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Project No. A9286-06-01 
May 24, 2016 
 
VIA OVERNIGHT & E-MAIL 
 
8920 Sunset Boulevard LLC 
c/o VE Equities 
250 Bowery, 2nd Floor  
New York, New York 1002 
 
Attention: Mr. Zach Vella 
 
Subject: RESPONSE TO CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD REVIEW COMMENTS 
  PROPOSED MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT 
  8920 SUNSET BOULEVARD,  

WEST HOLLYWOOD, CALIFORNIA 
 
References  Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Mixed-Use Development, 8920 Sunset 

Boulevard, West Hollywood, California, prepared by Geocon West, Inc., Project No. 
A9286-06-01, dated July 2, 2015; 

City of West Hollywood Geotechnical, Geology, and Seismic Review Sheet, KFMg 
Project No. cWH 16-43E, dated January 28, 2016. 

 
Dear Mr. Vella: 
 
This letter has been prepared in response to the referenced January 28, 2016 City of West 
Hollywood Geotechnical, Geology, and Seismic Review Sheet. A copy of all City correspondence 
is appended herein. The Review Letter indicates that 24 comments be addressed. Where differing 
the recommendations presented herein supersede those in the above referenced reports and 
addenda.   

Comment 1: Section 1, page 1: The Consultants present a single deep boring to characterize the 
subsurface conditions at the site, while utilizing additional data from a site to the west which was 
reviewed and approved 9 years ago. Given the size of the site and in consideration of the proposed 
deep excavation, this level of exploration is not the standard of practice in southern California.  
A more thorough subsurface investigation consisting of additional borings and/or CPT’s is required 
to characterize the site.  
 
Response 1:  Due to existing site conditions, subsurface exploration throughout the site is not feasible. 
The existing site is occupied by a two-story commercial building underlain by two levels of 
subterranean parking. Due to the existing subterranean levels, borings and CPTs within the footprint of 
the existing structure are not practical. During the May 30, 2015 exploration program, an attempt was 
made to drill a boring along Sunset Avenue. However, there are two electrical conduits running parallel 
to Sunset Boulevard that preclude the ability to drill exploratory borings or advance CPTs within Sunset 
Boulevard.  
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An additional boring was conducted as a part of the preparation of this response letter. The drilling was 
placed as far south as possible, while leaving the driveway entry for the existing commercial building 
operational.  
 
It is our opinion that the two borings conducted along Hilldale Avenue, along with supplemented with 
information from the adjacent sites to the west and south, provide sufficient information to characterize 
the anticipated subsurface conditions.  
 
Comment 2: Section 6.4 Liquefaction Potential, page 9: Evaluation of liquefaction potential is an 
issue for this site. Although the site is not directly in the liquefaction hazard zone delineated by the 
California Geologic Survey (Beverly Hills Quad, OFR 98-14), it is immediately adjacent to the zone 
and the groundwater and blow count data from the single deep boring indicate a potential for 
liquefaction may exist. Low blow counts were also presented in Borings 9 and 10 (GeoDesign 2006). 
Please note that the previous investigation for the 1014 to 1020 Hilldale Avenue project, located just 
south of the subject project, encountered groundwater at depths of 15 to 18 feet. Please provide 
calculations for evaluation of the liquefaction potential of the on-site soils.  
 
Response 2:  In order to perform an evaluation of the liquefaction potential of the soils underlying the 
site, supplemental site exploration was performed on May 2, 2016, by excavating an 8-inch diameter 
boring utilizing a truck-mounted hollow-stem auger drilling machine to a depth of 83 feet below the 
existing ground surface. Representative and relatively undisturbed samples were obtained by driving 
a 3-inch, O. D., California Modified Sampler into the “undisturbed” soil mass with blows from a  
140-pound auto-hammer falling 30 inches. The California Modified Sampler was equipped with 
1-inch by 23/8-inch brass sampler rings to facilitate removal and testing. Standard Penetration Tests 
were also performed. The approximate location of the additional boring is depicted on the Site Plan 
(Figure 1). 
 
The soil conditions encountered in the boring were visually examined, classified and logged in 
general accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS). The log of the 
supplemental boring is presented as Figure 2, appended herein. The log depicts the soil and 
geologic conditions encountered and the depth at which samples were obtained.  
 
Liquefaction analysis of the soils underlying the site was performed using an updated version of the 
spreadsheet template LIQ2_30.WQ1 developed by Thomas F. Blake (1996). This program utilizes 
the 1996 NCEER method of analysis. This semi-empirical method is based on a correlation between 
values of Standard Penetration Test (SPT) resistance and field performance data. Laboratory test 
results used in the liquefaction analysis are presented as Figure 3.   
 
The liquefaction analysis was performed for a Design Earthquake level by using a historic high 
groundwater table of 22 feet below the ground surface, a magnitude 6.68 earthquake, and a peak 
horizontal acceleration of 0.63g (⅔PGAM). The enclosed liquefaction analyses, included herein for 
boring B3, indicates that the alluvial soils below the proposed subterranean structure could be 
susceptible to approximately 0.6 inches of settlement during Design Earthquake ground motion (see 
enclosed calculation sheets, Figures 4 and 5).  
 
It is our understanding that the intent of the Building Code is to maintain “Life Safety” during 
Maximum Considered Earthquake level events. Therefore, additional analysis was performed to 
evaluate the potential for liquefaction during a MCE event. The structural engineer should evaluate 
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the proposed structure for the anticipated MCE liquefaction induced settlements and verify that 
anticipated deformations would not cause the foundation system to lose the ability to support the 
gravity loads and/or cause collapse of the structure.    
 
The liquefaction analysis was also performed for the Maximum Considered Earthquake level by 
using a historic high groundwater table of 22 feet below the ground surface, a magnitude 6.71 
earthquake, and a peak horizontal acceleration of 0.948g (PGAM). The enclosed liquefaction analyses, 
included herein for boring B3, indicates that the alluvial soils below the proposed subterranean 
structure could be susceptible to approximately 0.9 inches of settlement during Maximum Considered 
Earthquake ground motion (see enclosed calculation sheets, 6 and 7).  
 
These settlements are in addition to static settlements and must be considered in the structural design. 
Updated Foundation Settlement recommendations are provided in the response to Comment 11.  
 
Comment 3: Section 7.1.9, page 13: The topography at the project site slopes to the south-southeast 
and the existing grades at the site range from about 374 feet to 355 feet MSL. Please clarify the 
datum for the historic high groundwater level of 22 feet below the ground surface, or provide the 
groundwater table elevations in lieu of depth below the ground surface. Please note that the previous 
investigation for the 1014 to 1020 Hilldale Avenue project, located just south of the subject project, 
encountered groundwater at depths of 15 to 18 feet.  
 
Response 3:  As a part of the preparation of this response letter, the City of West Hollywood provided a 
copy of the following report for our review of the groundwater data contained therein: 
 

Geological Fault Study, Proposed Residential Buildings, 1016, 1018, 1020 Hilldale Avenue, 
West Hollywood, California, prepared by Advanced Geotechniques, dated July 8, 1998. 

 
Based on our review of the prior report for 1016-1020 Hilldale Avenue, groundwater was 
encountered at depths ranging from 26 to 30 feet below the ground surface.  
 
Groundwater levels encountered during exploration of 8920 Sunset Boulevard, 8950 Sunset 
Boulevard, and 1016-1020 Hilldale Avenue are summarized in the following tables. 
 

Summary of Groundwater Levels 8920 Sunset Boulevard 
 

Boring 
Number 

Drilled/Measured By Date 
Depth to 

Groundwater (feet) 

Groundwater 
Elevation 

(above MSL) 

B2 Geocon May 2015 38.0 332.0 

B3 Geocon May 2016 36.0 332.0 
 



 

Geocon Project No. A9286-06-01 - 4 - May 24, 2016 

Summary of Groundwater Levels 8950 Sunset Boulevard 
 

Boring 
Number 

Drilled/Measured By Date 
Depth to 

Groundwater (feet) 

Groundwater 
Elevation 

(above MSL) 

B-1 Kovacs-Byer August 1986 38.0 337.0 

B-2 Kovacs-Byer August 1986 29.0 335.0 

B-3 Kovacs-Byer August 1986 36.0 335.0 

B-4 Kovacs-Byer April 1991 46.0 335.0 

B-5 Jerry Kovacs November 1999 53.0 331.0 

B-6 Jerry Kovacs November 1999 34.0 331.0 

B-7 Geotechnologies June 2005 30.0 350.0 

B-8 Geotechnologies June 2005 22.5 343.5 

B-9 GeoDesign  April 2006 37.5 339.5 

B-10 GeoDesign  April 2006 27.0 338.0 
 

Summary of Groundwater Levels 1016, 1018, 1020 Hilldale Avenue  
 

Boring 
Number 

Drilled/Measured By Date 
Depth to 

Groundwater (feet) 

Groundwater 
Elevation 

(above MSL) 

B-1 
Advanced 

Geotechniques 
April 1998 25.7 328.3 

B-2 
Advanced 

Geotechniques April 1998 30 322.0 

B-3 
Advanced 

Geotechniques April 1998 30 320.0 

B-4 
Advanced 

Geotechniques April 1998 29 317.5 

B-5 
Advanced 

Geotechniques April 1998 26 317.0 

 
Considering the sloped nature of the site, the depth to groundwater encountered during exploration of 
the site and adjacent properties, and the historic high groundwater depth, it is recommended that the 
proposed structure be designed for a groundwater table corresponding to elevation 352.5 feet MSL at 
the northern extent of the property and 339 feet MSL at the southern extent of the property. These 
elevations are based on a historic high groundwater depth of 22 feet as measured from the highest 
ground surface elevation at the northern and southern extents of the site. The recommended design 
groundwater elevation is located above the previously encountered groundwater depths.  
 
Comment 4: Section 7.1.13, page 14: The recommendations are somewhat ambiguous. The report 
states that footings may be placed on 12 inches of newly placed fill or on undisturbed alluvium. What 
about areas of existing undocumented fill? Is removal to alluvium required? Provisions for dealing 
with existing fill should be specifically included. This recommendation is repeated several times in 
the text (7.1.14, 7.6.8, etc.).  
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Response 4:  Complete removal of all existing artificial fill is not required for the construction of 
miscellaneous footings, provided the project owner understands and accepts that miscellaneous 
footings constructed over existing uncertified fill or unsuitable alluvium material may experience 
increased settlement and/or cracking, and may therefore have a shorter design life and increased 
maintenance costs. 
 
Comment 5: Section 7.2 Temporary Dewatering, page 14: (a) Provide minimum ground water level 
below the excavated subgrade for design of the temporary dewatering system; (b) Comment on 
potential effects of temporary dewatering on the adjacent buildings, structures, and public right of way.  
 
Response 5:  It is our opinion that the design of the temporary dewatering system, including the 
determination of the minimum depth that the temporary dewatering shall be effective to, should be 
performed by a qualified dewatering consultant. It is also our opinion that the qualified dewatering 
consultant should provide commentary on the potential effects of the temporary dewatering based on 
the design of the temporary dewatering system that will be implemented.  
 
Comment 6: Section 7.3.1 Permanent Dewatering, page 15: Update the section with regard to the 
groundwater depth (i.e., 22 feet below the ground surface) based on Comment 3. The potential effects 
of permanent dewatering (potential ground settlement, on-going maintenance and replacement 
requirements, clogging issues, etc.) should be discussed.  
 
Response 6:  Based on correspondence with the project team, the proposed structure will be designed to 
withstand hydrostatic pressures; permeant dewatering will not be used.  
 
Comment 7: Section 7.4.1 Soil and Excavation Characteristics, page 16: Please comment on soil type 
(category) per CalOSHA.  
 
Response 7:  The soils underlying the site may be classified as a CalOsha Type C soil. 
 
Comment 8: Section 7.6.7 Grading, page 17: It is submitted for your consideration that all fill and 
backfill soils be moisture conditioned to at least optimum moisture content.  
 
Response 8:  The intention of our recommendations is for all fill and backfill soils to be moisture 
conditioned to at least optimum moisture content.  
 
Comment 9: Section 7.7.2 Foundation Design, page 19: Update hydrostatic pressure based on 
Comment 3.  
 
Response 9:  Based on our response to Comment 3, paragraph 7.7.2 from the July 2, 2015 geotechnical 
report is revised below: 
 
7.7.2 If a permanent dewatering system is not implemented then the structure must be designed 

for hydrostatic pressure based on a groundwater elevation of 352.5 feet MSL at the 
northern extent of the property and 339 feet MSL at the southern extent of the property. 
The hydrostatic design will result in uplift forces on the slab that that must be resisted  
by structural design. The recommended floor slab uplift pressure to be used in design 
would be 62.4(H) in units of pounds per square foot, where “H” is the height of the  
water above the bottom of the mat foundation in feet. Based on these considerations, a 
reinforced concrete mat foundation system deriving support in the competent alluvium is 
recommended for support of the proposed structure. 
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Comment 10: Section 7.9.5 Mat Foundation Design, page 20: Update design groundwater table per 
Comment 3.  
 
Response 10:  Based on our response to Comment 3, paragraph 7.9.5 from the July 2, 2015 
geotechnical report is revised below: 
 
7.9.5 If the proposed structure is to be designed for full hydrostatic pressure, the recommended 

floor slab uplift pressure to be used in design would be 62.4(H) in units of pounds per square 
foot, where “H” is the height of the water above the bottom of the mat foundation in feet. For 
design purposes the water table may be assumed at an elevation of 352.5 feet MSL at the 
northern extent of the property and at an elevation of 339 feet MSL at the southern extent of 
the property. 

 

Comment 11: Section 7.10.1 Foundation Settlement, page 21: Maximum differential settlement is 
presented as being larger than maximum total settlement. Please review and modify as needed.  
 
Response 11:  Paragraph 7.10.1 should be revised to read: 
 
7.10.1 The maximum expected settlement for the structure supported on a foundation system 

deriving support in the competent alluvium found at and below a depth of 35 feet and with 
a maximum allowable bearing pressure of 8,000 psf is estimated to be less than 1½ inches 
and occur below the heaviest loaded structural element. Differential settlement is not 
expected to exceed ¾ inch over a distance of twenty feet, or between the center and corner 
of the mat.  

 
Additional foundation settlement recommendations are needed based on the results of the liquefaction 
analysis. These additional recommendations are provided below: 
 

The enclosed liquefaction settlement analysis indicates that the site soils could be prone 
to approximately 0.6 inches of total settlement as a result of the Design Earthquake peak 
ground acceleration (⅔PGAM). Based on seismic considerations, proposed structure 
should be designed for a combined static and seismically-induced differential settlement 
of 1 inch over a distance of twenty feet, or between the center and corner of the mat. 

 
Comment 12: Section 7.10.2 Foundation Settlement, page 21: Update the uplift pressure based on 
groundwater level per Comment 3.  
 
Response 12:  Based on our response to Comment 3, paragraph 7.10.2 from the July 2, 2015 
geotechnical report is revised below: 
 
7.10.2 If a permanent dewatering system is not installed to relieve hydrostatic pressure and 

buoyancy, an uplift pressure of 62.4(H) in units of pounds per square foot (where “H” is the 
height of the water above the bottom of the mat foundation in feet) must be mitigated based  
on a groundwater elevation of 352.5 feet MSL at the northern extent of the property and at an 
elevation of 339 feet MSL at the southern extent of the property. Recommendations for 
resistance to uplift are provided in Section 7.11. 

 
Comment 13: Section 7.11.12, Uplift Resistance, page 22: State whether the friction resistance is an 
allowable or ultimate value.  
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Response 13: The uplift capacity provided in paragraph 7.11.2 is an allowable capacity.  
 
Comment 14: Section 7.16.2 Dynamic (Seismic) Lateral Forces, page 26: Provide calculations for 
the recommended seismic loads of 25 pcf. For evaluating seismic earth pressures, the Consultant 
must consider the procedures described in the publication “Seismic Earth Pressures on Retaining 
Structures in Cohesionless Soils” by Mikola and Sitar (March 2013, Report No.2 UCB GT 13-01).   
 
It should be noted that in order to maintain consistency between projects and to provide a clear 
guidance to the geotechnical engineers practicing in the City of West Hollywood the procedures 
outlined by Sitar et al. will be adopted for review of projects in the City. Consultant’s 
recommendations will be compared against the results yielded by the Sitar et al. procedures.  
It should be noted that the Sitar et al. procedures provide means to reflect the measure of risk by 
utilizing the mean and upper-bound correlations which should be considered by the Consultant 
depending on the structure. For analysis purposes, the free field PGA may be taken as SDS/2.5. 
 
Response 14:  Acknowledged. Calculation of the recommended seismic earth pressure has been revised 
based on the recommendations of Mikola and Sitar.   
 
A seismic load of 44 pcf should be used for design of walls that support more than 6 feet of backfill 
in accordance with Section 1803.5.12 of the 2013 CBC. The seismic load is applied as an 
equivalent fluid pressure along the height of the wall and the calculated loads result in a maximum 
load exerted at the base of the wall and zero at the top of the wall. This seismic load should be 
applied in addition to the active earth pressure. The earth pressure is based on a free field PGA of 
SDS/2.5 (0.65g) and a mean dynamic earth pressure coefficient of 0.57 (Mikola, 2013).  
 
Comment 15: Section 7.17.1 Retaining Wall Drainage, page 26: Why limit the drainage system to the 
bottom 2/3 of wall? What about potential surface infiltration.  
 
Response 15:  Acknowledged. It is recommended that retaining wall drainage be provided for the full 
height of the wall.  
 
Comment 16: Section 7.20.2 Temporary Excavation, page 28: Reference is made to sloped 
embankments, is this supposed to be excavation slopes or are fill embankments actually proposed?  
 
Response 16:  Based on the current set of project plans, no embankments or excavation slopes are 
proposed. The project will use a shoring system to provide a stable excavation.  
 
Comment 17: Section 7.21.16 Shoring, page 31: Please provide calculations or references for the 
recommended values of frictional resistance between the soldier pile and the soils below the 
excavated level.  
 
Response 17:  Calculation of the recommended skin friction resistance for temporary shoring piles is 
provided below: 
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PROJECT NAME: 8920 Sunset

PROJECT NUMBER: A9286-06-01

SHEAR SAMPLE: B2@40  

COHESION = 410 psf
PHI = 32 degrees

FTG WIDTH = 1 feet
FTG DEPTH = 1.5 feet

DENSITY = 138 pcf
Soil or Bedrock Soil

Groundwater (Y/N) Yes
Effective Unit Weight = 75.6 pcf 

Ny = 23.5
Nq = 24.0
Nc = 37.0  

 
Comment 18: Section 7.21.19, page 32: (a) Provide calculations for active earth pressure of 33 pcf 
and at-rest pressure of 21H (this at-rest pressure value appears to be in error); (b) The equivalent 
fluid pressures presented in the table imply a triangular pressure distribution, yet a trapezoidal 
distribution is shown graphically. Update trapezoidal distribution graphic showing the maximum 
pressure ordinate; (c) explain the difference between active earth pressure of 33 pcf and the 
recommended active earth pressure of 40 pcf for retaining wall in Section 7.15.3; (d) explain the 
differences between at-rest pressure of 21H and the recommended at-rest earth pressure of 60 pcf in 
Section 7.15.4 and at-rest earth pressure of 53 pcf in Section 7.21.10.  
 
Response 18:   
a) Calculation of the recommended shoring pressures are provided below. The calculation has been 
updated to take into account the in-situ moisture content of the soils, based on the consideration that 
temporary dewatering will be used. The table under paragraph 7.21.19 incorrectly referred to the 
trapezoidal distribution of the active pressure as an at-rest pressure. The recommended at-rest 
pressure is provided in paragraph 7.21.20 of the referenced July 2, 2015 report. Paragraphs 7.21.19 
and 7.21.20 are restated below, with corrections, for clarity: 
 
7.21.19 Assuming that a temporary dewatering system is implemented just outside the shoring system, 

and that pumping is continuously maintained throughout the excavation and construction 

process, it is recommended that an equivalent fluid pressure based on the following table, be 

utilized for design. A diagram depicting the trapezoidal pressure distribution of lateral earth 

pressure is provided below the table.   

 

HEIGHT OF SHORING 
(FEET) 

EQUIVALENT FLUID 
PRESSURE 

(Pounds Per Cubic 
Foot) (ACTIVE 

PRESSURE) 

EQUIVALENT FLUID PRESSURE
(Pounds Per Square Foot per Foot)  

Active Trapezoidal                
(Where H is the height of the shoring 

in feet) 

Up to 55 38 24H 

 

SKIN FRICTION
DRILLED, CONCRETE PILES
Qu = Ca(πDL) + Khc(½yD)(TAN(¾Φ)(πDL) 

FILL DEPTH = 35 FEET
PILE DEPTH= 55 FEET

LENGTH = 20 FEET
PILE DIAM = 1 FEET

SAFETY FACTOR= 1.5
SKIN FRICTION(PSF) = 711.3

FRICT. CAP (KIPS) = 44.7
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Trapezoidal Distribution of Pressure

H

0.2H

0.2H

0.6H

 

7.21.20 It is very important to note that active pressures can only be achieved when movement in 

the soil (earth wall) occurs. If movement in the soil is not acceptable, such as adjacent to an 

existing structure, or the pile is restrained from movement by bracing or a tie back anchor, 

an at-rest pressure of 61 pcf should be considered for design purposes.  

 

24H 
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Project Name: 8920 Sunset

Project No.: A9286-06-01

Description: B2@40'

Input:
Shoring Height (H) 55.00 feet
Slope Angle of Backfill () 0.0 degrees

Height of Slope above Shoring (hs) 0.0 feet

Horizontal Length of Slope (ls) 0.0 feet

Total Height (Shoring + Slope) (HT) 55.0 feet

Unit  Weight of Retained Soils () 135.7 pcf
Friction Angle of Retained Soils () 32.0 degrees
Cohesion of Retained Soils (c) 410.0 psf
Factor of Safety (FS) 1.25

Factored Parameters: (FS) 26.6 degrees

(cFS) 328.0 psf

Failure Heig ht o f Area o f Weig ht  o f Leng th o f Act ive

Ang le Tens io n Crack Wed g e Wed ge Failure Plane Pressure
() (HC) (A) (W) (LC R) a b (PA)

d eg rees feet feet 2 lbs /lineal fo o t feet lb s / lineal fo o t lb s /lineal fo o t lb s / lineal fo o t
45 9 .7 14 6 6 198 8 6 7.5 64 .1 59 4 63 .0 139 4 0 4 .5 4 6 4 81.1
46 9 .4 14 18 192 4 3 6 .5 63 .5 559 38 .3 136 4 9 8 .1 4 8 175.0
47 9 .1 13 72 18 6 14 5.3 6 2 .8 52749 .3 13 3 39 6 .0 49 714 .9
48 8 .8 13 2 7 179 99 6 .0 62 .1 4 98 54 .4 130 14 1.5 5110 6 .1
49 8 .6 12 8 2 173 98 8 .0 61.4 4 72 18 .6 126 76 9 .5 52 3 53 .5

50 8 .5 12 3 9 168 119 .1 6 0 .8 4 48 11.4 123 3 0 7.7 53 4 61.6
51 8 .3 1197 162 3 8 5.5 60 .1 4 26 0 7.0 119 778 .5 54 4 34 .1
52 8 .2 1156 156 78 3 .0 59 .4 4 0582 .9 116 20 0 .1 552 74 .7
53 8 .1 1115 1513 0 6 .7 58 .8 3 8 719 .6 112 58 7.1 559 86 .1
54 8 .0 10 76 14 59 51.3 58 .1 3 70 0 0 .1 10 8 9 51.2 56 570 .9
55 7.9 10 3 7 140 711.7 57.5 3 54 0 9 .7 10530 2 .0 570 31.0

56 7.9 9 9 9 13 558 2 .5 56 .9 3 39 3 5.3 10 164 7.2 573 6 8 .2
57 7.8 9 6 2 130 558 .3 56 .2 3 2 56 5.4 9 79 9 2 .9 5758 3 .5
58 7.8 9 2 6 12 56 3 4 .1 55.6 3 12 90 .0 9 4 34 4 .1 576 77.7
59 7.8 8 9 0 120 8 0 4 .5 55.0 3 00 9 9 .9 9 0 70 4 .6 576 51.2
60 7.8 8 55 116 0 6 4 .8 54 .4 2 89 8 7.2 8 70 77.6 5750 3 .8

6 1 7.9 8 21 1114 0 9 .9 53 .9 2 79 44 .6 8 3 4 6 5.3 572 3 5.0
62 7.9 78 7 106 8 3 5.3 53 .3 2 6 9 6 5.5 798 6 9 .8 56 8 4 3 .9
63 8 .0 754 10 2 33 6 .2 52 .7 2 6 0 4 4 .1 762 9 2 .2 56 3 2 9 .2
64 8 .1 72 2 9 79 0 8 .4 52 .2 2 5174 .9 72 73 3 .6 556 8 9 .0
65 8 .2 6 8 9 9 3 54 7.5 51.6 2 43 52 .9 6 9 19 4 .6 54 9 2 1.1 Desig n Eq uat io ns  (Vecto r Analys is ):
66 8 .4 6 58 8 9 2 4 9 .3 51.0 2 3 573 .6 65675.7 54 0 2 2 .9 a = cFS*LC R*s in(9 0 + FS)/s in(-FS)

67 8 .5 6 27 8 50 0 9 .7 50 .5 2 28 3 2 .6 62 177.0 52 9 91.2 b  = W-a
68 8 .7 59 6 8 0 8 2 4 .6 4 9 .9 2 2 125.8 586 9 8 .8 5182 2 .4 PA = b*tan(- FS)

69 8 .9 56 5 76 6 9 0 .1 4 9 .3 2 14 4 9 .1 552 4 1.0 50 512 .3 EFP = 2*PA/H2

70 9 .2 53 5 726 0 2 .2 48 .7 2 0 79 8 .5 518 0 3 .6 4 9 0 56 .4

Maximum Active Pressure Resultant

PA, max 57677.72 lbs/lineal foot

Equivalent Fluid Pressure (per lineal foot of shoring)

EFP = 2*PA/H
2

EFP 38.1 pcf 61.3 pcf

Design Shoring for an Equivalent Fluid Pressure: 38 pcf 61 pcf
Active At-Rest

Shoring Design with Transitioned Backfill 
(Vector Analysis)

W

b

a

PA

N

cFS*LCR

H

W

LCR

lW

hS





c

lS

LT

HT

HC
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(b) As described in the response to part (a), the table below paragraph 7.21.19 had incorrectly labeled 
the trapezoidal pressure as at-rest. This has been corrected in the response to part (a).   
 
(c) & (d) Different active and at-rest earth pressures are provided for the permanent retaining wall 
design and the temporary shoring design. For permanent retaining wall design a factor of safety of  
1.5 was used and for temporary shoring a factor of safety of 1.25 was used.  
 
Comment 19: Section 7.21.22 Surcharge Pressure, page 33: The report recommends that if surcharge 
is farther than 10 feet, it can be neglected from lateral pressure calculations. Please corroborate if 
this recommendation is applicable without limitation on the depth of the excavation for this project.  
It is submitted for your consideration that the traffic surcharge may be neglected if the traffic is kept 
back at least ten feet from the shoring wall and a distance from the shoring wall equal to at least half 
the wall height, whichever is greater.  
 
Response 19:  Acknowledged. Paragraphs 7.15.8, 7.21.22, and 7.26.4 are revised below: 
 
7.15.8 In addition to the recommended earth pressure, the upper ten feet of the subterranean wall 

adjacent to the street and parking lot should be designed to resist a uniform lateral pressure 

of 100 pounds per square foot, acting as a result of an assumed 300 psf surcharge behind  

the walls due to normal street traffic. If the traffic is kept back at least ten feet from the 

subterranean walls or a distance from the subterranean walls equal to at least half the wall 

height, whichever is greater, the traffic surcharge may be neglected. 

 
7.21.22 In addition to the recommended earth pressure, the upper ten feet of the shoring adjacent to 

the street or driveway areas should be designed to resist a uniform lateral pressure of  

100 psf, acting as a result of an assumed 300 psf surcharge behind the shoring due to 

normal street traffic. If the traffic is kept back at least ten feet from the shoring or a 

distance from the shoring equal to at least half the shoring height, whichever is greater, the 

traffic surcharge may be neglected. 

 

7.26.4 In addition to the recommended earth pressure, the upper ten feet of the shoring adjacent to 

the street or driveway areas should be designed to resist a uniform lateral pressure of  

100 psf, acting as a result of an assumed 300 psf surcharge behind the shoring due to 

normal street traffic. If the traffic is kept back at least ten feet from the shoring or a 

distance from the shoring equal to at least half the shoring height, whichever is greater, the 

traffic surcharge may be neglected. 

 

Comment 20: Section 7.22 Tie-Back Anchors, page 34: Please comment / verify: (a) will tie-back 
anchors be installed as permanent anchors? (b) Are there any property line encroachment or  
right-of-way issues for the anticipated anchor lengths?  
 
Response 20:  Based on conversations with the project team, tiebacks will be used for temporary 
support of the shoring; permanent anchors will not be used. The owner is responsible for obtaining 
agreements for installation of temporary tie-backs which extend beyond the property lines. 
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Comment 21: Section 7.24 Anchor Testing, page 35: It is submitted for your consideration that a 
sanctioned formal tieback testing procedure (e.g., FHWA, PTI, Caltrans, City of Los Angeles) be 
referenced in lieu of the testing descriptions in the report.  
 
Response 21:  Acknowledged.  
 
Comment 22: Section 7.25 Internal Bracing, page 35: (a) Please provide calculations for the 
recommended shoring allowable bearing capacity of 4,000 psf for the rakers inclined at 45 degrees 
(the value seems very high for a footing base at that inclination). Raker footing design is typically 
governed by passive pressure limits); (b) provide any groundwater depth requirements to achieve the 
recommended allowable bearing capacity.  
 
Response 22:  Calculation of the raker bearing pressure is provided below. Groundwater should be 
maintained at a depth of at least 3 feet below the lowest portion of the raker footing.  
 

COHESION = 410 psf
PHI = 32 degrees

FTG WIDTH = 1 feet
FTG DEPTH = 1.5 feet

DENSITY = 138 pcf
Soil or Bedrock Soil

Groundwater (Y/N) No
Effective Unit Weight = 138 pcf 

Ny = 23.5
Nq = 24.0
Nc = 37.0  

 
Comment 23: Section 7.26.4 Surcharge Pressure, page 37: Revise per Comment 19.  
 
Response 23:  Paragraph 7.26.4 has been revised as a part of the response to comment 19. 
 
Comment 24: Paving Recommendations: Please provide paving recommendations for anticipated 
paving and/or hardscape at the site.  
 
Response 24:  Asphalt paving is not currently proposed as a part of the project. Recommendations for 
exterior concrete slab-on-grade (hardscape) are provided in paragraph 7.14.15 on page 24 of the 
referenced July 2, 2015 soils report.  
 

RAKER FOOTING
Width (B)= 2 FT

DEPTH (D) = 1 FT
Raker Inclination 45 Degrees

bc = 0.69
bq = 0.26
by = 0.26

Qu = (CNcbc)+(yDNqbq)+(½yBNyby)
Qu= 12209 psf

SAFETY FACTOR= 3
Qall = 4070 psf
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If you have any questions regarding this letter, or if we may be of further service, please contact the 
undersigned. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
GEOCON WEST, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Jelisa M. Thomas 
PE 74946 

Susan F. Kirkgard 
CEG 1754 

 
(3 + CD) Addressee (Please submit to City of West Hollywood) 
 
Enclosures:  City of West Hollywood Geotechnical, Geology, and Seismic Review Sheet 
   Figure 1, Site Plan  
   Figure 2, Boring Log 
   Figure 3, Grain Size Analysis  
   Figures 4 and 5, DE Empirical Estimation of Liquefaction Potential 
   Figures 6 and 7, MCE Empirical Estimation of Liquefaction Potential 
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GEOTECHNICAL, GEOLOGY, AND SEISMIC REVIEW SHEET 

 

Site Address:  8920 Sunset Blvd   KFMg Project No.: cWH 16-43E 

Lot/Block/Tract:  NA    

Owner:  8920 Sunset Boulevard, LLLC 

Project Type:  Geotechnical engineering evaluation for a new 8-story mixed-use structure with 4-stories 

of subterranean parking extending up to 55 feet to bottom of foundations. 

 

Geotechnical Engineer:  Geocon West, Inc. (Berliner, GE 2576) 

Engineering Geologist:  Geocon West, Inc. (Kirkgard, CEG 1754) 

Report Dated:  July 2, 2015 Project No. A9286-06-01) 

 

ACTION: 

 

    _    Recommend APPROVAL 

 

 

    X     Request ADDITIONAL DATA for review to address the comments listed below prior to approval 

 

COMMENTS: 

 

1. Section 1, page 1: The Consultants present a single deep boring to characterize the subsurface 

conditions at the site, while utilizing additional data from a site to the west which was reviewed 

and approved 9 years ago.  Given the size of the site and in consideration of the proposed deep 

excavation, this level of exploration is not the standard of practice in southern California.  A more 

thorough subsurface investigation consisting of additional borings and/or CPT’s is required to 

characterize the site. 

 

2. Section 6.4 Liquefaction Potential, page 9: Evaluation of liquefaction potential is an issue for this 

site.  Although the site is not directly in the liquefaction hazard zone delineated by the California 

Geologic Survey (Beverly Hills Quad, OFR 98-14), it is immediately adjacent to the zone and the 

groundwater and blow count data from the single deep boring indicate a potential for liquefaction 

may exist.  Low blow counts were also presented in Borings 9 and 10 (GeoDesign 2006).  Please 
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note that the previous investigation for the 1014 to 1020 Hilldale Avenue project, located just 

south of the subject project, encountered groundwater at depths of 15 to 18 feet.  Please provide 

calculations for evaluation of the liquefaction potential of the on-site soils. 

 

3. Section 7.1.9, page 13:  The topography at the project site slopes to the south-southeast and the 

existing grades at the site range from about 374 feet to 355 feet MSL.  Please clarify the datum for 

the historic high groundwater level of 22 feet below the ground surface, or provide the 

groundwater table elevations in lieu of depth below the ground surface.  Please note that the 

previous investigation for the 1014 to 1020 Hilldale Avenue project, located just south of the 

subject project, encountered groundwater at depths of 15 to 18 feet.  

 

4. Section 7.1.13, page 14:  The recommendations are somewhat ambiguous.  The report states that 

footings may be placed on 12 inches of newly placed fill or on undisturbed alluvium. What about 

areas of existing undocumented fill?  Is removal to alluvium required?  Provisions for dealing with 

existing fill should be specifically included.  This recommendation is repeated several times in the 

text (7.1.14, 7.6.8, etc.). 

 

5. Section 7.2 Temporary Dewatering, page 14:  (a) Provide minimum ground water level below the 

excavated subgrade for design of the temporary dewatering system; (b) Comment on potential 

effects of temporary dewatering on the adjacent buildings, structures, and public right of way. 

 

6. Section 7.3.1 Permanent Dewatering, page 15:  Update the section with regard to the groundwater 

depth (i.e., 22 feet below the ground surface) based on Comment 3. The potential effects of 

permanent dewatering (potential ground settlement, on-going maintenance and replacement 

requirements, clogging issues, etc.) should be discussed.  

 

7. Section 7.4.1 Soil and Excavation Characteristics, page 16:  Please comment on soil type 

(category) per CalOSHA. 

 

8. Section 7.6.7 Grading, page 17:  It is submitted for your consideration that all fill and backfill soils 

be moisture conditioned to at least optimum moisture content. 

 

9. Section 7.7.2 Foundation Design, page 19:  Update hydrostatic pressure based on Comment 3. 

 

10. Section 7.9.5 Mat Foundation Design, page 20:  Update design groundwater table per Comment 3. 

 

11. Section 7.10.1 Foundation Settlement, page 21:  Maximum differential settlement is presented as 

being larger than maximum total settlement. Please review and modify as needed. 

 

12. Section 7.10.2 Foundation Settlement, page 21:  Update the uplift pressure based on groundwater 

level per Comment 3. 

 

13. Section 7.11.12, Uplift Resistance, page 22: State whether the friction resistance is an allowable or 

ultimate value. 
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14. Section 7.16.2 Dynamic (Seismic) Lateral Forces, page 26: Provide calculations for the 

recommended seismic loads of 25 pcf.  For evaluating seismic earth pressures, the Consultant must 

consider the procedures described in the publication “Seismic Earth Pressures on Retaining 

Structures in Cohesionless Soils” by Mikola and Sitar (March 2013, Report No.2 UCB GT 13-01). 

 

It should be noted that in order to maintain consistency between projects and to provide a clear 

guidance to the geotechnical engineers practicing in the City of West Hollywood the procedures 

outlined by Sitar et al. will be adopted for review of projects in the City.  Consultant’s 

recommendations will be compared against the results yielded by the Sitar et al. procedures.  It 

should be noted that the Sitar et al. procedures provide means to reflect the measure of risk by 

utilizing the mean and upper-bound correlations which should be considered by the Consultant 

depending on the structure. For analysis purposes, the free field PGA may be taken as SDS/2.5. 

 

15. Section 7.17.1 Retaining Wall Drainage, page 26:  Why limit the drainage system to the bottom 

2/3 of wall? What about potential surface infiltration. 

 

16. Section 7.20.2 Temporary Excavation, page 28:  Reference is made to sloped embankments, is this 

supposed to be excavation slopes or are fill embankments actually proposed? 

 

17. Section 7.21.16 Shoring, page 31:  Please provide calculations or references for the recommended 

values of frictional resistance between the soldier pile and the soils below the excavated level. 

 

18. Section 7.21.19, page 32: (a) Provide calculations for active earth pressure of 33 pcf and at-rest 

pressure of 21H (this at-rest pressure value appears to be in error); (b) The equivalent fluid 

pressures presented in the table imply a triangular pressure distribution, yet a trapezoidal 

distribution is shown graphically. Update trapezoidal distribution graphic showing the maximum 

pressure ordinate; (c) explain the difference between active earth pressure of 33 pcf and the 

recommended active earth pressure of 40 pcf for retaining wall in Section 7.15.3; (d) explain the 

differences between at-rest pressure of 21H and the recommended at-rest earth pressure of 60 pcf 

in Section 7.15.4 and at-rest earth pressure of 53 pcf in Section 7.21.10.  

 

19. Section 7.21.22 Surcharge Pressure, page 33: The report recommends that if surcharge is farther 

than 10 feet, it can be neglected from lateral pressure calculations.  Please corroborate if this 

recommendation is applicable without limitation on the depth of the excavation for this project.  It 

is submitted for your consideration that the traffic surcharge may be neglected if the traffic is kept 

back at least ten feet from the shoring wall and a distance from the shoring wall equal to at least 

half the wall height, whichever is greater. 

 

20. Section 7.22 Tie-Back Anchors, page 34:  Please comment / verify: (a) will tie-back anchors be 

installed as permanent anchors? (b) Are there any property line encroachment or right-of-way 

issues for the anticipated anchor lengths? 

 

21. Section 7.24 Anchor Testing, page 35:  It is submitted for your consideration that a sanctioned 

formal tieback testing procedure (e.g., FHWA, PTI, Caltrans, City of Los Angeles) be referenced 

in lieu of the testing descriptions in the report. 
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22. Section 7.25 Internal Bracing, page 35:  (a) Please provide calculations for the recommended 

shoring allowable bearing capacity of 4,000 psf for the rakers inclined at 45 degrees (the value 

seems very high for a footing base at that inclination).  Raker footing design is typically governed 

by passive pressure limits); (b) provide any groundwater depth requirements to achieve the 

recommended allowable bearing capacity. 

 

23. Section 7.26.4 Surcharge Pressure, page 37:  Revise per Comment 19. 

 

24. Paving Recommendations:  Please provide paving recommendations for anticipated paving and/or 

hardscape at the site.  

CLOSURE: 

 

This document and all associated written comments and responses are a part of the geotechnical design 

documentation for this project.  It is the responsibility of the Geotechnical Consultant to distribute these 

and associated written comments and responses to the appropriate parties. 

 

   
Reviewed by:       Date:  January 28, 2016 

  Edward H. Sabins, CEG 1571  

  Engineering Geology Reviewer 

 

 

   
Reviewed by:       Date:  January 28, 2016 

  Douglas R. Bell, GE 2140  

  Geotechnical Engineering Reviewer 
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Site Address:  8920 Sunset Blvd   KFMg Project No.: cWH 16-43E 

Lot/Block/Tract:  NA    

Owner:  8920 Sunset Boulevard, LLLC 

Project Type:  Geotechnical engineering evaluation for a new 8-story mixed-use structure with 4-stories 

of subterranean parking extending up to 55 feet to bottom of foundations. 

 

Geotechnical Engineer:  Geocon West, Inc. (Berliner, GE 2576) 

Engineering Geologist:  Geocon West, Inc. (Kirkgard, CEG 1754) 

Report Dated:  July 2, 2015 Project No. A9286-06-01) 

 

ACTION: 

 

    _    Recommend APPROVAL 

 

 

    X     Request ADDITIONAL DATA for review to address the comments listed below prior to approval 

 

COMMENTS: 

 

1. Section 1, page 1: The Consultants present a single deep boring to characterize the subsurface 

conditions at the site, while utilizing additional data from a site to the west which was reviewed 

and approved 9 years ago.  Given the size of the site and in consideration of the proposed deep 

excavation, this level of exploration is not the standard of practice in southern California.  A more 

thorough subsurface investigation consisting of additional borings and/or CPT’s is required to 

characterize the site. 

 

2. Section 6.4 Liquefaction Potential, page 9: Evaluation of liquefaction potential is an issue for this 

site.  Although the site is not directly in the liquefaction hazard zone delineated by the California 

Geologic Survey (Beverly Hills Quad, OFR 98-14), it is immediately adjacent to the zone and the 

groundwater and blow count data from the single deep boring indicate a potential for liquefaction 

may exist.  Low blow counts were also presented in Borings 9 and 10 (GeoDesign 2006).  Please 
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note that the previous investigation for the 1014 to 1020 Hilldale Avenue project, located just 

south of the subject project, encountered groundwater at depths of 15 to 18 feet.  Please provide 

calculations for evaluation of the liquefaction potential of the on-site soils. 

 

3. Section 7.1.9, page 13:  The topography at the project site slopes to the south-southeast and the 

existing grades at the site range from about 374 feet to 355 feet MSL.  Please clarify the datum for 

the historic high groundwater level of 22 feet below the ground surface, or provide the 

groundwater table elevations in lieu of depth below the ground surface.  Please note that the 

previous investigation for the 1014 to 1020 Hilldale Avenue project, located just south of the 

subject project, encountered groundwater at depths of 15 to 18 feet.  

 

4. Section 7.1.13, page 14:  The recommendations are somewhat ambiguous.  The report states that 

footings may be placed on 12 inches of newly placed fill or on undisturbed alluvium. What about 

areas of existing undocumented fill?  Is removal to alluvium required?  Provisions for dealing with 

existing fill should be specifically included.  This recommendation is repeated several times in the 

text (7.1.14, 7.6.8, etc.). 

 

5. Section 7.2 Temporary Dewatering, page 14:  (a) Provide minimum ground water level below the 

excavated subgrade for design of the temporary dewatering system; (b) Comment on potential 

effects of temporary dewatering on the adjacent buildings, structures, and public right of way. 

 

6. Section 7.3.1 Permanent Dewatering, page 15:  Update the section with regard to the groundwater 

depth (i.e., 22 feet below the ground surface) based on Comment 3. The potential effects of 

permanent dewatering (potential ground settlement, on-going maintenance and replacement 

requirements, clogging issues, etc.) should be discussed.  

 

7. Section 7.4.1 Soil and Excavation Characteristics, page 16:  Please comment on soil type 

(category) per CalOSHA. 

 

8. Section 7.6.7 Grading, page 17:  It is submitted for your consideration that all fill and backfill soils 

be moisture conditioned to at least optimum moisture content. 

 

9. Section 7.7.2 Foundation Design, page 19:  Update hydrostatic pressure based on Comment 3. 

 

10. Section 7.9.5 Mat Foundation Design, page 20:  Update design groundwater table per Comment 3. 

 

11. Section 7.10.1 Foundation Settlement, page 21:  Maximum differential settlement is presented as 

being larger than maximum total settlement. Please review and modify as needed. 

 

12. Section 7.10.2 Foundation Settlement, page 21:  Update the uplift pressure based on groundwater 

level per Comment 3. 

 

13. Section 7.11.12, Uplift Resistance, page 22: State whether the friction resistance is an allowable or 

ultimate value. 
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14. Section 7.16.2 Dynamic (Seismic) Lateral Forces, page 26: Provide calculations for the 

recommended seismic loads of 25 pcf.  For evaluating seismic earth pressures, the Consultant must 

consider the procedures described in the publication “Seismic Earth Pressures on Retaining 

Structures in Cohesionless Soils” by Mikola and Sitar (March 2013, Report No.2 UCB GT 13-01). 

 

It should be noted that in order to maintain consistency between projects and to provide a clear 

guidance to the geotechnical engineers practicing in the City of West Hollywood the procedures 

outlined by Sitar et al. will be adopted for review of projects in the City.  Consultant’s 

recommendations will be compared against the results yielded by the Sitar et al. procedures.  It 

should be noted that the Sitar et al. procedures provide means to reflect the measure of risk by 

utilizing the mean and upper-bound correlations which should be considered by the Consultant 

depending on the structure. For analysis purposes, the free field PGA may be taken as SDS/2.5. 

 

15. Section 7.17.1 Retaining Wall Drainage, page 26:  Why limit the drainage system to the bottom 

2/3 of wall? What about potential surface infiltration. 

 

16. Section 7.20.2 Temporary Excavation, page 28:  Reference is made to sloped embankments, is this 

supposed to be excavation slopes or are fill embankments actually proposed? 

 

17. Section 7.21.16 Shoring, page 31:  Please provide calculations or references for the recommended 

values of frictional resistance between the soldier pile and the soils below the excavated level. 

 

18. Section 7.21.19, page 32: (a) Provide calculations for active earth pressure of 33 pcf and at-rest 

pressure of 21H (this at-rest pressure value appears to be in error); (b) The equivalent fluid 

pressures presented in the table imply a triangular pressure distribution, yet a trapezoidal 

distribution is shown graphically. Update trapezoidal distribution graphic showing the maximum 

pressure ordinate; (c) explain the difference between active earth pressure of 33 pcf and the 

recommended active earth pressure of 40 pcf for retaining wall in Section 7.15.3; (d) explain the 

differences between at-rest pressure of 21H and the recommended at-rest earth pressure of 60 pcf 

in Section 7.15.4 and at-rest earth pressure of 53 pcf in Section 7.21.10.  

 

19. Section 7.21.22 Surcharge Pressure, page 33: The report recommends that if surcharge is farther 

than 10 feet, it can be neglected from lateral pressure calculations.  Please corroborate if this 

recommendation is applicable without limitation on the depth of the excavation for this project.  It 

is submitted for your consideration that the traffic surcharge may be neglected if the traffic is kept 

back at least ten feet from the shoring wall and a distance from the shoring wall equal to at least 

half the wall height, whichever is greater. 

 

20. Section 7.22 Tie-Back Anchors, page 34:  Please comment / verify: (a) will tie-back anchors be 

installed as permanent anchors? (b) Are there any property line encroachment or right-of-way 

issues for the anticipated anchor lengths? 

 

21. Section 7.24 Anchor Testing, page 35:  It is submitted for your consideration that a sanctioned 

formal tieback testing procedure (e.g., FHWA, PTI, Caltrans, City of Los Angeles) be referenced 

in lieu of the testing descriptions in the report. 
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22. Section 7.25 Internal Bracing, page 35:  (a) Please provide calculations for the recommended 

shoring allowable bearing capacity of 4,000 psf for the rakers inclined at 45 degrees (the value 

seems very high for a footing base at that inclination).  Raker footing design is typically governed 

by passive pressure limits); (b) provide any groundwater depth requirements to achieve the 

recommended allowable bearing capacity. 

 

23. Section 7.26.4 Surcharge Pressure, page 37:  Revise per Comment 19. 

 

24. Paving Recommendations:  Please provide paving recommendations for anticipated paving and/or 

hardscape at the site.  

CLOSURE: 

 

This document and all associated written comments and responses are a part of the geotechnical design 

documentation for this project.  It is the responsibility of the Geotechnical Consultant to distribute these 

and associated written comments and responses to the appropriate parties. 

 

   
Reviewed by:       Date:  January 28, 2016 

  Edward H. Sabins, CEG 1571  

  Engineering Geology Reviewer 

 

 

   
Reviewed by:       Date:  January 28, 2016 

  Douglas R. Bell, GE 2140  

  Geotechnical Engineering Reviewer 

 

 

 
8920 Sunset Blvd (Geocon) 2016-1-28 REVIEW ES - DRB 



0 30' 60'

SITE PLAN

FIG. 1

PHONE  (818) 841-8388    -    FAX  (818) 841-1704
3303 N. SAN FERNANDO BLVD. - SUITE 100 - BURBANK, CA 91504
ENVIRONMENTAL        GEOTECHNICAL       MATERIALS

CHECKED BY: SKFDRAFTED BY: JMT

B1

B2

89
50

 S
U

N
SE

T 
BO

U
LE

VA
R

D

WEST HOLLYWOOD, CALIFORNIA

PROJECT NO. A9286-06-01MAY 2016

8920 SUNSET BOULEVARD
8920 SUNSET BOULEVARD LLC

LEGEND
Approximate Location of Borings B3

Approximate Location of Proposed Development

B3





50 (6")

32

50 (3")

24

36

10

35

22

34

23

62

31

116.9

--

122.1

--

115.0

--

117.6

--

123.2

--

108.4

--

Silty Sand, poorly graded, very dense, slightly moist, dark reddish brown,
fine- to medium-grained, some coarse-grained, trace to some clay.

Sand with Clay, dense, slightly moist, dark reddish brown, fine- to
medium-grained, some coarse-grained, trace silt.

- very dense

- decrease in clay content, medium dense

Silty Sand, poorly graded, dense, wet, dark reddish brown, fine- to
medium-grained, some coarse-grained, trace to some clay.

Sand with Clay, poorly graded, medium dense, wet, dark reddish brown, fine-
to medium-grained, some coarse-grained, moderate plasticity, some silt.

Clayey Sand, poorly graded, medium dense, wet, dark reddish brown, fine- to
medium-grained, some coarse-grained, some silt.

Sand with Clay, poorly graded, medium dense, slightly moist to wet, dark
reddish brown, fine- to medium-grained, some coarse-grained, some silt.

Clayey Sand, poorly graded, dense, wet, fine- to medium-grained, some
coarse-grained, moderate plasticity.

- medium dense

Clay with Sand, hard, dark reddish brown, fine- to medium-grained, trace
coarse-grained, some silt.

- dense

Sand, poorly graded, wet, medium dense, dark reddish brown, medium- to
coarse-grained, trace fine-grained, friable.

13.6

--

15.3

--

16.0

--

15.3

--

14.2

--

13.4

--

SM

SP-SC

SM

SP-SC

SC

SP-SC

SC

CL

SP

B3@30'

B3@32.5'

B3@35'

B3@37.5'

B3@40'

B3@42.5'

B3@45'

B3@47.5'

B3@50'

B3@52.5'

B3@55'

B3@57.5'

(P
.C

.F
.)

DATE COMPLETED

... SAMPLING UNSUCCESSFUL

... DISTURBED OR BAG SAMPLE

SOIL

CLASS

(USCS)

G
R

O
U

N
D

W
A

T
E

R

SAMPLE SYMBOLS

C
O

N
T

E
N

T
 (

%
)

... CHUNK SAMPLE

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

LI
T

H
O

LO
G

Y

... STANDARD PENETRATION TEST

SAMPLE

NO.

HOLLOW STEM AUGER

... WATER TABLE OR SEEPAGE

DEPTH

IN

FEET

... DRIVE SAMPLE (UNDISTURBED)

GEOCON

Figure 2,
Log of Boring 3, Page 2 of 3

M
O

IS
T

U
R

E

BY:

368

30

32

34

36

38

40

42

44

46

48

50

52

54

56

58

 A9286-06-01 BORING LOGS.GPJ

D
R

Y
 D

E
N

S
IT

Y

EQUIPMENT

BORING 3

RMA

5/2/16ELEV. (MSL.)

P
E

N
E

T
R

A
T

IO
N

R
E

S
IS

T
A

N
C

E
(B

LO
W

S
/F

T
*)

NOTE:

PROJECT NO.

THE LOG OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS SHOWN HEREON APPLIES ONLY AT THE SPECIFIC BORING OR TRENCH LOCATION AND AT THE DATE INDICATED.
IT IS NOT WARRANTED TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND TIMES.

A9286-06-01



47

45

79

28

50 (5")

79

50 (3")

50 (6")

50 (5")

50 (4")

120.5

--

111.0

--

122.5

--

108.4

--

108.7

--

Sand with Clay, poorly graded, dense, dark reddish brown, fine- to
medium-grained, trace coarse-grained, some silt, moderate plasticity.

- decrease in clay content, increase in silt content

Sand with Silt, poorly graded, very dense, wet, reddish brown to yellowish
brown, fine- to medium-grained, trace to some clay, friable.

- medium dense, trace coarse-grained sand

Sand, poorly graded, very dense, wet, light brown, fine- to medium-grained,
trace to some silt, friable.

- increase in medium-grained sand content, very dense

- medium- to coarse-grained sand

- very dense

Total depth of boring: 83 feet
Fill to 9.5 feet.
Groundwater encountered at 36 feet.
Backfilled with Portland cement/bentonite mix.
Patched with black dye concrete.

*Penetration resistance for 140-pound hammer falling 30 inches by
auto-hammer.
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WEST HOLLYWOOD, CALIFORNIA
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8920 SUNSET BOULEVARD
8920 SUNSET BOULEVARD LLC
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Client : 8920 Sunset, LLC
File No. : A9286-06-01

Boring : B3

EMPIRICAL ESTIMATION OF LIQUEFACTION POTENTIAL
DESIGN EARTHQUAKE

NCEER (1996) METHOD By Thomas F. Blake (1994-1996)
EARTHQUAKE INFORMATION: ENERGY & ROD CORRECTIONS:
Earthquake Magnitude: 6.68 Energy Correction (CE) for N60: 1.25
Peak Horiz. Acceleration PGAM (g): 0.948 Rod Len.Corr.(CR)(0-no or 1-yes): 1.0
2/3 PGAM (g): 0.632 Bore Dia. Corr. (CB): 1.15
Calculated Mag.Wtg.Factor: 0.747 Sampler Corr. (CS): 1.20
Historic High Groundwater: 22.0 Use Ksigma (0 or 1): 1.0
Groundwater Depth During Exploration: 36.0

LIQUEFACTION CALCULATIONS:
Unit Wt. Water (pcf): 62.4

Depth to Total Unit Water FIELD Depth of Liq.Sus. -200 Est. Dr CN Corrected Eff. Unit Resist. rd Induced Liquefac.
Base (ft) Wt. (pcf) (0 or 1) SPT (N) SPT (ft) (0 or 1) (%) (%) Factor (N1)60 Wt. (psf) CRR Factor CSR Safe.Fact.

1.0 107.0 0 11.0 1.0 0 2.000 28.5 107.0 ~ 0.998 0.306 ~
2.0 107.0 0 11.0 2.0 0 2.000 28.5 107.0 ~ 0.993 0.305 ~
3.0 107.0 0 11.0 3.0 0 2.000 28.5 107.0 ~ 0.989 0.304 ~
4.0 107.0 0 11.0 4.0 0 2.000 28.5 107.0 ~ 0.984 0.302 ~
5.0 107.0 0 11.0 5.0 0 2.000 28.5 107.0 ~ 0.979 0.301 ~
6.0 107.0 0 11.0 6.0 0 1.884 26.8 107.0 ~ 0.975 0.299 ~
7.0 107.0 0 11.0 7.0 0 1.733 24.7 107.0 ~ 0.970 0.298 ~
8.0 107.0 0 11.0 8.0 0 1.613 23.0 107.0 ~ 0.966 0.297 ~
9.0 107.0 0 11.0 9.0 0 1.515 21.6 107.0 ~ 0.961 0.295 ~

10.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.433 20.4 107.0 ~ 0.957 0.294 ~
11.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.364 19.4 107.0 ~ 0.952 0.292 ~
12.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.303 18.5 107.0 ~ 0.947 0.291 ~
13.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.250 17.8 107.0 ~ 0.943 0.290 ~
14.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.203 17.1 107.0 ~ 0.938 0.288 ~
15.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.160 16.5 107.0 ~ 0.934 0.287 ~
16.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.122 16.0 107.0 ~ 0.929 0.285 ~
17.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.088 15.5 107.0 ~ 0.925 0.284 ~
18.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.056 15.0 107.0 ~ 0.920 0.282 ~
19.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.027 14.6 107.0 ~ 0.915 0.281 ~
20.0 129.6 0 40.0 20.0 0 0.998 61.6 129.6 ~ 0.911 0.280 ~
21.0 129.6 0 40.0 20.0 0 0.968 59.8 129.6 ~ 0.906 0.278 ~
22.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.941 58.1 67.2 ~ 0.902 0.281 ~
23.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.917 56.6 67.2 ~ 0.897 0.286 ~
24.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.894 55.2 67.2 ~ 0.893 0.291 ~
25.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.872 53.9 67.2 ~ 0.888 0.296 ~
26.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.852 52.6 67.2 ~ 0.883 0.301 ~
27.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.834 51.5 67.2 ~ 0.879 0.305 ~
28.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.816 50.4 67.2 ~ 0.874 0.308 ~
29.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.800 49.4 67.2 ~ 0.870 0.312 ~
30.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.785 48.4 67.2 ~ 0.865 0.315 ~
31.0 132.8 1 32.0 32.5 1 30 87 0.770 48.3 70.4 Infin. 0.861 0.318 Non-Liq.
32.0 132.8 1 32.0 32.5 1 30 87 0.756 47.6 70.4 Infin. 0.856 0.320 Non-Liq.
33.0 140.8 1 32.0 32.5 1 30 87 0.742 46.8 78.4 Infin. 0.851 0.322 Non-Liq.
34.0 140.8 1 32.0 32.5 1 30 87 0.729 46.1 78.4 Infin. 0.847 0.324 Non-Liq.
35.0 140.8 1 32.0 32.5 1 30 87 0.716 45.4 78.4 Infin. 0.842 0.326 Non-Liq.
36.0 140.8 1 32.0 32.5 1 30 87 0.706 44.8 78.4 Infin. 0.838 0.328 Non-Liq.
37.0 140.8 1 24.0 37.5 1 30 73 0.700 34.8 78.4 Infin. 0.833 0.329 Non-Liq.
38.0 140.8 1 24.0 37.5 1 30 73 0.694 34.6 78.4 Infin. 0.829 0.330 Non-Liq.
39.0 140.8 1 24.0 37.5 1 30 73 0.687 34.3 78.4 Infin. 0.824 0.331 Non-Liq.
40.0 133.4 1 24.0 37.5 1 30 73 0.682 34.1 71.0 Infin. 0.819 0.332 Non-Liq.
41.0 133.4 1 24.0 37.5 1 30 73 0.676 33.9 71.0 Infin. 0.815 0.333 Non-Liq.
42.5 133.4 1 24.0 37.5 1 30 73 0.670 33.6 71.0 Infin. 0.809 0.334 Non-Liq.
43.0 133.4 1 10.0 42.5 1 30 46 0.667 17.3 71.0 0.172 0.805 0.333 0.52
44.0 133.4 1 10.0 42.5 1 30 46 0.661 17.2 71.0 0.171 0.801 0.334 0.51
45.0 133.4 1 10.0 42.5 1 30 46 0.656 17.2 71.0 0.170 0.797 0.335 0.51
46.0 135.6 1 22.0 47.5 1 32 66 0.651 31.1 73.2 Infin. 0.792 0.335 Non-Liq.
47.0 135.6 1 22.0 47.5 1 32 66 0.647 30.9 73.2 Infin. 0.787 0.335 Non-Liq.
48.0 135.6 1 22.0 47.5 1 32 66 0.642 30.8 73.2 Infin. 0.783 0.335 Non-Liq.
49.0 135.6 1 22.0 47.5 1 32 66 0.637 30.6 73.2 Infin. 0.778 0.335 Non-Liq.
50.0 135.6 1 22.0 47.5 1 32 66 0.633 30.4 73.2 Infin. 0.774 0.335 Non-Liq.
51.0 140.7 1 23.0 52.5 1 28 65 0.628 30.3 78.3 Infin. 0.769 0.335 Non-Liq.
52.0 140.7 1 23.0 52.5 1 28 65 0.624 30.1 78.3 Infin. 0.765 0.334 Non-Liq.
53.0 140.7 1 23.0 52.5 1 28 65 0.619 29.9 78.3 0.419 0.760 0.334 1.26
54.0 140.7 1 23.0 52.5 1 28 65 0.615 29.8 78.3 0.390 0.755 0.333 1.17
55.0 140.7 1 23.0 52.5 1 28 65 0.610 29.6 78.3 0.372 0.751 0.332 1.12
56.0 122.9 1 31.0 55.0 1 66 75 0.607 39.4 60.5 Infin. 0.746 0.332 Non-Liq.
57.0 122.9 1 31.0 55.0 1 66 75 0.603 39.3 60.5 Infin. 0.742 0.332 Non-Liq.
58.0 138.3 1 31.0 55.0 1 66 75 0.600 39.1 75.9 Infin. 0.737 0.331 Non-Liq.
59.0 138.3 1 31.0 55.0 1 66 75 0.596 38.9 75.9 Infin. 0.733 0.330 Non-Liq.
60.0 138.3 1 31.0 55.0 1 66 75 0.592 38.7 75.9 Infin. 0.728 0.329 Non-Liq.
61.0 138.3 1 45.0 62.5 1 86 0.588 45.7 75.9 Infin. 0.723 0.328 Non-Liq.
62.0 138.3 1 45.0 62.5 1 86 0.585 45.4 75.9 Infin. 0.719 0.327 Non-Liq.
63.0 138.3 1 45.0 62.5 1 86 0.581 45.1 75.9 Infin. 0.714 0.326 Non-Liq.
64.0 138.3 1 45.0 62.5 1 86 0.578 44.8 75.9 Infin. 0.710 0.325 Non-Liq.
65.0 129.4 1 28.0 67.5 1 25 66 0.574 32.4 67.0 Infin. 0.705 0.324 Non-Liq.
66.0 129.4 1 28.0 67.5 1 25 66 0.571 32.3 67.0 Infin. 0.701 0.323 Non-Liq.
67.0 129.4 1 28.0 67.5 1 25 66 0.568 32.1 67.0 Infin. 0.696 0.322 Non-Liq.
68.0 129.4 1 28.0 67.5 1 25 66 0.565 32.0 67.0 Infin. 0.691 0.321 Non-Liq.
69.0 129.4 1 28.0 67.5 1 25 66 0.563 31.8 67.0 Infin. 0.687 0.320 Non-Liq.
70.0 129.4 1 28.0 67.5 1 25 66 0.560 31.7 67.0 Infin. 0.682 0.319 Non-Liq.
71.0 141.5 1 79.0 72.5 1 25 109 0.557 80.5 79.1 Infin. 0.678 0.318 Non-Liq.
72.0 141.5 1 79.0 72.5 1 25 109 0.554 80.1 79.1 Infin. 0.673 0.316 Non-Liq.
73.0 141.5 1 79.0 72.5 1 25 109 0.550 79.7 79.1 Infin. 0.669 0.315 Non-Liq.
74.0 141.5 1 79.0 72.5 1 25 109 0.547 79.2 79.1 Infin. 0.664 0.313 Non-Liq.
75.0 141.5 1 79.0 72.5 1 109 0.544 74.1 79.1 Infin. 0.659 0.312 Non-Liq.

Figure 4



Client : 8920 Sunset, LLC
File No. : A9286-06-01
Boring : B3

NCEER (1996) METHOD
EARTHQUAKE INFORMATION:
Earthquake Magnitude: 6.68
PGAM (g): 0.948
2/3 PGAM (g): 0.63
Calculated Mag.Wtg.Factor: 0.747
Historic High Groundwater: 22.0
Groundwater @ Exploration: 36.0

 
DEPTH BLOW WET TOTAL EFFECT REL. ADJUST LIQUEFACTION Volumetric EQ.

TO COUNT DENSITY STRESS STRESS DEN. BLOWS  SAFETY Strain SETTLE.
BASE N (PCF) O (TSF) O' (TSF) Dr (%) (N1)60 Tav/σ'o FACTOR [e15}  (%) Pe (in.)

1 11 106.959 0.027 0.027 28 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
2 11 106.959 0.080 0.080 28 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
3 11 106.959 0.134 0.134 28 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
4 11 106.959 0.187 0.187 28 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
5 11 106.959 0.241 0.241 28 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
6 11 106.959 0.294 0.294 27 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
7 11 106.959 0.348 0.348 25 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
8 11 106.959 0.401 0.401 23 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
9 11 106.959 0.455 0.455 22 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
10 11 106.959 0.508 0.508 20 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
11 11 106.959 0.562 0.562 19 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
12 11 106.959 0.615 0.615 19 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
13 11 106.959 0.668 0.668 18 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
14 11 106.959 0.722 0.722 17 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
15 11 106.959 0.775 0.775 17 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
16 11 106.959 0.829 0.829 16 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
17 11 106.959 0.882 0.882 15 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
18 11 106.959 0.936 0.936 15 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
19 11 106.959 0.989 0.989 15 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
20 40 129.5676 1.049 1.049 62 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
21 40 129.5676 1.113 1.113 60 0.411 ~ 0.00 0.00
22 40 129.5676 1.178 1.162 58 0.417 ~ 0.00 0.00
23 40 129.5676 1.243 1.196 57 0.427 ~ 0.00 0.00
24 40 129.5676 1.308 1.230 55 0.437 ~ 0.00 0.00
25 40 129.5676 1.372 1.263 54 0.447 ~ 0.00 0.00
26 40 129.5676 1.437 1.297 53 0.456 ~ 0.00 0.00
27 40 129.5676 1.502 1.330 51 0.464 ~ 0.00 0.00
28 40 129.5676 1.567 1.364 50 0.472 ~ 0.00 0.00
29 40 129.5676 1.632 1.398 49 0.480 ~ 0.00 0.00
30 40 129.5676 1.696 1.431 48 0.487 ~ 0.00 0.00
31 32 132.7984 1.762 1.466 87 48 0.494 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
32 32 132.7984 1.828 1.501 87 48 0.501 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
33 32 140.7813 1.897 1.538 87 47 0.507 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
34 32 140.7813 1.967 1.577 87 46 0.513 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
35 32 140.7813 2.038 1.616 87 45 0.518 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
36 32 140.7813 2.108 1.655 87 45 0.523 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
37 24 140.7813 2.178 1.695 73 35 0.528 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
38 24 140.7813 2.249 1.734 73 35 0.533 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
39 24 140.7813 2.319 1.773 73 34 0.538 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
40 24 133.4 2.388 1.810 73 34 0.542 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
41 24 133.4 2.454 1.846 73 34 0.546 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00

42.5 24 133.4 2.538 1.890 73 34 0.552 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
43 10 133.4 2.571 1.908 46 17 0.554 0.52 1.70 0.20
44 10 133.4 2.654 1.952 46 17 0.559 0.51 1.70 0.20
45 10 133.4 2.721 1.988 46 17 0.563 0.51 1.70 0.20
46 22 135.5928 2.788 2.024 66 31 0.566 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
47 22 135.5928 2.856 2.061 66 31 0.570 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
48 22 135.5928 2.924 2.097 66 31 0.573 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
49 22 135.5928 2.992 2.134 66 31 0.576 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
50 22 135.5928 3.060 2.170 66 30 0.579 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
51 23 140.6944 3.129 2.208 65 30 0.582 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
52 23 140.6944 3.199 2.247 65 30 0.585 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
53 23 140.6944 3.269 2.287 65 30 0.588 1.26 0.00 0.00
54 23 140.6944 3.340 2.326 65 30 0.590 1.17 0.00 0.00
55 23 140.6944 3.410 2.365 65 30 0.593 1.12 0.00 0.00
56 31 122.9256 3.476 2.400 75 39 0.595 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
57 31 122.9256 3.537 2.430 75 39 0.598 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
58 31 138.334 3.603 2.464 75 39 0.601 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
59 31 138.334 3.672 2.502 75 39 0.603 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
60 31 138.334 3.741 2.540 75 39 0.605 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
61 45 138.334 3.810 2.578 86 46 0.608 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
62 45 138.334 3.879 2.616 86 45 0.610 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
63 45 138.334 3.949 2.654 86 45 0.612 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
64 45 138.334 4.018 2.692 86 45 0.613 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
65 28 129.36 4.085 2.727 66 32 0.616 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
66 28 129.36 4.149 2.761 66 32 0.618 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
67 28 129.36 4.214 2.794 66 32 0.620 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
68 28 129.36 4.279 2.828 66 32 0.622 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
69 28 129.36 4.343 2.861 66 32 0.624 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
70 28 129.36 4.408 2.895 66 32 0.626 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
71 79 141.4875 4.476 2.931 109 81 0.628 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
72 79 141.4875 4.546 2.971 109 80 0.629 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
73 79 141.4875 4.617 3.010 109 80 0.630 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
74 79 141.4875 4.688 3.050 109 79 0.632 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
75 79 141.4875 4.759 3.090 109 74 0.633 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00

TOTAL SETTLEMENT = 0.6 INCHES

                   (SATURATED SAND AT INITIAL LIQUEFACTION CONDITION)
DESIGN EARTHQUAKE

LIQUEFACTION SETTLEMENT ANALYSIS

Figure 5



Client : 8920 Sunset, LLC
File No. : A9286-06-01
Boring : B3

EMPIRICAL ESTIMATION OF LIQUEFACTION POTENTIAL
MAXIMUM CONSIDERED EARTHQUAKE

NCEER (1996) METHOD By Thomas F. Blake (1994-1996)
EARTHQUAKE INFORMATION: ENERGY & ROD CORRECTIONS:
Earthquake Magnitude: 6.71 Energy Correction (CE) for N60: 1.25
Peak Horiz. Acceleration PGAM (g): 0.948 Rod Len.Corr.(CR)(0-no or 1-yes): 1.0
Calculated Mag.Wtg.Factor: 0.756 Bore Dia. Corr. (CB): 1.15
Historic High Groundwater: 22.0 Sampler Corr. (CS): 1.20
Groundwater Depth During Exploration: 36.0 Use Ksigma (0 or 1): 1.0

LIQUEFACTION CALCULATIONS:
Unit Wt. Water (pcf): 62.4

Depth to Total Unit Water FIELD Depth of Liq.Sus. -200 Est. Dr CN Corrected Eff. Unit Resist. rd Induced Liquefac.
Base (ft) Wt. (pcf) (0 or 1) SPT (N) SPT (ft) (0 or 1) (%) (%) Factor (N1)60 Wt. (psf) CRR Factor CSR Safe.Fact.

1.0 107.0 0 11.0 1.0 0 2.000 28.5 107.0 ~ 0.998 0.465 ~
2.0 107.0 0 11.0 2.0 0 2.000 28.5 107.0 ~ 0.993 0.462 ~
3.0 107.0 0 11.0 3.0 0 2.000 28.5 107.0 ~ 0.989 0.460 ~
4.0 107.0 0 11.0 4.0 0 2.000 28.5 107.0 ~ 0.984 0.458 ~
5.0 107.0 0 11.0 5.0 0 2.000 28.5 107.0 ~ 0.979 0.456 ~
6.0 107.0 0 11.0 6.0 0 1.884 26.8 107.0 ~ 0.975 0.454 ~
7.0 107.0 0 11.0 7.0 0 1.733 24.7 107.0 ~ 0.970 0.452 ~
8.0 107.0 0 11.0 8.0 0 1.613 23.0 107.0 ~ 0.966 0.450 ~
9.0 107.0 0 11.0 9.0 0 1.515 21.6 107.0 ~ 0.961 0.448 ~

10.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.433 20.4 107.0 ~ 0.957 0.445 ~
11.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.364 19.4 107.0 ~ 0.952 0.443 ~
12.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.303 18.5 107.0 ~ 0.947 0.441 ~
13.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.250 17.8 107.0 ~ 0.943 0.439 ~
14.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.203 17.1 107.0 ~ 0.938 0.437 ~
15.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.160 16.5 107.0 ~ 0.934 0.435 ~
16.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.122 16.0 107.0 ~ 0.929 0.433 ~
17.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.088 15.5 107.0 ~ 0.925 0.431 ~
18.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.056 15.0 107.0 ~ 0.920 0.428 ~
19.0 107.0 0 11.0 10.0 0 1.027 14.6 107.0 ~ 0.915 0.426 ~
20.0 129.6 0 40.0 20.0 0 0.998 61.6 129.6 ~ 0.911 0.424 ~
21.0 129.6 0 40.0 20.0 0 0.968 59.8 129.6 ~ 0.906 0.422 ~
22.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.941 58.1 67.2 ~ 0.902 0.426 ~
23.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.917 56.6 67.2 ~ 0.897 0.434 ~
24.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.894 55.2 67.2 ~ 0.893 0.442 ~
25.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.872 53.9 67.2 ~ 0.888 0.449 ~
26.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.852 52.6 67.2 ~ 0.883 0.456 ~
27.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.834 51.5 67.2 ~ 0.879 0.462 ~
28.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.816 50.4 67.2 ~ 0.874 0.468 ~
29.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.800 49.4 67.2 ~ 0.870 0.473 ~
30.0 129.6 1 40.0 20.0 0 0.785 48.4 67.2 ~ 0.865 0.478 ~
31.0 132.8 1 32.0 32.5 1 30 87 0.770 48.3 70.4 Infin. 0.861 0.482 Non-Liq.
32.0 132.8 1 32.0 32.5 1 30 87 0.756 47.6 70.4 Infin. 0.856 0.486 Non-Liq.
33.0 140.8 1 32.0 32.5 1 30 87 0.742 46.8 78.4 Infin. 0.851 0.489 Non-Liq.
34.0 140.8 1 32.0 32.5 1 30 87 0.729 46.1 78.4 Infin. 0.847 0.492 Non-Liq.
35.0 140.8 1 32.0 32.5 1 30 87 0.716 45.4 78.4 Infin. 0.842 0.494 Non-Liq.
36.0 140.8 1 32.0 32.5 1 30 87 0.706 44.8 78.4 Infin. 0.838 0.497 Non-Liq.
37.0 140.8 1 24.0 37.5 1 30 73 0.700 34.8 78.4 Infin. 0.833 0.499 Non-Liq.
38.0 140.8 1 24.0 37.5 1 30 73 0.694 34.6 78.4 Infin. 0.829 0.500 Non-Liq.
39.0 140.8 1 24.0 37.5 1 30 73 0.687 34.3 78.4 Infin. 0.824 0.502 Non-Liq.
40.0 133.4 1 24.0 37.5 1 30 73 0.682 34.1 71.0 Infin. 0.819 0.503 Non-Liq.
41.0 133.4 1 24.0 37.5 1 30 73 0.676 33.9 71.0 Infin. 0.815 0.505 Non-Liq.
42.5 133.4 1 24.0 37.5 1 30 73 0.670 33.6 71.0 Infin. 0.809 0.506 Non-Liq.
43.0 133.4 1 10.0 42.5 1 30 46 0.667 17.3 71.0 0.172 0.805 0.505 0.34
44.0 133.4 1 10.0 42.5 1 30 46 0.661 17.2 71.0 0.171 0.801 0.507 0.34
45.0 133.4 1 10.0 42.5 1 30 46 0.656 17.2 71.0 0.170 0.797 0.508 0.33
46.0 135.6 1 22.0 47.5 1 32 66 0.651 31.1 73.2 Infin. 0.792 0.508 Non-Liq.
47.0 135.6 1 22.0 47.5 1 32 66 0.647 30.9 73.2 Infin. 0.787 0.508 Non-Liq.
48.0 135.6 1 22.0 47.5 1 32 66 0.642 30.8 73.2 Infin. 0.783 0.508 Non-Liq.
49.0 135.6 1 22.0 47.5 1 32 66 0.637 30.6 73.2 Infin. 0.778 0.508 Non-Liq.
50.0 135.6 1 22.0 47.5 1 32 66 0.633 30.4 73.2 Infin. 0.774 0.508 Non-Liq.
51.0 140.7 1 23.0 52.5 1 28 65 0.628 30.3 78.3 Infin. 0.769 0.507 Non-Liq.
52.0 140.7 1 23.0 52.5 1 28 65 0.624 30.1 78.3 Infin. 0.765 0.507 Non-Liq.
53.0 140.7 1 23.0 52.5 1 28 65 0.619 29.9 78.3 0.419 0.760 0.506 0.83
54.0 140.7 1 23.0 52.5 1 28 65 0.615 29.8 78.3 0.390 0.755 0.505 0.77
55.0 140.7 1 23.0 52.5 1 28 65 0.610 29.6 78.3 0.372 0.751 0.504 0.74
56.0 122.9 1 31.0 55.0 1 66 75 0.607 39.4 60.5 Infin. 0.746 0.503 Non-Liq.
57.0 122.9 1 31.0 55.0 1 66 75 0.603 39.3 60.5 Infin. 0.742 0.503 Non-Liq.
58.0 138.3 1 31.0 55.0 1 66 75 0.600 39.1 75.9 Infin. 0.737 0.502 Non-Liq.
59.0 138.3 1 31.0 55.0 1 66 75 0.596 38.9 75.9 Infin. 0.733 0.501 Non-Liq.
60.0 138.3 1 31.0 55.0 1 66 75 0.592 38.7 75.9 Infin. 0.728 0.499 Non-Liq.
61.0 138.3 1 45.0 62.5 1 86 0.588 45.7 75.9 Infin. 0.723 0.498 Non-Liq.
62.0 138.3 1 45.0 62.5 1 86 0.585 45.4 75.9 Infin. 0.719 0.496 Non-Liq.
63.0 138.3 1 45.0 62.5 1 86 0.581 45.1 75.9 Infin. 0.714 0.495 Non-Liq.
64.0 138.3 1 45.0 62.5 1 86 0.578 44.8 75.9 Infin. 0.710 0.493 Non-Liq.
65.0 129.4 1 28.0 67.5 1 25 66 0.574 32.4 67.0 Infin. 0.705 0.492 Non-Liq.
66.0 129.4 1 28.0 67.5 1 25 66 0.571 32.3 67.0 Infin. 0.701 0.490 Non-Liq.
67.0 129.4 1 28.0 67.5 1 25 66 0.568 32.1 67.0 Infin. 0.696 0.489 Non-Liq.
68.0 129.4 1 28.0 67.5 1 25 66 0.565 32.0 67.0 Infin. 0.691 0.487 Non-Liq.
69.0 129.4 1 28.0 67.5 1 25 66 0.563 31.8 67.0 Infin. 0.687 0.486 Non-Liq.
70.0 129.4 1 28.0 67.5 1 25 66 0.560 31.7 67.0 Infin. 0.682 0.484 Non-Liq.
71.0 141.5 1 79.0 72.5 1 25 109 0.557 80.5 79.1 Infin. 0.678 0.482 Non-Liq.
72.0 141.5 1 79.0 72.5 1 25 109 0.554 80.1 79.1 Infin. 0.673 0.480 Non-Liq.
73.0 141.5 1 79.0 72.5 1 25 109 0.550 79.7 79.1 Infin. 0.669 0.477 Non-Liq.
74.0 141.5 1 79.0 72.5 1 25 109 0.547 79.2 79.1 Infin. 0.664 0.475 Non-Liq.
75.0 141.5 1 79.0 72.5 1 109 0.544 74.1 79.1 Infin. 0.659 0.473 Non-Liq.

Figure 6



Client : 8920 Sunset, LLC
File No. : A9286-06-01
Boring : B3

NCEER (1996) METHOD
EARTHQUAKE INFORMATION:
Earthquake Magnitude: 6.71
PGAM (g): 0.948
Calculated Mag.Wtg.Factor: 0.756
Historic High Groundwater: 22.0
Groundwater @ Exploration: 36.0

 
DEPTH BLOW WET TOTAL EFFECT REL. ADJUST LIQUEFACTION Volumetric EQ.

TO COUNT DENSITY STRESS STRESS DEN. BLOWS  SAFETY Strain SETTLE.
BASE N (PCF) O (TSF) O' (TSF) Dr (%) (N1)60 Tav/σ'o FACTOR [e15}  (%) Pe (in.)

1 11 106.959 0.027 0.027 28 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
2 11 106.959 0.080 0.080 28 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
3 11 106.959 0.134 0.134 28 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
4 11 106.959 0.187 0.187 28 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
5 11 106.959 0.241 0.241 28 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
6 11 106.959 0.294 0.294 27 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
7 11 106.959 0.348 0.348 25 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
8 11 106.959 0.401 0.401 23 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
9 11 106.959 0.455 0.455 22 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00

10 11 106.959 0.508 0.508 20 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
11 11 106.959 0.562 0.562 19 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
12 11 106.959 0.615 0.615 19 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
13 11 106.959 0.668 0.668 18 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
14 11 106.959 0.722 0.722 17 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
15 11 106.959 0.775 0.775 17 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
16 11 106.959 0.829 0.829 16 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
17 11 106.959 0.882 0.882 15 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
18 11 106.959 0.936 0.936 15 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
19 11 106.959 0.989 0.989 15 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
20 40 129.5676 1.049 1.049 62 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
21 40 129.5676 1.113 1.113 60 0.616 ~ 0.00 0.00
22 40 129.5676 1.178 1.162 58 0.624 ~ 0.00 0.00
23 40 129.5676 1.243 1.196 57 0.640 ~ 0.00 0.00
24 40 129.5676 1.308 1.230 55 0.655 ~ 0.00 0.00
25 40 129.5676 1.372 1.263 54 0.669 ~ 0.00 0.00
26 40 129.5676 1.437 1.297 53 0.683 ~ 0.00 0.00
27 40 129.5676 1.502 1.330 51 0.696 ~ 0.00 0.00
28 40 129.5676 1.567 1.364 50 0.708 ~ 0.00 0.00
29 40 129.5676 1.632 1.398 49 0.719 ~ 0.00 0.00
30 40 129.5676 1.696 1.431 48 0.730 ~ 0.00 0.00
31 32 132.7984 1.762 1.466 87 48 0.741 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
32 32 132.7984 1.828 1.501 87 48 0.751 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
33 32 140.7813 1.897 1.538 87 47 0.760 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
34 32 140.7813 1.967 1.577 87 46 0.769 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
35 32 140.7813 2.038 1.616 87 45 0.777 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
36 32 140.7813 2.108 1.655 87 45 0.785 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
37 24 140.7813 2.178 1.695 73 35 0.792 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
38 24 140.7813 2.249 1.734 73 35 0.799 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
39 24 140.7813 2.319 1.773 73 34 0.806 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
40 24 133.4 2.388 1.810 73 34 0.813 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
41 24 133.4 2.454 1.846 73 34 0.819 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00

42.5 24 133.4 2.538 1.890 73 34 0.827 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
43 10 133.4 2.571 1.908 46 17 0.830 0.34 1.70 0.20
44 10 133.4 2.654 1.952 46 17 0.838 0.34 1.70 0.20
45 10 133.4 2.721 1.988 46 17 0.843 0.33 1.70 0.20
46 22 135.5928 2.788 2.024 66 31 0.849 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
47 22 135.5928 2.856 2.061 66 31 0.854 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
48 22 135.5928 2.924 2.097 66 31 0.859 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
49 22 135.5928 2.992 2.134 66 31 0.864 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
50 22 135.5928 3.060 2.170 66 30 0.869 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
51 23 140.6944 3.129 2.208 65 30 0.873 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
52 23 140.6944 3.199 2.247 65 30 0.877 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
53 23 140.6944 3.269 2.287 65 30 0.881 0.83 0.75 0.09
54 23 140.6944 3.340 2.326 65 30 0.885 0.77 0.75 0.09
55 23 140.6944 3.410 2.365 65 30 0.889 0.74 0.75 0.09
56 31 122.9256 3.476 2.400 75 39 0.893 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
57 31 122.9256 3.537 2.430 75 39 0.897 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
58 31 138.334 3.603 2.464 75 39 0.901 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
59 31 138.334 3.672 2.502 75 39 0.904 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
60 31 138.334 3.741 2.540 75 39 0.908 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
61 45 138.334 3.810 2.578 86 46 0.911 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
62 45 138.334 3.879 2.616 86 45 0.914 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
63 45 138.334 3.949 2.654 86 45 0.917 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
64 45 138.334 4.018 2.692 86 45 0.920 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
65 28 129.36 4.085 2.727 66 32 0.923 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
66 28 129.36 4.149 2.761 66 32 0.926 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
67 28 129.36 4.214 2.794 66 32 0.929 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
68 28 129.36 4.279 2.828 66 32 0.932 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
69 28 129.36 4.343 2.861 66 32 0.935 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
70 28 129.36 4.408 2.895 66 32 0.938 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
71 79 141.4875 4.476 2.931 109 81 0.941 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
72 79 141.4875 4.546 2.971 109 80 0.943 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
73 79 141.4875 4.617 3.010 109 80 0.945 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
74 79 141.4875 4.688 3.050 109 79 0.947 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00
75 79 141.4875 4.759 3.090 109 74 0.949 Non-Liq. 0.00 0.00

TOTAL SETTLEMENT = 0.9 INCHES

                   (SATURATED SAND AT INITIAL LIQUEFACTION CONDITION)

           LIQUEFACTION SETTLEMENT ANALYSIS
         MAXIMUM CONSIDERED EARTHQUAKE

Figure 7
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Project No. A9286-06-01 
July 11, 2016 
 
VIA OVERNIGHT & E-MAIL 
 
8920 Sunset Boulevard LLC 
c/o VE Equities 
250 Bowery, 2nd Floor  
New York, New York 1002 
 
Attention: Mr. Zach Vella 
 
Subject: CLARIFICATION LETTER – EXPANSIVE SOILS 
  PROPOSED MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT 
  8920 SUNSET BOULEVARD,  

WEST HOLLYWOOD, CALIFORNIA 
 
References:  Geotechnical Investigation, prepared by Geocon West, Inc., Project No. 

A9286-06-01, dated July 2, 2015; 

City of West Hollywood Geotechnical, Geology, and Seismic Review Sheet, KFMg 
Project No. cWH 16-43E, dated January 28, 2016; 
 
Response to City of West Hollywood Review Comments, prepared by Geocon West, 
Inc., Project No. A9286-06-01, dated May 24, 2016. 

 
Dear Mr. Vella: 
 
At your request, this letter has been prepared to clarify the effect, if any, the presence of expansive 
soils would have on the proposed structure. Based on depth of the proposed subterranean levels, the 
proposed structure would not be prone to the effects of expansive soils.   
 
If you have any questions regarding this letter, or if we may be of further service, please contact the 
undersigned. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
GEOCON WEST, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Jelisa M. Thomas 
PE 74946 

Neal D. Berliner 
GE 2576 

 
(email)  Addressee  
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City of West Hollywood

California  1984

CITY OF

WEST HOLLYWOOD

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

PLANNING DIVISION

8300 Santa Monica Boulevard

West Hollywood, CA

90069-4313

Tel:   (323) 848-6475

Fax:  (323) 848-6569
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

GEOTECHNICAL, GEOLOGY, AND SEISMIC REVIEW SHEET 

 

Site Address:  8920 Sunset Blvd   KFMg Project No.: cWH 16-43E 

Lot/Block/Tract:  NA    

Owner:  8920 Sunset Boulevard, LLLC 

 

Project Type:  Geotechnical engineering evaluation for a new 8-story mixed-use structure with 4-stories 

of subterranean parking extending up to 55 feet to bottom of foundations. 

 

Geotechnical Engineer:  Geocon West, Inc. (Berliner, GE 2576) 

Engineering Geologist:  Geocon West, Inc. (Kirkgard, CEG 1754) 

Report Dated:  July 2, 2015 (Project No. A9286-06-01) 

Response Letter Dated: May 24, 2016 (Project No. A9286-06-01) 

 

 

ACTION: 

 

    X   Recommend APPROVAL 

 

 

         Request ADDITIONAL DATA for review to address the comments listed below prior to approval 

 

 

CLOSURE: 

 

This document and all associated written comments and responses are a part of the geotechnical design 

documentation for this project.  It is the responsibility of the Geotechnical Consultant to distribute these 

and associated written comments and responses to the appropriate parties. 



City of West Hollywood KFMg Project No.: cWH 16-43E 

8920 Sunset Blvd. Review June 13, 2016 
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Reviewed by:       Date:  June 13, 2016 

  Edward H. Sabins, CEG 1571  

  Engineering Geology Reviewer 

 

 

   
Reviewed by:       Date:  June 13, 2016 

  Douglas R. Bell, GE 2140  

  Geotechnical Engineering Reviewer 

 

 

 
8920 Sunset Blvd (Geocon) APPROVAL 2016-06-13 ES - DRB 


