
4051 South Alameda Street Project IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 
Final Environmental Impact Report Page IV-1 

 
IV. CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS TO DRAFT EIR 

 
 
 
A.  INTRODUCTION 
 
Section IV consists of corrections and additions to the Draft EIR that have resulted from responses to 
comments received from agencies and the public. All clarifications and revisions to the Draft EIR were 
made to increase the understanding of the EIR. These changes are minor and do not change the findings or 
conclusions of the EIR. The Draft EIR was released for a public review period between January 22, 2015, 
and March 9, 2015. The review period met the CEQA-required 45-day review period, although the City of 
Los Angeles (City) extended it by one additional day, to end on March 9, 2015 (as noted in the NOC) and 
accepted 14 late letters of comments. The City received 6 letters or emails of comment on the Draft EIR 
from agencies and 82 letters and emails of comment from interested parties. An additional 88 email 
addresses were transmitted to the City as an attachment to an email in opposition to the proposed project. 
 
The corrections and additions presented in this section provide information that is not required as a result of 
the following: new significant environmental impacts; substantial increases in the severity of the 
environmental impacts that have been proposed; the presentation of new, considerably different, and 
feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that would lessen the environmental impacts and were not 
adopted by the applicant; or the inadequacy of the Draft EIR. The updates presented in this section are 
consistent with the findings as presented in the EIR and/or are minor. In accordance with Section 15088.5 of 
the State CEQA Guidelines, recirculation of the EIR document is not required where the new information 
added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. 
 
The revisions are organized by section and page number as they appear in the Draft EIR. Text deleted from 
the Draft EIR is shown in strikethrough, and new text is underlined. 
 
B. CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS 
 
Cover Page Project Description: Parcel Map No. AA-2012-919-PMLA and a Site Plan Review to 

permit the subdivision of one 562,314 556,399 net square-foot parcel into four lots (Lot 
1: 3.23 3.14 net acres, Lot 2: 3.23 3.14 net acres, Lot 3: 3.23 3.14 net acres, and Lot 4: 
3.23 3.36 net acres) in the M2-2 Zone. The project includes the construction of four 
industrial buildings consisting of Building 1: 115,973 square feet and 123 124 parking 
spaces, Building 2: 133,680 square feet and 79 72 parking spaces, Building 3: 116,724 
116,972 square feet and 96 97 parking spaces, and Building 4: 113,743 114,397 square 
feet and 106 75 parking spaces. The applicant is requesting the merger of the right-of-
way of 40th Place and the two alleys north and south of 40th Place. 

 
Section I 
Introduction/Summary 
 
Pp. I-4–5 Summary of the Project 
 

The proposed project includes the construction of a new industrial park consisting of four 
buildings. Building 1 consists of a single story with a mezzanine that occupies 
approximately 115,973 total square feet and provides 123 124 parking spaces; Building 2 
consists of two stories that occupy approximately 133,680 total square feet and provides 
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79 72 parking spaces; Building 3 consists of a single story with a mezzanine that 
occupies approximately 116,724 116,972 total square feet and provides 96 97 parking 
spaces; and Building 4 consists of a single story with a mezzanine that occupies 
approximately 113,743 114,397 total square feet and provides 106 75 parking spaces. In 
total, the proposed project would occupy approximately 353,375 365,945 square feet of 
warehouse space, 112,745 85,181 square feet of office space, and 14,000 29,896 square 
feet of manufacturing space. The heights of each of the four buildings range from 37 feet 
to a maximum building height of 40 feet. Consistent with the policies of the Urban 
Design Chapter of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, the proposed project 
design includes the installation of shielded exterior area lighting wall packs mounted to 
the faces of the buildings 29 feet above the finished floor to provide nighttime light 
shielding for the nearest residence, a duplex located approximately 150 feet west of the 
proposed front and side facades of the four proposed buildings. The proposed project has 
been designed with the rear of Buildings 1 and 2 and the rear of Buildings 3 and 4 facing 
each other, and the remaining three faces of each building have been designed with 
pedestrian-scale features such as decorative concrete panels in different shades of beige 
with gray trim and glazing to break up the building facades, mechanical roof equipment 
completely screened from view, enclosure of trash areas, and operable windows on the 
mezzanine level. Landscaped areas that vary in width from approximately 15 to 20 feet 
would be provided along the length of the eastern and western portions of the project site 
with outdoor seating and eating areas for employees. A landscape buffer would separate 
the public sidewalks from the parking lots, and the following street dedications would be 
made to the city: 

 
 12’ street widening on Long Beach Avenue 
 5’ street widening on Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. 
 8.5 street widening on the north and 12.5’ street widening on the south of 24.5’ 

street widening on South Alameda Street 
 22’ street widening on 41st Street 

 
P. I-8 Mitigation Measure Cultural-1 has been revised here and in Section IV.C, Cultural 

Resources: 
 

Measure Cultural-1 
 

The impacts to cultural resources related directly or indirectly to the destruction of a 
unique paleontological resource from the proposed project shall be reduced to below the 
level of significance through the salvage and disposition of paleontological resources that 
result from all earthmoving activities involving disturbances of the older Quaternary 
Alluvium. Ground-disturbing activities, including, but not limited to, drilling, excavation, 
and trenching, greater than five feet of the surface have the potential to uncover 
significant vertebrate fossil remains. For this reason, the following is required as part of 
Mitigation Measure Cultural-1 to reduce the level of impacts regarding the destruction of 
a unique paleontological resource below the level of significance:  
 
 Prior to any ground-disturbing activities, the Applicant City of Los Angeles shall 

be responsible for creating a site plan that indicates all locations of ground-
disturbing activities that affect previously undisturbed native soils in areas 
located 5 feet below the ground surface or further and have the potential to 
contact older Quaternary Alluvium. 
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P. I-10 Mitigation Measure Cultural-2 has been revised here and in Section IV.C, Cultural 

Resources: 
 

Measure Cultural-2 
 

The impacts to cultural resources related to a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource shall be reduced to below the level of 
significance through the identification and recordation of archaeological resources that 
result from all earthmoving activities that affect previously undisturbed native soils. 
Ground-disturbing activities, including, but not limited to, drilling, excavation, and 
trenching, have the potential to uncover significant archaeological resources. For this 
reason, the following is required as part of Mitigation Measure Cultural-2 to reduce the 
level of impacts regarding a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource below the level of significance:  

 
 Prior to any ground-disturbing activities, the Applicant City of Los Angeles shall 

be responsible for creating a site plan that indicates all locations of ground-
disturbing activities that affect previously undisturbed native soils. 

 
Section I 
Introduction 
 
P. I-17 Table I.G-1, Summary of Significant Impacts, has been revised under the Air Quality 

heading. Revisions to mitigation measures also apply to Section IV.B, Air Quality: 
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Impact Mitigation Measure
Level of Significance 

after Mitigation
Air Quality 
Construction of the 
proposed project has the 
potential to exceed the 
SCAQMD thresholds of 
significance for daily 
regional construction 
emissions for PM10 through 
the use of heavy-duty 
construction equipment and 
through vehicle trips 
generated from construction 
workers traveling to and 
from the proposed project 
site. 

Measure Air-1 
 
During the construction phase of the project, the project applicant shall apply soil stabilizers for 
all unpaved roads (80 percent reduction in PM2.5 and PM10 emissions). 
 
Measure Air-2 
 
During the construction phase of the project, the project applicant shall water exposed areas 3 
times a day (61 percent reduction in PM2.5 and PM10 emissions). 
 
Measure Air-3 
 
During the construction phase of the project, the project applicant shall ensure that vehicular 
speeds are reduced to 15 mph on unpaved roads. 
 
Measure Air-4 
 
The project applicant shall establish incentives for increased transit frequency. in compliance with 
the transportation demand management and trip reduction measures set forth in Section 12.26J of 
the Los Angeles Municipal Code, which include the following requirements for non-residential 
projects with more than 100,000 square feet of floor area.   
 
(a)   Development in excess of 25,000 square feet of gross floor area.  The owner shall provide 
a bulletin board, display case, or kiosk (displaying transportation information) where the greatest 
number of employees are likely to see it.  The transportation information displayed should 
include, but is not limited to, the following: 
  
   (1)   Current routes and schedules for public transit serving the site; 
  
   (2)   Telephone numbers for referrals on transportation information including numbers for the 
regional ridesharing agency and local transit operations; 
  
   (3)   Ridesharing promotion material supplied by commuter-oriented organizations; 
  
   (4)   Regional/local bicycle route and facility information; 
  

Implementation of air quality 
mitigation measures Air-1 
through Air-7 would reduce 
fugitive dust emissions 
associated with construction 
activities (both construction 
PM2.5 and PM10 emissions) to 
below the SCAQMD 
thresholds of significance. 
Therefore, through the 
implementation of mitigation 
measures Air-1 through Air-
7, the proposed project’s 
construction phase would not 
have a significant impact to 
air quality. 
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Impact Mitigation Measure
Level of Significance 

after Mitigation 
   (5)   A listing of on-site services or facilities which are available for carpoolers, vanpoolers, 
bicyclists, and transit riders. 
 
(b)   Development in excess of 50,000 square feet of gross floor area.  The owner shall comply 
with Paragraph (a) above and in addition shall provide: 
  
   (1)   A designated parking area for employee carpools and vanpools as close as practical to the 
main pedestrian entrance(s) of the building(s).  This area shall include at least ten percent of the 
parking spaces required for the site.  The spaces shall be signed and striped sufficient to meet the 
employee demand for such spaces.  The carpool/vanpool parking area shall be identified on the 
driveway and circulation plan upon application for a building permit; 
  
   (2)   One permanent, clearly identified (signed and striped) carpool/vanpool parking space for 
the first 50,000 to 100,000 square feet of gross floor area and one additional permanent, clearly 
identified (signed and striped) carpool/vanpool parking space for any development over 100,000 
square feet of gross floor area; 
  
   (3)   Parking spaces clearly identified (signed and striped) shall be provided in the designated 
carpool/vanpool parking area at any time during the building’s occupancy sufficient to meet 
employee demand for such spaces.  Absent such demand, parking spaces within the designated 
carpool/vanpool parking area may be used by other vehicles; 
  
   (4)  No signed and striped parking spaces for carpool/vanpool parking shall displace any 
handicapped parking; 
  
   (5)   A statement that preferential carpool/vanpool spaces are available on-site and a description 
of the method for obtaining permission to use such spaces shall be included on the required 
transportation information board; 
  
   (6)   A minimum vertical clearance of 7 feet 2 inches shall be provided for all parking spaces 
and accessways used by vanpool vehicles when located within a parking structure; 
  
   (7)   Bicycle parking shall be provided in conformance with Section 12.21A16 of this Code. 
  
(c)   Development in excess of 100,000 square feet of gross floor area.  The owner shall 
comply with Paragraphs (a) and (b) above and shall provide: 
  
   (1)   A safe and convenient area in which carpool/vanpool vehicles may load and unload 



City of Los Angeles June 2016 

4051 South Alameda Street Project IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR 
Final Environmental Impact Report Page IV-6 

Impact Mitigation Measure
Level of Significance 

after Mitigation 
passengers other than in their assigned parking area; 
  
   (2)   Sidewalks or other designated pathways following direct and safe routes from the external 
pedestrian circulation system to each building in the development; 
  
   (3)   If determined necessary by the City to mitigate the project impact, bus stop improvements 
shall be provided.  The City will consult with the local bus service providers in determining 
appropriate improvements.  When locating bus stops and/or planning building entrances, 
entrances shall be designed to provide safe and efficient access to nearby transit stations/stops; 
  
   (4)   Safe and convenient access from the external circulation system to bicycle parking 
facilities on-site. 
 
Measure Air-5 
 
The project applicant shall improve the pedestrian network for the project site to internally link all 
uses and connect with existing or planned external streets and pedestrian facilities contiguous 
with the project site. The project applicant shall identify street trees and streetscape improvements 
to connect site access points to nearby transit and bicycle facilities. 
 
Measure Air-6 
 
The project applicant shall provide traffic calming measures through street improvements. The 
applicant will be dedicating additional right-of-way along 41st Street, Alameda Street, and Martin 
Luther King, Jr. Boulevard.  In connection with the street dedications and development of the 
proposed project, the applicant will be upgrading existing sidewalks, curb and gutter, as well as 
street trees, street lighting, and street furniture around the entire perimeter of the property in 
consultation with the City Department of Transportation and Department of Public Works. 
Upgrades to the existing sidewalks will require new curb cuts and crosswalks and the replacement 
of existing traffic signals at intersections.  Additional traffic control devices will be installed as 
necessary and required to facilitate safe traffic circulation in and around the proposed project site.  
 
Measure Air-7 
 
The project applicant shall ensure low VOC paint is applied for interior and exterior uses [250 EF 
(g/L)]. 
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P. I-12 Table I.G-1, Summary of Significant Impacts, has been revised under the 

Transportation/Traffic heading. Revisions to mitigation measures also apply to Section 
IV.G, Transportation/Traffic: 
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Transportation/Traffic 
Implementation of the 
proposed project has the 
potential to result in 
significant impacts to traffic 
and circulation during 
construction and operation. 

The project applicant has identified five measures to be undertaken during design, construction, and 
operation of the proposed project to avoid significant impacts related to traffic and circulation. 
 
Measure Traffic-1 
 
A construction work site control plan shall be submitted to the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) for review and approval prior to the start of any construction work. The 
plan shall show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours 
of operations, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting properties.  
 
Measure Traffic -2  
 
All construction related traffic shall be restricted to off-peak hours. 
 
Measure Traffic-3 
 
41st Street shall be reclassified to a Collector Street. A Collector Street requires a 22-foot half-width 
roadway within a 32-foot half-width right-of-way.  
 
Measure Traffic-4 
 
The project applicant shall provide the number of Code required parking spaces as specified by the 
Department of Building and Safety: 
 

 Building 1 consists of a single story with a mezzanine that occupies approximately 115,973 
total square feet and provides 123 124 parking spaces;  

 Building 2 consists of two stories that occupy approximately 133,680 total square feet and 
provides 79 72 parking spaces;  

 Building 3 consists of a single story with a mezzanine that occupies approximately 116,724 
116,972 total square feet and provides 96 97 parking spaces; and  

 Building 4 consists of a single story with a mezzanine that occupies approximately 113,743 
114,397 total square feet and provides 106 75 parking spaces. 

 
Measure Traffic-5 
 
All driveways shall be Case 2 driveways and 30 feet and 18 feet wide for two-way and one-way 
operations, respectively.  

Implementation of mitigation 
measures Traffic-1 through -5 
would reduce impacts to 
traffic and circulation during 
construction and operation of 
the proposed project. to below 
the level of significance. 
However, significant impacts 
would remain at the 
intersection of Alameda Street 
/ Washington Boulevard 
absent the consideration of 
proposed Alternative C, 
Reduced Truck Trips. 
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Section II 
Environmental Setting 
 
P. II-1 The title of Figure II.A-2, Topographic Map with USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle, following 

this page, has been revised to Topographic Map with USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle Index. 
 



FIGURE II.A-2
Topographic Map with USGS 7.5-minute Quadrangle Index
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Section III 
Project Description 
 
P. III-1 The proposed project includes the construction of a new industrial park consisting of four 

buildings. Building 1 consists of a single story with a mezzanine that occupies 
approximately 115,973 total square feet and provides 123 124 parking spaces; Building 2 
consists of two stories that occupy approximately 133,680 total square feet and provides 
79 72 parking spaces; Building 3 consists of a single story with a mezzanine that 
occupies approximately 116,724 116,972 total square feet and provides 96 97 parking 
spaces; and Building 4 consists of a single story with a mezzanine that occupies 
approximately 113,743 114,397 total square feet and provides 106 75 parking spaces 
(Figure III.B-1, Conceptual Site Plan). In total, the proposed project would occupy 
approximately 353,375 365,945 square feet of warehouse space, 112,745 85,181 square 
feet of office space, and 14,000 29,896 square feet of manufacturing space. The heights 
of each of the four buildings range from 37 feet to a maximum building height of 40 feet 
(Figure III.B-2, Building 1 Elevation). Renderings of the proposed project are shown in 
Figures III.B-3, Project Rendering—Aerial, and III.B-4, Project Rendering—Perspective. 

 
The proposed project has been designed consistent with the policies of the Urban Design 
Chapter of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan to provide safe and efficient 
space that has an appealing façade from adjacent public streets. The proposed project 
would include exterior concrete flatwork, pavement, and various utilities, and would 
consist of reinforced concrete tilt-up structural elements supported on conventional 
shallow spread footings. The proposed project design includes the installation of shielded 
exterior area lighting wall packs mounted to the faces of the buildings 29 feet above the 
finished floor to provide nighttime light shielding for the nearest residence, a duplex 
located approximately 150 feet west of the proposed project site at 4015 and 4017 Long 
Beach Avenue West. Surface parking would be located adjacent to the front and side 
facades of the four proposed buildings.   Landscape islands are being provided 
throughout the parking areas in accordance with City requirements.  14.6 percent of the 
parking area will be landscaped.  The proposed project has been designed with the rear of 
Buildings 1 and 2 and the rear of Buildings 3 and 4 facing each other, and the remaining 
three faces of each building have been designed with pedestrian-scale features such as 
decorative concrete panels in different shades of beige with gray trim and glazing to 
break up the building facades, mechanical roof equipment completely screened from 
view, enclosure of trash areas, and operable windows on the mezzanine level. 
Landscaped areas that vary in width from approximately 15 to 20 feet will be provided 
along the length of the eastern and western portions of the project site with outdoor 
seating  and eating areas for employees.  A landscape buffer would separate the public 
sidewalks from the parking lots, and the following street dedications would be made to 
the city: 
 
 12’ street widening on Long Beach Avenue 
 5’ street widening on Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. 
 8.5’ street widening on the north and 12.5’ street widening on the south of 24.5’ 

street widening on South Alameda Street 
 22’ street widening on 41st Street 

 
Page III-1 Figure III.B-1, Conceptual Site Plan, following this page, has been replaced with an 

updated site plan: 
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Pp. III-6–7 The proposed project site is known as the Lancer Property because it was acquired by the 
City through condemnation in 1986 for the purpose of constructing a trash incinerator 
known as the LANCER project. The condemnation judgment provided the Alameda-
Barbara Investment Company (predecessor to the Libaw-Horowitz Investment 
Company), who owned 11 of the approximately 13-acre site, with a first right to 
repurchase should the City determine that the property was no longer needed for public 
use. The LANCER project was terminated due to community opposition, and in 1994 the 
City transferred the property to the Harbor Department for $13.3 million, who granted a 
revocable permit to the L.A. Regional Food Bank to occupy and use the site as a 
community garden.6 In late 1994, the Harbor Department commenced negotiations with 
Libaw-Horowitz Investment Company in regard to the repurchase of the property, and by 
October 1996 a purchase and sale agreement had been signed by Mr. Libaw and Mr. 
Horowitz with the understanding that the agreement would be presented to the Board of 
Harbor Commissioners and City Council for consideration. In 2001, the Harbor 
Department informed Mr. Horowitz that it would not sell the property, instead offering it 
publicly for development under a long-term lease; in response, Libaw-Horowitz 
Investment Company filed suit against the City for breach of contract. Then, in April 
2002, operations began on the Alameda Corridor, a rail-cargo expressway linking the 
Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach to the inland transcontinental rail network on 
South Alameda Street, adjacent to the eastern side of the proposed project site, making 
the site valuable real estate for commercial or industrial development.7 The City settled 
with Mr. Horowitz in closed negotiations in 2003, and the land was sold to Mr. Horowitz. 
As part of the settlement agreement, Libaw-Horowitz agreed to dedicate 2.6 acres of the 
property for park and recreational purposes. In January 2004, Mr. Horowitz gave written 
notice to the Food Bank that its revocable permit to occupy the land would terminate on 
February 29, 2004; the farmers filed a lawsuit arguing that the City’s closed-session 
settlement with Mr. Horowitz violated their rights, and they were granted an injunction 
allowing them to remain on the land until the case was resolved in Mr. Horowitz’s favor 
in June 2005.8 The proposed project site was still used as a community garden until 2006, 
when the community garden was demolished, and the. The property has been vacant 
since 2006. 
 
Pursuant to the 2003 settlement agreement regarding the Lancer Property (proposed 
project site), Libaw-Horowitz pledged to dedicate approximately 2.6 acres of the property 
back to the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks or to a nonprofit 
community organization that would use and maintain the property for recreation and park 
purposes. The sale of the Lancer Property includes the pledged 2.6 acres. The amendment 
of the pledge agreement of 2.6 acres to a cash pledge allows for the proposed industrial 
park to be developed In June 2008, the City of Los Angeles circulated a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration to evaluate the proposed development of the property. The property 
owner, The Horowitz Group, served as the project applicant on behalf of a major Los 
Angeles-based garment manufacturer who expressed interest in purchasing the property 
to construct a high-ceiling warehouse facility. The 2008 proposed project would have 
involved developing the site with a 46-foot-high, two-story structure with subterranean 
parking of approximately 114,399 square feet for 306 cars. The project was supported by 
two loading areas, the main dock at East 41st Street and Long Beach Boulevard and the 
secondary dock along East Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard. The main dock had the 
ability to concurrently serve seven (7) 65-foot trailer trucks and fourteen (14) 35-foot 
trailers. The second dock was designed to serve four (4) 65-foot trailers at one time. The 
Horowitz Group did not finalize a sale of the property to the proposed developer 
identified in 2008; therefore, the Horowitz Group did not seek final approval of this 
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version of the project. 
 
The Horowitz Group worked with the City to substitute a cash pledge for the dedication 
of the 2.6 acres. The amendment allows for development of the property consistent with 
the land use designation and zoning and provides the City with the funds to dedicate a 
park in a more appropriate location than the proposed project site, which is industrially 
zoned, and isolated to the east and west by major rail lines., and potentially harmful to 
children and senior citizens due to air pollutants associated with industrial operations 
(the. In 2011, the City Council accordingly authorized execution of a Cash Pledge 
Agreement whereby a payment in the amount of $3,573,365 was made to improve and 
provide recreational and park facilities in the vicinity of the property (see Report of the 
Chief Legislative Analyst, Ordinance No. 181949, and City Council Motion are attached 
asincluded in Appendix XII toof the Draft EIR).9,10,11 The value of the cash pledge was 
determined on the basis of the pro rata value of the 2.6 acres to be set aside for 
recreational purposes pursuant to the settlement agreement relative to the overall 
purchase price of the project site. The value of the cash pledge will be determined by the 
State Quimby Act of 1965 (Sections 17.12-A and 17.58 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code), which is intended by the State of California to establish local rates for Quimby 
fees in order for developers to dedicate 3 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents anticipated 
by the construction of dwelling units.12

 To convert a Quimby obligation in land (acres) 
into the Quimby fee, the land obligation is multiplied by the Representative Land Value 
(RLV) per acre for the Park Planning Area (PPA) in which the subdivision is located; 
RLVs are adjusted annually based upon changes in the Consumer Price Index.13 
 
In March 2012, The Horowitz Group sold the property to the current owner, PIMA 
Alameda Partners, LLC (PIMA). In February 2013, Segal and REA Architecture, acting 
on behalf of PIMA, submitted an application to develop the 2051 Alameda Light 
Manufacturing project. In May 2013, the City circulated a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for the proposed project. The City received many letters of comment 
regarding the proposed project. The City, with input from the Applicant, agreed that, in 
light of the comments received from the public, preparation of an exhaustive Initial Study 
was warranted. An Initial Study was prepared and circulated for public review between 
June 17 and July 17, 2014. The Department of City Planning received seven letters of 
comment from public agencies and 225 comment letters or emails from members of the 
public and other interested parties (see documentation provided in Appendix II, Notice of 
Preparation Comment Letters and Table I.A-1, Initial Study Public Agency Comment 
Matrix of the EIR). The Draft EIR has been prepared for a public review period between 
January 22 and March 9, 2015.  

 
12  County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. October 2013. 2013 Draft General Plan 

2035. Chapter 10: Parks and Recreation Element. Available at: 
http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/project/gp_2035_Chapter10_2013.pdf 

13  County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. October 2013. 2013 Draft General Plan 
2035. Chapter 10: Parks and Recreation Element. Available at: 
http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/project/gp_2035_Chapter10_2013.pdf 

Section IV.A 
Aesthetics 
 
P. IV.A-2 The proposed project would replace the currently vacant and undeveloped approximately 

13-acre site in a Light Industrial zone with approximately 353,375 365,945 square feet of 
warehouse space, 112,745 85,181 square feet of office space, and 14,000 29,896 square 
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feet of manufacturing space with subsequent parking lots in 37- to 40-foot-high two-story 
structures with surface parking. 

 
Section IV.B 
Air Quality 
 
P. IV.B-4 SIPs are a compilation of new and previously submitted plans, programs (such as 

monitoring, modeling, permitting, etc.), district rules, state regulations, and federal 
controls. Many of California’s SIPs rely on the same core set of control strategies, 
including emission standards for cars and heavy trucks, fuel regulations, and limits on 
emissions from consumer products. State law makes CARB the lead agency for all 
purposes related to the SIP. CARB forwards SIP revisions to the EPA for approval and 
publication in the Federal Register. The Code of Federal Regulations Title 40, Chapter I, 
Part 52, Subpart F, Section 52.220, lists all of the items included in the California SIP. 

 
Truck and Bus Regulation: On-Road Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicles (In-Use) Regulation 
 
The On-Road Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicles Regulation Amendments were approved by 
CARB in April 2014. The main objective of this regulation is to reduce emissions from 
heavy-duty diesel trucks and buses by installing new filters and upgrading engines. The 
regulation mandates that all new heavy-duty trucks and buses must have particulate 
matter filters that meet CARB requirements by January 1, 2012. Lighter and older heavy 
trucks must be replaced starting in January 1, 2015. All trucks and buses are required to 
have model year 2010 engines or equivalent by January 1, 2023. The scope of the 
regulation includes both public and private vehicles. 

 
Off-Road Diesel Engines 

 
P. IV.B-21 CARB mandates that airborne toxic control measures limit diesel fueled commercial 

vehicles (delivery trucks) to idle for no more than 5 minutes at any given time. The 
increase in potential localized air toxic impacts from on-site sources of DPM emissions 
have the potential to be substantial because the proposed project includes approximately 
353,375 365,945 square feet of warehouse space. For this reason, the project applicant 
shall ensure that diesel fueled commercial vehicles do not idle for more than 5 minutes at 
any given time to substantially limit the potential incremental increase in emissions from 
loading dock activity. 

 
P. IV.B-22 There are a relatively small number of diesel-fueled trucks that will be using the proposed 

facility (up to 31 diesel-fueled trucks per day of the estimated 351342 total trucks per 
day).  

 
Section IV.E 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
P. IV.D-10 Based on emissions modeling, unmitigated construction activities would result in the 

emission of a maximum of approximately 643.22 metric tons of CO2e (Table IV.D-3, 
Unmitigated CO2 and CO2e Emissions). Operation of the proposed project would result 
in the emission of approximately 2,090.25 metric tons of CO2e per year (Table IV.D-3). 
The operational GHG emissions can be attributed to mobile sources associated with the 
proposed project’s approximate 353,375 365,945 square feet of warehouse space. As is 
indicated in Table IV.D-3, the proposed project’s construction and operational emissions 
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are not expected to exceed the CARB recommended threshold of 25,000 metric tons of 
CO2e per year, thus not requiring the consideration of mitigation measures. 

 
Section IV.E 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
P.IV.E-10 Cancer risk and non-cancer hazard that may be associated with soil vapor intrusion were 

evaluated based on the presence of four VOCs reported in soil vapor samples, two of 
which were classified as carcinogens (tetrachloroethene and ethylbenzene), and two that 
were classified as non-cancer hazards (m, p-xylenes and Freon 11). The cancer risk 
estimate was 6 × 10–7, which is less than the Cal/EPA regulatory point of departure for 
risk management decisions based on cancer risk. The non-cancer hazard index was 0.009, 
which is less than the Cal/EPA regulatory point of departure for risk management 
decisions based on non-cancer hazard. Therefore, further investigation or mitigation to 
protect indoor workers on the subject site is not required based on the vapor intrusion 
pathway.  The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has reviewed the site 
characterization and health risk assessment for the site and has concluded that the site is 
suitable for Industrial/Commercial use, and that future development or rezoning of the 
property for other than Industrial/Commercial use will require additional analysis and 
risk evaluation by DTSC to determine the suitability of the site for such use (included as 
Appendix N to the Final EIR).31 

 
31 Department of Toxic Substances Control. 22 December 2015. Letter from Brownfields and 

Environmental Restoration Program—Chatsworth Office, Haissam Y. Salloum, Senior Engineer, to 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, William Lamborn. 

 
Section IV.F 
Land Use and Planning 
 
P. IV.F-9 As currently proposed, the proposed project consists of four buildings with approximately 

353,375 365,945 square feet of warehouse space, 112,745 85,181 square feet of office 
space, and 14,000 29,896 square feet of manufacturing space with associated on-site 
surface parking. 

 
Section IV.G 
Traffic 
 
P. IV.G-5 Figure IV.G-1, Access Driveways, following this page, has been revised, and its title 

revised to Access Driveways and Truck Maneuvering. 
 



FIGURE IV.G-1
Access Driveways and Truck Maneuvering

SOURCE: O.C. Design & Engineering
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P.IV.G-12 The proposed project would result in less than significant impacts to transportation/traffic 
at the intersection of Alameda Street/Washington Boulevard in relation to conflicting 
with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system. The proposed project is located within the City 
of Los Angeles and is therefore subject to the California Transportation Plan (CTP), the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the City of Los Angeles General Plan, and the 
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan. In order to accurately assess future traffic 
conditions with the proposed project and potential impacts to the applicable plans related 
to transportation, trip generation estimates were developed for the proposed project. Trip 
generation rates for the proposed project are based on the nationally recognized 
recommendations of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). ITE also provides 
information on percentage of truck traffic associated with this type of land use. 
Approximately 20 percent of all vehicular trips generated by a warehouse are designated 
as truck trips to allow evaluation of a reasonable worst-case scenario. A truck trip is 
generally equivalent to two (2) passenger car trips on average. Therefore, a 2.0 factor was 
applied to the number of truck trips to estimate passenger care equivalent (PCE) trips 
generated by the trucks.  
 

Page IV.G-13  The LOS and V/C ratios for the study intersections with related proposed project traffic 
and under proposed project conditions for 2016 are summarized in Table IV.G-7, 
Proposed Project Traffic Conditions for 2016 . The results indicate that all the study 
intersections will continue to operate at a LOS D or better (i.e., within the range of 
acceptable thresholds of LOS A through D) during a.m. and p.m. peak hours with the 
exception of Alameda Street/Washington Boulevard as further discussed on pages 2-9 of 
the Addendum to Traffic Impact Study in Appendix IX to this Draft EIR. It should be 
noted that with the assumption of 351 daily truck trips for the project, the study 
intersections, except the intersection of Alameda Street and Washington Boulevard, will 
show no significant impacts due to project traffic. However, in order to avoid significant 
impacts at the intersection of Alameda Street and Washington Boulevard, mitigation 
measures are required. 
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P. IV.G-14 Table IV.G-7, Proposed Project Traffic Conditions for 2016, has been revised as follows: 
 

Table IV.G-7 
Proposed Project Traffic Conditions for 20161 

 

Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

Existing 2014 Conditions Future 2016 Conditions 

Increase in 
V/C Ratio

Without 
Project With Project

Without 
Project With Project 

LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Alameda Street 
and 41st Street 

A.M. A 0.461 A 0.480 A 0.483 A 0.502 0.020 

P.M. A 0.572 A 0.631 A 0.588 B 0.645 0.046 

Alameda Street 
and Vernon 
Street 

A.M. B 0.671 B 0.690 B 0.691 C 0.712 0.016 

P.M. B 0.652 B 0.660 B 0.669 B 0.677 0.007 

Alameda Street 
and 24th Street 

A.M. A 0.583 A 0.589 B 0.611 B 0.616 0.005 

P.M. B 0.669 B 0.686 B 0.688 C 0.705 0.013 

Alameda Street 
and Washington 
Boulevard 

A.M. D 0.788 D 0.803 D 0.806 D 0.821 0.0130.015

P.M. D 0.872 D 0.888 D 0.893 DE 0.09040.909 0.0110.016

Long Beach 
Avenue and 41st 
Street 

A.M. B 0.643 B 0.675 B 0.669 B 0.701 0.032 

P.M. B 0.641 B 0.665 B 0.656 B 0.680 0.024 

Long Beach 
Avenue and 
Vernon Street 

A.M. B 0.622 B 0.683 B 0.680 B 0.700 0.020 

P.M. A 0.430 A 0.437 A 0.441 A 0.448 0.007 

Long Beach 
Avenue and 24th 
Street 

A.M. A 0.435 A 0.437 A 0.459 A 0.461 0.002 

P.M. C 0.701 C 0.703 C 0.722 C 0.723 0.001 

I-10 Frwy EB 
Off-ramp and 
Alameda Street 

A.M. B 0.643 B 0.656 B 0.658 B 0.670 0.012 

P.M. C 0.751 C 0.762 C 0.768 C 0.779 0.011 

I-10 Frwy WB 
Off-ramp and 
Alameda Street 

A.M. B 0.639 B 0.653 B 0.654 B 0.669 0.015 

P.M. C 0.751 C 0.756 C 0.768 C 0.773 0.005 

Source: Traffic Design, Inc. 3 October 2014. Addendum to Traffic Impact Study. Prepared for Sage Strategies, LLC.  

 

                                                           
1 This table is being revised consistent with Table 2 in Appendix IX, page 5, to the Draft EIR. 
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Page IV.G-15 Therefore, the results of the traffic analysis in conjunction with the local hire agreement 
and LADOT recommendations demonstrate that the proposed project would not result in 
significant impacts to transportation/traffic at Alameda Street/Washington Boulevard, 
and no further analysis related to creating a substantial increase in traffic is warranted. 

 
(b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not 

limited to, level of service standards and travel demand measures; or other 
standards established by the county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a 
level of service (LOS) standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 

 
The proposed project would result in less than significant impacts to transportation/traffic 
in relation to conflicting with an applicable congestion management program (CMP). As 
was presented in question (a), the proposed project’s impact on future traffic conditions 
would not exceed a LOS D E standard or better (i.e., within the range of acceptable 
thresholds of LOS A through D) during a.m. and p.m. peak hours at Alameda 
Street/Washington Boulevard. Additionally, through Although the implementation of the 
local hire agreement the proposed project would reduce congestion impacts by enabling 
employees to utilize other modes of transportation including public transit, carpooling, 
bike riding, and walking, there would still be significant impacts to the intersection of 
Alameda Street/Washington Boulevard. Therefore, the proposed project would result in 
less than significant impacts to transportation/traffic, and no further analysis related to 
conflicting with an applicable CMP. 

 
Page IV.G-17 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 

The updated traffic impact analysis for the proposed project indicates that the proposed 
project will generate approximately 1,966 net PCE trips per average day, and the average 
weekday net new peak hour PCE trips will be approximately 179 trips during the a.m. 
peak hour, and 190 trips during the p.m. peak hour (Appendix IX).20 Although these 
estimates were developed based on approximately 351 truck trips per day from the 
proposed project, the project applicant has indicated that truck trips associated with 
operation of the proposed project would not exceed 75 daily truck trips, which has 
therefore been analyzed as Alternative C in this Draft EIR. The results indicate that all of 
the study intersections would operate at an acceptable level of service (i.e., within the 
range of acceptable thresholds of LOS A through D) during the a.m. or the p.m. peak 
hours with 2016 post-project cumulative traffic volumes with project with the exception 
of the intersection of Alameda Street/Washington Boulevard which would operate at 
LOS E during p.m. peak hours, as further  discussed in the Impact Analysis in this 
Section IV.G and in Appendix IX to the Draft EIR. The proposed project’s off-site traffic 
impact would not be considered significant at any of these the intersections of Alameda 
Street/Washington Boulevard based on the increase in the Volume to Capacity (V/C) 
ratio due to the project. A project’s traffic impact is determined to be significant if the 
increase in V/C ratio is 0.04 or more at LOS C, or 0.02 or more at LOS D, or 0.01 or 
more at LOS E and F. During p.m peak hours, the LOS impact at the intersection of 
Alameda Street/Washington Boulevard would be .016, which is greater than the 0.01 
threshold at LOS E or F. 

 
It was determined that there are 11 projects within a 2-mile radius of the proposed project 
site. Of these 11 projects, 5 are located in the direct trip path and near geographic 
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proximity to the proposed project site such that these related projects could affect the 
cumulative impact analysis of the proposed project within the construction period (Table 
II.B-1, Related Projects, Figure II.B-1, Related Projects). However, as shown in Table 
IV.G-7 (Future 2016 Conditions Without Project, which includes traffic from related 
projects, and Future 2016 Conditions With the Proposed Project, which includes traffic 
from related projects as well as the proposed project), shows that the proposed project 
would be expected to result in a less than significant cumulative impacts in relation to 
traffic and transportation at the intersection of Alameda Street/Washington Boulevard as 
the LOS with the project would be LOS E with the proposed project. As a result, ; and the 
implementation of the proposed project would not be expected to result in cumulative 
impacts when considered with construction of the related past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects. 

 
Page IV.G-17 MITIGATION MEASURES 

 
As indicated above, all of the study intersections would operate at an acceptable level of 
service (i.e., within the range of acceptable thresholds of LOS A through D) during the 
a.m. or the p.m. peak hours with 2016 post-project cumulative traffic volumes with 
project. with the exception of the intersection of Alameda Street/Washington Boulevard, 
which would be LOS E with the proposed project. The proposed project’s off-site traffic 
impact would not be considered be significant at any of these intersectionsthe intersection 
of Alameda Street/Washington Boulevard absent the consideration of Alternative C, 
Reduced Truck Trip alternative, based on the increase in the V/C ratio due to the 
proposed project. A project’s traffic impact is determined to be significant if the increase 
in V/C ratio is 0.04 or more at LOS C, or 0.02 or more at LOS D, or 0.01 or more at LOS 
E and F.  
 
The project applicant has identified five mitigation measures to be undertaken during 
design, construction, and operation of the proposed project to avoid significant impacts 
related to traffic and circulation. 

 
Page IV.G-18 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

 
Implementation of mitigation measures Traffic-1 through Traffic-5 would reduce impacts 
to traffic and transportation facilities during construction and operation of the proposed 
project to below the level of significance. However, significant impacts would remain at 
the intersection of Alameda Street/Washington Boulevard. 

 
Section IV.H 
Utilities and Service Systems 
 
P. IV.H-5 To serve the residents, businesses, and industries of Los Angeles, the LADWP has more 

than 7,200 miles of pipelines; 699,600 service connections; 59,346 fire hydrants; over 70 
pumping stations; and 110 reservoirs and tanks. From 2007 to 2011, the LADWP 
supplied about 197 billion gallons of water annually for the City’s residential and 
business services.7 

 
7 City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. Accessed on February 24, 2016. ladwp.com > 

About Us > Water > Past & Present (https://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/faces/ladwp/aboutus/a-
water/a-w-pastandpresent?_adf.ctrl-state=il7srf7qf_4&_afrLoop=399895236462180) Villaraigosa, 
Antonio R. May 2008. Securing L.A.’s Water Supply. Prepared by the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power.  
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P. IV.H-8 The proposed project would not result in impacts to utilities and service systems in relation 

to the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
facilities, causing significant environmental effects. The proposed project site would 
continue to be serviced by existing City water and wastewater utility lines. The City’s 
Bureau of Sanitation has conducted a preliminary evaluation of the potential impacts to the 
wastewater and storm water systems for the proposed project and estimated that the 
proposed project would generate 27,267 26,954 gallons per day of wastewater discharges.13 
Based on the estimated flows, the Bureau of Sanitation has determined that the sewer 
system may be adequate. However, additional analysis has indicated that the estimated flow 
will be 132,000 gallons per day. Given that the conservative estimate of the proposed 
project’s discharge is expected to be 132,000 gallons per day, and the City’s gauged 
capacity for the existing sewer system of 822,375 gallons per day, even with the project’s 
discharge contribution there would still be 690,375 gallons per day of remaining capacity in 
the City’s existing system. The City Bureau of Sanitation subsequently has reviewed the 
project applicant’s calculations and revised its estimate of discharge for the project to be 
132,000 GPD which is in accordance with the project applicant’s calculations.  This is 
reflected in the comment letter dated January 14, 201614 (Appendix P to the Final EIR). 
However, further gauging and evaluation may be required as part of the permit process, and 
final approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at that time. Further 
detail gauging and evaluation may be required as part of the permit. 
 
14 Poosti, Ali, City of Los Angeles, Division Manager, Wastewater Engineering Services Division, 

Bureau of Sanitation.  January 14, 2016. Subject: 4051 South Alameda Street Project – Notice of  
Completion and Availability of Draft EIR (REVISED). 

 
Wastewater from Building #1 would enter the sewer infrastructure from two existing 
laterals at the 8-inch sewer under Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd from the north with an 
expected flow of 53,760 gallons per day (GPD), which is far less than the 198,599 GPD 
gauged capacity by the City. Also, there are two existing laterals at the 10-inch sewer under 
Long Beach Avenue, with an expected flow of 25,440 GPD which is far less than the 
394,453 GPD gauged capacity by the City. Wastewater from Building #2 would enter the 
sewer infrastructure from two existing laterals at the 8-inch sewer under East 41st Street, 
with an expected flow of 20,160 GPD, which is far less than the 294,000 to 427,000 GPD 
gauged capacity by the City. Wastewater from Building #3 would enter the sewer 
infrastructure from two new laterals under Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd, with an expected 
flow of 32,640 gallons per day, Wastewater from Building #4 would enter the sewer 
infrastructure from two new laterals under East 41st Street.  

 
The proposed project area will be serviced by HTP, which has a design capacity of 450 
mgd and treats an average of 362 mgd. Furthermore, in November 2006, the Los Angeles 
City Council approved the Integrated Resources Plan (IRP), which accounts for projected 
needs and sets forth improvements and upgrades to wastewater systems, recycled water 
systems, and runoff management programs in the City through the year 2020. The IRP 
addresses increases in wastewater flows through improvements, additions, and 
expansions within the HTP service area. These improvements would increase the 
capacity of the HTP service area to 570 mgd, consisting of HTP’s capacity of 450 mgd, 
TWRP’s new capacity of 100 mgd, and LAGWRP’s capacity of 20 mgd.15 As of today, 
all projects have been completed within treatment plants and sewer lines, and additional 
ongoing improvements have been proposed in order to continually provide services to 
meet wastewater needs for the City. Therefore, with the increased expansion of the HTP 
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service area and a remaining capacity of approximately 88 mgd at HTP, there would be 
no impacts to utilities and service systems related to the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of facilities, causing significant 
environmental effects, and no further analysis is warranted. 
 
The maximum water treatment capacity at the Los Angeles Aqueduct Filtration Plant 
(LAAFP) is 600 million gallons per day, or approximately 672,000 acre-feet per year 
(AFY). LAAFP typically treats water from LAA (Los Angeles Aqueduct) and purchases 
from MWD. The current average annual flow through LAAFP is approximately 362 
million gallons per day, or 405,000 AFY (averaged over CY 2013). Exhibit 11E of 
LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) shows that the total annual 
water supplies from LAA and MWD between years 2020 through 2035 are less than 
470,000 AFY. The project’s water demand is accounted for in the City’s future projected 
demands. Consequently, the current treatment capacity of LAAFP is estimated to be 
adequate to accommodate future demands. Therefore, there would be no impacts to 
utilities and service systems related to the construction of new water treatment facilities.  

 
P.IV.H-9 (d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 

entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 
 

The proposed project is consistent with growth projections anticipated by the SCAG. 
Consistency with the demographic projection for the City from the 2012 RTP is required 
for Proposed Project. City’s water demand projection in the 2010 UWMP was developed 
based on the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) demographic projection by the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) using the 2000 U.S. Census for 
the City. The 2012 RTP demographic projection for the City was based on the 2010 U.S. 
Census, and is lower than the 2008 RTP demographic projection. The region’s economic 
growth is usually a major factor behind net migration and the consequent population 
growth. The economic recession of 2007-2009 had a negative impact on the region’s 
population growth, resulting in decrease in population growth from 2000 Census to 2010 
Census. Our preliminary analysis shows that the City water demand projection to year 
2035 based on demographic projection from 2012 RTP using population, housing and 
employment, as well as water conservation, and weather will be lower than the City’s 
water demand projection in the 2010 UWMP. As a result, City’s water supply projections 
in the 2010 UWMP are sufficient to meet the City’s water demand projections based on 
the 2012 RTP. As documented in the Initial Study (Appendix III), there are no impacts 
from water supplies to accommodate the project’s existing entitlements and resources 
needs. No further analysis is warranted. 
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Section VI 
Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
 
P.VI-3  Alternatives Rejected Withdrawn as Being Infeasible 

 
Alternate Land Use Alternative—Community Garden 
 
This alternative, requested through public comments, considered development of the 
project for an alternate land use, specifically a community garden. However, this 
alternative was withdrawn from consideration for further analysis rejected for further 
analysis, because it is inconsistent with the adopted Community Plan and existing land 
use designation and zoning. Development of the property as a community garden as it 
does not meet the basic objectives of the project: 
 
 A community garden would not attain the objective of providing a minimum of 

480,000 square feet of light industrial space, consistent with the existing land use 
designation and zoning. 

 
 A community garden would not provide light manufacturing jobs within 3 miles 

of an existing garment manufacturing labor force in the Southeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan Area. 

 
 A community garden would not allow for development of an industrial park that 

is along the Alameda Corridor to take advantage of distribution efficiency 
opportunities. 

 
 A community garden would not facilitate the ability of existing garment labor 

force, located in close proximity to the project site to utilize existing public 
transit system and other multi-modal transportation opportunities in vicinity of 
proposed project. 

 
 A community garden would not preserve and/or redevelop the industrial sector of 

the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area to accommodate emerging 
technologies, thus providing an enhanced employment base for the Community 
Plan Area’s population.  

 
 A community garden would not benefit the Southeast Los Angeles Community 

Plan area population as economic stimulation through employment opportunities, 
attracting commercial and industrial tenants to the area, and providing tax 
revenue for the City would not occur.  

 
The proposed use of the property as light manufacturing is consistent with land use 
planning objectives articulated in the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan. The City 
of Los Angeles Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan has designated the project site as 
light industrial. The land use designation discourages nonindustrial uses and uses that 
compromise job-producing potential. Plan Goal 3 supports sufficient land for a variety of 
industrial uses with maximum employment opportunities, which are safe for the 
environment and the work force, and which have minimal adverse impacts on adjacent 
uses. The South East Los Angeles Community Plan further supports the retention and 
redevelopment of the industrial sector through Objective 3-1, Policy 3-1.1, and Objective 
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3-2, Policy 3-2.1:  
 
Objective 3-1 To provide for existing and future industrial uses which contribute job 
opportunities for residents and which minimize environmental and visual impacts to the 
community. 
 
Policies 
3-1.1 Designate lands for the continuation of existing industry and development of new 
industrial parks, research and development uses, light manufacturing, and similar uses 
which provide employment opportunities. 
 
Objective 3-2 To retain industrial plan designations to maintain the industrial 
employment base for community residents and to increase it whenever possible. 
 
Policies 
3-2.1 The significant, large industrially planned parcels located in predominantly 
industrial areas associated with the railroad transportation facilities along Alameda and in 
the Slauson area should be protected from development by other uses which do not 
support the industrial base of the community, and the City. 
 
The Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan’s open space goals and objectives support 
the preservation of existing open space and the development of new open space, in 
balance with new development, to serve the recreational, environmental, health and 
safety needs of the community. The objectives further note that the “Plan Map designates 
lands for open spaces including parklands”. As noted above, the project site is in an 
industrial corridor adjacent to the Alameda Corridor rail line, and it is not designated for 
open space on the plan map. The area surrounding the proposed project site is developed 
almost exclusively with light and heavy industrial uses, with limited small lot single 
family residential homes intermixed with light/industrial warehouse uses to the south and 
residential areas farther to the west. The Alameda Corridor rail line is located directly to 
the east and runs below grade in the project area, and also includes the Southern Pacific 
Railroad right-of-way across South Alameda Street. The Metro Blue Line light rail is 
located immediately to the west of the project site. The nearest designated open space is 
the Ross Snyder Recreation Center, located 0.2 miles west of the proposed project site. 
 
Alternate Land Use Alternative—Park or Recreational Use 
 
This alternative considered development of a portion of the property for an alternate land 
use, specifically a park or recreational use. However, this alternative was rejected 
withdrawn from consideration for further analysis, because it is does not meet the basic 
objectives of the project: inconsistent with the existing industrial land use and zoning 
designation and has been determined infeasible in light of the City Council action 
regarding authorization of a Cash Pledge Agreement. Approximately 2.6 acres of the 
property was previously identified for use as a park; however, the City Council 
determined that establishment of an active use park on the property is inappropriate due 
to the property's location in an industrial corridor, which could result in negative health 
impacts of air pollution on sensitive receptors.  The City Council accordingly authorized 
execution of a Cash Pledge Agreement whereby a payment in the amount of $3,573,365 
would be made to improve and provide recreational and park facilities in the vicinity of 
the property (the Report of the Chief Legislative Analyst, Ordinance No. 181949, and 
City Council Motion are included in Appendix XII).1,2,3 Development of the property for 
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a park or recreational use does not meet the basic objectives of the project to the same 
extent as the proposed project: 
 
1 City of Los Angeles, Report of the Chief Legislative Analyst. 2011. 
2  City of Los Angeles, Ordinance No. 181949. 24 November 2011. 
3  City of Los Angeles, City Council Motion. 24 February 2012. 

 
 A park or recreational use would not attain the objective of providing a minimum 

of 480,000 square feet of light industrial space, consistent with the existing land 
use designation and zoning. 

 
 A park or recreational use would not provide light manufacturing jobs within 3 

miles of an existing garment manufacturing labor force in the Southeast Los 
Angeles Community Plan Area. 

 
 A park or recreational use would not allow for development of an industrial park 

that is along the Alameda Corridor to take advantage of distribution efficiency 
opportunities. 

 
 A park or recreational use would not facilitate the ability of existing garment 

labor force, located in close proximity to the project site to utilize existing public 
transit system and other multi-modal transportation opportunities in vicinity of 
proposed project. 

 
 A park or recreational use would not preserve and/or redevelop the industrial 

sector of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area to accommodate 
emerging technologies, thus providing an enhanced employment base for the 
Community Plan Area’s population.  

 
 A park or recreational use would not benefit Southeast Los Angeles Community 

Plan area population as economic stimulation through employment opportunities, 
attracting commercial and industrial tenants to the area, and providing tax 
revenue for the City would not occur. 

 
The proposed use of the property as light manufacturing is consistent with land use 
planning objectives articulated in the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan. The City 
of Los Angeles Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan has designated the project site as 
light industrial. The land use designation discourages nonindustrial uses and uses that 
compromise job-producing potential. Plan Goal 3 supports sufficient land for a variety of 
industrial uses with maximum employment opportunities, which are safe for the 
environment and the work force, and which have minimal adverse impacts on adjacent 
uses. The South East Los Angeles Community Plan further supports the retention and 
redevelopment of the industrial sector through Objective 3-1, Policy 3-1.1, and Objective 
3-2, Policy 3-2.1:  
 
Objective 3-1 To provide for existing and future industrial uses which contribute job 
opportunities for residents and which minimize environmental and visual impacts to the 
community. 
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Policies 
3-1.1 Designate lands for the continuation of existing industry and development of new 
industrial parks, research and development uses, light manufacturing, and similar uses 
which provide employment opportunities. 
 
Objective 3-2 To retain industrial plan designations to maintain the industrial 
employment base for community residents and to increase it whenever possible. 
 
Policies 
3-2.1 The significant, large industrially planned parcels located in predominantly 
industrial areas associated with the railroad transportation facilities along Alameda and in 
the Slauson area should be protected from development by other uses which do not 
support the industrial base of the community, and the City. 

 
The Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan’s open space goals and objectives support 
the preservation of existing open space and the development of new open space, in 
balance with new development, to serve the recreational, environmental, health and 
safety needs of the community. The objectives further note that the “Plan Map designates 
lands for open spaces including parklands.” As noted above, the project site is in an 
industrial corridor adjacent to the Alameda Corridor rail line, and it is not designated for 
open space on the plan map. The area surrounding the proposed project site is developed 
almost exclusively with light and heavy industrial uses, with limited small lot single 
family residential homes intermixed with light/industrial warehouse uses to the south and 
residential areas farther to the west. The Alameda Corridor rail line is located directly to 
the east and runs below grade in the project area, and also includes the Southern Pacific 
Railroad right-of-way across South Alameda Street. The Metro Blue Line light rail is 
located immediately to the west of the project site. The nearest designated open space is 
the Ross Snyder Recreation Center, located 0.2 miles west of the proposed project site. 

 
The applicant acknowledges the former interim use of the project site as a community 
garden that occurred under previous ownership. However, the use was discontinued in 
2006, and the project site is currently vacant underutilized land in an industrially zoned 
area. Appendix XII and Section III.E of the Draft EIR provide details of a 2003 
settlement agreement between the prior owner and the City of Los Angeles to dedicate 
2.6 acres of the property for maintenance of a park for recreation and park purposes, and 
subsequent amendment of the agreement to allow the proposed project to be developed. 
This amendment for the cash pledge provided the City or a nonprofit organization with 
the funds to dedicate a park in a more appropriate location than the project site, which is 
industrially zoned and isolated to the west and east by major rail lines. The City Council 
accordingly determined that establishment of an active use park on the property is 
inappropriate due to the property's location in an industrial corridor, and authorized 
execution of a Cash Pledge Agreement whereby a payment in the amount of $3,573,365 
was made to improve and provide recreational and park facilities at more suitable 
alternate sites in the vicinity of the property (see Report of the Chief Legislative Analyst, 
Ordinance No. 181949, and City Council Motion included in Appendix XII of the Draft 
EIR). The value of the cash pledge was determined on the basis of the pro rata value of 
the 2.6 acres to be set aside for recreational purposes pursuant to the settlement 
agreement relative to the overall purchase price of the project site. The project’s cash 
pledge agreement will contribute to open space in the City in a more suitable location, 
while the project site would be developed consistent with its Community Plan 
designation, goals and policies, and the project objectives. 
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P. VI-5 Table VI-2, Summary of Impacts for Proposed Project and Alternatives, has been revised 

as follows: 
 

Table VI-2 
Summary of Impacts for Proposed Project and Alternatives 

 
Proposed 
Project 

Alternative A: 
No Project 

Alternative B: 
Use of Clean 
Fuel Trucks 

Alternative C: 
Reduced Truck 

Operations 
Air  Mitigation Fewer Fewer Fewer 
Cultural Mitigation Fewer Equal Equal 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigation Fewer Fewer Fewer 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials Mitigation Fewer Equal Equal 
Land Use and Planning Less Than Less than Less than Less than 
Traffic and Transportation Mitigation 

Significant 
Fewer 

Equal 
(Significant) 

Fewer 
(Less than) 

Utilities and Service Systems Mitigation Fewer Equal Equal 
Note: Considerations are based upon the overall worst impact of a particular environmental issue area. 

Less than—no impact or less than significant. 
Mitigation—less than significant after mitigation. 
Significant—significant after mitigation. 
Fewer / equal / greater— refers to the comparison of the alternatives’ impacts to the proposed project’s impacts.

 
P. VI-8 Transportation/Traffic 
 

The No Project Alternative would not have the potential to result in significant impacts to 
traffic and transportation. The No Project Alternative would not involve any construction, 
operation, or maintenance activities resulting in additional trip generation. Like the 
proposed project, tThis alternative would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts. 
Since there would be no impacts to transportation/traffic with the No Project Alternative, 
mitigation measures Traffic-1 through Traffic-5 would not be required. 

 
P. VI-11 Transportation/Traffic 

 
The Use of Clean Fuel Trucks Alternative would have the same construction scenario as 
the proposed project. As with the proposed project, the project design elements described 
in Section III of this Draft EIR are sufficient to avoid significant impacts to traffic, 
pedestrian safety, and operation of alternative modes of travel during construction.  
 
Additionally, the Use of Clean Fuel Trucks Alternative would have the same trip 
generation as the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the Use of Clean Fuel 
Trucks Alternative would not be expected to result in significant impacts with regard to 
traffic and transportation as all of the intersections analyzed in the addendum traffic study 
with the exception of the intersection of Alameda Street/Washington Boulevard. would 
continue to operate at level of service (LOS) D or better. Like the proposed project, this 
alternative would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts. Since the Use of Clean 
Fuel Trucks Alternative would have the same trip generation as the proposed project, 
mitigation measures Traffic-1 through Traffic-5 would be required. 
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P. VI-12 D. REDUCED TRUCK OPERATIONS 
 
Alternative Components 
 
The Reduced Truck Operations Alternative would entail the same elements that are 
described in the proposed project. As with the proposed project, this alternative would be 
located on the approximately 13-acre vacant lot located at 4051 South Alameda Street. 
This alternative would entail the same construction of a new industrial park consisting of 
four buildings occupying approximately 353,375  365,945 square feet of warehouse 
space, 112,745 85,181 square feet of office space, and 14,000 29,896 square feet of 
manufacturing space. The proposed project was determined to result in significant 
impacts to air quality traffic and transportation requiring the consideration of feasible 
alternatives capable of achieving most of the basic objectives of the project. Truck trips 
during the operational phase of the project are the primary contributor to emissions of 
criteria air pollutants. Additionally, Truck trips during the operational phase of the 
proposed project will result in significant impacts to the intersection of Alameda 
Street/Washington Boulevard. Therefore, under this alternative, the applicant has 
voluntarily recommended reducing maximum allowable truck trips per day, during the 
operational phase of the project, to 75 trips per day. The empirical data for the applicant’s 
existing operations demonstrates that this is feasible, as the applicant is currently 
operating at less than 50 truck trips per day. 

 
P. VI-13 Truck trips during the operational phase of the project are the primary contributor to 

emissions of criteria air pollutants. Unlike the proposed project, the Reduced Truck 
Operations Alternative would cap the maximum allowable truck trips at 75 trips per day 
and therefore would not allow for the up to 100 trips during the peak hour, or up to 351 
342 daily trips, that would be estimated using the ITE Manual. Although, there are no 
significant impacts to air quality from the proposed project, the Reduced Truck 
Operations Alternative would be expected to reduce emission by at least 25 percent 
during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. As with the proposed project, the Reduced Truck 
Operations Alternative would generate diesel emissions that are below the threshold of 
significance. The proposed maximum allowed truck trips of 75 per day would further 
reduce the cancer risk from diesel emissions by the ratio of 75 to 351 342, or 79 78 
percent, and would be much less than 1 percent of evaluation thresholds for cancer risk. 

 
P. VI-14 Truck trips during the operational phase of the project are the primary contributor to 

emissions of criteria air pollutants. Unlike the proposed project, the Reduced Truck 
Operations Alternative would cap the maximum allowable truck trips at 75 trips per day 
and therefore would not allow for the up to 100 trips during the peak hour, or up to 351 
342 daily trips, that would be estimated using the ITE Manual. Therefore, under this 
alternative, emissions would be further reduced by approximately 25 percent during the 
peak hour, and a ratio of 75 to 351 342, or 79 78 percent of a typical 24-hour period or 
operations. 

 
Pp. VI-14–15 To avoid significant impacts to the intersection of Alameda Street/Washington Boulevard 

However, the Reduced Truck Operations Alternative would reduce the maximum 
allowable truck trips per day during the operational phase of the project from 351 342 to 
75 trips per day. Like the proposed project, tThe Reduced Truck Operations Alternative 
would not be expected to result in significant impacts with regard to traffic and 
transportation as all of the intersections analyzed in the addendum traffic study would 
continue to operate at level of service (LOS) D or better. Like the proposed project, t This 
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alternative would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts. However, the Reduced 
Truck Operations Alternative would reduce trips and vehicle miles travelled by a ratio of 
351 342 to 75, or an approximately 79 78 percent reduction. Although the Reduced Truck 
Operations Alternative would reduce trip generation, mitigation measures Traffic-1 
through Traffic 5 would still be required. 

 
Appendix II 
Notice of Preparation Comment Letters 
 
Appendix II, Notice of Preparation Comment Letters, has been revised to include letters from the following 
NOP commenters: 
 

 Bruce Campbell 
 Paul Esparza-Andalon 
 Michael Flood 
 Jack Neff 
 Ernesto Nevarez 
 Devon G Pena 
 Linda Piera-Avila 
 Leslie Radford 
 Mr. Tezomozoc 
 Gillian Ware 

 
These letters are attached following this page. 
 



From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed Construction of Four Industrial

Buildings
Date: Wednesday, July 09, 2014 1:34:59 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bruce Campbell <madroneweb@aol.com>
Date: Wed, Jul 9, 2014 at 11:01 AM
Subject: Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/
Proposed Construction of Four Industrial Buildings
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

July 8, 2014

Bruce Campbell

3520 Overland Ave. # A 149

Los Angeles, CA  90034

Srimal Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Department of City Planning
200 N. Main St. 7th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Via email: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed 
Construction of Four Industrial Buildings

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Planning Dept., and to whom it may concern:

 These are my scoping comments on Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919,
DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed  Construction of Four Industrial Buildings
-- also filed on behalf of the South Central Farmers Support Committee pertaining to the
4051 South Alameda Street Project.

 I want to make a few initial crucial points:



1.  I note (on a door on the 7th floor of L.A. City Hall) that the 41st and Alameda proposed
project has been moved to the "Major Projects" part of the Planning Department.

2.  I find it ironic that the project is apparently "major" enough to require an EIR, is "major"
enough to be moved to that part of the Planning Dept., and yet it has been declared that the
proposed project is not of regional significance and thus there are no plans for an in-person
public meeting in which the public can comment on what the scope of the study should be.

3.  Either in the EIR, or preferably as a prelude to scoping, the public deserves to have the
knowledge of exactly who was "the grand decision-maker" who apparently decided that
this neighborhood wherein a major project is proposed (involving polluting vehicles in a
hard-to-access area in the already excessively-polluted Alameda Corridor region) was not
deserving of public scoping hearing. (Please, either have someone admit to it, or we may
pursue other methods to gather documents which expose the trail of who was involved. Was
the District # 9 Councilmember's office, someone with the Mayor's office, and/or the
applicant or his people involved with convincing the "grand decision-maker" to make
sure to avoid a public scoping hearing since there allegedly was no regional
significance?)

4. I consider the "current project" documentation to be invalid.  Not only must there be
a public scoping meeting to discuss the regional impacts of the proposed project, but when
there are continued blatant lies in regards to such things as how wide streets are in the
vicinity and whether homes exist south of 41st Street and east of Long Beach Ave., why
should be believe things like sampling for toxic materials and believing the number of
theorized vehicle trips per day relating to the project(?)

**********************************************************************

 I call for admission as to who pressured whom, and who made the decision to avoid a
public scoping hearing on the regional significance of the PIMA project.

 Then, have two humans bring a tape measure and measure the streets that surround
the 41st and Alameda site. Record correct info, and replace bogus numbers in
documents such as under "Environmental Setting" on page 7 of 581 with the correct
numbers. (I am no lawyer, but I believe that many courtrooms like relative truth rather than
easily-disproved lies, so change the street measurements if you want to retain any
credibility.)

 I want to point out that another major problem with the "Environmental Setting" portion
is that it pretends that there are no residences south of 41st Street and east of Long



Beach Ave.  Please cease having Planning Dept. officials swallow whatever developers and
often their Council lackeys tell them!  You can go to the area and look for homes (which you
will find) -- you can even bring a tape measure to do two tasks at once!!

 It is my understanding that, though comments on earlier variations of the project are in "the
file", that those comments will not count toward scoping comments on the current project.
Though I will try to get important points in the record again, but why should an old case
number and the applicant's earlier info still be valid, and yet the comments on such a
case number apparently will not count unless re-submitted? (Please point to a legal
regulation which says that applicants can keep documents in the record, while also saying
that comments on such documents would not formally be considered in the record to
challenge the newer project.)

**********************************************************************

 I note that "Environmental Settings" has changed from the earlier document.  Taking my
advice, Alameda Street was declared to be east rather than south of the site -- plus 41st Place
was changed to 41st Street as I had pointed out. WHAT ABOUT BOGUS ESTIMATES /
MEASUREMENTS OF THE ADJACENT STREETS to the 41st and Alameda site??
Those remain not only very suspect, but BLATANTLY INACCURATE!

 A few of us mentioned large trucks in earlier comments. The EIR must be very clear as
to exactly what kind of trucks will be able to access which streets and which driveways
in the area of the 41st and Alameda St. site.  Will the trucks with 53 foot trailers and
large sleeper cabs be able to access the area -- by which streets and to which
driveways?  If not, explicitly mention in the EIR that no trucks with 53 foot trailers and
sleeper cabs will be forbidden to enter the area.  Even some other trucks will have a hard
time with Long Beach Ave. and other streets and driveways in the area.

 Please examine Sarah Nolan's concerns about lined up traffic waiting to turn in their scrap
metal (when considering how accessible certain roads would be when giant trucks are seeking
to travel on narrow roads), as well as the Food Bank's concern that there still be parking on
both sides of 41st Street.

 It is also odd that the documentation omits the inescapable fact that the Metrorail Blue
Line runs on some tracks adjacent to the Pacific Railroad's tracks and crosses the fairly
busy 41st Street.  So, the fantasyland of this development proposal envisions wide roads,
disappearing residences, and a seemingly vanished light-rail line.  That is simply not the
reality of this site.  (I hope to have included in the record some of Metro's earlier concerns
about the proposed project's impact on safety in the 41st Street and Long Beach Avenue
area.)



 The latest "Environmental Setting" says that the site is level.  While it is fairly level, yet a
map in the record notes that it is a few feet higher at northeastern end than it is at the
southwestern end of the property.

 Also, I realize that not only was there a concerted effort made to pretend that there are no
residences south of 41st St. and east of Long Beach Ave., but they even have the nerve to
pretend that the fairly densely populated neighborhood to the west of Long Beach Ave.
is mere warehouse / industrial.  Basically, after going about a block west of Long Beach
Ave. on 41st Ave., then it is predominately a residential area, and quite a populated one at
that. Thus, do not pretend there are not a bunch of "sensitive receptors" in the
immediate as well as greater vicinity of the 41st and Alameda site.

 I will now peer at the map in the record and mention some key parcels in the general area
which could be considered "sensitive receptors" or otherwise contributing to safety concerns
in the region. Glancing at page 27 of 781, the Snyder Recreation Center would be the
closest site which would have a number of sensitive receptor people (unless one counts
individuals with asthma, other ailments, or a baby or elder in closerby residences)  I
note that the nearest school is Nevin Ave. School -- followed closely by Jefferson High
School, then the Roberts Recreation Center, the Ascot Avenue School, and the Holmes
Ave. School.  Carefully evaluate the likely impacts of added air pollutants on the
sensitive receptors at each school and recreation site mentioned above.

Increased diesel emissions, increased congestion, inadequate street size, and other
aspects relating to the project will certainly add to the already excessive toxic burden
which the Alameda - Central community carries at the aforementioned schools and
recreation centers, as well as otherwise.  While I personally have not surveyed the
neighborhood for nursing / retirement homes, or for places for medical or psychiatric care,
please identify such facilities in the EIR if they are within 3/4 of a mile of the 41st and
Alameda site.

 With the increased congestion on all 4 surrounding streets, as well as the proposed surge in
vehicle journeys associated with the project, this increase in emissions which clearly has an
impact on many sensitive receptors must be carefully analyzed in the EIR.  In addition,
these emissions, plus the impact on health and safety of sensitive receptors in the
neighborhood, must also be carefully analyzed in an Environmental Justice context.

*********************************************************************

IMPORTANT SUBSTANCES FOR WHICH TO TEST:

 I find 14 samples at 5 foot depth, with perhaps two at a 15-foot depth as part of a soil vapor



probe, to be an inadequate characterization of this heavily abused site for toxic materials.

 I call for a thorough assessment of hazards and hazardous materials to be included in the
EIR. Such thorough testing would involve numerous sampling sites within each acre
within the 41st and Alameda site.  A mere one sample per acre is certainly inadequate if
one is concerned about health and safety.  I am not an expert on sampling, but the more the
better, and taking samples at differing depths could bring useful information forward.

The toxic materials which must be tested for (in the EIR) include: Total Petroleum
Hydrocarbons (TPH), VOCs, SVOCs, CCR Title 22 metals, organochlorine pesticides, PCBs,
pentachlorophenol, creosote, formaldehyde, xylene, benzene, toluene,  2,4-D ,  DDT / DDE,
glyphosate, atrazine, ARSENIC, lead, fluoride, HEXAVALENT CHROMIUM, cadmium,
chromium, chromium-6, chromium-12, perchlorate, TCE, Tetrachloroethene, PCE, diesel
constituents and breakdown products, as well as for substances one might find from a color
and dye company and from a dry-cleaning company once on the site.

 In addition, test for these components and/or breakdown products of diesel.  I note that
Table 1: Substances in Diesel Exhaust Listed by Cal EPA as Toxic Air Contaminants
mentions these:  acetaldehyde; acrolein; aniline; antimony compounds; arsenic; benzene;
beryllium compounds; biphenyl; bis[2-ehtylhexyl)phthalate;  1,3-butadiene; cadmium;
chlorine; chlorobenzene; chromium compounds; cobalt compounds; creosol isomers; cyanide
compounds; dibutylphthalate; dioxins and dibenzofurans; ethyl benzene; formaldehyde;
inorganic lead; manganese compounds; mercury compounds; methanol; mehtyl ethyl ketone;
naphthalene; nickel; 4-nitrobiphenyl; phenol; phosphorus; polycyclic organic matter,
including polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and their derivatives; propionaldehyde;
selenium compounds; styrene; toluene; xylene isomers and mixtures; o-sylenes; m-xylenes;
and p-xylenes.  Please test for some of these components of diesel emissions in soil at
various sites throughout the approximately 14 acres.

 Some review of the earlier documentation indicated that certain substances were found at
levels of concern.

 Seeing that an AQMD official or staffer advised that the earlier incarnation of this proposed
development be mitigated by having a ramp for traffic to travel all the way from the 41st and
Alameda site up to the Santa Monica Freeway, does it sound like the AQMD considers this
fairly similar development (except on even more of the site) of regional significance?

*********************************************************************

 Let me quote three paragraphs which are the third to fifth paragraphs under "Background"



which is beneath "1. Introduction".  The third paragraph reads: "At least five phases of
environmental soil investigation has been conducted on the Property with testing for total
petroleum hydrocarbons TPH), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic
compounds (SVOCs), metals, hexavalent chromium, organochlorine pesticides,
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and herbicides.  No significant concentrations were
detected for most of these chemicals of potential concern.

However, elevated concentrations of certain metals were detected in a limited number of
samples, but in no discernable pattern.  A limited risk assessment addressed the 'elevated'
arsenic concentrations and concluded that the risk from arsenic did not require remediation or
mitigation measures beyond what would normally be appropriate for construction sites. It
has been further concluded that additional characterization of the soil for metals may
be warranted if the Property were to be used for residential purposes, or soils were to
be removed from the Property.

In addition, low concentrations of VOCs were identified in scattered soil samples in earlier
investigations.  No soil vapor assessment has been conducted on the Property to date.
Consequently, it is not clear whether these VOC detections resulted from small release
incidents or are indicative of a wider, more significant problem. A comprehensive
Property-wide soil vapor assessment was recommended."

 Let us re-examine the earlier sentence (3 paragraphs up) that says: "No significant
concentrations were detected for most of these chemicals of potential concern."  This is an
unusual way of saying the site is doing alright in regards to its contamination by "most"
chemicals, but it does not state clearly which precise substances were tested that were
found beyond regulatory levels.

 Are all the substances that exceeded regulatory levels mentioned in the first paragraph
(immediately below the line of asterisks) or in the following paragraph (arsenic and perhaps
other metals)? Please clearly state which toxic materials were found at the site which
exceeded the "usual" regulatory level.  Please also make another distinction -- that
would be how many (and identify) the toxic materials that would need remediation if the
site was to host residences (or if soil was to be removed from the site).  There are
repeated references (especially by SCS Engineers reports) that a number of toxic materials are
too high if the area was to be residential, but apparently a fairly high toxic material level is
acceptable if a site is merely a "construction" or "industrial" site.  Is part of this logic
that people may well spend over half their 24-hour day at their residence, but spend closer to
8 or 9 hours at their workplace?  However, sweat-shops are known for long hours.  Should
hours of a worker at the 41st and Alameda site be limited so that they do not receive
excessive exposure from toxic materials lurking in the soil?  Please explain. Also explain
how much soil would need to be "removed" from the site in order to trigger a more
thorough investigation and remediation of such toxic substances.  Are there plans for
the removal of any soil from the 41st and Alameda site?  Explain…



 I will now quote the "5  REGULATORY LIMITS" portion of the March 2011 soil vapor
study by SCS Engineers: "The California EPA Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (OEHHA) published the Human-Exposure-Based Screening Numbers Developed
to Aid Estimation of Cleanup Costs for Contaminated Soil, dated November 2004, revised
January 2005.  Within this document, California Human Health Screening Levels, or
CHHSLs, were developed for certain VOCs in soil gas at 5 feet below buildings for vapor
intrusion into structures under residential and industrial / commercial land use scenarios.  The
CHHSLs are based on general assumptions regarding soils and buildings at VOC-impacted
sites, the chemical characteristics of various VOCs, and potential health risks. The OEHHA
guidance states that CHHSLs are 'useful to get a general understanding of potential
problems with a site, but cannot be used to assess actual health risks.'  Further,
OEHHA has stated that CHHSLs have 'no regulatory effect, and have been published
solely as a reference value that may be used by citizen groups, community organizations,
property owners, developers, and local government officials to estimate the degree of effort
that may be necessary to remediate a property.'

The VOCs detected in vapor samples collected from the Property may be compared to the
CHHSLs (if any) listed at the bottom of Table 1.  Of the samples collected at 5 feet bgs, two
contained PCE (SV2-5' and SV6-5') above its commercial/industrial CHHSL of 0.603 ug/L.
The remaining concentrations of PCE and other VOCs were below theoir respective
commercial/industrial CHHSLs, if any."

 First, explain PCE once more.  One of the documents calls Tetrachloroethene "PCE", even
though it seems like PCE would have penta or a per (rather than tetra) beginning the chemical
name.  But then I notice in the June 2013 SCS document that says PCE is actually
"perchloroethene."  Please alleviate any confusion regarding this alphabet soup matter.

 It sounds like the CHHSLs is a basic reference which cannot be relied upon to properly
assess health risks (whether it be for residential, construction, or industrial / commercial
property).  Would not the "precautionary principle" dictate that there needs to be a "real"
health assessment with a firmer testing and remediation regimen, rather than some toothless
general references?  Are sweatshop workers, truckers, and construction workers expendable,
or can they handle a higher toxic load?  Explain thoroughly in the EIR.

 It is vital to point out (as it was in the last paragraph under "6  SUMMARY AND
FINDINGS") that "there has been no regulatory involvement or oversight of the
investigations to date."  Later in that paragraph from a SCS report, it says that "There is a
possibility that regulatory agencies, upon review of this report, would require further
investigation to confirm findings of this investigation and the vertical extent of VOCs in
the soil.  In addition, if the Property is to be developed for residential use, additional
investigation or a health risk assessment may be warranted."



 If a formal "health risk assessment" was undertaken, would that follow certain guidelines
set forth by certain agencies?  It also appears that one of the further investigations (and
related sampling) needed pertain to the need for sampling at varying depths in order to gauge
the vertical extent of VOCs in the soil.

 I want to point out some "Data Gaps" which were admitted on pages v and vi of the SCS
Engineers' June 2013 Phase I Environmental Assessment.  Gaps are admitted in "individual
parcel histories", and it is admitted that: "In light of the industrial usage of much of the
Property, this is a potentially significant data gap."  It is furthermore pointed out that
much of the industrial activity on this site existed when there was little or no regulatory
oversight of toxic materials.  "Consequently, there are no records of hazardous material
use or management.  This is a potentially significant data gap."

Since there are admitted data gaps and uncertainties regarding extent of
contamination, let us choose the side of caution and do thorough sampling for the
substances which I have already mentioned in this scoping comment.  The Alameda /
Central neighborhood is already essentially a "sacrifice area". -- note that there is no
admission in the record that there are actual residents in the neighborhood (either the quite
immediate area to the south of 41st St. and east of Long Beach Ave.), but even no admission
that residents exist in the quite populated area west of Long Beach Ave.

 As an indication that the Alameda / Central neighborhood is essentially a "sacrifice
area", I note that there are 11 hazardous waste sites (called US EPAHazardous Waste
Generators) within a quarter mile of the 41st and Alameda site (see page 18 of SCS June
2013 report).  This shows that the neighborhood is already overburdened with toxic materials
and industry -- this must be part of a thorough Environmental Justice analysis on the
proposed project.

 The CUMULATIVE IMPACT of all the historic hazardous materials activities on the
41st and Alameda site, continued exposure to such materials on-site, combined with
excessive air pollutants from industry in the region (including the nearby hazardous
waste generators as well as the Exide battery facility in Vernon), combined with
pollutants from nearby freeways and streets as well as from LAX-related air traffic
(including the associated "fine particulates") combined with likely emissions from the
project (in construction and operational phases) all need to be carefully evaluated.

 By the way, what model will be used to predict emissions from construction activities
on the 41st and Alameda site? How will NOX and "black carbon" be regulated as far
as construction emissions at the site? Also, identify the VOC content of paint which
may be used at this site.  In regards to traffic, we need more detail on what trip generation



assumptions are used to generate operational emissions from the project.  As far as
facility operation, will there be regulations pertaining to idling time for diesel trucks, or
will cleaner trucks be considered since this area is already overburdened with toxic
materials?

 Apparently, mere sweatshop workers, groundskeepers, and truck-drivers do not deserve a
level of remediation of the site that one would expect (and which may be legally mandated)
if a residence or residences were planned on the property.

 Lastly, I will mention that more things should have been checked on the checklist as
applicable to this project -- though I mentioned it in earlier comments which will be scanned
and sent in, so I will leave it be for now.

 Keep me updated on any public scoping hearing, and in regards to all other aspects of
the proposed development on the 41st and Alameda site -- now increasingly called the
4051 South Alameda Street Project.

 Thank you for your consideration of this input and guidance.

Sincerely yours,

Bruce Campbell



From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: street widths for 41st and Alameda project
Date: Wednesday, July 09, 2014 9:45:23 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bruce Campbell <madroneweb@aol.com>
Date: Tue, Jul 8, 2014 at 3:02 PM
Subject: street widths for 41st and Alameda project
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Hi there Srimal,

 Bruce Campbell here (who was getting some copies the other day).

 I noticed, not very long after there were mentions of alleged street widths on the main
documentation on page seven, that you signed your name on a line on page eight.

 Anyway, the alleged street widths are WAY OFF.  I took a tape measure to the area 13
months ago, and streets around there are claimed to be twice as wide as they are in some
cases.  I realize these bogus estimates occurred before you signed your name to such
documents, but if I were you, I would refuse to sign documents that are outright fabrications.
How can we trust sampling of toxic material if the easily measurable width of streets is an
outright lie?!

 If you are interested in weeding out inaccuracies, then find out who is beholden to
developers to claim that the streets are twice as wide as they actually are?  Were these so-
called estimates made by the applicant, or was some LA City Planning person preceding the
current batch at City Planning responsible for such blatant errors?

 I would hope that a court of law would care about such blatant inaccuracies -- even if it
may not raise many eyebrows at the planning department.

Have a nice week,  Bruce Campbell



From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: South Central Farm
Date: Wednesday, July 09, 2014 9:47:27 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Paul Esparza-Andalon <paul.esparza.andalon@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Jul 8, 2014 at 3:11 PM
Subject: Fwd: South Central Farm
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

To: hewawitharana@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Main St. 7th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Via email: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed
Construction of Four Industrial Buildings 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

These comments are a call for an immediate rejection of the City's planners' present
determination that this proposed project is not regional in scope and for immediately
public comment scoping hearing under CEQA prior to evaluation of the applicant's
EIR request. 

Because the land at issue in the Proposed EIR, which is now open space and without
current improvements, lies within and is adjacent to environmental, community,
cultural and public transportation resources providing output on a daily basis, the
applicant must face the highest level of scrutiny, which is a public scoping hearing to
determine the extent to which the Proposed Project impedes, removes and replaces
these current valuable resources. 

The applicant and its' predecessor attempts at development on this site, have all be
been subject to public and backroom inter-agency controversies. 

A large community has established an existing pattern of usage of housing,
employment, education, transportation and residential development. 

The Proposed Project's issues of cummulative air quality impacts has a measureable
affect on sensitive receptors. The LA County Dept. of Public Health has identified the
impacts which exceed legal limits. By the metric of public health, this project is
regional in scope, and impacts spread far beyond the boundaries of the Proposed
Project. 



The developer's proposed EIR must be put on hold and City Planning must schedule
scoping hearings to hear out the opposition to this project from those affected by
those inter-agency controversies. 

In the strongest decent language possible, reject the applicants request for EIR
review and comments and move to calendar a public scoping comments hearing to
gather and evaluate data on the Proposed Project's ultimate cummulative impacts on
housing, education, employment, transportation, and air quality, residential noise. 

For City Planning to move toward a full Environmental Impact Report with an
Environmental Justice Analysis is inadequate because of the widespread
controversies between agencies, the public controversies over escalating pollution,
and the need to answer to people adjacent to the Proposed Project to in the area of
Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard and Long Beach Avenue East, Los Angeles,
California 90058. 

The land upon which the Proposed Project sits should not be improved to any
extent. 

No development on the site of the South Central Farm shall be allowed, and the
facts support my assertion. 

Executive Summary 

The owner/developer application EIR proposal is inadequate on several grounds:
Scale of Project, Appropriateness of the Project, Realisticness of the Project,
Owner/Developer Credibility and Legality of the Project. 

Scale of [Proposed] Project is so large, and the impacts and take-aways would place
additional stressors on a community adjacent to close to 14 contiguous acres of land
in a highly dense, highly urbanized community within the 9th Council District. 

The owner/developer is demanding the City provide multiple boundary-level
easements, lot-line adjustments, waivers for sidewalk set backs and vacations of City
land in an effort to unify the 15 separate parcels purchased by the owner/developer
in 2012. The Revised and Recirculated Notice of Preparation Environmental Impact
Report is an inappropriate avenue for the [Proposed] Project as the
owner/developer's application requests waivers for height limit restrictions, calls for
more than 400 parking spaces and for more than 2,000 daily truck trips of
indeterminate tonnage, which has a regional significance /far beyond the intended
scope or purpose of an EIR and will have a harmful impact on the surrounding
community, which is already a Los Angeles injunction-subject toxic hot-spot of
unrelenting oppression. 

An EIR also ignores the City Planners who made a self-determination the applicant's
Proposed Project has no regional impacts. It is unrealistic as the owner/developer's
demands from the City for boundary-level lot-line adjustments, etc. have a
disproportionate impact on the surrounding community of businesses, mass transit
riders, schools, recreation center users and homes. These impacted parties are
entitled to a full scoping review and not the rubber-stamping of a hasty, rock-
bottom EIR. The owner/developer's credibility has come into question as differences



are apparent between the language of the EIR application and the statements of the
owner/developer's representatives. A mixed message has been put out regarding the
exact number of buildings the owner/developer plans to build and the number of
new living-wage jobs created by the construction of the [Proposed] Project. There
are also factual inaccuracies in the owner/developer's EIR application as to the
actual width of City streets Long Beach Boulevard East and 41st Street which are to
the benefit of the owner/developer. These factual inaccuracies might also be based
on a presumption the City will approve mergers of City land on the Proposed Project
site, but in any event these choices increase significantly the complexity of the
[Proposed] Project and the foreseeable impact it will have. 

Lastly, cumulative industrial pollutants in the air, soil and groundwater which have
daily impacted this community for years are already under several court and
administrative orders arising from actions initiated by state and federal agencies. The
application for an EIR to cover the additional industrial pollutants arising from
[Proposed] Project raises more questions about regional impact than can be
addressed with an EIR with Environmental Justice Analysis under CEQA. The EIR as
proposed is legally insufficient to correct these cumulative pollution impacts and the
current orders, rulings and laws presently in force in and along the Alamdeda
Corridor are for the purpose of correcting the damage already done. In total, City
Planning is ready to address the applicant's many requests of the City, but the
[Proposed] Project offers insignificant mitigation, which is legally insufficient unless
and until public scoping comments are heard at an open hearing under CEQA and
the Brown Act. 

Background 

This comment is opposed to City Planning's attempt to by-pass a public scoping
comments hearings, and believes there are many good reasons, any one of which is
adequate, to demand a full, open, transparent hearing for the purpose of
determining the cummulative impacts of the Proposed Project. 

The most recent use of the [Proposed] Project site was agricultural. California
agriculture pre-dates California written history, meaning the Mexican and Central-
American Seed Bank which was taken and destroyed on or about June 13, 2006 at
the Project site was a living link to California pre-history among the Mezo-American
ancestors of today's indigenous Americans. The presence of the Seed Bank at the
Project site is documented with historical facts surrounding the police action to eject
the South-Central Farmers. The Project site is a place where the historical record is
not yet closed. 

Many species of plants and animals lived at the Seed Bank, now the entirety of the
[Proposed] Project Site. The habitats for the plants and animals were destroyed
along with the Seed Bank on June 13, 2006 in an action by the LAPD and
subsequent bulldozing. Habitat recovery permitting the plant and animal growth
since June 13, 2006 has been made impossible with continual disking by a tractor on
the grounds of the Project site. 

Plant habitats once lost are difficult to restore and the [Proposed] Project is solely in
the City's interests in growth, which as planned under the owner/developer's MND
application, guarantees that no plant growth could ever return to the habitat lost
June 13, 2006. 



A guava tree was known to be growing prior to the most recent disking, although at
present the guava tree's whereabouts are uncertain. Native birds and resident small
mammals, possibly including a bat, as well as common and beneficial insects also
had a documented presence. 

The Planning Department's Standard of Review 

In determining whether an effect will be adverse or beneficial, the City shall consider
the views held by members of the public in all areas affected as expressed in the
whole record before the lead agency. Before requiring the preparation of an EIR, the
City must still determine whether environmental change itself might be substantial,
and if so, holding a public hearing for public comments about the impact of the
Proposed Project. 

In evaluating the significance of the environmental effect of a project, the City shall
consider direct physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the
project and reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment
which may be caused by the project. 

A direct physical change in the environment is a physical change in the environment
which is caused by and immediately related to the project. An examples of direct
physical changes in the environment are the dust, noise, and traffic of heavy
equipment that would result from construction of a new sewage treatment plant and
possible odors from operation of the plant. 

An indirect physical change in the environment is a physical change in the
environment which is not immediately related to the project, but which is caused
indirectly by the project. If a direct physical change in the environment in turn
causes another change in the environment, then the other change is an indirect
physical change in the environment. For example, the construction of a new sewage
treatment plant may facilitate population growth in the service area due to the
increase in sewage treatment capacity, but may then lead to an increase in air
pollution as a result from population growth in the new sewage treatment service
area. 

Economic or social changes may be used to determine that a physical change shall
be regarded as a significant effect on the environment. Where a physical change is
caused by economic or social effects of a project, the physical change may be
regarded as a significant effect in the same manner as any other physical change
resulting from the project. Alternatively, economic and social effects of a physical
change may be used to determine that the physical change is a significant effect on
the environment. If the physical change causes adverse economic or social effects on
people, those adverse effects may be used as a factor in determining whether the
physical change is significant. For example, if a project would cause overcrowding of
a public facility (like a toilet) and the overcrowding causes an adverse effect on
people, the overcrowding would be regarded as a significant effect. 

The owner/developer’s EIR Application Will Convert Unique Farmland of Statewide
Importance. 

The City of Los Angeles and L.A. City's Port Authority recognized the Project site as
farmland since they issued "Permit 94" to further certify the earlier agreement to
allow an agricultural focus at this site. Permit 94 has never been altered, thus there



is a map that this area was permitted to be agricultural land. Until June 13, 2006,
the site was likely the most unique farm of any size in the USA and may well have
been the most biologically diverse due to the wide range of traditional food and
medicinal crops being grown including crops grown from rare heirloom seeds from
Latin America. Endangered species such as the Red-tailed hawk were photographed
on the site prior to June 13, 2006. 

At this time, I have no confirmation that Los Angeles Unified School District
("LAUSD") was informed about the [Proposed] Project before the Department of City
Planning's June 13, 2013 hearing. I am aware of no comments back from LAUSD.
LAUSD is entrusted with the health of its students, teachers and staff, and an
absence of comment from such an interested party as LAUSD does imply the District
has not yet prepared a comment, given the vast reach of the Project. As this
comment will show, LAUSD and others will be impacted by the City's planned
growth, so widespread is the human and species habitat impact of the Project. 

The explanation for caution and a scoping hearing for public comments is that the
[Proposed] Project is designed to only remain for a definite number of years. Once
built, everything on the [Proposed] Project site will be lost with no hope of recovery.
What came before on the [Proposed] Project was a Seed Bank, which held the
agricultural and horticultural genetic transmissions from Mexico and Central-
America. The Project is on a site where many thousands of persons in the
neighborhood are forced each day to compete with the [Proposed] Project for water,
air, shelter and sustenance. The Vernon Avenue Blue Line Station averages 5,200
passengers each day, with over 250,000 passengers riding the Blue Line annually.
Traffic patterns account for over 10,000 car trips a day through the area, and the
surrounding community consists of a public recreation center (The Arthur K. Snyder
City Recreation Center) and an LAUSD high school, Jefferson High. Pedestrian traffic
is constant throughout every day as bus and the Blue Line bring persons into the
region for jobs, school, and recreation. 

The determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the
environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the City, based to the extent
possible on scientific and factual data. An ironclad definition of significant effect is
not always possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting.
For example, an activity which may not be significant in an urban area may be
significant in a rural area. In this situation where having a truck depot may not have
significant effect in the middle of a pasture, in the middle of an occupied City, the
Project represents a degradation of the environment, threatening human health and
the Project site with an irrevocable commitment of resources. 

The upcoming Department of City Planning ruling on the applicant's EIR is premature
because it does not address that City Planning planners made a determination the
Proposed Project is not regional in scope. If the owner's disclosures to the
Department of City Planning or the Zoning Administrator lacks adequate credibility,
the Department of City Planning must first hold a scoping hearing for public
comments before evaluating the applicant's EIR. 

Owner's 2008 Application for MND 

The applicant's presentation included drawings of a series of 46 foot-high buildings.



The overly tall buildings will prevent existing light and air from reaching the land and
community, eliminating a vital resource necessary for persons on the ground. 

The environmental documentation indicates that the applicant's proposal would
generate an additional 2,581 truck trips a day, which is a region-wide impact on
traffic, air and noise pollution and on a wide-range of sensitive receptors. 
We must continue to fight 
We ask that you continue to support this 18 year struggle. We have been fighting
for green space in our city since 1992. 

*Aqui Estamos Y No Nos Vamos*

Paul Esparza-Andalon
323-5711514







From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: e: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR
Date: Friday, July 18, 2014 1:32:07 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Jack Neff <jackneff01@yahoo.com>
Date: Thu, Jul 17, 2014 at 11:18 PM
Subject: e: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: Andy Shrader <andshr@gmail.com>, Council Member Koretz
<paul.koretz@lacity.org>

July 17, 2014

Srimal Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Department of City Planning
200 N. Main St. 7th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Via email: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed 
Construction of Four Industrial Buildings

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

These comments are a call for an immediate rejection of the City's planners' present
determination that this proposed project is not regional in scope.

Because the land at issue in the Proposed EIR, which is now open space and without
current improvements, lies within and is adjacent to  environmental, community,
cultural and public transportation resources providing output on a daily basis, the
applicant must face the highest level of scrutiny, which is a public scoping hearing to
determine the extent to which the Proposed Project impedes, removes and replaces
these current valuable resources.

The applicant and its' predecessor attempts at development on this site, have all be
been subject to public and backroom inter-agency controversies.

A large community has established an existing pattern of usage of housing,
employment, education, transportation and residential development.

The Proposed Project's issues of cummulative air quality impacts has a measureable
affect on sensitive receptors.  The LA County Dept. of Public Health has identified the
impacts which exceed legal limits.  By the metric of public health, this project is



regional in scope, and impacts spread far beyond the boundaries of the Proposed
Project.

The developer's proposed EIR must be put on hold and City Planning must schedule
scoping hearings to hear out the opposition to this project from those affected by
those inter-agency controversies.

In the strongest decent language possible, reject the applicants request for EIR
review and comments and move to calendar a public scoping comments hearing to
gather and evaluate data on the Proposed Project's ultimate cummulative impacts on
housing, education, employment, transportation, and air quality, residential noise.

For City Planning to move toward a full Environmental Impact Report with an
Environmental Justice Analysis is inadequate because of the widespread
controversies between agencies, the public controversies over escalating pollution,
and the need to answer to people adjacent to the Proposed Project to in the area of
Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard and Long Beach Avenue East, Los Angeles,
California 90058.

The land upon which the Proposed Project sits should not be improved to any extent.

No development on the site of the South Central Farm shall be allowed, and the facts
support my assertion.

Executive Summary

Despite City Planning non-disclosure of the criteria used to determine whether the
Proposed Project is regional in scope, the owner/developer application EIR proposal
is also inadequate on several grounds: Scale of Project, Appropriateness of the
Project, Realisticness of the Project, Owner/Developer Credibility and Legality of the
Project.

Scale of [Proposed] Project is so large, and the impacts and take-aways would place
additional stressors on a community adjacent to close to 14 contiguous acres of land
in a highly dense, highly urbanized community within the 9th Council District.

The owner/developer is demanding the City provide multiple boundary-level
easements, lot-line adjustments, waivers for sidewalk set backs and merging
boundaries of City land into the Proposed Project in an effort to unify the 15 separate
parcels purchased by the owner/developer in 2012.  The Revised and Recirculated
Notice of Preparation Environmental Impact Report is an inappropriate avenue for the
[Proposed] Project as the owner/developer's application requests waivers for height
limit restrictions, calls for more than 400 parking spaces and for more than 2,000 daily
truck trips of indeterminate tonnage, which has a regional significance /far beyond the
intended scope or purpose of an EIR and will have a harmful impact on the
surrounding community, which is already a Los Angeles injunction-subject toxic hot-
spot of unrelenting oppression.



An EIR also ignores the City Planners who made a self-determination the applicant's
Proposed Project has no regional impacts.  It is unrealistic as the owner/developer's
demands from the City for boundary-level lot-line adjustments, etc. have a
disproportionate impact on the surrounding community of businesses, mass transit
riders, schools, recreation center users and homes.  These impacted parties are
entitled to a full scoping review and not the rubber-stamping of a hasty, rock-bottom
EIR.  The owner/developer's credibility has come into question as differences are
apparent between the language of the EIR application and the statements of the
owner/developer's representatives.  A mixed message has been put out regarding the
exact number of buildings the owner/developer plans to build and the number of new
living-wage jobs created by the construction of the [Proposed] Project.  There are
also factual inaccuracies in the owner/developer's EIR application as to the actual
width of City streets Long Beach Boulevard East and 41st Street which are to the
benefit of the owner/developer.  These factual inaccuracies might also be based on a
presumption the City will approve mergers of City land on the Proposed Project site,
but in any event these choices increase significantly the complexity of the [Proposed]
Project and the foreseeable impact it will have.

Lastly, cumulative industrial pollutants in the air, soil and groundwater which have
daily impacted this community for years are already under several court and
administrative orders arising from actions initiated by state and federal agencies.  The
application for an EIR to cover the additional industrial pollutants arising from
[Proposed] Project raises more questions about regional impact than can be
addressed with an EIR with Environmental Justice Analysis under CEQA.  The EIR as
proposed is legally insufficient to correct these cumulative pollution impacts and the
current orders, rulings and laws presently in force in and along the Alamdeda Corridor
are for the purpose of correcting the damage already done.  In total, City Planning is
ready to address the applicant's many requests of the City, but the [Proposed] Project
offers insignificant mitigation, which is legally insufficient unless and until public
scoping comments are heard at an open hearing under CEQA and the Brown Act.

Background

This comment is opposed to City Planning's attempt to by-pass a public scoping
comments hearings, and believes there are many good reasons, any one of which is
adequate, to demand a full, open, transparent hearing for the purpose of determining
the cummulative impacts of the Proposed Project.

The most recent use of the [Proposed] Project site was agricultural.  California
agriculture pre-dates California written history, meaning the Mexican and Central-
American Seed Bank which was taken and destroyed on or about June 13, 2006 at
the Project site was a living link to California pre-history among the Mezo-American
ancestors of today's indigenous Americans.  The presence of the Seed Bank at the
Project site is documented with historical facts surrounding the police action to eject
the South-Central Farmers.  The Project site is a place where the historical record is
not yet closed.

Many species of plants and animals lived at the Seed Bank, now the entirety of the



[Proposed] Project Site.  The habitats for the plants and animals were destroyed
along with the Seed Bank on June 13, 2006 in an action by the LAPD and
subsequent bulldozing.  Habitat recovery permitting the plant and animal growth since
June 13, 2006 has been made impossible with continual disking by a tractor on the
grounds of the Project site.

Plant habitats once lost are difficult to restore and the [Proposed] Project is solely in
the City's interests in growth, which as planned under the owner/developer's EIR
application, guarantees that no plant growth could ever return to the habitat lost June
13, 2006.

A guava tree was known to be growing prior to the most recent disking, although at
present the guava tree's whereabouts are uncertain.  Native birds and resident small
mammals, possibly including a bat, as well as common and beneficial insects also
had a documented presence.

The Planning Department's Standard of Review

In determining whether an effect will be adverse or beneficial, the City shall consider
the views held by members of the public in all areas affected as expressed in the
whole record before the lead agency. Before requiring the preparation of an EIR, the
City must still determine whether environmental change itself might be substantial,
and if so, holding a public hearing for public comments about the impact of the
Proposed Project.

In evaluating the significance of the environmental effect of a project, the City shall
consider direct physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the
project and reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment
which may be caused by the project.

A direct physical change in the environment is a physical change in the environment
which is caused by and immediately related to the project. An examples of direct
physical changes in the environment are the dust, noise, and traffic of heavy
equipment that would result from construction of a new sewage treatment plant and
possible odors from operation of the plant.

An indirect physical change in the environment is a physical change in the
environment which is not immediately related to the project, but which is caused
indirectly by the project. If a direct physical change in the environment in turn causes
another change in the environment, then the other change is an indirect physical
change in the environment. For example, the construction of a new sewage treatment
plant may facilitate population growth in the service area due to the increase in
sewage treatment capacity, but may then lead to an increase in air pollution as a
result from population growth in the new sewage treatment service area.

Economic or social changes may be used to determine that a physical change shall
be regarded as a significant effect on the environment. Where a physical change is
caused by economic or social effects of a project, the physical change may be



regarded as a significant effect in the same manner as any other physical change
resulting from the project. Alternatively, economic and social effects of a physical
change may be used to determine that the physical change is a significant effect on
the environment. If the physical change causes adverse economic or social effects on
people, those adverse effects may be used as a factor in determining whether the
physical change is significant. For example, if a project would cause overcrowding of
a public facility (like a toilet) and the overcrowding causes an adverse effect on
people, the overcrowding would be regarded as a significant effect.

The owner/developer’s EIR Application Will Convert Unique Farmland of Statewide
Importance.

The City of Los Angeles and L.A. City's Port Authority recognized the Project site as
farmland since they issued "Permit 94" to further certify the earlier agreement to allow
an agricultural focus at this site.  Permit 94 has never been altered, thus there is a
map that this area was permitted to be agricultural land.  Until June 13, 2006, the site
was likely the most unique farm of any size in the USA and may well have been the
most biologically diverse due to the wide range of traditional food and medicinal crops
being grown including crops grown from rare heirloom seeds from Latin America.
Endangered species such as the Red-tailed hawk were photographed on the site
prior to June 13, 2006.

At this time, I have no confirmation that Los Angeles Unified School District
("LAUSD") was informed about the [Proposed] Project before the Department of City
Planning's June 13, 2013 hearing.  I am aware of no comments back from LAUSD.
LAUSD is entrusted with the health of its students, teachers and staff, and an
absence of comment from such an interested party as LAUSD does imply the District
has not yet prepared a comment, given the vast reach of the Project.  As this
comment will show, LAUSD and others will be impacted by the City's planned growth,
so widespread is the human and species habitat impact of the Project.

The explanation for caution and a scoping hearing for public comments is that the
[Proposed] Project is designed to only remain for a definite number of years.  Once
built, everything on the [Proposed] Project site will be lost with no hope of recovery.
What came before on the [Proposed] Project was a Seed Bank, which held the
agricultural and horticultural genetic transmissions from Mexico and Central-
America.  The Project is on a site where many thousands of persons in the
neighborhood are forced each day to compete with the [Proposed] Project for water,
air, shelter and sustenance.  The Vernon Avenue Blue Line Station averages 5,200
passengers each day, with over 250,000 passengers riding the Blue Line annually.
Traffic patterns account for over 10,000 car trips a day through the area, and the
surrounding community consists of a public recreation center (The Arthur K. Snyder
City Recreation Center) and an LAUSD high school, Jefferson High.  Pedestrian
traffic is constant throughout every day as bus and the Blue Line bring persons into
the region for jobs, school, and recreation.

The determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the
environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the City, based to the extent



possible on scientific and factual data. An ironclad definition of significant effect is not
always possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting. For
example, an activity which may not be significant in an urban area may be significant
in a rural area.  In this situation where having a truck depot may not have significant
effect in the middle of a pasture, in the middle of an occupied City, the Project
represents a degradation of the environment, threatening human health and the
Project site with an irrevocable commitment of resources.

The upcoming Department of City Planning ruling on the applicant's EIR is premature
because it does not address that City Planning planners made a determination the
Proposed Project is not regional in scope.  If the owner's disclosures to the
Department of City Planning or the Zoning Administrator lacks adequate credibility,
the Department of City Planning must first hold a scoping hearing for public
comments before evaluating the applicant's EIR.

Owner's Application for An EIR

The applicant's presentation included drawings of a series of 46 foot-high buildings.
The overly tall buildings will prevent existing light and air from reaching the land and
community, eliminating a vital resource necessary for persons on the ground.

The environmental documentation indicates that the applicant's proposal would
generate an additional 2,581 truck trips a day, which is a region-wide impact on
traffic, air and noise pollution and on a wide-range of sensitive receptors.

Owner's Current Application for an EIR is Premature

It is my belief that the [Proposed] Project is not a whole lot different from the general
scenario in 2008 EIR application for the same parcels.  However, the [Proposed]
Project herein calls for developing even more of the site, without the 2.7 acre set-
aside requested in 2008. The planned industry for the site are similar -- garment
manufacture -- unless the vagaries of the [Proposed] Project are changed.  Why did
an EIR make sense in mid-2008, but is not necessary now, even though conditions
are unchanged in 2013?

On its face current EIR "proposal" is very confusing. Department of City Planning files
have owner-developer documents which state the owner's LLC formation date was in
2011, before sale was concluded in 2012, when the current owner received title to the
15 contiguous lots which make up [Proposed] Project site.  Also, documents in the
Department of City Planning file indicate that construction of just one new building is
proposed on the site, which the owner/developers relies on for their traffic study
submitted with the EIR application.  Yet the subdivision plans and owner/developer
representatives indicate they would like an EIR approval to cover construction of 4
new buildings, although there is a map submitted in the application which indicates
perhaps the [Proposed] Project calls for two buildings. Finally, because of the large
number of names, titles, entities and individuals named on documents in the EIR
Application, it is impossible on the face of the EIR Application to determine when the
owner/developer is submitting a hard proposal and when they are submitted in a



hypothetical scenario.

For the Department of City Planning, the EIR must withstand scrutiny as a CEQA
review document.  A CEQA review document “must include detail sufficient to enable
those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider
meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed project.”  Laurel Heights Improvement
Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 405.  The
[Proposed] Project’s EIR herein fails to specify what the project actually is, which is a
fatal flaw under CEQA.  Y  An “accurate, stable, and finite project description is the
sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient” environmental review document.
San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th
645, 655, quoting County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185,
193.  Accordingly, the EIR fails at this most basic level as an adequate informational
disclosure document.  Yet City Planning moved with the determination the EIR should
move forward because the Proposed Project is not regional in scope.  My belief is
City Planning determined on the impetus and relentless pressure from the Applicant.

Grounds For Opposing City Planning's Environmental Impact Process

If the City approves an Environmental Impact Report from the owner/developer, the
result will be a mistake which cannot be undone by any mitigation whatsoever.  The
people of the City and of California are liable for public health and other damages
arising from the Department of City Planning’s mistake.  Approval of the Plan by the
Department permits owner/developer to apply an irrevocable commitment of
resources, all of which are adverse to the well-being of healthy and unhealthy
persons living, working, studying, recreating or traveling through the area, adverse to
the adjacent infrastructure of multiple jurisdictions (County, State and Federal), are
adverse to the area’s unique ecosystem, i.e., the topsoil, groundwater and air quality,
to the presence (until June 13, 2006) of endangered, threatened plants and animals,
and adverse to important elements in the historical and pre-historical periods of the
affected land known as the South Central Farm (the “Farm”).

The City’s study of owner/developer’s EIR application is over 775 pages long with
dozens of large blueprints and illustrations.  I am a busy person who cannot devote
the same amount of time as a professional person who understands all of the
language of developers and the Department of City Planning.

My opposition to the Project is based on (1) an ordinary understanding of the site
vicinity; (2) some of the plain numbers found in the owner/developer’s EIR application
and (3) Hazardous Materials Density Maps Created Using SCAQMD Data.

The owner/developer’s EIR application evades the 57,322 cubic yards of topsoil
threshold which activates the SCAQMD “fugitive dust” statutes.  SCAQMD’s July 2,
2008 report clearly limits the developer’s ability to excavate as described in the
application and the Plan.  The owner/developer's evasion is carried out by submitting
vague plans to build 2 or 4 buildings on the site, removing the 2.7 acre open-space
set-aside containing in the owner's 2008 EIR application, and using extrapolated data
from a traffic analysis which uses construction of a single building as its traffic



baseline.  This goes to the owner/developer's credibility and is sufficient to reject the
EIR.

At the June 13, 2013 Department of City Planning hearing, the developer’s
representative stated the primary concern of the developer is to fast-track the
proposed City easements, City vacations, accommodations and granting of a cul-de-
sac sought by the developer.  I believe the Government Code requires the lead
agency to scrutinize all plans which re-draw boundaries of the land, and properly
apportion the benefits and responsibilities of the parties.

Also at the June 13, 2013 Department of City Planning hearing, the developer’s
representative stated the developer is not asking for a zoning variance.  Building
height limits in the City of Los Angeles are enforced by those who oversee the City’s
Zoning Board.  In this situation the owner/developer’s EIR application asserted the 46
foot high buildings are not in the Zoning Board’s jurisdiction.  In 2008 the owner’s
application asked permission to hoist 3 air-borne condominiums on the [Proposed]
Project site (does anyone know what an air-borne condominium is?).  In the ariel of
this scenario, no building height ordinances are involved according to the
owner/developer.

Also at the June 13, 2013 Department of City Planning hearing there were no
comments from the City’s Department of Engineering on whether the [Proposed]
Project's substandard “private” sewers, and questionable sidewalk setback requests,
easements and vacations.  (Owner/Developer is requesting an 8 foot sidewalk with a
4 foot easement, when in 2008 the Department of Engineering pointed out there
already was a 10 foot City sidewalk on that side of the street.)

My concern is the EIR would affect the community based on the existence of
environmental racism.  The owner/developer’s application is subjecting low-income
Sensitive Receptors within the site’s zone of existing unhealthful air quality to
unacceptable additional pollutants, has an impact on the existing community from
industrial-level noise, vibrations, air-borne diesel particulate matter, light pollution,
unregulated handling of hazardous and dangerous materials by uncertified, untrained
personnel (new and used hydraulic fluid as acknowledged in the City’s Plan (page III-
32)).

This is proven by two maps drawn from SCAQMD data attached to this supplemental
comment.  In the first map, of the site vicinity, SCAQMD has identified 224 hazardous
materials sites within 1,000 feet of the project site.  In the second map, SCAQMD has
identified 21 hazardous materials sites with 1,000 feet of the developer’s residence, a
greater than 10:1 ratio.  The developer’s application and the City’s Plan clearly
proposes a toxic project in a residential neighborhood currently relied upon daily by
residents, workers, students, commuters and youth.  The developer’s residence is in
a neighborhood which would not tolerate and could not support a toxic project, yet the
developer insists the Department of City Planning approve the Negative Mitigation
Declaration in this neighborhood because the people who use that neighborhood are
poor and non-white.



 By the owner/developer's own words, three of the proposed new buildings, up to
360,000 square feet, will be warehouse storage space.  Only one of the proposed
buildings, as much as 120,000 square feet will be devoted to garment manufacturing.
The owner/developer claimed to be bringing jobs to the community under their
[Proposed] Project, but admitted that few new employees will be hired, as the plan is
for most of the owner's employees to be transferred from other locations, currently
"within walking" distance."  The owner/developer made no offer of creating "living
wage" jobs as called for in the City Charter, but said employment at the [Proposed]
Project site would pay "slightly over minimum wage" with health benefits, with no
specifics provided.

Accuracy of Owner/Developer EIR Claims

The owner/developer's EIR application claims to require 3,600 cubic yards to "CUT"
the [Proposed] Project footprint and 4,000 cubic yards to "FILL" the footprint (Section
"J" Grading).  However under Section "K" (Import/Export) the owner/developer claims
only "400 Yards Import" of FILL is needed to cover the 3,600 cubic yards "CUT".  Is
the owner/developer dancing around the fact they want to pour 3,200 cubic yards of
concrete to complete their footprint?  If yes, on which surface will the 400 Yards
Import be laid?  If no, how is 400 Yards Import going to satisfy the need for 4,000
cubic yards of FILL the [Proposed] Project is calling for?  This is evidence of an
obvious conflict on the face of Sections "J" and "K" because 1) It shows the scope of
the [Proposed] Project is much larger than the scope of an EIR and 2) no landscape
component has been submitted with the EIR application.

Under the City of L.A. CEQA Checklist, there are claims made in the
owner/developer's EIR application with regard to the widths of Long Beach Ave. and
of 41st Street -- a highly-dense mixed-use neighborhood with public schools, a
recreation center, a Blue Line station and numerous businesses, homes and houses
of worship.  There are two residences right across 41st Street, more on the Long
Beach Ave. 1 block heading south between 41st Street and 41st Place, and then a
whole block of homes on 41st Place.  There are also residents living not far west of
Long Beach Ave. across some tracks and down the block.  Perhaps a disqualifier for
this this EIR application is the claim that Alameda Street lies to the south of the
project site.  Alameda Street is the [Proposed] Project boundary to the east.

The EIR application describes many changes in projects, changes in who is
proposing and doing the maps, and changes in whether the PIMA development would
involve one, two, or four buildings (or is that main buildings?).  The traffic study
submitted is a vaguery from an older proposal for "a warehouse."  This study reaches
for an extrapolation based on the "warehouse" study to obtain questionable
conclusions regarding one or more scenarios for the [Proposed] Project.  There are
larger maps which indicate both that the [Proposed] Project wants a subdivision into 4
parcels and buildings, while another map seems to indicate only two buildings are
proposed.  But the traffic analysis submitted with the EIR application presupposes the
site will be a single warehouse.  Which incarnation of the project are we on today,
when will the owner/developer come out and say exactly what they want the scope of
the [Proposed] Project to be?  Until the Department of City Planning obtains concrete



facts about what the owner/developer has intended, no EIR can rightfully be granted.
I would like to know who in the Department of City Planning determined which issues
and checklists are to be reviewed in the owner/developer's documentation, and which
issues and checklists would be by-passed by analyses?

Mitigation Proposed in EIR

Standard landscaping is certainly inadequate to make up for the concentrated
building in this particularly polluted neighborhood.  "Page 3 of 5" of an unnamed
document in the owner/developer's EIR application says under "IV.  Commercial,
Industrial or Other Project" that just 4% of the site area will be devoted to landscaping
– and likely a smaller percentage than that if there are larger driveways as called for
during the June 13, 2013 Department of City Planning hearing.  This mitigation is
vastly reduced from the 2.7 acres open-space set-aside proposed in the owner's
2008 EIR application.  To my knowledge, this is the only mitigation proposed by the
owner/developer.

Current Environmental Status

At present, the atmospheric situation is so volatile that an Environmental Justice
Analysis is necessary to gather data on the foreseeable impacts of the [Proposed]
Project to the interests of low-income, racially excluded, and environmentally
challenged sensitive receptor persons in the area of the [Proposed] Project.

Air Pollution

Cumulatively, considerable effects cannot be cavalierly dismissed as it was briefly in
the EIR.  Especially in quite polluted communities such as those along the Alameda
Corridor, some air contaminants which may seem comparatively individually limiting
may be the next straw to break the camel's back and lead to cancer or a serious
respiratory condition.  There is not sufficient evidence to dismiss cumulative impacts
as not requiring thorough analysis which would be best achieved through an
Environmental Impact Report process.

Sensitive Receptors are combusted by the [Proposed] Project, because their lungs
burn first.  Like a keystone domino whose single falling starts rows of dominos to fall,
Sensitive Receptors protected under the law are intended to fall as the last in a line,
and not to be the trigger for the owner/developer's dream of growth as the last gasp
of the weakest among us.

As of 2005 Los Angeles County had approximately 590,000 persons who suffered
from heart disease or respiratory illness, about 6% of all County residents.  By public
health accounts, the statistical percentage, the actual number of persons afflicted with
heart disease or respiratory illness is unchanged or has increased.  In particular, air
pollution hot spots, such as the one created by Excide Technologies emissions,
located 2.9 miles due east of the [Proposed] Project, has experienced a local
increase in daily excess emissions.  In regions experiencing high CO2 levels, high
UV index readings and air-borne diesel particulate matter, a multiple of 6% can be



applied to regions afflicted with high pollution.  The project is planned in a community
where 40,000 each day work, study, commute or visit and in a region with all of these
pollution factors and a multiple should apply to 6% of 40,000 with heart disease and
respiratory illness.  This at least 6% of persons are called Sensitive Receptors.

Sensitive Receptors’ Public Health in Los Angeles already bear a burden unequal
proportion to the healthy population in response to the City's growth impacts.  CO2,
airborne Diesel particulate matter, unhealthful ultraviolet rays and daily Stage-1 smog
alerts are indicators of an environment impacted by growth.  Sensitive Receptors are
disproportionately impacted by the City’s growth.  A healthful person blessed with
enough rest and sense of security may adapt healthfully to planned growth impacts,
possibly to the benefit of growth for the City and healthful individuals.  For Sensitive
Receptors, the City’s growth impacts them with each breath they breathe.  The City’s
Health Risk Assessment only measures cancer risk to airborne diesel emissions, but
Sensitive Receptors who must breathe 5 or 6 times each minute coping with CO2 and
a high ultraviolet index will hope to live longer enough to one day be diagnosed with
cancer.  The City’s policy on Public Health is clear – Only the healthful and the City
will be unaffected by the City’s planned growth impacts.  To the shame of the City
and dedicated public servants whose lives are dedicated to preventing negligence
and minimizing unintended consequences, the Plan for 41st and Alameda
Warehouse Project bases the rationale on  the City’s Regional Operational Analysis
for calculating truck volumes that it does on its Environmental Analysis.  The City is
handing off the irreversible consequences to Public Health to the DHS (Dept. Health
Services).  Any credible inclusion of life-safety issues into any final City plan is
beyond the few and several City agencies and the LAUSD the City claims to have
commented on the Project.  LAUSD must be given adequate time to assign a capable
staff to complete review of the impacts on one of its high school campus
communities.

The Public Health has degenerated and the City is on Notice that the General Plan
the Council District 9 Community Plan cannot carry out illegal poisoning of human life
to satisfy their urgent need for growth by ignoring the foreseeable impacts of
irreversible acts.  The decision by the City to approve a Negative Mitigation
Declaration which permits an irrevocable commitment of resources is a great risk, and
the risk falls directly on the Public Health of 40,000 persons each day who are not
parties to the City’s General Plan and Council District 9 Community Plan.  LAUSD
must be given time to insure the health of their entire high school campus community
will not endangered by the City’s Plan.  The consequences to the City’s action, once
made, will stand as a consequence of the City’s stupidity in failing to acknowledge the
Public’s right to survive on the air.

Regional Air Quality Restrictions

Exide Technologies ("Exide") (located at 2700 Indiana Street, 90058) recently won a
Temporary Restraining Order from the California Department of Toxic Substances
Control(DTSC) arising from Exide's continuing releases of airborne lead, airborne



cyanide and groundwater discharge from a leaking pipe.  Exide, a lead battery
recycler in Vernon, was shuttered by DTSC during April and May, 2013 as a public
health threat, has won the right to reopen, at least temporarily because of delays in
the State Office of Administrative Hearings. According to KPCC reporter Molly
Peterson, Exide's own inspection video had revealed holes in underground pipes that
leaked wastewater into the soil. A health risk assessment released by air regulator
SCAQMD has continually found sharply elevated cancer risks from cyanide and lead
emissions for nearby workers and people who lived near the facility, which is 2.9
miles away from the [Proposed] Project site.

Adjacent Air Pollution Sources

SA Metals Recycling
Welding Shop
Alameda Corridor Above-ground railroad tracks
Alameda Corridor Below-ground railroad tracks vented to street

I disagree with the EIR claim that there would be a less than significant impact as far
as exposing "sensitive receptors to significant pollution concentrations."  Inadequate
evaluation and analysis of air contaminants which are especially prevalent already in
the Alameda Corridor neighborhoods and such emissions will increase under the
owner/ developer's [Proposed] Project.

These are present-day air pollutants which exist in violation of federal and/or state
ambient air quality standards for the Alameda Corridor neighborhoods of South L.A.
Are such violations acceptable, and will the amount of days in which the Alameda
Corridor area will be in excess violation increase? 

An observer from the neighborhood adjacent to the Proposed site has informed me
that on the streets three days per week the local scrap metal recycling businesses
open for business 8-hours per day accepting Scrap metal from sellers who fill Long
Beach Boulevard East and Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. 8 hours per day, 3 days per
week waiting to sell their individual trove of scrap metal to SA Recycling at Long
Beach Blvd. East and Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.

Soil Conditions

Topsoil

1.  Owner-Developer's EIR application provide no evaluation or analysis of soil
contaminants (including for hexavalent chromium specifically mentioned by
Councilwoman Jan Perry on October 24, 2011 at the City Budget & Finance
Committee hearing related to this site).

Groundwater Testing

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY" make no sense seeing that the PIMA site



is flat and 95% unpaved so that the water from rainfall or the hose drains into the
ground primarily rather than offsite to sewers, etc.  If 96% of the site is paved or
buildings, of course this substantially alters the existing drainage pattern on the site.

Cumulatively considerable impacts on probable future projects including the
foreseeable but undeclared need in this Project is additional subterranean
infrastructure to accommodate waste water and water run-off, rail-bed shoring for the
light rail and freight trains which run continually 47 feet from the western edge of the
Project.  Any future project would know to foresee the Level of Service along 41st
Street in both directions.  The diversity of the zoning designations adjacent to the
Project site consists of six stated zoned areas, and 1 or 2 unstated zoning areas
which are not represented in the Plan.  On this basis, probable future projects are
now facing an impossibly wide choice of possible cumulatively impacts.

Significant Impacts include increased health risk factors from sources arising from the
Project.  These are air-borne diesel particulate matter, industrial waste water run-off
from 1,200 truck parkings each day, rivers of human waste running off of a Project
with zero planned bathrooms for truck drivers, Proposition 65 hazardous transport
and disposal site (not stated in the Project but a foreseeable amendment to a
foreseeable CUP application re Storage and Transport of Hazardous Materials).
Should the Project be employed to store dangerous materials, a specific permit would
be required by federal and state jurisdictions.

EIR Traffic Component

The owner/developer submitted vague documentation of its Traffic Study, probably
using Caleemod emission calculations.  It cannot be determined whether the EIR
extrapolated to reach its targeted traffic impact using Caleemod emissions
calculations.  However, as the Owner's 2008 EIR application claimed there would be
an additional 2,581 truck trips per day, in 2013 it lacks credibility to say the
owner/developer's larger [Proposed] Project will only generate 2,000 additional total
vehicle trips per day. The owner/developer's own action says the EIR is overreaching
to minimize its traffic impact. Below is a brief analysis of foreseeable Traffic Impacts.

Traffic Impacts

With respect to the owner/developer's EIR application, non-compliance with
Environmental Analysis Section 15, Transportation and Circulation, is guaranteed
because the satisfactory traffic intersection level of service is whatever traffic demand
is placed on the Project.  A satisfactory level of service on streets and highways
cannot be reached under the EIR.  The City's final approved Plan for the [Proposed]
Project must account first for providing sub-surface infrastructure and calculate the
impact of the project on the EIR's planned subterranean infrastructure, including
wastewater and water-borne run-off.  As planned, there will be constant run-off
because even with the optimistic and possibly extrapolated 2,000 additional vehicle
trips per day (approx. 100 trucks per hour) and no plans for bathrooms for 100 truck
drivers, subterranean infrastructure shall expect flooding of untreated human waste.



The [Proposed] Project increases traffic density and intensity by elevating the Levels
of Service (LOS) on the 41st Street intersections at Alameda and East Long Beach
Blvd., which are subject to light-rail and freight train delays and signaled crossings.
Signal crossings are now at a sensitive time with raised public awareness following
the Metrolink truck train murder conviction in June 2008 and region-wide rail crossing
deaths and injuries.

A [Proposed] Project which increases traffic without establishing the ability of the
transportation system to accommodate the increased traffic created by the
[Proposed] Project, as described with Policy 15-1.1, conflicts with State Code Section
65300, et seq.  The Project Site is an isolated island in a sea of failed and
inconsequential intersections which the City wants to now serve as a LOS F, based
on 100 truck receivings each hour. 

The City is on notice that a zoning change under the scope of an EIR cannot be
granted because the Alameda Corridor transportation system and the local
community cannot now accommodate the increased traffic generated by the Project.
For the Department of City Planning to grant a zoning change outside the scope of an
EIR is a violation of the General Plan and State Code because the City’s operative
policies conflict with Sec. 65300.  The City has an obligation to fulfill its Contract to
develop the City consistent with State Code Sec. 65300.

There is a proven positive correlation between automotive traffic and harmful air
borne 2.5 particulate matter emissions.  Every increase of per/day number automotive
vehicle trips results in an increase in harmful air borne 2.5 particulate emissions.  The
owner/developer's application is vague on the daily gross vehicle tonnage created by
the [Proposed] Project, but the EIR does admits to adding harmful air borne 2.5
particulate emissions from over 2,000 daily automotive vehicle trips and over 400
automotive vehicle parking spaces.

To approve an EIR based on an inadequate traffic analysis makes the Department of
City Planning seem oblivious to the fact that thousands of additional vehicle trips a
day certainly means more air pollution and more folks who are sensitive receptors
being exposed to such toxins.  In this day and age, I consider it appalling that a traffic
analysis does not include an analysis of how many trucks (going to and from the site
each day) which have a 53 foot trailer plus a large sleeper cab.  These huge trucks
cause traffic havoc especially on narrow streets such are those around the PIMA
development site.  Whether these larger commercial trucks will be coming and going
from [Proposed] 4051 Alameda on a regular basis is an issue beyond the scope of an
EIR application, it calls for an EIR/EIS.

Besides logistical nightmares relating to sizable trucks navigating the narrow streets
around the [Proposed] Project site (even if they aren't the large semi tractor-trailer
trucks), there is a lot of pedestrian, bicycle and other traffic which crosses Long
Beach Ave. East, over two sets of train tracks, and then Long Beach Ave. West.  The
L.A. Regional Food Bank is concerned about truck traffic in the area interfering with
their important work.  While there will be many problems on various parts of the site
and in workers getting to the site during and after construction, increasing truck traffic



on 41st Street will overwhelm L.A. Food Bank and pass-through truck traffic on 41st
(the latter mostly heading to Vernon).  Although unstated in the owner/developer's
EIR application, larger trucks will probably require the widening of 41st Street and/or
Long Beach Ave., impacting pedestrian, bicycle and passenger crossing the street at
this site, with a statistical likelihood of increase in accidents, especially involving kids.

Available Alternatives

As an Alternative to the [Proposed] Project, the site could be restored to a full 14-
acre, working community garden to benefit the community, the air, the soil and
water.

During the South Central Farm’s operation as an agricultural and horticultural
resource (1992-2006), a Seed Bank was begun using rare and important plants from
California, Mexico and Central-America.  The cultivation practices at the Farm were
consistent with traditional methods which predate written history.  The use of the
Farm as an outdoor classroom laboratory was consistent with Permit 94 and L.A.
Regional Food Bank goals for local food self-sufficiency and was successful,
providing enough food for over 1,000 people each day.

California agriculture pre-dates California written history, meaning the Mexican and
Central-American Seed Bank which was taken and destroyed on or about June 13,
2006 at the Project site was a living link to California pre-history among the Mezo-
American ancestors of today's indigenous Americans.  The presence of the Seed
Bank at the Project site is documented with historical facts surrounding the police
action to eject the South-Central Farmers.  The Project site is a place where the
historical record is not yet closed, with Appellate Court Arguments set for June 16,
2008 in Los Angeles.

Many species of plants and animals lived at the Seed Bank, now the Project Site.
The habitats for the plants and animals were destroyed along with the Seed Bank on
June 13, 2006 in the police action.  Habitat recovery permitting the plant and animal
growth since June 13, 2006 has been made impossible with continual disking by a
tractor on the grounds of the Project site.

Plant habitats once lost are difficult to restore and the Project Plan as proposed is
solely in the City's interests in growth, which as planned guarantees that no plant
growth could ever return to the habitat lost June 13, 2006.

Present Environmental Quality on the Project site, which was formerly a Seed Bank,
has most recently been disked using a tractor.  A guava tree was known to be
growing prior to the most recent disking, although the guava tree's whereabouts are
uncertain.  Prior to June 13, 2006 the Project site was a Seed Bank for Mexican and
Central-American agricultural and horticultural plants.  Native birds and resident small
mammals, possibly including a bat, as well as common and beneficial insects also
had a documented presence.

New Information on Foreseeable Public Health Impacts



As you must know, with the addition of the owner/developer's Phase 1 analysis to EIR
application, the [Proposed] Project plan is over 775 pages, with less than 1% of those
pages related to additional PM2.5 (Particulate matter over 2.5 ppm, usual automotive
exhaust).  The Project will release PM2.5 in the public ambient air hourly from the
moment the City permits the developer to commencement of excavation, without end.

As you also know, more than 10% of the developer's application and the City Plan is
concerned about concluding the issues of easements, vacations, accommodations
and a cul de sac.

Based on this ratio alone the City has only 1% concern for the sensitive receptors
among the 5,300 people daily using the above-ground Blue Line light rail station,
2,000 people in the Jefferson High School community, 500 children attending Irving
Middle School and thousands of workers, residents, shoppers and commuters who
use the neighborhood each day.

By this same ratio, conversely, or perversely, the City has a 10% concern for the
disposition of the City's interest in the approximately 14 acres of real property
commonly known as the South Central Farm at 41st and Alameda, Los Angeles
90058.

Balancing these concerns as well as the amount of time I have to review the recent
policy literature related to the known public health impacts PM2.5, ozone in the
Alameda Corridor region, these comments provide about 1% of the total information
the City needs to have included in the public comments regarding the above-
referenced Proposed Mitigation Negative Declaration.  I urge you to also review the
remaining 99% of the comments for the total information the City needs to have
available from interested public agencies as cited below.

I Demand City Planning's Determination Of No Regional Imnpact Be Reversed and
The Full Environmental Impact Report with Environmental Justice Analysis Be
Delayed Until a Public Hearing on the Scope of the Proposed Project May Be Heard.

The owner/developer’s EIR application claims all of the risks of the Project are
nominal, negligible and undeserving of the scrutiny of an Environmental Impact
Report.  However, the impact of diesel particulate emissions on children’s health is
the subject of recently-passed SB 974 (Lowenthal-Long Beach), which funds $400
million a year in cargo surcharges to mitigate the health damage caused in port-
related areas like the Alameda Corridor, where the Project site is located.  See
Exhibits, Page 22, SB 974 (Lowenthal) Port Investment Bill (7/14/2008).

The City must correct its failure to adequately assess the environmental impacts of
the proposed construction work on the Project site, specifically the failure to
accurately and fairly assess the foreseeable diesel emissions building the warehouse
will generate in the vicinity (especially of cancer-causing diesel particulate matter).
The owner developer’s EIR application fails to make meaningful recommendations or
recognize the scientific need for mitigating these dangers.



To the contrary, public health concerns are supported for public decision-making
agencies.  Goods Movement Emission Reduction Program (CalEPA), Page 7,
"Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-term Exposure
to Find Airborne Particulate Matter in California (outline only, originally posted at
ftp:\\ftp.arb.ca.gov/carbis/board/books/2008/052208/08-5-5pres.pdf)

The July 2, 2008 demand by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(“SCAQMD”) is on point.  SCAQMD demanded responses from the City on all of the
issues it raises, as per the law (Public Resources Code § 21092. 5(a)), and they want
these responses in writing before a final Environmental Impact Report is issued.
Interestingly, the City’s plan did not state that SCAQMD was among the agencies
notified of the Negative Mitigation Declaration, as required under Public Resources
Code § 21092. 5(b).  And it is unknown whether LAUSD was timely notified of the
[Proposed] Project's EIR application.

SCAQMD is concerned about “fugitive dust” from the proposed excavation, and calls
for a “fugitive dust analysis” limiting the proposed Project to 5 acres of excavation.
SCAQMD also accuses the City of using overly vague descriptions of proposed
mitigation efforts of the proposed Project excavation equipment.  The City claims 40%
air-borne diesel particulate emission reduction using a special diesel oxidation
catalyst.  Unfortunately a 40%-reducing diesel oxidation catalyst does not exist for
excavation equipment, which means at this point SCAQMD will not sign off on
anything sent by the lead agency.  See Exhibits, Page 1 Lead Monitoring Data at
Excide (Dec. 2006-June 30, 2008, South California Aquality Management Board.

The apparent dangers of Project are obvious to the SCQMD (whose Board Member
is the L.A. City Councilperson for District 9), yet the City appears to have used the
Negative Mitigation Declaration to cover-up the dangers in the developer’s application
and the City’s Plan.  The City’s Plan used estimated diesel emissions for the
completed Project calculated from purportedly “similar” emissions issuing from a
nearby facility.  The estimations were used as a measure for the probable impacts on
South Central residents adjacent to the site.  But according to the SCAQMD the
warehouse used in calculating the estimated emissions serves “substantially fewer”
trucks than the 2,581 trips a day proposed for the Project.  SCAQMD notes that
diesel emissions (and proximately-caused cancer risks) were “substantially
underestimated” in the City Plan.  SCAQMD calls for the City to “correct or explain
this apparent discrepancy.” 

SCAQMD also accuses the City Plan of underestimating the emissions created by
truck idle time by one third.  SCAQMD rightfully insists that a mitigation plan
prohibiting trucks from idling for more than the ten minutes is realistic, and they
demand the City provide enforcement to add teeth to the idling diesel prohibition.

Finally, SCAQMD recommends that the City “specifically prohibit” land uses at the
site that would, in an area already full of warehouses, “further expose” nearby
schools, health facilities, the aged and the ill to “additional cancer risks from diesel



particulate matter.”  As a reminder, the Site is 1,000 yards from a City recreation
center, 2,000 yards from an LAUSD high school, 1,000 yards from an above-ground
light rail station with over 5,000 daily boardings and alightings, 1,000 yards from an
LAUSD middle school, and adjacent roads and neighborhoods are used daily by
thousands of residents, workers and commuters.

A full Environmental Impact Report with an Environmental Justice Analysis is
necessary to protect the City, LAUSD, State agencies, Federal environmental laws,
the existing community, transit riders, commuters, the eco-system, local property
owners and the railroad, from owner/developer’s planned environmental degradation.
See Exhibits, Page 5 Overhead photographs of Excide Facility 2.9 miles from
[Proposed] Project site.

Title VI of the United States Civil Rights Act of 1964 mandates that the Planning
Department identify and address any disproportionately high impact on communities
of color and low-income populations including examining the socioeconomic, racial,
and environmental conditions.

An Environmental Justice Analysis will gather necessary data on the foreseeable
impacts of the owner/developer EIR application on the interests of low-income,
racially excluded, environmentally-challenged persons in the area of the Project site.

In June, 2013 Exide went to Superior Court to ask a judge there to block the
suspension. Judge Luis Lavin Monday, on June 14, 2013, issued a temporary
restraining order against the Department of Toxic Substance Control, writing that
Exide would be irreparably harmed by a slow administrative hearing, and that the
public interest will not suffer by allowing the lead recycler to get the Vernon plant
back to work with concomitant release of excess lead, arsenic, and groundwater
emissions.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Jack Neff
jackneff01@yahoo.com
P.O. Box 491272
Los Angeles, CA  90049
(310) 612-2279

cc:  Hon. Paul Koretz
 Andy Shrader

Appendix

ARB moving on EPA-California Clean Air Mandates - Cal v. Bush EPA Enforcement
Date Looming



http://www.arb.ca.gov/bonds/gmbond/gmbond.htm

Goods Movement Emission Reduction Program
Lead Agency:  California Environmental Protection Agency / Air Resources Board
Recipient Agencies:  South Coast AQMD Early Grants Proposal (PDF) for $25 million
FY2007-08 Funds

Program Status:  The Legislature appropriated the first $250 million in the 2007/08
State Budget. Senate Bill 88 (Chapter 181, Statutes of 2007) is the implementing
legislation for the Program, amended by Assembly Bill 201 (Chapter 187, Statutes of
2007).

* Adoption and Implementation Schedule

 The Board adopted the Guidelines and approved the funding targets and early
grant projects on February 28, 2008 in Sacramento.  We solicited applications from
local agencies to fund projects that directly reduce air pollution through the use of
cleaner equipment and are now evaluating those applications.  ARB will hold a public
hearing and allocate the remaining $221 million in FY2007-08 bond monies to local
agencies on May 22 in Fresno.  We expect that those agencies will begin announcing
the availability of incentives for equipment owners in Summer 2008.

Accountability Plan:  The three-part accountability structure for this Program, required
by Executive Order S-02-07, has been approved by the Department of Finance on
February 27, 2008. 

 * Goods Movement Accountability Plan (PDF) 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/gmp/docs/gmap-1-11-07.pdf

Goods Movement Action Plan Jan. 2007 
See letter of policy from Joint EPA/Bus., Transp. & Housing Agency (US) P. 5 "The
Schwarzenegger Administration has established a Cabinet Working Group Pg 5

Pg. 91  338,90 tons emissions per day over 18m population LA-Inland Empire Chart
V-13

Smart land use (aka Smart Growth close to wise use (decline)) generates additional
savings for state and local governments by minimizing bloated planning process for
overdesigned high-output projects.  pg.  137 in pdf, pg  VIII-14 in report.  Calls for
"Green Freight Corridor" part of the Green Freight Initiative an innovative and creative
series of recommendations for using open space and land restoration projects (like
the South Central Farm) to mitigate PM2.5 and ozone releases into ambient public air

http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/health/pm-mort/pm-mortdraft.pdf

Draft Staff Report of May 22, 2008 Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths
Associated with Long-term Exposures to Fine Airborne Particulate Matter in California
by Cal-EPA, Adams, Administrator, Hein Ti  Tran, Project Coordinator, with panels of



contributing Authors, Scientific Advisors and a team of reviewers, including the Chief,
Health and Exposure Assessment Branch, Chief, Research Division and  Deputy
Executive Officer

Appendix A-4 to A-7 - PM 2.5 Air Quality Monitoring Program in California includes 90
Federal Reference Method monitors collecting 24-hour mass data on ambient air
quality.  Interagency Monitoring of  Protected Visual Environments (IMPROVE)
collects 2 24-hour samples ambient air as part of an extensive long term monitoring
program to establish current visibility conditions to determine causal mechanism  for
visibility impairment.  Local LA County environmental "hot spots" along the Alameda
Corridor in 2006 can be visually determined from the color map on A-7.

ftp://ftp.arb.ca.gov/carbis/board/books/2008/052208/08-5-5pres.pdf
Revised Estimates of Premature Death Associated with PM2.5 Exposures in
California by Cal-EPA ARB May 22, 2008 (a slide presentation)

Estimate health impacts to public health from ambient levels of ozone and PM2.5

Estimate health benefits to the public of proposed PM2.5 regulations to reduce
emissions

Note emergence of post-2002 new studies raising critical health mass on 2.5
Particulate Matter

RELATED: Exide FAQ: Everything you need to know about recycling lead batteries in
LA
The company challenged the closure in an administrative proceeding which started
earlier this month. But the overworked state Office of Administrative Hearings has not
been able to schedule enough time to finish hearing the dispute. 

Exide's Vernon plant recycled up to 40,000 batteries each day; it's one of only two
lead-battery recycling facilities west of the Mississippi. The company filed for
bankruptcy protection last week. 



Ernesto Nevarez 
52041 Panorama Dr. 

Morongo Valley, CA 92256 

Attn: Srimal Ilewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist IT 
Department of City Planning 
via email: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EJR. AA-2012-919. DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed Consttuction 
of Four Industrial Buildings 

I'm concerned about any approval of new construction on the fom1er South Central Farm and urge 
that no new project be approved until there is adequate public input and review. The last project was 
full of enoneous information which over time would had caused upset to the immediate area that 
would had detened any true economic growth and kept the greater area in despair. It is best that the 
SCF land be kept as a green area to diff-use future development of sw-rounding properties needing 
upgrading. 

The former plans showed a very limited ingress into the property with no queuing lane or yard to 
accept incoming traffic and to keep immediate public streets free of back-up. Based on the 
anticipated munber of deliveries the trucks and trailers would back up traffic all the way to the 
freeway off ramp. Based on Los Angeles being an international gateway of goods it could be 
expected that trucks making deliveries will be tractors with 40 toot containers from the harbor and 
trucks leaving the facility will be tractors with 53 foot trailers. The length of these vehicles have not 
been taken into consideration in the planning of the ingress/egress portals to the property. The 
staging of these long vehicle combinations to take their turns to the loading docks cannot be done 
within the confmes of the small yards and will need to utilize the adjoining streets. The plans only 
show that there is length in front of the loading docks to park a container/trailer but does not evident 
sufficient space for the addilionallength of the tractor and needed space for safe maneuvering within 
the restrictive confines (staging). Off-street queuing lanes and staging areas otherwise the streets 
will be utilized upsetting the tlow of traffic and deterring other businesses from being attracted to 
the area. 

J can't remember reading in the proposal as to how the proposed development would deal with 
hazardous material shipments. As mentioned there is no queuing lane which means that tractors and 
containers will be lined up along the streets. The problem intensifies when it is realized that trucks 
canying hazmat requiring placards CANNOT be parked on any street within five feet of moving 



traffic, i.e. the street. Based on the lack of a major tluck stop with overnight parking in the area it 
will be necessary to provide off-street overnight parking for these trucks so they are not parked on 
public streets. There is also no mention as to whether the facility will have its ' own fleet of vehicles 
nor where they would park or be maintained. Will these trucks be LNG, CNG, diesel? Will fuel be 
store? Where and how? Or will the power units fuel elsewhere? Where and what routes to the 
nearing fueling facility? The public needs and deserves to know. 

Another major concern is the underground pipeline infrastructure in the area which will include 
water. natural gas, oil, etc. The oil pipelines are more common that one imagines as they connect 
major production areas with the refineries in the harbor area and have countless arteries from the 
pumping wells to the pipelines. Many of these pipelines are antiquated and can be damaged by 
80,000 pound loads traversing them numerous times a day. 

A major argument in support of the project is that it is needed to support anticipated increase in 
imp01tation through the Port of Los Angeles. This is NOT true. There is an overabundance of 
warehouse space, enough to fill the needs for an increase of container flow in the port for at least the 
next decade. The trend in '·just in time" (JIT) transportation is the utilization of second shifts at the 
port and in warehousing. Adding a second shift at existing warehouses would be the equivalent of 
increasing warehousing footage by 50% in JIT transportation. 

The above statements are made and concerns raised based on my 25+ years experienced in the 
trucking industry. I purposely did not address the need for green space as they will surely be address 
by others. My comments were made as a professional stakeholder and were expressed from a 
business perspective. I strongly urge a full hearing on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
~evarez 
July 16,2014 



The Acequia Institute 
21167 County Rd. J-2  
San Luis, CO 81152 
Email: dpena@acequiainstitute.org 
Mobile: 206-228-4876  

 
 
 

 
July 17, 2014 
 
The Hon. Eric Garcetti, Mayor 
Members of the Los Angeles City Council 
Members of the Los Angeles Planning Commission 
 
Re:  Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed 

Construction of Four Industrial Buildings 
 
Submitted via email: Srimal Hewawitharana at srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org  
 
Dear Mayor, Council Members, and Planning Commission Members: 
 
This marks the fourth time I am asked to offer science-based perspectives and independent third-
party evaluation of development plans for the currently vacated site of the world-famous and 
path-defining urban farm known as South Central Farm. This invaluable green space is located in 
the heart of an overly industrialized section of the Alameda Corridor that dissects the mostly 
Latina/o and African American communities residing in this area of South Los Angeles.  
 
This area is in demographic transition with a growing number of Mexican-origin families 
including many with ancient Mesoamerican (indigenous) roots. For e.g., there are an estimated 
half million Zapotecas living and working across the LA Basin; this Mesoamerican Diaspora is a 
primary and growing constituency behind the unfolding grassroots urbanism in LA. It is a social 
force with tremendous productive and creative powers. Studies, summarized by the Dean of LA 
Urban Studies, Mike Davis, indicate that Mesoamericans – which by the way are also well 
represented in the ranks of South Central Farmers – are net contributors to positive economic, 
cultural, and social benefits. For decades, environmental justice scholars – myself included (see 
Peña 2011) – have been demonstrating how social and ecological capital are often excluded from 
the cost-benefit metrics used by most EIRs and EISs. The type of reductionism most planning 
departments are guilty of fixates on economic values to the exclusion of all other measures. 
 
Many of you are familiar with my credentials and professional reputation as a research scientist, 
widely published scholar, philanthropist, and farmer (see attached CV). Allow me to explain the 
work of The Acequia Institute a bit more. The Institute was established in 2006 with a generous 
endowment gift from our Father, a Laredo-born angeleno by the name of Alfonso C. Peña who 
made his mark across Hollywood and East LA through Spanish language mass media (both radio 
and also TV at KMEX). Mr. Peña always valued education as a road to equality and justice and 
he especially thought that environmental education was important to the creation of a better 
world.  
 
The Institute’s research, education, and grant making activities are focused on supporting 
environmental education in the fields of agroecology, ethnobotany, and ethnomedicine for public 



health through the rejuvenation of local food systems and heritage cuisines. We accomplish this 
through fellowships for graduate students, tuition scholarships for the youth of traditional acequia 
farm families, and a variety of direct-to-producer grants and a focus on women-led food 
sovereignty projects. 
 
The Institute’s headquarters are located on 200+ acres on two farms in south central Colorado’s 
San Luis Valley. The principal lands are irrigated by the San Luis Peoples Ditch 1852), 
considered the oldest water right in what is now the State of Colorado. From this location, the 
Institute hosts an annual Acequia Agroecology and Permaculture Field School in collaboration 
with local Centennial School District staff, elder mentors who are experts in the fields, and 
students from the University of Washington Departments of American Ethnic Studies, 
Anthropology, and Program on the Environment. Our courses are certified to earn students 
college credit in the “Ideas and Society” (social science) and “Natural World” (science) core 
requirements. 
 
The farm also serves as a grassroots agricultural extension service station and we conduct a wide 
range of plant breeding experiments – one current project focuses on development of a drought- 
and weed-resistant Zea Mays (corn) variety through conventional marker assisted breeding. Using 
the methods we have already restored an heirloom variety of the local land race of Phaseolis 
vulgaris, the common bean, in this case known as “Bolitas” (little balls). 
 
In this regard, my previously published studies of the ethnobotany of the former South Central 
Farm site demonstrated that the SCF members created a world-class example of agricultural 
biodiversity. There was more biodiversity packed into those ten acres than the entire Midwest 
farm belt; that’s a fact. The wide variety of plants grown for food and medicine at SCF were 
representative of rare and threatened land race heirloom crops from Mexico and other parts of 
Latin America – Peruvian beans for example. It was like having our own little Mesoamerican 
Vavilov Center in the middle of LA. 
 
Of course, politics keeps intervening and a shameless type of politics at that has already injured 
the reputation of at least one former mayor who, honestly, betrayed the farmers even though they 
raised the $16 million to buy the land at what was a shamefully inflated and speculative price – 
before the 2007 bubble burst.  
 
I ask our current Mayor, when are we going to stop allowing such groserias [grotesqueries] of 
public policy to continue? Instead of returning this urban site back to its status as a signature and 
singular achievement for urban agriculture, do you instead propose to offer more of the same drab 
industrial landscape and its diminished value as urban space in the midst of growing communities 
with spreading residential occupancy needs?  
 
Will you wrongly choose to introduce an additional set of new sources of cumulative risk to a 
community that is already overburdened with pollution sources and a lack of green space? Are 
you as elected representatives of this community really wishing to perpetuate a politically 
unwieldy case of environmental racism that perpetuates social economic injustice? Or, will you 
be the LA Mayor and Council remembered for innovative urban planning and the vision to finally 
embrace a world-renowned paragon of environmental sustainability and social equity? 
 
My family has strong LA ties. Our father, A. C. ‘Pepe’ Peña wanted the Acequia Institute to 
become the nation’s first Latina/o initiated, managed, and funded foundation and grant-maker. 
We are accomplishing that goal by serving the singular and worthy mission of promoting the 
environmental and food justice movements.  



 
These movements have significant historical roots in Los Angeles and it is impossible to speak of 
the history, for e.g., of urban agriculture without first spending time on the place and continued 
significant role of the South Central Farm as a major progenitor of sustainable, community-based 
urban farming. The ten-acre site in question is absolutely vital as green space for the several 
thousand persons living within a mile of the site. It is also vital to the tens of thousands from LA 
and across the globe who made the site a destination during the heyday of the SCF (1999-2006).  
They will return if the farm is reborn. The prospects for community renewal for these thousands 
of neighbors and friends of the SCF – defenders of an oasis in an otherwise heavily industrialized 
area – are directly tied to policies that invest in the revitalization of what was once the centerpiece 
of a truly vibrant world-class community garden and local food system  - indeed, a model for the 
region and beyond. The current project proposal violates the prospects of such an alternative path. 
The people of LA can raise whatever it takes to pursue this alternative, so the question remains 
largely a matter of political will, or force. 
 
Reviewing the proposal for four industrial buildings, I paid particular attention to the underlying 
rationale (i.e., the Port needs increased capacity among many other unproven declarations and 
assumptions). I was struck by the audacious incompleteness of such claims. However, the utter 
disregard for and absence of any serious effort at environmental justice analysis is even more 
appalling, especially for a case with so much regional and even national and global significance.  
 
I am therefore also struck by the inherent unfairness of the process of project scoping and 
evaluation being followed and proposed. This involves an absolutely unacceptable failure to 
integrate community-based values, or to draw from the proven effectiveness of participatory 
research methods that will allow the community, planners, and developers an equal opportunity to 
get at data relevant to making a science-based comparative analyses of alternative uses that have 
either been extant on the property or proposed in various creative and democratically-designed 
projects for a more environmentally, socially, and cultural appropriate and multiple land uses at 
the 41st and Alameda site. 
 
There is a complete lack of open public discourse and analysis of the proposed land use changes 
and alternatives. It does not take a scientist to understand that democracy requires the fullest 
participation of the public, and especially the most vulnerable, systematically excluded, and 
purposefully marginalized populations and communities. People are not poor or hungry because 
they are lazy or choose to be that way. They are poor because the most powerful actors in our 
obscenely unequal class society abuse their many political and social privileges to turn all matters 
of public policy into private advantage and profit; the poor and hungry, be damned; The health 
and dynamism of the peoples’ city, be damned.  
 
The result is a project proposal envisioning an EIR process based on politics rather than standards 
of scientific risk assessment let alone consideration of federal and state environmental justice 
principles and practices. I am concerned that, while the project has been moved to the “Major 
Projects” section of the planning office, administrators seem intent in following a limited scoping 
and evaluation process that will be seen by the community and experts as violating protections 
and practices required of the planning process since the impacts are of regional, and I would 
argue global, significance. The most audacious aspect of this project proposal is the lack of plans 
for live public meetings in which the public gets to participate in the “scoping” and evaluation 
process.  
 
The public should also be involved in helping to bring to the fore the alternative land uses that 
have been proposed or that were extant on the site in the immediate past (1999-2006). These must 



figure in any environmental justice analysis, as has been noted in the past with EIRs for other 
industrial project proposals for the site. The only way to meet widely embraced standards is to 
define and study the alternatives to the proposed land use action. This will allow the community, 
larger public, and city planners to develop a comparative analysis informing whatever cost-
benefit analytic metric is adopted. This also means serious consideration of the more varied and 
complex equity and due process rights imbricated with the development and implementation of 
municipal land use policies and practices. 
 
The irony of course is that the alternative proposals – all drawing from past extant activities – had 
already set in motion dynamic economic and social changes to South Los Angeles that were 
largely driven by the educational and food justice work of the farmers at SCF. The farmers 
formed a functioning and democratic organization for self-management of the land in question 
and generated a wide array of public benefits stemming from educational as well as anti-drug and 
anti-gang goals and projects. The farm hosted vibrant and wildly popular events including a 
monthly “Anti-Mall” that brought USC medical students to the area for health care monitoring 
and other services essential to community health that – like green space – is a rare resource in the 
neighborhoods surrounding the proposed project site. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Devon G. Peña, Ph.D. 
President and Founder 
The Acequia Institute 
 



From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Please hold a hearing regarding the 4051 South Alameda Street Project
Date: Wednesday, July 09, 2014 9:00:13 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Linda Piera-Avila <lindap_a@verizon.net>
Date: Sun, Jul 6, 2014 at 12:04 PM
Subject: Please hold a hearing regarding the 4051 South Alameda Street Project
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: Linda Piera-Avila <lindap_a@verizon.net>, Jack Neff <jackneff01@yahoo.com>,
"tezozomoc@hotmail.com" <tezozomoc@hotmail.com>

Dr. Srimal,

Please hold an EIR scoping hearing regarding the proposed project at 4051 South
Alameda St., case number:
ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR.

1) The parcel is adjacent to a residential area, with many sensitive receptors living
nearby.

2) The land may already have toxic, hazardous materials underneath the surface
from previous industrial uses, which would be unearthed 

and exposed to the atmosphere when the foundations for the new warehouses
are built.

3) The Exide battery plant is nearby and its pollution issues have not yet been
resolved. Adding more industrial activity in the area could

 cause the allowable limit of pollution particles to be exceeded since the Exide
contribution is still in question.

4) The zip code where the proposed warehouses are to be built is historically the
most polluted part of Los Angeles. Adding more polluting

 truck trips to the area is not acceptable.

5) Recent history of the area shows that the City dedicated this land to the
community for an urban farm as mitigation for the Rodney 

King uprising. This became a cultural icon in the community and around the
world. Siting warehouses on the land is to continue to 

deprive the community of this resource and means of self sufficiency to combat
the effects of the local food desert which this area has 

become. To insist on placing corporate profits above community needs, in a very
low income community where most residents are 

people of color, is to sanction environmental racism.



6) The jobs provided by the proposed warehouses will be low paying and will very
possibly be examples of exploitation of workers instead

of good paying stable jobs that build the community.

7) The premise that more warehouses are needed should be questioned. Are there
warehouses in the area that can be repurposed by

these companies? If so, that option should be pursued and the land re-
dedicated to the community for an urban farm, purchased by 

the City with Quimby or other funds.

For these and other reasons, I urge the City to hold a full hearing on the scope of the
Draft EIR regarding this project at 4051 South Alameda St., case number: ENV-2012-
920-EIR, AA-2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR.

Thank you,
Linda Piera-Avila
1424 12th St. Apt. E
Santa Monica, Calif.
90401



From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed Construction of Four Industrial

Buildings
Date: Friday, July 18, 2014 1:06:33 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Leslie Radford <realleslie@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Jul 17, 2014 at 2:22 PM
Subject: Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/
Proposed Construction of Four Industrial Buildings
To: mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, councilmember.cedillo@lacity.org,
councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org, councilmember.blumenfield@lacity.org,
councilmember.Labonge@lacity.org, "paul.koretz@lacity.org"
<paul.koretz@lacity.org>, councilmember.martinez@lacity.org,
councilmember.fuentes@lacity.org, Bernard Parks
<councilmember.parks@lacity.org>, councilmember.price@lacity.org,
planning@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

At what point does the City, its Council and Planning Commission, listen
to the people? By now you have several dozens of letters from ordinary
people for whom the South Central Farm remains a symbol and an
inspiration of what Los Angeles could be. Instead of nurturing the dream
held by so many across the diversity of this City, this city's government
has determinedly pursued its destruction. I ask this new City Council, this
new Planning Commission, this new Mayor to listen.

I am not an environmental engineer, a public policy analyst, or an urban
planner. I speak to what I read and experience, to what I know is right
and necessary. I am no different from most of the people you've heard
from regarding Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-
887-SPR. This is what I know:

The City adopted the Farm already under cultivation, in 1994. The City
sold it to the Harbor Department so that it would remain a haven for the
community, a provider of fresh food for a hungry neighborhood, a space
for cultural preservation. In 2006, the City broke that promise for a few
million dollars: the free transfer of the property back from the Harbor
Department to the City and then undervaluing the land's worth for a
developer. That developer paid taxes on the undervaluation even as he
offered it for sale at three times what he paid for it, in the midst of
massive property devaluation. Only when he found a buyer were the
property and the taxes on it reassessed at market value. The deal the
City struck is now clear: that land, in a struggling, working class
neighborhood, was only valuable to the City as taxable income on
industrial development. Green space belongs to the wealthy; a Million



Trees, Revitalizing the L.A. River, and Great Streets belong to gentrifiers;
three warehouses and a sweatshop belong to the poor.

In all of that time the City refused to honor its partnership with the South
Central Farmers. For years the Farmers trudged to City council meetings
to save the Farm. Council Members turned their backs. No committee
agreed to hear them. The Farmers mustered the support a dozen
government agencies and non-profits, tens of thousands of supporters,
hundreds of people risking their liberty to prevent eviction, but the City
turned a deaf ear. The Farmers were never asked to join the negotiations
with the foundations eager to keep the Farm alive. They have never been
asked to help with the plans for a more environmentally friendly Los
Angeles. As happens too often in this world, when the “big boys” entered
the picture, the migrant farmers were shut out.

What is obvious now is that the City is still on a course to scrub the City
of the South Central Farm, its legacy and its promise.

In order to facilitate a proposed 2006 sale, a council member spread
rumors of toxic soil to quell talk of restoring the Farm which, when
tested prior to proposed development in 2013, proved to be a
fabrication.

The Council promised the Central Alameda neighborhood a soccer
field and then took it away ostensibly because the industrial
development would be too toxic for the soccer players (though
apparently not for the surrounding neighborhood), but in fact
because buyers didn't want to accommodate the children.

In 2008 the Planning Commission issued a Mitigated Negative
Declaration for industrial development, that, under scrutiny by the
Farmers, turned out to require mitigation to such an extent that the
potential buyer shut down the sale.

In 2013, a consortium of buyers tried to resurrect virtually the same
development plan under the transparent guise of four buildings
instead of one. The Farmers proved their promise of jobs was
illusory, mostly transfers from existing operations, and the plans
were based on inaccurate mapping. Again the Farmers established
the need for an Environmental Impact Report, but this time the
Planning Commission allowed the consortium to skirt CEQA public
hearings. The new EIR claims no regional impact on a plan that
promises much the same damage as the first one, one that required
a ramp from the I-10 to offset truck traffic among other impossible
accommodations.

Misrepresentations at best, lies at worst, have propelled the City's frenzy
to pave over the South Central Farm.



The South Central Farm was an environmental gem in one of the
toughest and most environmentally devastated neighborhoods in Los
Angeles. The Farm improved health for the residents with air scrubbed by
the trees and food fresh from the soil, provided family recreation and
learning, fostered community and cultural pride, and mitigated drug
sales. Your predecessors chose to bulldoze that rather than celebrate the
accomplishments of the people to grow something wonderful in the
empty, industrially-zoned lots of their neighborhood, with an agricultural
use permit (that has not been revoked) from the Harbor Department. The
spate of community gardens, bike paths and trains, and farmers markets
across the City since 2006 can all mark their beginning from the
awareness the Farm brought to the greening of Los Angeles. If you
determine to destroy that marker, you give the lie to all the City's
subsequent environmental consciousness.

On the other hand, if you honor your predecessors' promise to the
Central Alameda neighborhood, the Farmers, and the many L.A. residents
who supported the Farm, if you grasp what was created with that permit,
then you add value to the housing there, honor the immigrant
communities of Los Angeles, grow a showcase of over one hundred native
species, house a seed bank, provide habitat for wildlife, and can again
claim to have one of the world's largest urban farms. That was the South
Central Farm, the Farm that the City of Los Angeles saw fit to destroy for
tax revenue, spitting in the eye of worldwide opposition. It is the Farm
that will only re-emerge if you see your way past whatever perverse
sentiment remains to punish the Farmers, the people of Central Alameda,
and those who joined them for exposing the City's plans for
industrializing a working class neighborhood's dignity.

Listen to the people of Central Alameda and Los Angeles one more time.
We are not the experts the Planning Commission invited to comment. We
can't measure the toxicity of more than two thousand truck trips through
the narrow streets of Central Alameda, or the sleeplessness of 24-hour
warehouse lighting bouncing into a neighborhood, or the property
depreciation that results from the non-stop noise, or the economic impact
of traffic congestion on the mom-and-pop businesses, or the number of
“sensitive receptors”--people--who will be sickened. We are just people,
the ones who know that we would not have that monstrous shrine to
industrialization adjacent to our homes. Hear what you sacrificed when
the City broke its promise for a few million dollars and a bit more in
taxes. Hear from those who lost their labor and their garden plots. Hear
how, for twenty years, the promise of the Farm has been remembered.
Prove you are not the same Planning Commission, the same City Council,
the same Mayor who destroyed the South Central Farm. Hold a CEQA
scoping hearing, and invite us too. 

Sincerely,
Leslie Radford



resident



From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: SCF Letter in opposition to Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed

Construction of Four Industrial Buildings
Date: Wednesday, July 09, 2014 9:35:37 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Tezozomoc <tezozomoc@hotmail.com>
Date: Tue, Jul 8, 2014 at 12:40 PM
Subject: SCF Letter in opposition to Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919,
DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed Construction of Four Industrial Buildings
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Via E-mail w/ Attachments and US Mail w/Attachments

Srimal Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Department of City Planning
200 N. Main St. 7th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Via email: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed
Construction of Four Industrial Buildings

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

These comments are a call for an immediate rejection of the City's planners' present
determination that this proposed project is not regional in scope and for immediately
public comment scoping hearing under CEQA prior to evaluation of the applicant's
EIR request.

Because the land at issue in the Proposed EIR, which is now open space and without
current improvements, lies within and is adjacent to  environmental, community,
cultural and public transportation resources providing output on a daily basis, the
applicant must face the highest level of scrutiny, which is a public scoping hearing to
determine the extent to which the Proposed Project impedes, removes and replaces
these current valuable resources.

The applicant and its' predecessor attempts at development on this site, have all be
been subject to public and backroom inter-agency controversies.

A large community has established an existing pattern of usage of housing,
employment, education, transportation and residential development.



The Proposed Project's issues of cummulative air quality impacts has a measureable
affect on sensitive receptors.  The LA County Dept. of Public Health has identified the
impacts which exceed legal limits.  By the metric of public health, this project is
regional in scope, and impacts spread far beyond the boundaries of the Proposed
Project.

The developer's proposed EIR must be put on hold and City Planning must schedule
scoping hearings to hear out the opposition to this project from those affected by
those inter-agency controversies.

In the strongest decent language possible, reject the applicants request for EIR
review and comments and move to calendar a public scoping comments hearing to
gather and evaluate data on the Proposed Project's ultimate cummulative impacts on
housing, education, employment, transportation, and air quality, residential noise.

For City Planning to move toward a full Environmental Impact Report with an
Environmental Justice Analysis is inadequate because of the widespread
controversies between agencies, the public controversies over escalating pollution,
and the need to answer to people adjacent to the Proposed Project to in the area of
Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard and Long Beach Avenue East, Los Angeles,
California 90058.

The land upon which the Proposed Project sits should not be improved to any extent.

No development on the site of the South Central Farm shall be allowed, and the facts
support my assertion.

Executive Summary

The owner/developer application EIR proposal is inadequate on several grounds:
Scale of Project, Appropriateness of the Project, Realisticness of the Project,
Owner/Developer Credibility and Legality of the Project.

Scale of [Proposed] Project is so large, and the impacts and take-aways would place
additional stressors on a community adjacent to close to 14 contiguous acres of land
in a highly dense, highly urbanized community within the 9th Council District.

The owner/developer is demanding the City provide multiple boundary-level
easements, lot-line adjustments, waivers for sidewalk set backs and vacations of City
land in an effort to unify the 15 separate parcels purchased by the owner/developer in
2012.  The Revised and Recirculated Notice of Preparation Environmental Impact
Report is an inappropriate avenue for the [Proposed] Project as the
owner/developer's application requests waivers for height limit restrictions, calls for
more than 400 parking spaces and for more than 2,000 daily truck trips of
indeterminate tonnage, which has a regional significance /far beyond the intended
scope or purpose of an EIR and will have a harmful impact on the surrounding
community, which is already a Los Angeles injunction-subject toxic hot-spot of
unrelenting oppression.



An EIR also ignores the City Planners who made a self-determination the applicant's
Proposed Project has no regional impacts.  It is unrealistic as the owner/developer's
demands from the City for boundary-level lot-line adjustments, etc. have a
disproportionate impact on the surrounding community of businesses, mass transit
riders, schools, recreation center users and homes.  These impacted parties are
entitled to a full scoping review and not the rubber-stamping of a hasty, rock-bottom
EIR.  The owner/developer's credibility has come into question as differences are
apparent between the language of the EIR application and the statements of the
owner/developer's representatives.  A mixed message has been put out regarding the
exact number of buildings the owner/developer plans to build and the number of new
living-wage jobs created by the construction of the [Proposed] Project.  There are
also factual inaccuracies in the owner/developer's EIR application as to the actual
width of City streets Long Beach Boulevard East and 41st Street which are to the
benefit of the owner/developer.  These factual inaccuracies might also be based on a
presumption the City will approve mergers of City land on the Proposed Project site,
but in any event these choices increase significantly the complexity of the [Proposed]
Project and the foreseeable impact it will have.

Lastly, cumulative industrial pollutants in the air, soil and groundwater which have
daily impacted this community for years are already under several court and
administrative orders arising from actions initiated by state and federal agencies.  The
application for an EIR to cover the additional industrial pollutants arising from
[Proposed] Project raises more questions about regional impact than can be
addressed with an EIR with Environmental Justice Analysis under CEQA.  The EIR as
proposed is legally insufficient to correct these cumulative pollution impacts and the
current orders, rulings and laws presently in force in and along the Alamdeda Corridor
are for the purpose of correcting the damage already done.  In total, City Planning is
ready to address the applicant's many requests of the City, but the [Proposed] Project
offers insignificant mitigation, which is legally insufficient unless and until public
scoping comments are heard at an open hearing under CEQA and the Brown Act.

Background

This comment is opposed to City Planning's attempt to by-pass a public scoping
comments hearings, and believes there are many good reasons, any one of which is
adequate, to demand a full, open, transparent hearing for the purpose of determining
the cummulative impacts of the Proposed Project.

The most recent use of the [Proposed] Project site was agricultural.  California
agriculture pre-dates California written history, meaning the Mexican and Central-
American Seed Bank which was taken and destroyed on or about June 13, 2006 at
the Project site was a living link to California pre-history among the Mezo-American
ancestors of today's indigenous Americans.  The presence of the Seed Bank at the
Project site is documented with historical facts surrounding the police action to eject
the South-Central Farmers.  The Project site is a place where the historical record is
not yet closed.



Many species of plants and animals lived at the Seed Bank, now the entirety of the
[Proposed] Project Site.  The habitats for the plants and animals were destroyed
along with the Seed Bank on June 13, 2006 in an action by the LAPD and
subsequent bulldozing.  Habitat recovery permitting the plant and animal growth since
June 13, 2006 has been made impossible with continual disking by a tractor on the
grounds of the Project site.

Plant habitats once lost are difficult to restore and the [Proposed] Project is solely in
the City's interests in growth, which as planned under the owner/developer's MND
application, guarantees that no plant growth could ever return to the habitat lost June
13, 2006.

A guava tree was known to be growing prior to the most recent disking, although at
present the guava tree's whereabouts are uncertain.  Native birds and resident small
mammals, possibly including a bat, as well as common and beneficial insects also
had a documented presence.

The Planning Department's Standard of Review

In determining whether an effect will be adverse or beneficial, the City shall consider
the views held by members of the public in all areas affected as expressed in the
whole record before the lead agency. Before requiring the preparation of an EIR, the
City must still determine whether environmental change itself might be substantial,
and if so, holding a public hearing for public comments about the impact of the
Proposed Project.

In evaluating the significance of the environmental effect of a project, the City shall
consider direct physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the
project and reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment
which may be caused by the project.

A direct physical change in the environment is a physical change in the environment
which is caused by and immediately related to the project. An examples of direct
physical changes in the environment are the dust, noise, and traffic of heavy
equipment that would result from construction of a new sewage treatment plant and
possible odors from operation of the plant.

An indirect physical change in the environment is a physical change in the
environment which is not immediately related to the project, but which is caused
indirectly by the project. If a direct physical change in the environment in turn causes
another change in the environment, then the other change is an indirect physical
change in the environment. For example, the construction of a new sewage treatment
plant may facilitate population growth in the service area due to the increase in
sewage treatment capacity, but may then lead to an increase in air pollution as a
result from population growth in the new sewage treatment service area.

Economic or social changes may be used to determine that a physical change shall
be regarded as a significant effect on the environment. Where a physical change is



caused by economic or social effects of a project, the physical change may be
regarded as a significant effect in the same manner as any other physical change
resulting from the project. Alternatively, economic and social effects of a physical
change may be used to determine that the physical change is a significant effect on
the environment. If the physical change causes adverse economic or social effects on
people, those adverse effects may be used as a factor in determining whether the
physical change is significant. For example, if a project would cause overcrowding of
a public facility (like a toilet) and the overcrowding causes an adverse effect on
people, the overcrowding would be regarded as a significant effect.

The owner/developer’s EIR Application Will Convert Unique Farmland of Statewide
Importance.

The City of Los Angeles and L.A. City's Port Authority recognized the Project site as
farmland since they issued "Permit 94" to further certify the earlier agreement to allow
an agricultural focus at this site.  Permit 94 has never been altered, thus there is a
map that this area was permitted to be agricultural land.  Until June 13, 2006, the site
was likely the most unique farm of any size in the USA and may well have been the
most biologically diverse due to the wide range of traditional food and medicinal crops
being grown including crops grown from rare heirloom seeds from Latin America.
Endangered species such as the Red-tailed hawk were photographed on the site
prior to June 13, 2006.

At this time, I have no confirmation that Los Angeles Unified School District
("LAUSD") was informed about the [Proposed] Project before the Department of City
Planning's June 13, 2013 hearing.  I am aware of no comments back from LAUSD.
LAUSD is entrusted with the health of its students, teachers and staff, and an
absence of comment from such an interested party as LAUSD does imply the District
has not yet prepared a comment, given the vast reach of the Project.  As this
comment will show, LAUSD and others will be impacted by the City's planned growth,
so widespread is the human and species habitat impact of the Project.

The explanation for caution and a scoping hearing for public comments is that the
[Proposed] Project is designed to only remain for a definite number of years.  Once
built, everything on the [Proposed] Project site will be lost with no hope of recovery.
What came before on the [Proposed] Project was a Seed Bank, which held the
agricultural and horticultural genetic transmissions from Mexico and Central-
America.  The Project is on a site where many thousands of persons in the
neighborhood are forced each day to compete with the [Proposed] Project for water,
air, shelter and sustenance.  The Vernon Avenue Blue Line Station averages 5,200
passengers each day, with over 250,000 passengers riding the Blue Line annually.
Traffic patterns account for over 10,000 car trips a day through the area, and the
surrounding community consists of a public recreation center (The Arthur K. Snyder
City Recreation Center) and an LAUSD high school, Jefferson High.  Pedestrian
traffic is constant throughout every day as bus and the Blue Line bring persons into
the region for jobs, school, and recreation.



The determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the
environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the City, based to the extent
possible on scientific and factual data. An ironclad definition of significant effect is not
always possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting. For
example, an activity which may not be significant in an urban area may be significant
in a rural area.  In this situation where having a truck depot may not have significant
effect in the middle of a pasture, in the middle of an occupied City, the Project
represents a degradation of the environment, threatening human health and the
Project site with an irrevocable commitment of resources.

The upcoming Department of City Planning ruling on the applicant's EIR is premature
because it does not address that City Planning planners made a determination the
Proposed Project is not regional in scope.  If the owner's disclosures to the
Department of City Planning or the Zoning Administrator lacks adequate credibility,
the Department of City Planning must first hold a scoping hearing for public
comments before evaluating the applicant's EIR.

Owner's 2008 Application for MND

The applicant's presentation included drawings of a series of 46 foot-high buildings.
The overly tall buildings will prevent existing light and air from reaching the land and
community, eliminating a vital resource necessary for persons on the ground.

The environmental documentation indicates that the applicant's proposal would
generate an additional 2,581 truck trips a day, which is a region-wide impact on
traffic, air and noise pollution and on a wide-range of sensitive receptors.



From: Srimal Hewawitharana
To: Eric Charlton
Subject: Fwd: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed Construction of Four Industrial

Buildings
Date: Tuesday, July 15, 2014 8:55:47 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Gillian Ware <gillian_ware@mac.com>
Date: Mon, Jul 14, 2014 at 10:42 PM
Subject: Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/
Proposed Construction of Four Industrial Buildings
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Re: Case No. ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-2012-919, DIR-2013-887-SPR/ Proposed  Construction of Four
Industrial Buildings

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

I urge a rejection of the City's planners' present determination that this proposed project is not regional in scope. I
urge you to call for an immediate public comment scoping hearing under CEQA prior to evaluation of the
applicant's EIR request.

The environmental documentation indicates that the applicant's proposal would generate an additional 2,581 truck
trips a day, which is a region-wide impact on traffic, air and noise pollution and on a wide-range of neighboring
sensitive receptors.

The trucks will contribute substantially to noise pollution in a neighborhood that already suffers
with the noise of hourly train traffic along the Blue Line and approximately 10,000 car trips and
day.

Twenty-four hour shipping operations will require twenty-four hour lighting, a significant
reduction in the quality of life for the neighborhood.

As replacement facilities for existing business operations, this project holds little hope for any
meaningful new jobs.

Siting warehouses on the land is to continue to deprive the community of their urban
agricultural resource and means of self sufficiency to combat the effects of the local food
desert which this area has become. To approve of placing corporate profits above community
needs, in an extremely low income community where most residents are people of color, is to
sanction environmental racism.

Cumulative industrial pollutants in the air, soil and groundwater which have daily impacted this community for
years are already under several court and administrative orders arising from actions initiated by state and federal
agencies.  The application for an EIR to cover the additional industrial pollutants arising from [Proposed] Project
raises more questions about regional impact than can be addressed with just an EIR with Environmental Justice



Analysis under CEQA.  The EIR as proposed is legally insufficient to correct these cumulative pollution impacts
and the current orders, rulings and laws presently in force in and along the Alameda Corridor are for the purpose of
correcting the damage already done.  In total, City Planning is ready to address the applicant's many requests of the
City, but the [Proposed] Project offers insignificant mitigation, which is legally insufficient unless and until public
scoping comments are heard at an open hearing under CEQA and the Brown Act.

For these and other reasons, I urge the City to hold a full scoping hearing of the Draft EIR
regarding this project at 4051 South Alameda St., case number: ENV-2012-920-EIR, AA-
2012-919-PMLA, DIR-2013-887-SPR.

Sincerely,

Gillian Ware
9039 Cattaraugus Avenue
Los Angeles
CA 90034




