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NOISE MONITORING FIELD REPORT 

Project Name: Heart of Norwalk Specific Plan 

Monitoring Location: 

Date: 11/l'I fl J 

o,.,. }D7 RJ
Site Number: 3

Measured By: Annalie Sarrieddine 

Measurement Start Time: <i', o) 1t"'1 

Measurement End nme: ¥-' lO ,trl

Total Measurement Time: 15 min. 

Site Map 

Noise Meter Model: Larson Davis Soundtrack LxT Calibration: 94.0 (dBA) 

Meter Setting: A-Weighted Sound Level (SLOW) 

Session File Name: L 'JI I- - t:> � 2.? t >

Primary Noise Sources: t/vlel, r ,., ... 17··,c.. 2
.l

-
1 

/ 
Data Summary 

Noise Noise Level 
Scale {dBA) 

4q f?.7 

lmax ,r. I

lmin '1J . s 

Additional Notes: 

IMPACT 
SCIENCES 

Other Noise Sources During Monitoring 

l. _________________ Time: ___ _

2. _________________ Time: ___ _

3. _________________ Time: ___ _

4. _________________ Time: ___ _

5. _________________ Time: ___ _
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NOISE MONITORING FIELD REPORT 

Project Name: Heart of Norwalk Specific Plan 

Monitoring Location: ;:z�w ..... r Ac.

Date: n /1-1 I 'Z-J Site Number: 'I 

Measured By: Annalie Sarrieddine 

Measurement Start Time: �: 1 l ;,l'I 

Measurement End nme: <(: '( 7-If,, 

Total Measurement Time: 15 min. 

Noise Meter Model: Larson Davis Soundtrack LxT 

Meter Setting: A•Weighted Sound Level (SLOW) 

Session File Name: l-,.J-_ D....w... '"l. i"J s 

Primary Noise Sources: , /_ 1 l -1 • /7/1 V vwt � ,...,,,,,.,,..t. 

Site Map 

Calibration: 94.0 (dBA) 

Data Summary Other Noise Sources During Monitoring 

Noise Noise Level 
Scale (dBA) 

�q S-¥.S-

Lmax -:,1.0 

Lmin 4r. 2. 

Additional Notes: 

IMPACT 
SCIENCES 

1._________________ Time: ___ _

2._________________ Time: ___ _

3._________________ Time: ___ _

4._________________ Time: ___ _

S. _________________ Time: ___ _

--- - 1--.-

- • .I - J 

. I - I 

_J 

_J -.J -
.J 

+ 1 

-'i 

- .- J 

• .J 
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NOISE MONITORING FIELD REPORT 

Project Name: Heart of Norwalk Specific Plan

Monitoring Location: l.1� 5�1-
site Number: rDate: 

� 
l\JJ., Ii.� 

Measured By: Annalie Sarrieddine

Measurement Start Time: 'f:, 1. �,., 

Measurement End Time: 9: 17- <1....,

Total Measurement Time: 15 min.

Noise Meter Model: Larson Davis Soundtrack LxT

Meter Setting: A-Weighted Sound Level (SLOW)

Session File Name: {. .., I-_ l>"'- 'Z,'t� $

Site Map 

Calibration: 94.0 (dBA)

Primary Noise Sources: f �JA,. / �' 1 fi!u7t.,/,,,U ,/4,kv,7 
Data Summary

Noise Noise Level
Scale (dBA)

Leq r4.r 

Lmax l-b. '1 

Lmin 3 ,. 1

Additional Notes:

IMPACT� 
SCIENCES 

Other Noise Sources During Monitoring

1. __________________ Time: ___ _

2. __________________ Time: ___ _

3. __________________ Time: ___ _

4. __________________ Time: ___ _

5. __________________ Time: ___ _
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Dozer 61.7 57.7
Total 69.6 66.4

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.-



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date: 8/8/2024
Case Description: Heart of Norwalk Specific Plan EIR (Grading)

---- Receptor #1 ----
Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night
Reference at 50 feet Residential 60 60 60

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding
Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Backhoe No 40 77.6 50 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 50 0
Scraper No 40 83.6 50 0
Scraper No 40 83.6 50 0
Dozer No 40 81.7 50 0
Grader No 40 85 50 0
Excavator No 40 80.7 50 0
Excavator No 40 80.7 50 0

Results
Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq
Backhoe 77.6 73.6
Backhoe 77.6 73.6
Scraper 83.6 79.6
Scraper 83.6 79.6
Dozer 81.7 77.7
Grader 85 81
Excavator 80.7 76.7
Excavator 80.7 76.7

Total 85 87.1
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

---- Receptor #2 ----
Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night
Reference at 100 feet Residential 60 60 60

Equipment

-



Spec Actual Receptor Estimated
Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Backhoe No 40 77.6 100 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 100 0
Scraper No 40 83.6 100 0
Scraper No 40 83.6 100 0
Dozer No 40 81.7 100 0
Grader No 40 85 100 0
Excavator No 40 80.7 100 0
Excavator No 40 80.7 100 0

Results
Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq
Backhoe 71.5 67.6
Backhoe 71.5 67.6
Scraper 77.6 73.6
Scraper 77.6 73.6
Dozer 75.6 71.7
Grader 79 75
Excavator 74.7 70.7
Excavator 74.7 70.7

Total 79 81
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

---- Receptor #3 ----
Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night
Reference at 500 feet Residential 60 60 60

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding
Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Backhoe No 40 77.6 500 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 500 0
Scraper No 40 83.6 500 0
Scraper No 40 83.6 500 0
Dozer No 40 81.7 500 0
Grader No 40 85 500 0
Excavator No 40 80.7 500 0
Excavator No 40 80.7 500 0

-



Results
Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq
Backhoe 57.6 53.6
Backhoe 57.6 53.6
Scraper 63.6 59.6
Scraper 63.6 59.6
Dozer 61.7 57.7
Grader 65 61
Excavator 60.7 56.7
Excavator 60.7 56.7

Total 65 67.1
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.-



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date: 8/8/2024
Case Description: Heart of Norwalk Specific Plan EIR (Site Preparation)

---- Receptor #1 ----
Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night
Reference at 50 feet Residential 60 60 60

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding
Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Backhoe No 40 77.6 50 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 50 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 50 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 50 0
Dozer No 40 81.7 50 0
Dozer No 40 81.7 50 0
Dozer No 40 81.7 50 0

Results
Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq
Backhoe 77.6 73.6
Backhoe 77.6 73.6
Backhoe 77.6 73.6
Backhoe 77.6 73.6
Dozer 81.7 77.7
Dozer 81.7 77.7
Dozer 81.7 77.7

Total 81.7 84.3
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

---- Receptor #2 ----
Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night
Reference at 100 feet Residential 60 60 60

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding
Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

-



Backhoe No 40 77.6 100 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 100 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 100 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 100 0
Dozer No 40 81.7 100 0
Dozer No 40 81.7 100 0
Dozer No 40 81.7 100 0

Results
Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq
Backhoe 71.5 67.6
Backhoe 71.5 67.6
Backhoe 71.5 67.6
Backhoe 71.5 67.6
Dozer 75.6 71.7
Dozer 75.6 71.7
Dozer 75.6 71.7

Total 75.6 78.3
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

---- Receptor #3 ----
Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night
Reference at 500 feet Residential 60 60 60

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding
Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Backhoe No 40 77.6 500 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 500 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 500 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 500 0
Dozer No 40 81.7 500 0
Dozer No 40 81.7 500 0
Dozer No 40 81.7 500 0

Results
Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq
Backhoe 57.6 53.6
Backhoe 57.6 53.6

-



Backhoe 57.6 53.6
Backhoe 57.6 53.6
Dozer 61.7 57.7
Dozer 61.7 57.7
Dozer 61.7 57.7

Total 61.7 64.3
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.-



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date: 8/8/2024
Case Description: Heart of Norwalk Specific Plan EIR (Building Construction)

---- Receptor #1 ----
Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night
Reference at 50 feet Residential 60 60 60

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding
Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Backhoe No 40 77.6 50 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 50 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 50 0
Crane No 16 80.6 50 0
Generator No 50 80.6 50 0
Welder / Torch No 40 74 50 0
All Other Equipment > 5 HP No 50 85 50 0

Results
Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq
Backhoe 77.6 73.6
Backhoe 77.6 73.6
Backhoe 77.6 73.6
Crane 80.6 72.6
Generator 80.6 77.6
Welder / Torch 74 70
All Other Equipment > 5 HP 85 82

Total 85 84.9
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

---- Receptor #2 ----
Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night
Reference at 100 feet Residential 60 60 60

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

-



Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Backhoe No 40 77.6 100 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 100 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 100 0
Crane No 16 80.6 100 0
Generator No 50 80.6 100 0
Welder / Torch No 40 74 100 0
All Other Equipment > 5 HP No 50 85 100 0

Results
Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq
Backhoe 71.5 67.6
Backhoe 71.5 67.6
Backhoe 71.5 67.6
Crane 74.5 66.6
Generator 74.6 71.6
Welder / Torch 68 64
All Other Equipment > 5 HP 79 76

Total 79 78.9
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

---- Receptor #3 ----
Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night
Reference at 500 feet Residential 60 60 60

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding
Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Backhoe No 40 77.6 500 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 500 0
Backhoe No 40 77.6 500 0
Crane No 16 80.6 500 0
Generator No 50 80.6 500 0
Welder / Torch No 40 74 500 0
All Other Equipment > 5 HP No 50 85 500 0

Results
Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq

-



Backhoe 57.6 53.6
Backhoe 57.6 53.6
Backhoe 57.6 53.6
Crane 60.6 52.6
Generator 60.6 57.6
Welder / Torch 54 50
All Other Equipment > 5 HP 65 62

Total 65 64.9
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.-



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date: 8/8/2024
Case Description: Heart of Norwalk Specific Plan EIR (Paving)

---- Receptor #1 ----
Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night
Reference at 50 feet Residential 60 60 60

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding
Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Paver No 50 77.2 50 0
Paver No 50 77.2 50 0
Roller No 20 80 50 0
Roller No 20 80 50 0
All Other Equipment > 5 HP No 50 85 50 0
All Other Equipment > 5 HP No 50 85 50 0

Results
Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq
Paver 77.2 74.2
Paver 77.2 74.2
Roller 80 73
Roller 80 73
All Other Equipment > 5 HP 85 82
All Other Equipment > 5 HP 85 82

Total 85 86.1
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

---- Receptor #2 ----
Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night
Reference at 100 feet Residential 60 60 60

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding
Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Paver No 50 77.2 100 0

-



Paver No 50 77.2 100 0
Roller No 20 80 100 0
Roller No 20 80 100 0
All Other Equipment > 5 HP No 50 85 100 0
All Other Equipment > 5 HP No 50 85 100 0

Results
Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq
Paver 71.2 68.2
Paver 71.2 68.2
Roller 74 67
Roller 74 67
All Other Equipment > 5 HP 79 76
All Other Equipment > 5 HP 79 76

Total 79 80.1
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

---- Receptor #3 ----
Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night
Reference at 500 feet Residential 60 60 60

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding
Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Paver No 50 77.2 500 0
Paver No 50 77.2 500 0
Roller No 20 80 500 0
Roller No 20 80 500 0
All Other Equipment > 5 HP No 50 85 500 0
All Other Equipment > 5 HP No 50 85 500 0

Results
Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq
Paver 57.2 54.2
Paver 57.2 54.2
Roller 60 53
Roller 60 53
All Other Equipment > 5 HP 65 62

-



All Other Equipment > 5 HP 65 62
Total 65 66.1

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.-



Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date: 8/8/2024
Case Description: Heart of Norwalk Specific Plan EIR (Architectural Coating)

---- Receptor #1 ----
Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night
Reference at 50 feet Residential 60 60 60

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding
Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Compressor (air) No 40 77.7 50 0

Results
Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq
Compressor (air) 77.7 73.7

Total 77.7 73.7
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

---- Receptor #2 ----
Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night
Reference at 100 feet Residential 60 60 60

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding
Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Compressor (air) No 40 77.7 100 0

Results
Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq
Compressor (air) 71.6 67.7

Total 71.6 67.7
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

---- Receptor #3 ----
Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night
Reference at 500 feet Residential 60 60 60

Equipment
Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding
Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)
Compressor (air) No 40 77.7 500 0

Results
Calculated (dBA)

Equipment *Lmax Leq
Compressor (air) 57.7 53.7

Total 57.7 53.7
*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

-

-

-



TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS

Project Name: Heart of Norwalk Specific Plan EIR

Background Information

Model Description: FHWA Highway Noise Prediction Model with California Vehicle Noise (CALVENO) Emission Levels.
Analysis Scenario(s): Existing, Future Without Project, Future With Project
Source of Traffic Volumes: Traffic Impact Analysis, Iteris 2023.
Community Noise Descriptor: X

(Ldn) (CNEL)
Assumed 24-Hour Traffic Distribution: Day Evening Night

Total ADT Volumes 77.70% 12.70% 9.60%
Medium-Duty Trucks 87.43% 5.05% 7.52%
Heavy-Duty Trucks 89.10% 2.84% 8.06%

Traffic Noise Levels

Analysis Condition Design Dist. from Barrier Vehicle Mix 24-Hour
Roadway Name Median ADT Speed Center to Alpha Attn. Medium Heavy dB(A)

Roadway Segment Lanes Width Volume (mph) Receptor1
Factor dB(A) Trucks Trucks CNEL

Existing Traffic Noise
Firestone Blvd

Between Imperial Hwy & Pioneer Blvd 5 20 18,735 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 68.8
Between Pioneer Blvd & San Antonio Dr 5 20 15,976 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 68.1
Between San Antonio Dr & East City Limit 5 20 10,501 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 66.3

Front St
West of San Antonio Dr 2 0 809 30 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 52.5
East of San Antonio Dr 2 0 1,112 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 56.7

Foster Rd
West of San Antonio Dr 4 10 8,089 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.8
East of San Antonio Dr 4 10 6,997 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.1

Rosecrans Ave
West of Pioneer Blvd 6 10 31,078 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 72.6
East of Pioneer Blvd 6 10 16,672 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.9

Woods Ave
North of Firestone Blvd 2 10 2,300 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 58.5

Pioneer Blvd
North of Firestone Blvd 4 10 17,350 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.1
South of Firestone Blvd 4 10 19,280 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.5
North of Rosecrans Ave 4 10 14,141 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 68.2
South of Rosecrans Ave 4 10 16,305 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 68.8

San Antonio Dr
North of I-5 SB ramps 4 10 26,918 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 71.0
Between I-5 SB ramps & Firestone Blvd 4 10 22,644 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 70.2
Between Firestone Blvd & Front St 4 10 20,700 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.9
Between Front St & Foster Dr 4 10 20,100 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.7
South of Foster Dr 4 10 12,132 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 67.5
North of Pioneer/Rosecrans 4 10 12,132 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 67.5

Funston Ave
North of Firestone Blvd 2 0 700 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 54.7
South of Firestone Blvd 2 0 2,100 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 59.4

Existing Plus Project
Firestone Blvd

Between Imperial Hwy & Pioneer Blvd 5 20 22,660 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.6
Between Pioneer Blvd & San Antonio Dr 5 20 18,100 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 68.7
Between San Antonio Dr & East City Limit 5 20 11,780 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 66.8

Front St
West of San Antonio Dr 2 0 810 30 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 52.6
East of San Antonio Dr 2 0 1,480 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 57.9

Foster Rd
West of San Antonio Dr 4 10 8,090 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.8
East of San Antonio Dr 4 10 7,000 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.1

Rosecrans Ave
West of Pioneer Blvd 6 10 32,420 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 72.8
East of Pioneer Blvd 6 10 17,420 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 70.1



Woods Ave
North of Firestone Blvd 2 10 3,220 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 59.9

Pioneer Blvd
North of Firestone Blvd 4 10 18,300 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.3
South of Firestone Blvd 4 10 21,120 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.9
North of Rosecrans Ave 4 10 16,300 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 68.8
South of Rosecrans Ave 4 10 17,460 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.1

San Antonio Dr
North of I-5 SB ramps 4 10 27,820 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 71.1
Between I-5 SB ramps & Firestone Blvd 4 10 24,090 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 70.5
Between Firestone Blvd & Front St 4 10 21,350 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 70.0
Between Front St & Foster Dr 4 10 20,750 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.9
South of Foster Dr 1 0 12,780 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 67.2
North of Pioneer/Rosecrans 4 10 12,570 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 67.7

Funston Ave
North of Firestone Blvd 2 0 700 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 54.7
South of Firestone Blvd 2 0 3,320 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 61.4

Future No Project
Firestone Blvd

Between Imperial Hwy & Pioneer Blvd 5 20 19,200 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 68.9
Between Pioneer Blvd & San Antonio Dr 5 20 16,300 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 68.2
Between San Antonio Dr & East City Limit 5 20 10,800 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 66.4

Front St
West of San Antonio Dr 2 0 900 30 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 53.0
East of San Antonio Dr 2 0 1,200 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 57.0

Foster Rd
West of San Antonio Dr 4 10 8,300 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.9
East of San Antonio Dr 4 10 7,200 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.3

Rosecrans Ave
West of Pioneer Blvd 6 10 31,700 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 72.7
East of Pioneer Blvd 6 10 17,100 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 70.0

Woods Ave
North of Firestone Blvd 2 10 2,400 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 58.6

Pioneer Blvd
North of Firestone Blvd 4 10 17,700 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.2
South of Firestone Blvd 4 10 19,700 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.6
North of Rosecrans Ave 4 10 14,500 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 68.3
South of Rosecrans Ave 4 10 16,700 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 68.9

San Antonio Dr
North of I-5 SB ramps 4 10 27,500 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 71.1
Between I-5 SB ramps & Firestone Blvd 4 10 23,100 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 70.3
Between Firestone Blvd & Front St 4 10 21,200 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 70.0
Between Front St & Foster Dr 4 10 20,660 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.8
South of Foster Dr 4 10 12,400 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 67.6
North of Pioneer/Rosecrans 4 10 12,400 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 67.6

Funston Ave
North of Firestone Blvd 2 0 800 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 55.2
South of Firestone Blvd 2 0 2,200 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 59.6

Future With Project
Firestone Blvd

Between Imperial Hwy & Pioneer Blvd 5 20 23,130 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.7
Between Pioneer Blvd & San Antonio Dr 5 20 18,430 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 68.7
Between San Antonio Dr & East City Limit 5 20 12,080 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 66.9

Front St
West of San Antonio Dr 2 0 900 30 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 53.0
East of San Antonio Dr 2 0 1,570 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 58.2

Foster Rd
West of San Antonio Dr 4 10 8,300 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.9
East of San Antonio Dr 4 10 7,200 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 65.3

Rosecrans Ave
West of Pioneer Blvd 6 10 33,040 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 72.8
East of Pioneer Blvd 6 10 17,840 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 70.2

Woods Ave
North of Firestone Blvd 2 10 3,320 35 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 60.1



Pioneer Blvd
North of Firestone Blvd 4 10 18,650 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.4
South of Firestone Blvd 4 10 21,540 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 70.0
North of Rosecrans Ave 4 10 16,660 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 68.9
South of Rosecrans Ave 4 10 17,850 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 69.2

San Antonio Dr
North of I-5 SB ramps 4 10 28,400 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 71.2
Between I-5 SB ramps & Firestone Blvd 4 10 24,550 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 70.6
Between Firestone Blvd & Front St 4 10 21,850 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 70.1
Between Front St & Foster Dr 4 10 21,850 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 70.1
South of Foster Dr 1 0 13,050 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 67.3
North of Pioneer/Rosecrans 4 10 12,830 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 67.8

Funston Ave
North of Firestone Blvd 2 0 800 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 55.2
South of Firestone Blvd 2 0 3,420 40 50 0 0 1.8% 0.7% 61.6

1 Distance in feet from the roadway centerline to nearest receptor location.



APPENDIX 3.11 
Traffic Impact Analysis Report



TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 

To:  City of Norwalk  From:  Iteris, Inc. 

Date:  July 26, 2024 

RE:  Heart of Norwalk Specific Plan –CEQA Transportation Impact Analysis 

INTRODUCTION 
This memorandum describes the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) transportation impact analysis 
for  the Heart of Norwalk Specific Plan project. The evaluation  is consistent with CEQA Guidelines effective 

December 28, 2018. The Specific Plan’s  impacts are evaluated per Appendix G Environmental Checklist 
Form of the current CEQA guidelines, which assesses projects by the four criteria listed below: 

T‐1   Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

T‐2  Would the project conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

T‐3  Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

T‐4  Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

PROJECT SETTING 
The Heart of Norwalk Specific Plan  (Specific Plan)  is a  regulatory plan  that  implements  the goals and 
objectives of the City’s General Plan. The study area is approximately 615 acres and is located immediately 
southwest of the I‐5 freeway. The major corridors that traverse the area include Firestone Boulevard and 
San Antonio Drive. These corridors are predominantly underutilized; and consist of a few markets, stores, 
restaurants and entertainment venues that cater to local residents within the Plan Area and the City. 

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 
For impact criteria T‐1, T‐3, and T‐4, a qualitative assessment was prepared to determine if any potential 
significant impacts would occur as a result of the Project.   

For impact criteria T‐2, a technical analysis was performed using the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG), a computerized travel demand model. Iteris utilized the SCAG model to generate 
the VMT statistics. The model consists of a 2021 base year scenario and 2040 future year scenario. The 
model  consists  of  a  2021  base  year  scenario  and  2040  future  year  scenario.  The  Specific  Plan  area 
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encompasses 5 traffic analysis zones (TAZ’s) within the SCAG model (either fully or partially). 
 
For the impact criteria T‐2 analysis, all VMT for trips beginning or ending in a particular geography were 
accounted for, consistent with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Technical Advisory 
on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA.  While other methodologies measure only the amount of 
VMT traveling on streets within a particular geography, or only half the distance of trips from outside of 
the City (as in SB 375 Regional Plan Climate Target analysis), the Specific Plan analyzes the full extent of 
vehicle travel from the Project. 
 
In order to determine the Specific Plan project’s potential level of impact, a new scenario was prepared, 
incorporating  the  land  use  projections  of  the  Specific  Plan.  For  land  use  plans  which  include  both 
residential and employment uses, the appropriate analysis metric is VMT per service population, where 
service population  is defined as  the number of  residents plus  the number of  jobs. The  land use plan 
includes additional residential and a reduction in non‐residential land use, allocated to opportunity sites 
throughout the plan area. The total land use quantities are summarized as follows: 
 

 A net increase of 3,084 new residential units 

 A net decrease of 347,068 square  feet of non‐residential  (commercial,  institutional,  industrial) 
uses 

 
 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 
This section presents the CEQA impact evaluation for each of the four criteria. 
 

T‐1 Impact Evaluation 
Threshold: Would  the project  conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing  the  circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

 
The Specific Plan project’s planned transportation networks provide consistency related to regional active 
transportation plans, transit plans, and other mobility infrastructure; specifically the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and 
Ventura County Transportation Commission Comprehensive Transportation Plan. 
 
SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Norwalk is a member of the SCAG Regional Council, the decision‐making body of the SCAG Joint Powers 

Authority under California state law, established as an association of local governments and agencies that 

voluntarily convene as a  forum to address regional  issues. Under  federal  law, SCAG  is designated as a 

Metropolitan Planning Organization  (MPO) and under state  law as a Regional Transportation Planning 

Agency and a Council of Governments. The SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 

Strategy (RTP/SCS), Connect SoCal is a long‐range visioning plan that builds upon and expands land use 

and transportation strategies established over several planning cycles to  increase mobility options and 

achieve a more sustainable growth pattern.  The Connect SoCal RTP/SCS is a planning document for the 

region,  allowing project  sponsors  to qualify  for  federal  funding.  In  addition, Connect  SoCal 2024 will 
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identify  a  combination  of  transportation  and  land  use  strategies  that  help  the  region  achieve  state 

greenhouse gas emission reduction goals and federal Clean Air Act requirements, preserve open space 

areas, improve public health and roadway safety, and support our vital goods movement industry. 

The RTP/SCS is updated every four years and it is anticipated that the City will work with SCAG to update 
the RTP/SCS to be consistent with the Specific Plan.  The Specific Plan includes strategies for mixed‐use 
development, which  allows multiple  land  uses  to work  together,  to  reduce  vehicle  trip  lengths.  The 
California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) 2016 Mobile Source Strategy recognizes that coordinated regional 
planning  can  improve  California’s  land  use  patterns  and  transportation  policy  in  a way  that  reduces 
transportation related emissions by reducing growth in VMT.  
 
The Heart of Norwalk Specific Plan is consistent with programs, plans, ordinances and policies addressing 
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, making the impact less‐
than‐significant. 
 

Consistency with Goals and Policies 
The Specific Plan is consistent with the following relevant goals and policies within the City’s General Plan 
Circulation Element, as they relate to programs, plans, ordinances, and policies affecting the circulation 
system: 
 

 Goal 1: An adequate transportation/circulation system that supports regional and local land uses 
at  adopted  level  of  service  (LOS)  standards  and  complies  with  requirements  of  the  County 
Transportation Management Program (CMP). 

o Policy 1.1. Develop and maintain a road system that is based upon and is in balance with 
the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 

o Policy 1.11. Coordinate roadway improvements with applicable county, state, and federal 
transportation plans and proposals. 

 

 Goal 5: An efficient bicycle and pedestrian circulation system that encourages these alternative 
forms of transportation. 

o Policy 5.2. Support and coordinate the development and maintenance of City bikeways 
in conjunction with  the City’s Bikeway Plan,  the County of Los Angeles Master Plan of 
Bikeways and the bikeway plans of neighboring jurisdictions. 

 
 

T‐2 Impact Evaluation 
Threshold: Would the project conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 
(b)? 

 
Under criteria T‐2, the proposed Specific Plan’s effects on Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) are evaluated, as 
described in the following sub‐sections. 
 

VMT Impact Analysis 
The City of Norwalk currently defers to using the CEQA thresholds applied by the County of Los Angeles 
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to evaluate  the VMT  impacts of  individual development projects or  land use plans. The  thresholds of 
significance are as follows: 
 

 A project will be considered to have an impact if it generates VMT per capita, per employee, or 
per service population in excess of 16.8% less than the existing VMT per capita, per employee, or 
per service population for the County of Los Angeles. 

 
This  threshold was  applied  to  evaluate  the  potential  transportation  impacts  of  the  Specific  Plan.  As 
mentioned, since the project includes residential and non‐residential land use, VMT per service population 
(i.e., residents plus employees) was used as the analysis metric. 
 
Applying the described  land use projections, countywide VMT (i.e., regional average) and Specific Plan 
area  VMT  outputs  were  developed  using  the  SCAG model.  In  addition,  consistent  with  LA  County 
guidelines, VMT reduction strategies included as project features were considered in the VMT calculations 
of  the  existing  plus  project  scenario.  These  features  include  new  bicycle  lanes,  affordable  housing, 
increased land use density, and reduced residential parking requirements. Table 1 summarizes the daily 
countywide VMT per service population for the existing scenario and Specific Plan area daily VMT per 
service  population  for  the  existing  plus  project  scenario.  Detailed  VMT  calculations  are  provided  in 
Appendix A. 
 

Table 1: Specific Plan VMT Summary (versus regional average) 

Scenario (Area) 
Total Home‐
based Daily 

VMT 

Total Work‐
based Daily 

VMT 

Total Daily 
VMT 

Service 
Population* 

VMT / Service 
Population 

Existing (County of Los Angeles)  154,649,967  103,846,479  258,496,446  15,061,038  17.2 

Existing Plus Project (SP Area)  319,298  161,796  481,094  35,072  13.7 

* Service Population equals the total of residents and employees 

 
As shown  in Table 1, the existing plus project VMT per service population for the Specific Plan area  is 
forecast to be 13.7, while the existing countywide VMT per service population is currently 17.2. As such, 
16.8% below existing countywide VMT per service population is 14.3. Therefore, the existing plus project 
Specific  Plan  area  VMT  per  service  population  (13.7)  is  not  forecast  to  exceed  the  described  CEQA 
threshold. Thus, this impact is considered less than significant. 
 
In addition, supplemental outputs from the future year 2040 scenario are presented for  informational 
purposes only (i.e., not used for CEQA transportation impact assessment). Table 2 summarizes the daily 
countywide VMT per service population for the future year 2040 scenario (without project) and Specific 
Plan area daily VMT per service population for the future year 2040 with project scenario. Detailed VMT 
calculations are provided in Appendix A. 
 



5 

Table 2: Future Year 2040 Specific Plan VMT Summary (versus regional average) 

Scenario (Area) 
Total Home‐
based Daily 

VMT 

Total Work‐
based Daily 

VMT 

Total Daily 
VMT 

Service 
Population* 

VMT / Service 
Population 

Future Year 2040 (County of Los Angeles)  156,562,282  102,036,221  258,598,503  16,736,544  15.5 

Future Year 2040 Plus Project (SP Area)  283,576  166,386  449,962  37,086  12.1 

* Service Population equals the total of residents and employees 

As mentioned,  the  future  year  2040  VMT  output  data  is  provided  for  informational  purposes  only. 
Similar to the existing plus project scenario, the 2040 Specific Plan area VMT per service population (12.1) is 

forecast to be more than 16.8% below the regional average VMT per service population. 

Consistency with Goals and Policies 
The Specific Plan is consistent with the following relevant goals and policies within the City’s General Plan 
Circulation Element, that would have an effect on reducing VMT: 

 Goal 3: A circulation system that maximizes efficiency through the use of transportation system
management and demand management strategies.

o Policy 3.1. Encourage new development which  facilitates  transit services, provides  for
non‐automotive circulation and minimizes vehicle miles traveled.

 Goal 5: An efficient bicycle and pedestrian circulation system that encourages these alternative
forms of transportation.

o Policy 5.2. Support and coordinate the development and maintenance of City bikeways
in conjunction with  the City’s Bikeway Plan,  the County of Los Angeles Master Plan of
Bikeways and the bikeway plans of neighboring jurisdictions.

 Goal 6: Ensure that development of Class II bike lanes provides for the safe and efficient travel of
both bicycles and vehicular traffic.

o Policy 6.1. Develop bicycle lanes to a minimum width of five feet from the longitudinal
separation  line which occurs between the gutter and roadway for areas which prohibit
on‐street parking, where possible.

In addition, the Specific Plan is consistent with the following relevant goals within the City’s Bicycle Master 
Plan, that would have an effect on reducing VMT: 

 Goal 1: Accessibility: Provide safe, direct, and comfortable bike routes

 Goal 2 Safety: Improve safety for bicyclists

 Goal 3 Encouragement: Promote biking and  encourage people  to bike  in Norwalk,  improving
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community health and identity 
 
 

T‐3 Impact Evaluation 
Threshold: Would  the project  substantially  increase hazards due  to a geometric design  feature  (e.g.,  sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
 

Any proposed  roadway modifications  included  in  the  Specific Plan will be designed  to City and  State 
engineering design standards to meet sight distance requirements, including visibility of pedestrians and 
bicyclists. The Specific Plan does not propose any  incompatible uses that would  increase hazards. As a 
result, the Specific Plan will have a beneficial impact on geometric design features and incompatible uses.   
 
As such, the Specific Plan would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment.  Thus, this impact is 
considered less than significant. 
 
 

T‐4 Impact Evaluation 
Threshold: Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

 
The Specific Plan does not  include elements  that would  impede emergency vehicle access. Any public 
roadways would  be  designed  to  conform  to  County  Fire Department  standards  for  access,  as would 
buildings included within new developments.  
 
Thus, this impact is considered less than significant. 
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APPENDIX A – VMT Calculations 
 



Appendix A
VMT Outputs

Heart of Norwalk SP
CEQA Transportation

Heart of Norwalk - Existing and Future Year 2040 VMT Outputs

Project TAZ's LA County Project TAZ's LA County Project TAZ's LA County Project TAZ's LA County Project TAZ's LA County Project TAZ's LA County Project TAZ's LA County Project TAZ's LA County

Existing 20,742 10,375,874 8,325 4,685,164 295,897 154,649,967 177,039 103,846,479 357,615 156,039,047 14.3 14.9 21.3 22.2 16.3 17.2

Existing Plus Project 27,535 10,382,667 7,537 4,684,901 319,298 154,685,242 161,796 103,840,929 332,114 156,039,047 11.6 14.9 21.5 22.2 13.7 17.2

2040 No Project 21,432 11,510,902 9,649 5,221,748 275,565 156,562,282 182,879 102,036,221 348,175 151,469,388 12.9 13.6 19.0 19.5 14.7 15.5

2040 With Project 28,225 11,517,695 8,861 5,221,485 283,576 156,511,530 166,386 102,035,811 322,674 151,469,388 10.0 13.6 18.8 19.5 12.1 15.4

VMT/Capita VMT/Employee
P+E VMT/Service Population

(No Other VMT)
Model Scenario

Population Employees Total Home-based VMT Total Work-based VMT Total Other VMT
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