Impact.  Pumping station construction activities, including excavation and trenching operations, 
could produce ground borne vibrations.  The potential for persons, other than construction workers, to be 
exposed to ground borne vibrations from construction activity would be limited.  The nearest potential 
residential receptor would be approximately 500 feet from the construction activities.  After completion of 
construction activities, operation of the pumping station would not result in excessive ground borne vibration 
or ground borne noise levels.  
 
c) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation.  No noise is currently generated from the 
proposed project site except for occasional and intermittent noise generated by vehicles authorized to 
access the FLAA and California Aqueduct via the paved an unpaved roads in the ROWs.  Operation of 
the pumping station would increase noise levels on the project site from existing conditions.  When it is 
operating, noise levels outside the pumping station vault are expected to be in the range of 64-69 dB.  
Although this would be an increase in ambient noise levels, implementation of Mitigation Measure XI-a 
would be implemented to ensure exterior noise levels do not exceed the Los Angeles County Code 
standard of 70 dB for industrial properties.  No noise receptors are situated adjacent to the property.  
Noise in the adjacent residential areas would be expected to be generated by such common sources as 
occasional vehicle traffic, dogs, children, and use of power gardening equipment.  Quiet suburban and 
rural areas generally experience sound levels of approximately 25 to 35 dB during the quieter nighttime 
hours.  Because noise levels from the pumping station would be approximately 27-30 dB at the nearest 
residence approximately 500 feet from the pumping station, no substantial increase in ambient noise 
levels would be expected to occur in the project vicinity. 
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d) Less Than Significant.  The proposed project would result in a temporary increase in noise levels 
during construction activities.  As discussed in Section XI-a, noise levels at 50 feet from the construction 
site are estimated to be 88 dBA.  At the nearest residence, approximately 500 feet from the construction site, 
the predicted noise level would be approximately 63 dBA.  Although this may be a temporary increase 
above existing ambient noise levels, because noise levels at the nearest residential structure would remain 
less than the 75 dBA maximum noise level established by the County Code for construction noise, this 
temporary increase would not be considered substantial.   
 
e) No Impact.  The proposed project area is not situated within an airport land use plan, nor it is within 
two miles of an airport.  The proposed project would not expose workers in the vicinity to excessive noise. 
 
f) No Impact.  The proposed project area is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
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XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project: 
 

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

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

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating     
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
 
Discussion 
 
a) No Impact.  The project does not entail any activities, such as construction of houses or development 
of businesses, which would directly induce growth.  The proposed project would also not provide any 
additional infrastructure that could indirectly induce population growth.  The project site would be accessed 
via existing roads and the extension of electrical power to the site would not result in new electrical supply 
infrastructure that would be available to any other users.  The purpose of the proposed project is to provide 
additional water to the LADWP to make up for reduced withdrawals of water from the Mono Basin and 
Owens Valley areas.  Although population growth in the City of Los Angeles would be constrained without 
adequate water supplies, the purpose of this project is to maintain existing levels of water distribution to the 
LADWP via the FLAA, not to provide significant new water supplies.  Therefore, this project is not considered 
growth-inducing.  
 
b) No Impact.  Construction of the proposed pumping station would not displace any existing housing. 
 
c) No Impact.  Construction of the proposed pumping station would not result in the displacement of any 
people. 
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XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES 
 

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

 Fire protection?     

 Police protection?     

 Schools?     

 Parks?     

 Other public facilities?     
 
Discussion 
 
Fire Protection:  No Impact.  No additional fire protection facilities would be required as a result of the 
project. 
 
Police Protection:  No Impact.  No additional police facilities would be required as a result of the project. 
 
Schools:  No Impact.  The project would not increase school populations.  No additional school facilities 
would be required. 
 
Parks:  No Impact.  The project would not result in the development of or use of existing park properties.   
 
Other Public Facilities:  No Impact.  The project is not expected to result in any impacts to other public 
facilities. 
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XIV. RECREATION – 
 

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

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or     
require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? 
 
Discussion 
 
a) No Impact.  No new personnel would be employed to operate and monitor the proposed treatment 
system; therefore, no affect to neighborhood or regional parks would occur. 
 
b) No Impact.  The proposed project does not include the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities.  The Pacific Crest Trail currently passes through the proposed project site.  Temporary detours 
or reroutes may be required to allow hikers to avoid the construction zone; however, no new or expanded 
facilities would be required to accommodate trail users during construction.  The completed pumping 
station would have no effect on the use of the Pacific Crest Trail. 
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XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC – Would the project: 
 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in     
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either 
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio 
on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 
 

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of     
service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 
 

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

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

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
 

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?     
 

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs     
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 
 
Discussion 
 
a) No Impact.  Construction activities would require approximately 20 workers per day and would 
generate additional vehicle trips by construction equipment being brought on and off site.  Construction 
equipment requirements are estimated to be a crane, backhoe, 5 concrete trucks, and 5 utility vehicles.  
The crane and backhoe would likely be brought on site once and would not leave the site until they were 
no longer needed.  Daily construction equipment vehicle trips would be largely limited to the concrete 
trucks and utility vehicles.  Construction activities would occur during a 6-month time period.  The small 
construction crew (approximately 20 people) and daily equipment requirements are not expected to cause 
a substantial increase in traffic.  After completion of the pumping station, no traffic, except for a daily 
security visit, would be generated by the proposed project. 
 
b) No Impact.  During construction activities, most workers and equipment would access the site using 
SR 138.  The small construction crew and daily equipment requirements are not expected to generate 
enough vehicle trips to result in a change that would exceed the established level of service standard for 
SR 138. 
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Because the completed pumping station would require only one daily security visit, the proposed project 
would not add traffic that would exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways. 
 
c) No Impact.  Because the proposed project area is not near an airport and does not entail any 
aircraft operations, no change in air traffic patterns would occur. 
 
d) No Impact.  The proposed project area is situated along existing access roads adjacent to both the 
FLAA and California Aqueduct.  Operation of the pumping station would require only a daily security visit 
by one person.  No changes in road design or usage would occur; therefore no increase in hazards or 
incompatible uses would occur. 
 
e) No Impact.  The proposed project area is situated along existing access roads.  The pumping 
station would not affect any existing access.  Therefore, no impact to emergency access is anticipated. 
 
f) No Impact.  Because the proposed pumping station would require only a daily security visit by one 
person, parking capacity is not relevant to the proposed project and there would not be a substantial 
decrease in parking capacity. 
 
g) No Impact.  With the exception of a daily security visit by one person, there would be no employees 
commuting to the project site.  There would be no conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation. 
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XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – 
 
Would the project: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and     
regulations related to solid waste? 
 
Discussion 
 
a) No Impact.  The proposed project would not result in the production of any wastewater that would 
require treatment.  
 
b) No Impact.  The proposed project would entail transfers of untreated water from the California 
Aqueduct to the FLAA.  The transferred water would not be treated on site, but would be treated along 
with other water from the FLAA at existing LADWP facilities.  The project would not require nor result in 
the need for any additional water or wastewater treatment.   
 
c) No Impact.  No construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities 
would be required for the proposed project. 
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d) No Impact.  The proposed project would require transfer of water to the LADWP.  The water would 
be transferred from agencies with existing entitlements.  The water transfers would not change the 
existing entitlements.  No new or expanded entitlements would be required. 
 
e) No Impact.  The proposed project would not generate any wastewater and therefore would have no 
impact on any wastewater treatment capacity. 
 
f) No Impact.  Little or no solid waste would be generated from the proposed project; therefore, the 
capacity of landfills serving the Antelope Valley area would not experience a significant decrease in their 
capacity. 
 
g) No Impact.  No solid waste is expected to be generated by operation of the proposed pumping 
station.  Any solid waste generated during construction activities would be hauled away from the site and 
disposed of in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations. 
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XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE – 
 

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

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

c) Does the project have environmental effects which     
will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 
 
Discussion 
 
a) No Impact.  No potential for significant degradation of the quality of the environment, nor for 
significant impacts to biological resources, including substantially reducing the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species, causing a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threatening to eliminate 
a plant or animal community, reducing the number or restricting the range of a rare or endangered plant 
or animal, or eliminating important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory has 
been identified.  
 
b) Less Than Significant.  The project would have no impact on aesthetics, agricultural resources, 
hydrology/water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, population and housing, public 
services, recreation, transportation/traffic, and utilities and service systems; therefore, it would not result 
in cumulative impacts to these environmental factors.  The project would have less than significant 
impacts to cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and noise.  The 
potential impacts of the project on these environmental factors would be expected to be minimal and are 
not considered to be cumulatively considerable.  The project would have a less than significant impact 
with mitigation incorporated on air quality and biological resources.  Because the project would implement 
mitigation measures for impacts to these environmental factors, these impacts would not be considered 
cumulatively considerable.  
 
c) No Impact.  The proposed project would allow the transfer of water from one aqueduct system to 
another.  The project would help the LADWP to maintain current amounts of water deliveries to the City of 
Los Angeles, thereby improving conditions for humans.  No potential for substantial adverse effects on 
human beings have been identified. 
 



 

 37 

REFERENCES 
 
Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District, 1997.  AVAQMD Rule 403 Fugitive Dust.  
 
California Geological Survey, 1997.  Index to Earthquake Fault Zone Maps. 
 
Diblee, Thomas W Jr., 1967.  Areal Geography of the Western Mojave Desert California, U.S. Geological 

Survey.   
 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Year 2000 Urban Water Management Plan. 
 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Water Services Organization.  Ten-Year Capital 

Improvement Program for the Fiscal Years 2003 –2012. 
 
Memorandum of Agreement Between the City of Los Angeles and the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution 

Control District, July 15, 1998. 
 
Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District and Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District 

2002.  MDAQMD and AVAQMD California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Federal 
Conformity Guidelines, March. 

 
OJI Environmental Services, 2005.  Acoustical Analysis for the LADWP Proposed Neenach Pumping 

Station, prepared for Los Angeles Department of Water and Power.   
 
URS Corporation, 2003.  Archaeological Investigation of the First and Second Los Angeles Aqueducts 

and Selected Access Roads, Kern, Inyo, and Los Angeles Counties, California, Draft Report, 
prepared for Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, December. 

 
URS, 2004.  Sensitive Biological Resources Assessment First Los Angeles Aqueduct Temporary Pump 

Station at the California Aqueduct Crossing, Los Angeles, California, letter report by Thomas 
Herzog, URS, to LADWP, November 8. 

 
U.S. Department of the Interior Geological Survey, 1965.  Water Wells in the Western Part of the 

Antelope Valley Area, Los Angeles and Kern Counties, California, State of California The 
Resources Agency Department of Water Resources Bulletin No. 91-11, May. 

 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1970.  Soil Survey Antelope Valley Area California, January. 



 

 38 

ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS 
 
AVAQMD Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District 
AVEK  Antelope Valley - East Kern Water Agency 
CEQA  California Environmental Quality Act 
cfs  cubic feet per second 
CO  carbon monoxide 
dB  decibel 
DWR  Department of Water Resources 
FLAA  First Los Angeles Aqueduct 
HP  horsepower 
LADWP  Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
MDAQMD Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 
MWDSC Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
NOx  nitrogen oxide 
NPDES  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
OSHA  Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
PEL  permissible exposure level 
PM10  particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter 
RFP  request for proposal 
ROW  right of way 
SOx  sulfur oxides 
SR   state route 
SWP  State Water Project 
tpy  tons per year 
UWMP  Urban Water Management Plan 
VOC  volatile organic compound 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

At the request of OJI Environmental Services, Ultrasystems Environmental Incorporated (Ultrasystems) 
conducted a noise study to identify and assess potential noise impacts associated with construction, 
operation, and maintenance of the new Neenach Pumping Station turnout facility in northern Los Angeles 
County, proposed by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP). 

Project Description 

The project site is located near the intersection of Three Points Road and State Route (SR) 138 in western 
Antelope Valley, in an unincorporated area within the northern reaches of Los Angeles County.  The 
proposed site location is shown in Figure 1 (Site Location Map).  The nearest incorporated city is 
Lancaster, approximately 16 miles southeast of the proposed project site.  The project site is adjacent to 
the California Aqueduct where the First Los Angeles Aqueduct (FLAA) crosses over Pool 44 of the East 
Branch of the California Aqueduct. 

The proposed turnout facility would consist of a pumping station and the pipelines necessary to withdraw 
water from the California Aqueduct and transfer it to the FLAA.  The pumping station would consist of 
an underground covered, reinforced concrete vault approximately 60 feet by 30 feet and 21-feet deep, 
housing four 500 horsepower (HP) pumps operating at 2300 volts AC (VAC).  Each of these pumps is 
capable of producing a maximum flow of 35 cubic feet per second (cfs), and has a variable frequency 
drive for the electrical starter.  The vault would be constructed below grade with its roof at ground level.  
Access would be provided through metal doors located off of a side stairway.  Four 36-inch-diameter 
pipes, approximately 120 feet long, would be installed below ground between the vault and the California 
Aqueduct.  These pipes would bore through the existing berm along the north side of the aqueduct.  The 
four pumps would discharge into a single underground 42-inch diameter pipeline.  The pipeline would 
connect to a steel cylindrical surge tank and also connect to the FLAA approximately 300 feet to the west of 
the pumping station.  Typically, three pumps would be operating at a time, and the fourth pump would be 
used as a standby unit.  The pipeline would be installed in a trench 5 feet deep and 5 feet wide.  

The surge tank would be installed on an 18-inch thick concrete slab and would be situated approximately 
50 feet east of the vault.  A chain link fence or a concrete block wall may be constructed around the tank 
to protect it from vandalism.  The pipeline would include a magnetic flow meter that would measure the 
total quantity of water being transferred between the California Aqueduct and the FLAA .  Also included 
would be a vacuum pump system in the pipes connecting the California Aqueduct to the pumping station.  
This vacuum pump system would remove any entrained air within the pipes.  Removal of entrained air is 
essential for the maintenance of proper vacuum suction in the pipes. 

Construction of the pumping station turnout facility would require excavation for the vault and trenching 
for installation of underground pipelines and electrical power lines.  Construction would require use of a 
crane, backhoe, 5 concrete trucks, and 5 utility vehicles and a crew of approximately 20.  Construction 
activities are scheduled to begin in the spring of 2005 and be completed within the year.  All turnout 
facility (pump station, surge tank) construction activities would occur within an area of approximately 
1.5 acres within the FLAA and the California Aqueduct rights of way. 
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2. CHARACTERISTICS OF SOUND 
 
Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium such as air.  Noise 
is generally defined as unwanted sound.  Sound is characterized by various parameters that include the 
rate of oscillation of sound waves (frequency), the speed of propagation, and the pressure level or energy 
content (amplitude).  In particular, the sound pressure level has become the most common descriptor used 
to characterize the loudness of an ambient sound level.   
 
Sound pressure can be measured in a unit called micro-Pascal (µPa).  However, expressing sound levels 
in terms of µPa would be very cumbersome since it would require a wide range of very large numbers. 
For this reason, sound pressure levels are described in logarithmic units of ratios of actual sound pressures 
to a reference pressure squared.  These units are called bels. In order to provide a finer resolution, a bel is 
subdivided into 10 decibels, abbreviated dB.  The decibel scale is used to quantify sound intensity.  The 
pitch of the sound is related to the frequency of the pressure vibration.  Since the human ear is not equally 
sensitive to all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale is used to relate noise to human 
sensitivity.  The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) provides this compensation by discriminating against 
upper and lower frequencies in a manner approximating the sensitivity of the human ear.  The scale is 
based on a reference pressure level of 20 µPa (zero dBA).  The scale ranges from zero for the least 
perceptible sound to about 130 for the average pain level.  Examples of various sound levels in different 
environments are shown in Table 1 (Sound Levels and Human Response). 
 
Sound power level (PWL) is related to the total acoustic power radiated by a source.  Sound pressure 
level (SPL) specifies the acoustic “disturbance” at a point; thus it depends on the distance from the 
source, losses in the intervening air, room effects, etc.  The difference between SPL and PWL can better 
be understood by making an analogy with thermal energy or heat.  By analogy, PWL is related to the total 
rate of the heat production of a furnace while SPL is related to the temperature produced at a given point 
in the room. 
 
Noise may be generated from a point source (e.g., a piece of construction equipment, an industrial pump 
room) or from a line source (e.g., a stream of moving vehicles on a roadway).  As the pressure waves 
move outward in all directions away from the source, their energy is spread over the distance.  Due to 
spreading losses, noise attenuates (decreases) with distance.  
  
Community Environmental Noise 
 
Several rating scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of community noise on people.  
Since environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that the effect of noise is dependent 
upon the total acoustical energy content, as well as the time or duration of occurrence.  The most 
frequently used noise descriptors are summarized below. 
 
Equivalent Sound Level (Leq).  Leq is a measurement of the acoustic energy content of noise averaged over 
a specified time period.  Thus, the Leq of a time-varying sound and that of a steady sound are the same if 
they deliver the same amount of energy to the receptor ear during exposure.  Leqs for periods of one-hour, 
during the daytime or nighttime hours, and 24 hours are commonly used in environmental assessments.  
For evaluating community impacts, this rating scale does not vary, regardless of whether the noise occurs 
during day or night.   
 
Instantaneous Maximum Noise (Lmax).  Maximum allowable noise level, for a specified period of time. 
 
Percentile Exceeded Sound Level (Lxx).  The sound level exceeded xx percent of the measurement time 
period.  For example, L50 is the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time during measurement period. 
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Table 1 

SOUND LEVELS AND HUMAN RESPONSE 

Noise Source Noise Level 
(dBA) Response 

Carrier Jet Operation 140 Harmfully Loud 
Military Jet Takeoff (50 ft) 
Civil Defense Siren (100 ft) 130 Pain Threshold 

Commercial Jet Takeoff (200ft) 
Discotheque 120  

Unmuffled Motorcycle 
Auto Horn (3 ft) 
Rock Music Concert 
Riveting Machine 

110 Physical Discomfort 

Diesel Pile Driver (100 ft) 
Ambulance Siren (100 ft) 
Garbage Truck 

100 
Very Loud and Annoying 
Hearing Damage 
(Steady 8-Hour Exposure) 

Heavy Truck (50 ft) 
Pneumatic Drill (50 ft) 90  

Alarm Clock 
Freight Train (50 ft) 
Vacuum Cleaner (10 ft) 

80 Annoying 

Freeway Traffic (50 ft) 70 Telephone Use Difficult 
Dishwashers 
Air Conditioning Units (20 ft) 60 Intrusive 

Light Auto Traffic (100 ft) 50  
Living Room 
Bedroom 40 Quiet 

Library 
Soft Whisper (5 ft) 30 Very Quiet 

Broadcasting Studio 20 Just Audible 
 10 Threshold of Hearing 

Source:  Melville C. Branch, R. Dale Beland et al., 1970, Outdoor Noise in the Metropolitan Environment, p. 2. 

 
Day-Night Sound Level (Ldn).  Ldn, the day-night average noise, is a 24-hour Leq with a 10-dB penalty 
added to noise events occurring at nighttime.  Nighttime is defined as 10 p.m. to 7 a.m.  The effect of this 
penalty is that, in the calculation of Ldn, an event during nighttime hours is equivalent to an event during 
the daytime hour that is 10 dBs louder.  This will account for higher sensitivity of people to noise events 
during nighttime hours when background noise is lower and most people are sleeping.  
 
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL).  CNEL is similar to Ldn.  It is a 24-hour period average 
noise with 5 dBA added to the noise levels produced in the evening, from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., and 10 
dBA added to the noise levels produced at night from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 

The values of Ldn and CNEL rarely differ by more than 1 dBA, with the CNEL the more restrictive scale.  
It is important to compare a new noise source to the existing environmental noise that the sensitive 
receptors have become accustomed to.  In general, human sound perception is such that a change of sound  
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level of 3 dBA is just perceivable, a change of 5 dBA is clearly noticeable, and a change of 10 dBA is 
perceived as doubling or halving sound level. 
 
3. NOISE STANDARDS 
 
To limit population exposure to physically and/or psychologically damaging, as well as intrusive noise 
levels, the federal government, the State of California, various County governments, and most 
municipalities in the State have established standards and ordinances to control community noise levels.  
 
Federal Government. 
  
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has set a goal of 45 dBA Ldn as a 
desirable maximum interior standard for residential units developed under HUD funding.  While HUD 
does not specify acceptable exterior noise levels, standard construction of residential dwellings 
constructed under Title 24 typically provide 20 dBA of acoustical attenuation with the windows closed 
and 10 dBA with the windows open.  Based on this assumption, the exterior Ldn or CNEL should not 
exceed 65 dBA under normal conditions.  
 
State of California.   
 
The California Department of Health Services (DHS) Office of Noise Control1 studied the correlation of 
noise levels and their effects on various land uses.  The most current guidelines prepared by the State 
noise officer were issued in 1987 and are contained in the “General Plan Guidelines” issued by the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research in 1998.  These guidelines establish four categories for 
judging the severity of noise intrusion on specified land uses: 
• Normally Acceptable:  is generally acceptable, with no mitigation necessary.   
• Conditionally Acceptable: may require some mitigation, as established through a noise study.  
• Normally Unacceptable:  requires substantial mitigation. 
• Clearly unacceptable:  probably cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

The types of land uses addressed by the State standards and the acceptable noise categories for each are 
presented in Table 2 (Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Sources).  In addition, the California 
Noise Insulation Standards identify an interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL for new multifamily 
residential housing units. 

Local Standards.   

Los Angeles County Code Sections 12.08.390 (Exterior Noise Standards) and 12.08.400 (Interior Noise 
Standards) establish (1) allowable noise levels for various noise receptors and (2) standards identifying 
the noise levels that may not be exceeded for specified periods of time.  The exterior and interior noise 
levels for various land uses are presented in Table 3-a (County Noise Standards).  These noise levels are 
utilized in determining the standard limits for noise, which are presented in Table 3-b (County Limits for 
Noise Levels). The first column of this table lists the time limits for the maximum noise levels (dBA at 
the receptor property or residential interior), which cannot be exceeded.  The second column lists the 
equivalent noise metric in terms of “percent noise level” or L%.  The percent noise level describes the 
noise level that is exceeded during a certain percentage of the measurement period.  For example, the L50 
noise level is the level exceeded 50% of the measurement period or thirty minutes in an hour.  In the 
event that the ambient noise level exceeds any of the noise limit categories, the cumulative period 
applicable to that category shall be increased to reflect the ambient noise level. 

                                                           
1  This department no longer exists. 
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Table 2 

LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE SOURCES 
Land Use Category Noise Exposure (Ldn or CNEL, dBA) 

  55 60 65 70 75 80  
       

       

       

Residential – Low-Density Single-Family, Duplex, 
Mobile Homes 

       

       

       

       
Residential – Multiple Family 

       

       

       

       
Transient Lodging – Motel, Hotels 

       

       

       

       

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals,  
Nursing Homes 

       

       

       

       
Auditorium, Concert Hall, Amphitheaters 

       

       

       

       
Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports 

       

       

       

        
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 

        

       

       

       

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, 
Cemeteries 

       

       

        

       
Office Buildings, Business Commercial and Professional

       

       

       

       
Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 

       

 
 

NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE:  Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that 
any buildings involved are of normal conventional construction, without any special noise insulation 
requirements. 

 
 

CONDITIONALLY ACCEPTABLE:  New construction or development should be undertaken only 
after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation 
features included in the design. 

 
 

NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE:  New construction or development should be discouraged.  If new 
construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirement 
must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

 
 

CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE:  New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 
Construction costs to make the indoor environmental acceptable would be prohibitive and the 
outdoor environment would not be usable. 

Source:  State of California, General Plan Guidelines, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 1998. 

 

 



  ACOUSTICAL ANALYSIS  

LADWP - Neenach Pumping Station April 2005
 Page 7 

Table 3-a 
COUNTY NOISE STANDARDS 

Land Use 
(Receptor Property) Time Interval Exterior Noise 

Level (dBA) 
Interior Noise 
Level (dBA) 

Noise-sensitive area Anytime 45 -- 
    

Residential properties 10:00 pm to 7:00 am 45 40 
 7:00 am to 10:00 pm 50 45 
    

Commercial properties 10:00 pm to 7:00 am 55 -- 
 7:00 am to 10:00 pm 60 -- 
    

Industrial properties Anytime 70 -- 
Source:  Los Angeles County Code Sections 12.08.390(A) and 12.08.400(B). 

 
Table 3-b 

COUNTY LIMITS FOR NOISE EXPOSURE 

Maximum Time of 
Exposure Noise Metric Exterior Noise Level 

Not To Be Exceeded 1 

Interior Noise Level 
(Residential) 

Not To Be Exceeded 2 
30 Minutes/Hour L50 Standard3 -- 
15 Minutes/Hour L25 Standard + 5 dBA -- 
5 Minutes/Hour L8.3 Standard + 10 dBA Standard3 
1 Minute/Hour L1.7 Standard + 15 dBA Standard + 5 dBA 

Any period of time Lmax Standard + 20 dBA Standard + 10 dBA 
1.   Source:  Los Angeles County Code Section 12.08.390(B). 
2.   Source:  Los Angeles County Code Section 12.08.400(A). 
3.  The noise level specified in Table 3-a. 

 
Construction Noise.  Los Angeles County Code Section 12.08.440 (B)(1) sets limits of construction noise 
at residential receptors as presented in Table 4 (Maximum Construction Noise Limits).   
 

Table 4  
Maximum Construction Noise Limits  

Maximum Allowed Noise Level (dBA) 
Construction Time Single–family 

Residential 
Multi-family 
Residential 

Semi-residential/ 
Commercial 

a. Mobile Equipment. Maximum noise levels for nonscheduled, intermittent, short-term operation of equipment. 
Daily, except Sundays and legal holidays,  
7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

75 80 85 

Daily, 8:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. and all day 
Sunday and legal holidays 60 64 70 

b. Stationary Equipment.  Maximum noise level for repetitively scheduled and relatively long-term operation (periods of 10 days or 
more) of stationary equipment. 
Daily, except Sundays and legal holidays,  
7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

60 65 70 

Daily, 8:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. and all day 
Sunday and legal holidays 50 55 60 
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4. THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The proposed project may be deemed to have significant impacts on the environment if it results in any of 
the following: 

• The exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; 

• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project above 
levels existing without the project; or 

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project. 

 
5. PROJECT IMPACTS 
 
The sources of noise for the proposed project fall into two categories, which are: 
 
• Construction related noise 
• Operational noise 
 
5.1 Construction Noise Impact 
 
Construction of the turnout facility would include: 
 
• Earthwork operations (including excavation of the vault and trenching for installation of underground 

pipelines and electrical power lines), 
• Construction of vault and hydraulic structures (e.g. piping, inlet structures), 
• Construction of utilities structures, 
• Installation of the pump system and associated piping.  
 
These operations require use of heavy equipment, which would generate intermittent high noise levels on 
and adjacent to the project site. Construction noise generally fluctuates depending on the process, 
equipment type and duration of use, distance between noise source and receptor, and presence or absence 
of barriers between the noise source and the receptor.  Overall construction noise level assessments are 
governed primarily by the noisiest pieces of equipment used in a construction phase.  For most 
construction equipment, the engine, which is usually diesel-fueled, is the dominant noise source.  For 
special activities such as impact pile driving and pavement breaking, noise generated by the actual 
process dominates. 
 
Table 5 (Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels), summarizes some of the available data on noise 
emission levels of typical construction equipment.  These noise levels, which correspond to a distance of 
50 feet from the operating equipment, decrease by approximately 6 dBA with each doubling of distance 
from the construction site (e.g., if the noise level from excavation of a site is approximately 83 dBA at 
100 feet, it would be about 77 dBA at 200 feet from the site). 
 



  ACOUSTICAL ANALYSIS  

LADWP - Neenach Pumping Station April 2005
 Page 9 

Table 5 
TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS 

Equipment Type Range of Noise Level at 50 ft
(dBA) 

Average Noise Level at 50 ft
(dBA) 

Backhoe 71-93 85 

Front Loader 71-96 82 

Grader, Scraper 73-95 85 

Paver 80-92 89 

Roller 78-84 79 

Tractor 72-96 84 

E
ar

th
 M

ov
in

g 

Trencher 76-86 82 

Concrete Mixer 74-90 85 

Concrete Pump 81-83 82 

Crane (Mobile) 75-86 81 

M
at

er
ia

ls
 

H
au

lin
g 

Crane (Derrick) 86-89 88 

Air Compressor 74-86 81 

Generator 70-82 80 

E
qu

ip
m

en
t P

ow
er

ed
 b

y 
In

te
rn

al
 C

om
bu

st
io

n 
E

ng
in

es
 

St
at

io
na

ry
 

Pump: 200 hp, 350 hp 64-84 76,81 

Compactor 84-90 86 

Pneumatic Tools 82-88 86 

Jack Hammer, Drill 75-104 88 Im
pa

ct
 

Eq
ui

pm
en

t 

Pile Driver (Impact) 90-104 101 

Sources: U.S. EPA PB 206717, Dec. 31, 1971.  Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations. 

 
The most extensive construction work for the project would occur during earthwork operations when 
several pieces of loud equipment would be operating simultaneously.  It is estimated that this phase of 
construction would require use of a maximum of one crane, one backhoe, 5 concrete trucks, and 5 utility 
vehicles.  Table 6 (Composite Noise from Maximum Construction Activities) provides the estimated 
noise levels generated during most intense construction operations.  As shown in Table 6, an 8-hour Leq at 
a distance of 50 feet from the construction work site would be 88 dBA.  This calculation assumes no 
noise mitigation measures and no limits on how much noise can be generated.  The value at 50 feet can be 
scaled to other distances using the relationship: 
 

Leq(Dist) = Leq(50 ft) – 20 log10(Dist/50) 
 
The nearest residential dwelling unit to the project site is located 500 feet northwest of the location of the 
proposed pumping station.  Predicted noise levels at the identified sensitive receptor due to construction 
activity would be about 63 dBA.  This is below the County limit for daytime construction noise, (see 
Table 4).  Conformance with the allowed construction hours as identified in the County Code (7:00 a.m. 
to 8:00 p.m. Monday - Saturday except legal holidays) would ensure that any noise impacts would be less 
than significant.   
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Impacts associated with installation of the pipeline and power line would be negligible because fewer 
number of heavy construction equipment that generate loud noise levels would be used. Therefore, it is 
concluded that construction activities would not create a significant impact. 
 

Table 6 
COMPOSITE NOISE FROM MAXIMUM CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

Equipment 
Typical Maximum 
Sound Level at 50 

feet (dBA) 

Equipment 
Utilization Factor1 

(%) 
Leq at 50 feet 

(dBA) 

Concrete Trucks 85 100 85 
Backhoe 80 60 78 
Crane, Mobile 83 30 78 
Generator 81 50 78 
Trencher, Excavator 85 30 80 
Other  85 15 77 
Total workday Leq at 50 feet  (8-hour workday) 88 

Total workday Leq at 500 feet  (Nearest Residence in project area) 63 
1 Equipment utilization factor is estimated as percentage of an 8-hour shift that the equipment would be 
operating at full power. 
Source: UltraSystems, 2005. 

 
5.2 Operational Noise Impact  
 
5.2.1 Pumping Activities 
 
The pumping station would consist of a covered, reinforced concrete vault approximately 60 feet by 30 
feet and 21 feet deep, housing four 500 HP pumps operating at 2300 VAC.  Each of these pumps is 
capable of producing a maximum flow of 35 cfs and has variable frequency drive for electrical starter.  
The vault would be constructed below grade with its roof at ground level.  Access would be provided 
through metal doors located off of a side stairway.  The pumps would discharge into a single underground 
42-inch diameter pipeline that would connect to the FLAA approximately 300 feet to the west of the 
pumping station.  Typically, three pumps would be operating at a time, and the fourth pump would be 
used as a standby unit.   
 
Based on manufacturer’s data, each pump generates an SPL of 85 dBA at a distance of 3 feet from the full 
loaded operating pump.  However, this is for a pump operating above ground with no large reflector 
surfaces in the near vicinity.  Within an enclosure such as the pump vault, the sound waves from the 
source will change directions upon striking obstacles such as a wall.  As a result, some of the incident 
sound energy is reflected, some absorbed, and some transmitted through the walls of the enclosure.  
 
For the proposed project, the total sound absorption inside the concrete vault would be equal to the sum 
of: (1) the absorption due to the various bounding surfaces, Asurface; (2) the absorption due to air, Aair; and 
(3) the absorption due to the furnishings (e.g. pumps and pipes) in the pump room, Afurnishings.    
 
The level of the reflected sound depends on the acoustic characteristics of the room, and on the SPL of the 
source.  In general, the SPL of the reflected sound in a typical pump room is diffuse, i.e., is fairly uniform 
throughout the room for a steady source of sound.   
 
The SPL of the pumps at 3 feet, provided by the manufacturer, was used to estimate the PWL of the 
pumps and motors.  The results were adjusted for the number of pumps in operation.  To obtain the 
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reverberant SPL inside the vault, the room constant was calculated using the design dimensions of the 
vault and a concrete structure characteristics.  The room correction, determined from the room constant, 
was applied to the calculated power levels to yield the reverberant component of the noise in the room.  
Usually this reverberant number is used for the noise level.  The analysis is provided in the Appendix and 
summarized in Table 7 (Projected Noise Level Inside the Pump Room).  As shown in Table 7, a 
maximum noise level of 94 dBA could be experienced inside the vault at 3 feet from the operating pumps. 
   

Table 7 
PROJECTED NOISE LEVELS INSIDE THE PUMP ROOM 

Pump Data (dBA) 
Frequency 

(HZ) SPL(from 
manufacturer) PWL 

Typical 
Motor 

PWL (dBA) 

Total PWL 
of 3 

Systems 
(dBA) 

Total Room 
Absorption 

(Sabin) 

Room 
Correction 

(dBA) 

SPL inside 
the Pump 

Room 
(dBA) 

125 80 95 95 103 652 -12 91 
250 81 96 95 103 373 -10 94 
500 80 95 95 103 437 -10 93 
1000 78 93 95 102 502 -11 91 
2000 75 90 95 101 614 -12 89 
4000 71 86 92 98 785 -13 85 

For detailed assumptions and estimation method refer to the Appendix  
 
For estimating the noise level outside the pump room, it is necessary to project the noise reduction 
provided by the proposed vault.  To estimate the vault structure attenuation rate for the proposed Neenach 
Pumping Station, UltraSystems conducted noise measurements at the existing Pollock Wells Pumping 
Station, located at 2660 Fletcher Drive, Los Angeles.  The Pollock Station includes two 125 HP pumps 
that are installed in a vault structure, similar to the structure proposed for the Neenach Pumping Station 
vault.  The measurements were performed at this station to obtain the degree of attenuation that the 
underground vault structure could provide.  Three sets of measurement were taken: 1) at 3 feet from the 
operating pump; 2) just outside the vault, at the ground level, with the access doors of the vault open; and 
3) just outside the vault, at the ground level, with the access doors of the vault closed.  The results are 
summarized below: 
 
      Leq (10 minutes)  Attenuation  
            (dBA)      (dBA) 
Inside the vault, 3 ft from the operating pump        80.3 
Outside the vault - vault doors open         64.6        15.7 
Outside the vault - vault doors closed         61.0        19.3 
 
Based on the field measurements, the vault structure with the doors open or closed would provide 15.7 
dBA or 19.3 dBA noise attenuation, respectively.  It should be mentioned that the Pollock Wells facility 
is located by Carillon Street, which has a relatively high level of traffic.  As a result, the measurement 
outside the vault was influenced by a significant contribution of the traffic noise, which could add as 
much as 5-10 dBA to the background noise level.  Therefore, it is estimated that the vault structure, with 
closed doors, could result in a 25- to 30-dBA attenuation. 
 
With a maximum source level of 94 dBA, the vault structure would reduce the noise onsite at the turnout 
facility to 69-64 dBA with the doors closed.  This is just below the County limit for industrial uses, 70 
dBA  (see Table 3-a).  Based on this analysis, the proposed concrete vault would provide noise 
attenuation that is marginally sufficient for reducing the onsite noise level to the standard limit.   
 
The nearest sensitive receptor (house 500 feet from the site) would be exposed to a noise level of about 
27-30 dBA from the pumping station.  This is well below the 45 dBA significance level for residential 
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properties, as set by the County code.  Therefore, the operation of the pumping station would not result in 
a significant adverse noise impact at the closest residential receptor. 
 
5.2.2 Maintenance Activities 
 
The continuous operation of the pumps will require periodic maintenance activities by the personnel 
inside the pump room.  As discussed above, the noise level inside the pump vault would be as high as 94 
dBA.  Therefore, U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards need to be 
applied for the pump maintenance workers/technicians. 
 
The OSHA noise regulations are designed to protect workers against the effects of noise exposure, and 
list the permissible level of exposure as a function of the length of time to which the worker is exposed. 
 
Paragraph (a) of Section 1926.52 of Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 29, as well as California OSHA 
in Title 8, Group 15, Article 105, Section 5095, require protection against the effects of noise exposure 
when 8-hour time-weighted average sound levels exceed a permissible exposure limit (PEL) of 90 dBA 
measured on the A scale of a sound level meter set at slow response.  The exposure level is raised 5 dBA 
for every halving of exposure duration as shown in Table 8 (OSHA Permissible Noise Exposures). 
 

Table 8 
  OSHA PERMISSIBLE NOISE EXPOSURES 

 Duration per day 
(hours) 

Sound Level 
(dBA) 

8 90 
6 92 
4 95 
3 97 
2 100 

1½ 102 
1 105 
½ 110 

¼ or less 115 
 
Paragraph 29 CFR 1926.52(b) states that when employees are subjected to noise doses exceeding those 
shown in Table 8, feasible administrative or engineering controls must be used to lower employee noise 
exposure.  If such controls fail to reduce sound to the levels shown in the table, personal protective 
equipment must be provided and used to reduce noise exposure to within those levels. 
 
Paragraph (c) defines continuous noise as noise levels where the maximum occur at intervals of 1 second 
or less, and Paragraph (d)(1) requires that a "continuing, effective hearing conservation program" be 
administered whenever levels exceed those in the table.  However, no details are given about the 
components of such a program.  Paragraph (d)(2) gives instruction on how to calculate an employee's 
noise exposure when the employee is exposed to two or more periods of noise at different levels.  
 
The requirements of 29 CFR 1926.101 are: (a) Hearing protection devices shall be provided and used 
wherever it is not feasible to reduce the noise exposure (level times duration) to within the PEL specified 
in Table 8 (see above); (b) hearing protection devices inserted in the ear shall be fitted by competent 
persons; and (c) plain cotton is not an acceptable protective device. 
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California OSHA Section 5098 (Hearing Protectors) of Subchapter 7 group 15 article 105 (Control of 
Noise Exposure) (a) (1) states that: “Employers shall make hearing protectors available to all employees 
exposed to an 8-hour time-weighted average of 85 decibels or greater at no cost to the employees.  
Hearing protectors shall be replaced as necessary.” 
 
6. MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The onsite operational noise is estimated to be below the County limit and no additional treatment would 
be required.    
 
For maintenance activities, the personnel working inside the pump room shall use ear protection to 
comply with OSHA requirements. 
 
 



  ACOUSTICAL ANALYSIS  

LADWP - Neenach Pumping Station April 2005
 Page 14 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



 
 APPENDIX  

 

LADWP - Neenach Pumping Station April 2005

 

 

 

APPENDIX 
 
 
 
 

CALCULATIONS AND MEASURED NOISE DATA 
(UltraSystems Environmental) 



LADWP - Neenach Pumping Station April 2005

 



 APPENDIX  
 

LADWP - Neenach Pumping Station April 2005
  Page A-1 

Calculation of Noise inside the Pump Room 
 
1. PWL Calculation 
 
Assumption: 
 
Single stage pumps  
Motors: 900 rpm (NEMA Rated)   
Direct drivers 
Pump efficiency: 70-75%  
No lagging on pipes, no absorption in the pump room 
 
 
 

Practical Data Based on Manufacturer's Specsa 
Frequency Pump Data (dB) PWL (dB) Motor PWL (dB) Total 

(HZ) SPL(manufac) PWL 3 Pumpsb PWL 3 Motorsb PWL (dB) 
125 80 95 100 95 100 103 
250 81 96 101 95 100 103 
500 80 95 100 95 100 103 
1000 78 93 98 95 100 102 
2000 75 90 95 95 100 101 
4000 71 86 91 92 97 98 

a. In consultation with Veneklasen Associates. 
b. PWL + 10*log(3) 
 
SPL = Sound pressure level, specifies the acoustic “disturbance” at a point; thus it depends 
on the distance from the source, losses in the intervening air, room effects, etc. 
 
PWL = Sound power level, is related to the total acoustic power radiated by a source. 
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2.  Room Correction 
 

Calculation of Noise inside the Pump Room 
Absorption Coefficient 

(concrete)1 Air Absorption Frequency 
(HZ) Walls & 

Ceiling Floor 

Surface Area 
Absorption (Sabin) Coefficient (m)2 Absorption 

Total Room 
Absorption 

(Sabin) 
Room 

Correction3 
Corrected 
Total SPL 

125 0.1 0.01 558 18 0.0005 76 652 -12 91 
250 0.05 0.01 279 18 0.0005 76 373 -9 94 
500 0.06 0.015 335 27 0.0005 76 437 -10 93 
1000 0.07 0.02 391 36 0.0005 76 502 -11 91 
2000 0.09 0.02 502 36 0.0005 76 614 -12 89 
4000 0.08 0.02 446 36 0.002 302 785 -13 85 

          
Reference:  Handbook of Acoustical Measurement and Noise Control, C.M. Harris, ed. 
1.  Table 30.1 page 30.15-16 
2.  Air attenuation coefficient at 45% humidity and 68 oF -- Figure 4.2 page 4.5 
3.  PWL - SPL = 16.3-10log(Atotal); or = 10*log(4/Rabsorption)+10; or from Figure 4.7 page 4.13 
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Measured Data at Pollock Wells Pumping Station 
2660 Fletcher Drive, Los Angeles 

(1/13/05) 
Inside the Vault, 3 ft from the operating pump 

Run Time: 0:10:09 LDN: 80.3dB 
LEQ:  80.3dB CNEL: 80.3dB 
TWA: 63.6dB TAKM3: 81.3dB 
SEL(3): 108.2dB Pa2Sec: 26.2 
Ovl: 0.00% LN5: 82.3dB 
Peak: 94.5dB LN10: 81.7dB 
Max: 84.5dB LN50: 80.2dB 

 
Outside (above the stairs of) the vault - vault door open  

Run Time: 0:10:38 LDN: 64.6dB 
LEQ:  64.6dB CNEL: 64.6dB 
TWA: 48.1dB TAKM3: 66.3dB 
SEL(3): 92.7dB Pa2Sec: 0.7 
Ovl: 0.00% LN5: 66.8dB 
Peak: 85.2dB LN10: 66.1dB 
Max: 72.0dB LN50: 64.3dB 

 
Outside (above the stairs of) the vault - vault door closed 

Run Time: 0:10:05 LDN: 61.0dB 
LEQ:  61.0dB CNEL: 61.0dB 
TWA: 44.3dB TAKM3: 63.7dB 
SEL(3): 88.9dB Pa2Sec: 0.3 
Ovl: 0.00% LN5: 64.8dB 
Peak: 83.5dB LN10: 63.6dB 
Max: 70.4dB LN50: 60.0dB 
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