West Adams New Community Plan 2.0 Responses to Comments
Final EIR

2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

This chapter of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains all comments received on the Draft
EIR for the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert New Community Plan (Proposed Project) during the public
review period, as well responses to each of those comments. In accordance with California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the Los Angeles Department of City Planning (DCP) has
evaluated the comments on environmental issues received from agencies and other interested parties and has
prepared written responses to each comment pertinent to the adequacy of the environmental analyses
contained in the Draft EIR. In specific compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), the written
responses address the environmental issues raised. In addition, where appropriate, the basis for incorporating
or not incorporating specific suggestions into the Proposed Project is provided. In each case, DCP has
expended a good faith effort, supported by reasoned analysis, to respond to comments. Although some letters
may raise legal or planning issues, these issues do not always constitute significant environmental issues.
Therefore, the comment has been noted, but no response has been provided. Generally, the responses to
comments provide explanation or amplification of information contained in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR was prepared and initially circulated for a 45-day review period beginning on
September 13, 2012 and closing on October 29, 2012. However, in response to requests by interested
parties, the review period was extended to 60 days, closing on November 13, 2012. During this period,
15 comment letters regarding the Draft EIR for the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert New Community
Plan (NCP) received from public agencies, organizations, and individuals. Two additional comment letters
were received after the close of the Draft EIR review period, but still have been included.

2.1 COMMENTS RECEIVED

Each comment letter has been assigned a number. The body of each comment letter has been separated into
individual comments, which also have been numbered. This results in a tiered numbering system, whereby
the first comment in Letter 1 is depicted as Comment 1-1, and so on. These numbered comment letters are
included in their entirety, followed by the corresponding responses. Copies of the comment letters are
included in Appendix J of this Final EIR.

The following presents the list of comment letters received on the Draft EIR during the public review period
from public agencies, organizations, and individuals:

California Restaurant Association

Community Health Councils (CHC)

CHC and the Undersigned Organizations and Individuals
Neighbors United, Faircrest Heights Community

Los Angeles Conservancy

United Neighborhood of the Historic Arlington heights, West Adams, and Jefferson Park Communities
Neighborhood Council (UNNC)

7. UNNC Stakeholder

8.  Craig Lawson & Co. (on behalf of Kaiser)

9. D. Varnado

10. Joyce Dillard

11. Plains Exploration & Production Company

12.  South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
13. Scott A. Ginsberg

14.  Walter Marks

15.  West Adams Heritage Association
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Two additional comment letters were received after the close of the Draft EIR public review period:

16. CHC
17. UNNC

2.2 MASTER RESPONSES

A number of the comments raise common issues, so rather than respond to each comment individually this
Final EIR includes the following five Master Responses:

Master Response 1: Baseline (Base Year) Population and Housing
Master Response 2: Transportation Baseline (Base Year)

Master Response 3: Traffic Impact Analysis Methodology

Master Response 4: Displacement/Affordable Housing

Master Response 5: Parks and Open Space

MASTER RESPONSE 1: BASELINE (BASE YEAR) POPULATION AND HOUSING

Comments. A number of comments were received related to the existing population estimate used in the
Draft EIR. Specifically, the comments question the use of a 2008 estimate for baseline, or Base Year
existing conditions instead of Census 2010 data. The comments also question why the 2030 Proposed
Project population capacity is greater than Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
projections and why the South Los Angeles Planning Subregion, which includes the subject CPA, is
anticipated to receive a large proportion of the City’s population growth.

Introduction. The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR include a description of the Base Year conditions
against which project-related impacts are compared. Normally, the Base Year is the physical environmental
condition that exists when the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published. However, the CEQA Guidelines
recognize that the date for establishing a Base Year cannot be rigid because environmental conditions may
vary over time and it may be more appropriate for disclosing impacts to select an alternative baseline.
Therefore, the use of a Base Year that differs from the date of the NOP is appropriate when doing so results
in a more accurate environmental analysis. Conversely, there is no specific timeline established by the
CEQA Guidelines that dictate how much time may pass before the established Base Year physical
environmental conditions are no longer acceptable for use as the Base Year.

Land use planning for the West Adams NCP officially began in the year 2006. The NOP for the West Adams
NCP Draft EIR was published on February 1, 2008. Following the general rule in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15125, DCP selected the year 2008 as the Base Year physical environmental conditions against
which project-related impacts are compared. The Final EIR, including the Draft EIR and Appendix M,
indicates that the City relied on the best available data and reasonable assumptions to determine the 2008
conditions in the various impact areas, including population and employment data.

Notwithstanding the City’s legally and factually supported selection of the 2008 baseline data, in an effort to
respond to comments, the City is providing supplemental data and additional discussion on the more current
data to demonstrate that the analysis in the Draft EIR is further validated. Baseline data is comprised of
demographic data which is not static. Shifts in demographic data occur continually through the process of
analyzing a project. A point in time must be selected to represent the existing conditions. The 2010 Census
was released in April 2011 during the preparation of the Draft EIR. The 2010 Census revealed that there
were 7,543 fewer persons in the West Adams Community Plan Area in 2010 than were estimated in 2008 (an
approximately four percent difference). The 2010 Census also revealed that there were 158 more dwelling
units than estimated in 2008 (an approximately 0.2 percent difference). Although there is a difference
between the 2008 Base Year population and housing estimates, and the 2010 Census data, the difference
does not constitute a significant material change to the scope of the Proposed Project. As discussed in this
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Master Response 1 and the supplemental discussion in Chapter 3.0, the difference does not change the
impact conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. Therefore, the continued use of the 2008 Base Year
population and housing condition is appropriate and reasonable for the EIR. (For more information on the
City’s methodology for establishing baseline related to demographics, refer to Final EIR Appendix M.)

It is important to note that while an EIR must include a description of the Base Year conditions against which
project-related impacts are compared, the “delta”, or difference between the Base Year 2008 conditions and
the future 2030 build-out conditions of the Proposed Project is generally assessed in terms of dwelling units
or threshold other than population. Changes in population factor into portions of the analysis for 6 of the
16 impact areas which include Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Noise, Population, Housing and Employment,
Public Services and Transportation. Additionally, as described in the Draft EIR, for the majority of the
impact areas, the “delta” is not used to determine whether the implementation of the Proposed Project, which
has a 20-year planning horizon, would result in significant environmental impacts. Rather, the determination
of significance of impacts is based primarily on the end-state condition, or in this case, whether future
conditions under the Proposed Project’s 2030 capacity would exceed established thresholds of significance,
as described in the Draft EIR on pages 4.13-10 and 4.13-11. But for those areas where the delta is relied on,
additional review and supplemental analysis is provided, which demonstrates that the use of the 2010 Census
data, or even more recent population and housing estimates for the CPA, would not result in different
environmental impact determinations than those in the Draft EIR. Further discussion regarding the changes
that have occurred within the West Adams CPA since 2008 with respect to population, housing, and traffic
are provided below. Supplemental analyses of the other environmental topics evaluated in the Draft EIR
with respect to the Base Year 2008 conditions are presented in Chapter 3.0, Section 3.2 of this Final EIR.
The supplemental analysis concludes that the impact determinations presented in the Draft EIR would not
change if the Base Year was moved to a more recent date for the purposes of an evaluation of environmental
impacts caused by the implementation of the Proposed Project through the year 2030.

Population and Housing Base Year Conditions. The State of California requires that cities plan for
changes that can effect population, housing demand and employment. If growth is anticipated, each city must
accommodate a share of the region’s projected growth. The regional growth projections are developed by
the City of Los Angeles in concert with the SCAG, the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the
six-county region. SCAG is mandated by federal and State governments to prepare the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP), a long-range regional transportation plan that addresses regional growth based on
an analysis of past and future regional trends. Using the SCAG 2004 RTP, the population and housing
numbers for the 2008 Base Year in the West Adams NCP Draft EIR was estimated to be 182,600 persons
and 66,415 housing units.

The 2008 Base Year population estimate for the West Adams CPA represented a 9,687 person growth from
the 2000 Census. As mentioned above, the 2010 Census revealed that there were 7,543 fewer persons in the
West Adams CPA in 2010 than were estimated for the 2008 Base Year (an approximately four percent
difference). It was also revealed that there were 158 more housing units than were estimated for the 2008
Base Year (an approximately a 0.2 percent difference). Since development activity in the CPA between 2008
and 2010 was minimal, with no general plan land use amendments occurring during this period, and no
changes to the existing zoning, factors such as increases in the vacancy rate due to the Great Recession could
account for the difference, still others warrant consideration. For example, following the release of the 2010
Census, a Congressional Report found that there had been an undercount predominately of Blacks and
Hispanics nationwide. Using the factors outlined in the Congressional Report, the difference between the
Draft EIR’s 2008 population estimate and 2010 Census data for the West Adams CPA indicates a reduction
by as much as 3,015 persons, or roughly 40 percent (instead of the 7,543 person difference identified in the
2010 Census).*

The 2010 Decennial Census: Background and Issues Report for Congress, Congressional Research Service, October 18,
2012 (see Appendix N for additional data and supporting exhibits).
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In addition to the above, modifications to the Proposed Project involving down zoning and down planning in
certain residential neighborhoods was part of the City Planning Commission motion recommending approval
of the Proposed Project. Should the City Council adopt these requested modifications, the Proposed
Project’s overall capacity would be reduced by 1,861 dwelling units and 4,729 persons 2, reducing the
“delta” between Census 2010 data and the Proposed Project’s 2030 plan capacity from 43,683 to 38,954;
closer to the 36,141 person 2008 to 2030 “delta” currently described in the Draft EIR.

Additionally, DCP’s 2014 Growth & Infrastructure Report estimates that population and housing within the
West Adams CPA has increased by an additional 2,875 persons and 41 housing units since 2010, bringing
the totals within the CPA to 177,932 persons and 66,614 units as of 2014, more in line with prevailing
Census trends for the area. Refer to Tables 6 and 7 of the report for a comparison of the Census data and
2014 estimates.

Regardless of the above noted fluctuations in population and housing growth due to factors such as vacancy
rates, possible undercounts, or modifications to the Proposed Project; these increases (or decreases) do not
change the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR about population and housing impacts. As described
through the Thresholds of Significance Section of the Draft EIR, and in particular the City CEQA Thresholds
Guidelines listed on page 4.13-10, analysis of population and housing impacts is not based on the “delta”
between Base Year conditions and the 2030 end-state conditions, but instead focuses on the end-state
capacity of the Proposed Project; its ability to accommodate SCAG’s projected citywide population and
housing allocation through the horizon year; and its EIR’s ability to adequately address the determination of
significance of impacts and established thresholds of significance listed on page 4.13-10, analyzed on page
4.13-11 with supplemental analysis included in Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR.

Forecasted Population and Housing Capacity. The analysis of impacts in the EIR with regard to
population and housing is based on the end-state condition of the 20-year planning horizon to determine
whether or not the West Adams NCP accommodates SCAG’s projected growth for the year 2030. Referring
to paragraph 3 on page 4.13-12 of the Draft EIR, the SCAG 2004 RTP population and housing forecasts for
2030 as adjusted by the DCP for the West Adams CPA are 201,220 persons and 79,074 housing units.
However, the West Adams NCP Draft EIR evaluates a population and housing capacity of 218,714 persons
and 86,118 housing units in order to adequately consider the potential population increases anticipated within
this urbanized area along its key transportation corridors, and in particular, those associated with the
establishment of two new light rail transit lines featuring 10 station areas serving the West Adams CPA and
linking it to nearby major employment centers such as Downtown Los Angeles, the University of Southern
California, West Los Angeles and Downtown Santa Monica. This is consistent with the General Plan
Framework Element policies and State mandated policies to promote infill development near transit and
reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Therefore, the population and housing capacity of the West Adams CPA
that was evaluated for the Draft EIR is based on assumptions about the level of development that can be
expected to occur during the 20 year planning horizon of the West Adams NCP. Given the proposed
Community Plan’s land use designations and development regulations that allow greater density at major
intersection sites and at light rail transit stations in order to create transit-oriented development (TOD)
throughout the Community Plan Area, the evaluation of a greater end-state capacity than the target
projection(s) provided by SCAG was performed to consider potential growth that the SCAG trend forecasts
did not take into account for the horizon period, and the EIR discloses the potential impacts associated with
build-out of the Proposed Project’s unique set of land use recommendations.

As described more fully in Final EIR Appendix M (Methodology), the provision of increased population and
housing capacity under the West Adams NCP, as evaluated in the Draft EIR, does not explicitly mean that
the CPA would be developed to planned levels if demand for the land uses does not exist. The analysis of
impacts using projected capacity numbers is a disclosure of potential development levels that could exist at
the forecasted end-state based on the land uses and policy changes proposed under the West Adams NCP.

2Refer to Chapter 3.0, Section 3.2 of this Final EIR, Revisions to Draft EIR, Appendix B.

taha 2010-074 2-4



West Adams New Community Plan
Final EIR

2.0 Responses to Comments

MASTER RESPONSE 2: TRANSPORTATION BASELINE (BASE YEAR)

Comments. A number of comments question the use of 2005 traffic count data to represent the 2008 Base
Year traffic conditions and how those Base Year conditions influence the air quality and greenhouse gas
(GHG) analysis. The comments suggest that 2012 or 2013 traffic data should be used to represent Base Year
traffic conditions.

Response. Traffic in the West Adams CPA is regional and not limited to the conditions solely existing in the
West Adams CPA, and the travel demand forecasting model (Travel Model) used to evaluate potential traffic
impacts of the West Adams NCP uses regional SCAG land use forecasts for areas outside of the CPA and the
land use assumptions existing therein. Forecasts of future traffic conditions are not solely dependent on base
year traffic data. Rather, forecasts of future traffic conditions are based on the land use projections for the
reasonable expected development build-out of the West Adams CPA.

Although land use planning for the West Adams NCP officially began in 2006, traffic counts were first
collected as early as 2005 to develop the Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Plan (TIMP) for the
West Adams NCP. Therefore, the Travel Model used to develop the TIMP for the West Adams NCP was
initially calibrated and validated to Year 2005 traffic conditions in the AM and PM peak hours. To
determine if the traffic counts collected in 2005 were acceptable to represent 2008 conditions, additional
traffic counts were collected at like locations in 2008 (Counts for later years have also been collected and
will be discussed below). A comparison of the counts indicated that traffic counts in 2005 were generally
similar to 2008 traffic counts. In fact, the 2005 traffic counts were slightly higher than those collected at the
same locations in 2008. Specifically, as shown in Table 2-1, traffic counts conducted in 2005 were
approximately four and nine percent higher in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.

TABLE 2-1: COMPARISON OF 2005 AND 2008 TRAFFIC COUNTS

Measure AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Sum of 2005 Traffic Counts 39,250 43,400
Sum of 2008 Traffic Counts 37,564 39,491
Difference (2008 — 2005) -1,686 -3,909
Percent Difference -4.3% -9.0%

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, New Community Plan Program West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert Community Plan Area Draft Transportation Improvement and
Mitigation Program, August 2012.

Because the 2005 traffic counts are higher than the 2008 counts, and the forecast adds future growth in travel
demand to Base Year traffic counts, the traffic forecast used as the basis of the traffic impact analysis
represents a more conservative assessment of future conditions, as future growth in travel demand was added
to higher Base Year traffic conditions. Therefore, DCP, in consultation with the Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT) and the Traffic Consultant, determined that the 2005 model calibration was valid
for use in the West Adams TIMP, and 2005 traffic counts were used to represent existing (Year 2008) traffic
conditions.

With the release of this Final EIR, DCP has evaluated the latest traffic volume data available from LADOT
at street intersections within the West Adams CPA between 2008 and the second quarter of 2012. Table 2-2
provides a comparison of traffic data between 2008 to 2012, which reveals negligible changes (increase in
morning peak hour traffic by less than two percent, and decreasing in the afternoon peak hour traffic by less
than two percent), meaning that traffic in the West Adams CPA has not changed significantly in this
timeframe.

taha 2010-074 2-5



West Adams New Community Plan

Final EIR

2.0 Responses to Comments

TABLE 2-2: COMPARISON OF TRAFFIC COUNTS FROM 2008, 2010, AND 2012

Peak 2008/ 2008-2010 Difference / | 2010-2012 Difference /
Intersection Hour (2005) 2010 2012 Percent Difference Percent Difference

Venice Blvd. east of AM 3,755 3,319 3,302 -436/-11.61% -17 /-0.51%
La Cienega Blvd. PM 3,491 | 3,021| 3,028 -470 / -13.46% 710.23%
National Blvd. east of AM 2,375 | 2,208 | 2,388 -167 /-7.03% 61/2.34%
Robertson Bivd. PM 2,608 | 2,669 | 2,498 180/ 8.15% -171/-6.41%
Cattarugus Ave. AM 290 516 693 226/ 77.93% 14/ 6.09%
south of Venice Blvd. PM 230 244 341 177 1 34.30% 97/ 39.75%
Venice Blvd. west of AM 3,179 | 3,883 | 2,659 704 [ 22.15% 281/8.95%
Burchard Ave. PM 3,138 | 3,419 | 2,691 -1,224 | -31.52% -728/-21.29%
Washington Blvd. AM 2,093 | 2635 2191 542/ 25.90% -167 / -8.25%
west of Thurman Ave. | py 2,025 | 1,858 | 1,756 -444 [ -16.85% -102 / -5.49%
Adams Blvd. west of AM 878 | 1,575 | 1,417 697 / 79.38% 677 /88.27%
Fairfax Ave. PM 767 | 1,444 835 -158 /-10.03% -609 / -42.17%
Angeles Vista Blvd. AM 1,078 | 1,083 | 1,247 5/0.46% 240/ 22.99%
north of Slauson Ave. PM 1,044 | 1,284 | 1,400 164 / 15.14% 116 / 9.03%
West Blvd. north of AM 476 445 366 -31/-6.51% -79/-17.75%
Slauson Ave. PM 613 632 648 19/3.10% 16 / 2.53%
Crenshaw Blvd. north AM 2,568 | 2,743 | 2,400 175/ 6.81% 384 /13.20%
of Slauson Ave. PM 2,909 | 3,293 | 3,043 -343/-12.50% -250/-7.59%
Van Ness Ave. north AM 1,078 1,342 1,057 264 [ 24.49% 298/ 21.05%
of Slauson Ave. PM 1416 | 1,714 | 1,365 -285/-21.24% -349 /-20.36%
Crenshaw Blvd. north AM 2,090 2,302 2,347 212 /10.14% 68/2.71%
of Hyde Park Blvd. PM 2,510 | 2,578 | 2,627 45/1.95% 49/1.90%
West Blvd. north of AM 805 1,276 990 471 /58.51% 2/0.16%
Hyde Park Blvd. PM 1,284 | 1,286 | 1,389 -286 / -22.41% 103 /8.01%
. AM 12.88%
Total 2008-2010 Percent Difference PM 6.39%
Total 2010-2012 Percent Difference ﬁ,\'\: 3;32;2
. AM 1.90%
Total 2008-2012 Percent Difference PM 1.88%

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2012, LADOT, 2014.

This stability in the area’s traffic volumes is a key consideration because existing traffic volumes are used in
the traffic impact model calibration process where trips generated from existing land uses (based on
commonly accepted trip generation rates) are formulaically distributed onto the West Adams CPA’s street
network and compared to existing street traffic volumes. The model is calibrated when the estimated traffic
volumes derived from the model are substantially the same as actual counted traffic volumes. Therefore,
although the population decreased slightly between the 2008 estimate and the release of the 2010 US Census,
development activity in the CPA was minimal, with no general plan land use amendments, zone changes, or
notable changes in area traffic volumes occurring during this period. As a result, the 2008 travel demand
model represents a reasonable traffic Base Year for the West Adams NCP, and the continued use of the 2008
Base Year traffic analysis for the West Adams NCP is justified as the use of more recent traffic data would
not change the transportation and traffic impact conclusions presented in the Draft EIR which remain
significant and unavoidable. Furthermore, this supports the conclusions for Air Quality (Draft EIR
Section 4.3) and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Draft EIR Section 4.7) which were evaluated in terms of
whether the implementation of the West Adams New Community Plan would result in substantial temporary or
permanent increases in air emissions occurring within the West Adams CPA and which substantially rely on the
traffic modeling and outputs for their analysis.
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MASTER RESPONSE 3: TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Comments. A number of comments questioned the traffic impact analysis methodology, the use of the 2005
Base Year traffic conditions, vehicle trip reduction techniques (such as the 4Ds as described in Final EIR
Appendix M - Transportation), and the TOD areas.

Background. Section 4.15, Transportation & Traffic Section of the Draft EIR, pages 4.15-1 through 4.15-28,
was prepared utilizing the data, analysis and findings of the Transportation Improvement and Mitigation
Program (TIMP) Report prepared for the West Adams New Community Plan update. As part of the TIMP, a
traffic analysis was undertaken in accordance with the City of Los Angeles guidelines. As described through
Chapter 3 of the TIMP Report (Draft EIR, Appendix G) a travel demand forecasting model (Travel Model)
was used to forecast future (Year 2030) operating conditions of the transportation network with the Proposed
Project land use changes. Traffic forecasts for the West Adams CPA were then analyzed using the City’s criteria
for roadway segments. Referring to the Roadway Level of Service analysis beginning on page 4.15-23 of the
Draft EIR, the resulting analysis identified that the majority of roadway segments would operate at a satisfactory
level of service (LOS) (C or better) under future (Year 2030) operating conditions both with and without the
TIMP. However, a number of roadway segments would operate at unsatisfactory LOS under both
conditions. The findings of this analysis were then compared to existing (Year 2008) conditions to determine
the impact of the Proposed Project. As discussed in Master Response 2 a comparison of traffic data between
2008 to 2012 revealed negligible changes (less than two percent), indicating that traffic in the West Adams
CPA had not changed significantly in that timeframe.

Traffic Impact Analysis. The traffic impact analysis follows City of Los Angeles guidelines for assessment
of transportation impacts relating to Community Plans. A multi-modal level of service methodology has not
yet been adopted by the City as part of its guidelines. However, the City recently adopted Mobility Plan
2035, and is in the process of evaluating methodologies to assess multi-modal priority and identify
significance thresholds against which a project can be evaluated pursuant to the passage of Senate Bill 743.
Therefore, the transportation analysis does not currently employ a multi-modal level of service analysis
methodology to analyze street segments for significant traffic impacts.

Although the required City of Los Angeles methodology, which focuses on the automobile mode, was
applied in the analysis, the TIMP included measures to reduce vehicular travel and encourage the use of
active transportation modes and includes the following types of measures/policies:

Bicycle facility improvements

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies
Residential Neighborhood traffic management plans
Transportation System Management (TSM) strategies
Public transportation improvements

Proposed Project Policies and Programs. The Proposed Project contains several policies and programs to
reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) through increased land use integration with alternative
modes of transportation (such as pedestrian paths, bicycle lanes, and public transportation). The Proposed
Project is also required to comply with Senate Bill 375. This bill is intended to implement Assembly Bill
32’s greenhouse gas reduction goals by targeting transportation-related emission reductions through better
integration of land use and transportation planning. Regions must adopt a “Sustainable Communities
Strategy” which demonstrates that their housing and transportation plans reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
The Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG), the Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) region wherein the City lies, adopted their Sustainable Communities Strategy in April 2012. To
further the goals of Senate Bill 375 and SCAG’s Sustainable Communities Strategies, the Proposed Project
includes new goals, policies and programs that address these important objectives through:

o Expanded mass transit systems that provide safe and efficient access to jobs, services, recreation and
other community assets so that automobile dependence can be reduced.
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o Decreased single-occupant automobile demand and reduced VMT (which would improve air quality and
health of residents) that would otherwise occur as a result of growth under the existing plan.

o Alternatives to automobile use through the integration of “Complete Street” and “Complete
Neighborhood”? principles that enhance convenient use of the area’s emerging transit system through the
provision of safe and accessible, pedestrian and bicycle linkages throughout the area, as well as land use
incentives that encourage the location of a greater variety of neighborhood amenities within close
proximity to residential areas.

The Proposed Project fosters regeneration of complete neighborhoods that strive to meet all of the day-to-day
needs of area residents by promoting convenient access to goods and services, recreation and jobs, and by
advancing development practices that will enhance and sustain the overall health and well-being of current
and future generations. In particular, the Proposed Project focuses significant attention on the elimination of
urban decay through the revitalization of underutilized asset sites; conserving prevailing neighborhood
character; making walking, bicycling and public transportation convenient, safe and enjoyable, and providing
strategies to fuse previously disconnected neighborhoods together, socially, culturally, as well as structurally.
To this end, the Proposed Project includes policies and programs that:

e Enable existing commercial, industrial and transit-oriented opportunity areas to accommodate future
growth in a manner that improves economic vitality as well as the physical conditions of the CPA’s
commercial corridors.

e Implement clear and predictable land use regulations and development standards that promote a healthy,
viable and sustainable mix of neighborhood amenities and community services located within a safe and
walkable environment.

e Promote a continuous network of enhanced vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian linkages to nearby local
and regional recreational open space opportunities.

The Community Plan Implementation Overlay District (CPIO) details specific, localized design regulations
and guidelines in accordance with the Proposed Project’s policies and programs. The importance of the
Proposed Project lies in its ability to shape positive community change by harmonizing the West Adams
CPA’s unique character by encouraging sustainable land use patterns as introduced through citywide
policies, regional initiatives, and the Proposed Project’s implementation programs as administered through
the West Adams CPI10 District and amended Crenshaw Corridor Specific Plan:

e Program P41 Integrated Mobility Hubs: The emergence of Integrated Mobility Hubs are recommended
at several TOD areas within the West Adams CPA.

e Program P104 Complete Neighborhoods: The Community Plan is consistent with the goals and policies
of the City’s Housing Element in supporting efforts to ensure the facilitation of housing that fosters
neighborhoods which are livable and sustainable for all segments of the community.

e Program P180 Non-Conventional Housing Policy: The Community Plan is consistent with the goals
and policies of the City’s Housing Element in supporting efforts to facilitate non-conventional housing
that fosters neighborhoods which are livable and sustainable for all segments of the community.

e Program P273 Transportation Management Associations: Encourage the formation of sustainable
Transportation Management Associations to implement the TDM plans.

Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Areas. In addition to the many Proposed Project programs that
foster sustainable land use patterns and reduced vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled, the Proposed Project
has identified several TOD areas. These TOD areas are located directly adjacent to Phase | Expo Light Rail
Transit (LRT) stations at Exposition/Crenshaw Boulevards, La Brea/Farmdale Avenues, Jefferson/

3Complete neighborhoods provide walkable access to basic necessities for living. In planning terms, a comfortable walking
distance is thought to be approximately one quarter-mile. When residents have access to a range of goods and services that are typically
utilized on a daily basis within this radius, neighborhoods are considered “complete.” Appendix H, Policy Document, page 3-3.
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La Cienega Boulevards, and Venice/Robertson Boulevards. Additional TOD areas are considered at station
areas along the Crenshaw/LAX Corridor LRT Project at the intersections of Crenshaw/Exposition
Boulevards, Crenshaw/Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevards, Crenshaw Boulevard/Vernon Avenue, and
Crenshaw Boulevard/Slauson Avenue. All of these TODs would allow for an increase in both jobs and
housing through their increased height and density characteristics. Locating jobs near housing can help
reduce commute times and increase walking and biking rates.

Vehicle Trip Reductions and 4Ds. The analysis of traffic conditions accounts for the changes in land use,
along with two new Light Rail Transit (LRT) lines along Exposition and Crenshaw Boulevards in the West
Adams CPA. The literature on travel behavior (see Appendix M Transportation Methodology) indicates that
built environment variables such as land use Density, land use Diversity, pedestrian Design, and access to
regional Destinations (known as the “4 Ds”) have a significant effect on travel demand. The main analytical
tool for forecasting the long-term effects of land use on transportation networks is the travel demand
forecasting model (travel model). Typical travel models are insensitive to most smart growth development
characteristics, such as infill and dense mixed-use sites with walkable, compact streets and lot design
integrated with or closer to jobs, shopping, and community amenities. This is because the 4Ds are based on
highly localized variables, while travel models are generally based on regional data. Traditional travel
models do well at predicting travel demand characteristics of homogenous areas with standard land uses, but
tend to overestimate the number of vehicle trips from smart growth areas.

The 4Ds process has been developed to reflect the benefits of smart growth development (e.g. mixed use
development, walkable environment, etc.) more accurately. The purpose of the 4Ds adjustment process is to
enhance the sensitivity of conventional models, which consider personal automaobiles to be the primary mode
of travel, and provide policy makers with more reliable forecasts of the likely effects of their smart growth
policies. The 4Ds are intended to predict relative changes in vehicle trips resulting from changes in built
environment variables that have been shown in national research to reduce per-capita automobile use. The
following four built environment variables were used to estimate vehicle trip reductions:

Density: Residential and non-residential development per acre;

Diversity: Mix of residential and non-residential development;

Design: Connectivity and walkability of the transportation network; and

Destination Accessibility: Relative location of land use to major regional attractions, as infill sites
generate fewer and shorter vehicle trips than fringe area development.

The 4Ds are an elastic process using each of the built environment variables to predict vehicle trip reductions
between two alternative land use scenarios. Elasticities that quantify the 4D effects are based on research,
original analysis of household travel surveys in several regions, and a Delphi process including the guidance
of six national experts in land use/ transportation interactions have been developed and applied. For the
NCP, the 4Ds elasticities (based on approved EPA research — Index 4D Method, Technical Memorandum,
October 2001, See Appendix M, Transportation) were applied to the trips generated by the land use
differences between the existing (Year 2008) conditions and the Year 2030 (Proposed TOD Plan with 4Ds)
land use scenarios due to the concentrations of TODs along major corridors and around proposed transit
stations and the inclusion of parking reductions.

The 4Ds analysis in the TIMP represents the changes in density and land use mix resulting from
implementation of the Proposed Project. These density and land uses changes are described in Section 3.4
Project Description of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 3-11. The 4Ds elasticities were applied to the trips
generated by the land use changes between the year 2008 and the year 2030 Proposed Project for a half mile
radius around the existing Expo LRT and the future Crenshaw/LAX LRT transit stations. Table 2-3
describes the magnitude of the trip reductions applied in the aforementioned areas.
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TABLE 2-3: VEHICLE TRIP REDUCTIONS APPLIED IN THE TIMP BASED ON 4Ds ANALYSIS

Location

Vehicle Trips

Vehicle Miles Traveled

Crenshaw/Expo

3%

3%

Expo at La Brea

0%

0%

Expo at La Cienega

11%

12%

Expo at Washington

6%

7%

Crenshaw at MLK

5%

6%

Crenshaw at Slauson

4%

4%

Crenshaw at Florence/West

5%

6%

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, New Community Plan Program West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert Community Plan Area Draft Transportation Improvement and
Mitigation Program, February 2012.

The way that 4Ds is applied in the context of a community plan and travel model is different from the
standard trip reduction methodology applied to single development project. It is based on the land use mix
and density at different locations in the community plan area, which results in a more conservative estimation
of trip reduction. For a full description of the 4Ds methodology, please refer to the technical memorandum
prepared for the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Smart Growth Index, 4D Method, October 2002
included in Appendix M to this Final EIR document. This documentation summarizes the methodology and
assumptions regarding the application of the 4Ds process and effect on vehicle trips and vehicle miles
traveled resulting from different land use plans.

Conclusion. The foregoing represents a discussion of the traffic impact analysis methodology utilized in the
preparation of the TIMP for the Proposed Project. It is intended to address comments received concerning
the use of 2005/ 2008 Base Year traffic conditions and vehicle trip reduction techniques (such as the 4Ds),
applied to areas such as the TODs. It is not intended to revise the Draft EIR which concluded that impacts
related to transportation and traffic for certain road segments in the Community Plan area would be
significant and unavoidable since no feasible mitigation measures were identified to reduce the circulation
system and Congestion Management Plan impacts to a less-than-significant level despite the Proposed
Project’s emphasis on complete streets, complete neighborhoods, increased availability of alternative modes
of transportation and implementation of TOD through the CPIOs.

MASTER RESPONSE 4: DISPLACEMENT AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Comments. A number of comments questioned the displacement of residents, the loss of affordable
housing, and the Proposed Project’s lack of affordable housing provisions.

Draft EIR. As described on page 4.13-13, the Draft EIR determined that adoption of the Proposed Project
would result in less-than-significant impacts related to the displacement of housing or people. In accordance
with CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, a project would result in a significant impact if the project would
displace substantial numbers of existing housing or people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere. Appendix G does not include a threshold of significance related to the loss of affordable
housing. However, the City’s CEQA Threshold Guidelines states that the following factors should be
considered when determining the significance of a project with regard to the displacement of substantial
numbers of existing housing or people:

e The total number of resident units to be demolished, converted to market rate, or removed through other
means as a result of the Proposed Project, in terms of net loss of market-rate and affordable units

e The current and anticipated housing demand and supply of market rate and affordable housing units in
the project area;

e The land use and demographic characteristics of the project area and the appropriateness of housing in
the area; and
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o Whether the project is consistent with adopted City and regional housing policies such as the Framework
and Housing Elements, HUD Consolidated Plan and CHAS policies, redevelopment plan, Rent
Stabilization Ordinance, and the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCP&G).

The City’s CEQA Thresholds Guidelines specify that these factors should be considered when the project
would result in a net loss of housing. The adoption of the Proposed Project would not result in the net loss of
housing, and therefore would not reasonably be expected to result in the displacement of existing residents or
housing. To the extent that the commenters are arguing that the Proposed Project will result in a
displacement of low income residents, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e) states that economic and social
changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. Economic or
social changes may be used, however, to determine that a physical change shall be regarded as a significant
effect on the environment.

The Proposed Project does not include any physical changes. As discussed below, the removal, demolition,
or conversion of existing housing would not foreseeably occur as a direct or indirect result of the Proposed
Project. Referring to the Project Description, Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would
increase the housing capacity of the CPA through a series of land use changes within Active Change areas.
These Active Change areas would accommodate growth within highly urbanized areas that serve a broad
cross-section of the community. The proposed changes anticipate projected growth and market demand for
housing and jobs in commercial and industrial areas that, although are well served by transit, currently do not
accommodate residential uses. The proposed land use changes would allow future uses similar to those
already found in the area but with increased heights and intensities. Through these proposed changes, the
Proposed Project aims to add, not replace, housing stock while maintaining capacity for jobs in the same
area. No specific residential units are proposed to be demolished, converted to market rate, or removed
through other means as part of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project may cause a temporary reduction
in housing stock as new buildings are built in place of older ones or as existing buildings are renovated.
Ultimately, these land use changes would allow for an overall increase of 17,842 housing units compared to
existing conditions. Within the CPIO District, areas currently designated and zoned for residential land uses
would remain designated and zoned to allow for residential land uses; however, in some cases, permitted
residential densities would be increased. For example, in the La Brea/Farmdale Expo Line Station Area, the
majority of the multi-family residential properties are not proposed for any land use and zoning changes.
This area was not recommended for land use and zoning changes in order to maintain established
neighborhood character and avoid displacement of a concentration of rental housing units, many of which,
due to the age of the buildings, have rent levels protected by the Rent Stabilization Ordinance (RSO). The
RSO generally applies to multi-family properties constructed prior to 1978. Over 85 percent of the existing
multi-family built parcels in the Project Area constructed prior to 1978 are not included in the areas of
proposed change. Within the “Active Change” areas of the CPIO District and amended Crenshaw Corridor
Specific Plan, for the most part, the proposed land use changes would allow for mixed-use residential
development along underutilized commercial and light industrial corridors where housing currently does not
exist. Accordingly, adoption of the Proposed Project would not result in the net loss or displacement of
housing. Rather the Proposed Project would create capacity to accommodate more housing units than
currently exist, creating opportunities for additional housing of all types to be constructed in the CPA.
Therefore, the Draft EIR determined that impacts related to the displacement of housing or persons would be
less than significant.

Proposed Project. The Proposed Project is consistent with other adopted City and regional housing policies
designed to protect low-income housing and provide relocation assistance for displaced households as
described through the programs listed in the Regulatory Framework Section, pages 4.13-1 through 4.13-6, of
the DEIR. Additionally, the General Plan Framework and Housing Elements contain objectives and policies
that would minimize the risk of permanent displacement of substantial numbers of existing housing units.
These policies include General Plan Framework Element Objectives and Policies 3.4.1, 3.5, and 4.3, and
Housing Element Policies 1.2.1 and 2.4.3, which seek to conserve existing stable residential neighborhoods
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and promote preservation of neighborhood character in balance with facilitating new development. In
addition, the policy document of the Proposed Project includes the following policies related to affordable
housing and displacement of housing and residents:

e Policy LU6-1 Neighborhood Continuity: Strive to maintain neighborhood continuity by targeting new
proposed affordable housing to serve existing residents and be designed to complement the established
neighborhoods character.

e Policy LU9-1 Affordability: Prioritize housing that is affordable to a broad cross-section of income
levels and that provides the ability to live near work and achieve homeownership.

o Policy LU9-2 Mixed-income Neighborhoods:  Strive to eliminate residential segregation and
concentrations of poverty by promoting affordable housing that is integrated into mixed-income
neighborhoods.

e Policy LU9-5 Housing Near Schools: Provide a range of housing types and affordable housing units
around schools.

e Policy LU10-1 Neighborhood Continuity: Promote neighborhood continuity by targeting new
affordable, market-rate and workforce housing for existing residents and tailoring development standards
to established neighborhood character.

e Policy LU10-5 Minimize Displacement: Encourage that new housing opportunities minimize
displacement of existing residents, in particular extremely-low, very low and low-income households.

e Policy CF9-8 Minimize Displacement. Plan and design the expansion of existing facilities and the
acquisition of new sites in a manner that minimizes the displacement of housing and the relocation of the
residents.

The CPIO District and Crenshaw Corridor Specific Plan amendments both contain a regulation that clarifies
the City’s Density Bonus ordinance such that the maximum 3:1 FAR available to affordable housing projects
in Height District 1 shall also apply to such projects located on sites zoned Height District 2. Furthermore, in
response to the 2013 City Planning Commission’s recommendations, DCP staff created an Affordable
Housing Working Group to assist in further refining the proposed Community Plan’s affordable housing
policies and programs. The policy revisions call for diminishing displacement of existing low-income
residents, retaining local businesses and providing for a range of housing types including affordable
homeownership available to a mix of income types. Refinements to the Community Plan also included a
future implementation program that addresses “no net loss”.

Conclusion. The Draft EIR concluded that impacts related to displacement would be less than significant, as
the adoption of the Proposed Project would not directly result in physical changes that would cause the
displacement of housing. Regardless of affordability, the Proposed Project generally does not involve Active
Changes in areas zoned or designated exclusively for residential use, and would allow for a variety of new
housing types in areas previously zoned and designated exclusively for commercial and/or industrial uses.
Adoption of the Proposed Project in and of itself would not be expected to result in the loss of existing
affordable housing because the Proposed Project aims to add, not replace, housing stock. No specific
residential units are proposed to be demolished, converted to market rate, or removed through other means as
part of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project may cause a temporary reduction in housing stock as new
buildings are built in place of older ones or as existing buildings are renovated. NCP policies would
encourage targeted new development to include affordable housing and strengthens the provision of an
affordable housing density bonus associated with the City’s Density Bonus Program, Ordinance No. 179681,
as incorporated into the West Adams CPIO District. Accordingly, no revisions to the Draft EIR related to
the displacement of housing are necessary.
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MASTER RESPONSE 5: PARKS AND OPEN SPACE

Comments. A number of comments questioned whether the adoption of the Proposed Project would result
in significant and unavoidable impacts to parks and open space. Many of the comments expressed concern
that the Proposed Project does not do enough to address the existing deficit of parks and open space in the
West Adams CPA. Other comments questioned the absence of mitigation measures in the Draft EIR to
reduce impacts to parks and open space.

Corrections. In response to comments received on the Draft EIR related to the acreage of Leimert Park and
Kenneth Hahn State Recreation Area listed in Draft EIR Table 4.14-13, the City of Los Angeles Department
of Parks and Recreation and the County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation were contacted
to verify park acreages. This resulted in revisions to Draft EIR Section 4.14 Public Services included in
Chapter 3.0, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR. The discussion of existing parks and open space
conditions provided below reflects these revisions.

Background. There are 26.62 acres of neighborhood parks, 67.37 acres of community parks, and 338 acres
of regional parks for a total of 431.99 acres of parkland within 0.25 mile of the West Adams CPA. The
revised total park acreage is greater than the total park acreage used as the basis of analysis in the Draft EIR
(414.39 acres) due to an increase in regional park acreage and a reduction in the acreage of neighborhood and
community parks. As discussed below, this adjustment to the acreages does not change the EIR’s analysis or
conclusion for this impact which remains significant and unavoidable.

A deficit of parks and recreational facilities currently exists in the West Adams CPA and the City, as a
whole. Based on the City’s Public Recreation Plan parkland standards, a deficit currently exists of
341.38 acres of neighborhood parks, 297.63 acres of community parks, and 757.00 acres of regional
recreational facilities in the West Adams CPA. This deficit is acknowledged in the Draft EIR, the
Community Plan policy document, and the City’s Framework Element. As described on page 4.14-28 of the
Draft EIR, a significant proportion of the Proposed Project increase in population is planned to occur within
0.3 miles of the 19 parks that serve the area, thereby increasing the service demands associated with existing
park, open space and recreation facilities serving the CPA. As described in the Regulatory Framework
subsection beginning on page 4.14-22, numerous parkland creation programs exist within the City in order to
implement the State Quimby Act, which assesses fees on new development to help fund parks and recreation
facilities.

Existing Standards and Policies. The Public Recreation Plan of the City of Los Angeles provides the
official guide for considering minimum needs of neighborhoods and communities for recreational sites. The
City’s Public Recreation Plan establishes parkland standards of two acres of neighborhood park space, two
acres of community park space, and six acres of regional park space per 1,000 residents. However,
Framework Element Chapter 6 recognizes that the park standards do not reflect current conditions and needs,
and explains that “existing open space standards and acquisition policies do not sufficiently recognize the full
range of potential open space resources at the neighborhood and community levels. As opportunities for
traditional open space resources are diminished, it is important to identify areas of open space that have not
traditionally been considered as resources. Thus, vacated railroad lines, drainage channels, planned transit
routes and utility rights-or-way, or pedestrian-oriented streets and small parks, where feasible, might serve as
important resources for serving the open space and recreation needs of City residents in communities where
those resources are currently in short supply.” Framework Element Policies related to parks and open space
include:

e Policy 6.2.1. Establish, where feasible, the linear open space system represented in the Citywide
Greenways Network map, to provide additional open space for active and passive recreational uses and
to connect adjoining neighborhoods to one another and to regional open space resources. This Citywide
Greenways Network is hierarchical and is composed of three levels: regional, community, and local/
neighborhood. While these levels are of equal importance, they vary in scale and the degree to which
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they impact the City at large. Additionally, while these levels overlap one another, they can still be
differentiated and broken down as follows:

a. The regional component of the network is composed of the beaches, the mountains, and the Los
Angeles River system - the three most continuous natural features of the urban region and thus the
primary elements of the network; river tributaries, arroyos and washes that take storm water to the
ocean; rail lines and utility corridors, where feasible without compromising public safety or facility
security, that may serve multiple purposes to become connectors to the beaches and the river and link
adjacent districts to each other through the network; and all regional parks made accessible from the
network. While considering open space improvements of the River and drainages, their primary
purpose for flood control shall be considered.

b. The community component is composed of parks and civic open spaces connected to the network,
including elements such as community and neighborhood parks, connected by linear, non-motorized
transportation linkages such as walking and hiking trails and local bike paths.

c. The local/neighborhood components include pedestrian-supporting streets, open space associated
with public facilities such as schools, small parks, and community gardens.

o Policy 6.4.7. Consider as part of the City's open space inventory of pedestrian streets, community gardens,
shared school playfields, and privately-owned commercial open spaces that are accessible to the public, even
though such elements fall outside the conventional definitions of "open space." This will help address the
open space and outdoor recreation needs of communities that are currently deficient in these resources

o Policy 6.4.8. Maximize the use of existing public open space resources at the neighborhood scale and
seek new opportunities for private development to enhance the open space resources of the
neighborhoods.

a. Encourage the development of public plazas, forested streets, farmers markets, residential commons,
rooftop spaces, and other places that function like open space in urbanized areas of the City with
deficiencies of natural open space, especially in targeted growth areas.

b. Encourage the improvement of open space, both on public and private property, as opportunities
arise. Such places may include the dedication of "unbuildable" areas or sites that may serve as green
space, or pathways and connections that may be improved to serve as neighborhood landscape and
recreation amenities. These guidelines address both open space access

o Policy 6.4.9. Encourage the incorporation of small-scaled public open spaces within transit-oriented
development, both as plazas and small parks associated with transit stations, and as areas of public access
in private joint development at transit station locations.

Proposed Project Policies and Programs. The Proposed Project expands on the Framework Element by
including policies not only aimed at increasing the amount of parkland in the West Adams CPA but
encourage access to existing resources. Access to existing resources can be achieved via enhanced
pedestrian and bicycle linkages along opportunity corridors. Opportunity corridors include the Ballona
Creek Greenway and its other flood channel tributaries, repurposed railroad corridors, power line rights-of-
way and possibly landscaped freeway buffer areas, as described on Draft NCP page 5-22 and shown in
Figure 5-5 on page 5-23. Draft NCP policies intended to increase parkland and improve access include:

o Policy CF8-2 Increase Accessibility. Prioritize the increase of and accessibility to open space and
parkland located in the Baldwin Hills adjacent to La Cienega Boulevard and La Brea Avenue.

o Policy CF9-2 Prioritize Park Opportunity Areas. Target park and recreation projects in areas with the
greatest opportunities.

e Policy CF9-3 Accommodate Greenways. ldentify opportunities to increase acreage of total recreational
areas by converting outdated railroad rights-of-way to accommodate greenways and bicycle trails, and by
utilizing public easements for community gardens.
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o Policy CF9-4 Walkability Standard. Set a walkability standard (e.g., a quarter- or half-mile) for
residents’ access to recreational facilities.

o Policy CF9-5 Joint-use of Schools. Pursue joint-use agreements to share facilities with schools,
especially in neighborhoods that suffer a disproportionate lack of recreational facilities.

e Policy CF9-6 Ballona Creek Greenway. Prioritize the development of a safe, well maintained walking/
bicycling route or greenway along the banks of the Ballona Creek.

e Policy CF 10-1 Minimize Land Acquisition through Joint-use. In order to minimize the amount of land
acquisition required for the establishment of new parks, encourage Los Angeles Unified School District,
the Department of Recreation and Parks, the General Services Department, Department of Water and
Power, and the Department of Transportation to jointly make facilities available to residents after school
and on weekend.

o Policy CF10-2 Acquire Vacant Land for Public Open Space. Encourage the continuing efforts by
County, State and Federal agencies to acquire vacant land for public owned open space.

o Policy CF12-1 Retain Passive Open Space. Encourage the retention of passive and visual open space
which provides a balance to the urban development of the Plan Area.

e Policy CF12-2 Accommodate Active Park Uses. Accommodate active parklands, and other open space uses.

e Policy CF12-3 Public Open Space Requirement. Encourage development at major opportunity sites to
provide public open space.

e Policy CF12-4 Utilize Public Lands for Recreational Needs. Coordinate with City departments,
neighboring cities and County, State and Federal agencies to utilize existing public lands such as flood
control channels, utility easements and Department of Water and Power properties to provide for such
recreational needs as hiking, biking and equestrian trails.

e Policy CF12-5 Walkability Standard. Implement walkability and level of service standards for parks and
recreation areas.

While the West Adams NCP includes policies that call for the creation, enhancement and ongoing
maintenance of existing and potential open spaces, parks and community facilities, the West Adams NCP
does not identify specific (privately owned) opportunity sites for open space and parkland creation. Rather it
identifies the Department of Recreation and Parks "Needs Assessment” strategies as identified through
Proposed Project Program P183 in developing a Citywide Park Master Plan implemented through a five year
Capital Improvement Plan.

In addition to proposed policies, each of the CPIO TOD Subareas and the Hyde Park Industrial Corridor
Subarea ordinances includes open space regulations. These regulations either require or incentivize the
provision of publicly available open space for projects based on lot size.

Draft EIR. Implementation of the Proposed Project analyzed capacity for approximately 218,741 residents
in the West Adams CPA, an increase of 36,141 residents compared to the estimated 2008 population. No
new parks, recreational facilities, or open space areas are proposed under the Proposed Project. As a result,
the existing parks and recreational facilities deficit in the West Adams CPA would not be improved under the
Proposed Project. Based on the City’s Public Recreation Plan standards, at capacity, the existing deficit of
parks and recreational facilities in the West Adams CPA could grow to approximately 411 acres of
neighborhood parks, 370 acres of community parks, and 974 acres of regional parks for a total deficit of
1,755.42 acres of parks and recreational facilities, as shown in Table 2-4. Population growth associated with
the potential increase in capacity would create demand for an additional 361.41 acres of parkland.
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TABLE 2-4: FUTURE (2030) DEMAND FOR PARKS AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES IN THE CPA
Acres per Future Future Ratio

Recreational 1,000 residents Population (Acres per Existing Needed Acre

Facility Type Standard/a/ (2030)/b/ 1,000 residents) Acres/c/ Acres /d/ Deficit

Neighborhood Parks 2 0.12 26.62 437.48 410.86

Community Parks 2 218.741 0.31 67.37 437.48 370.11

Regional Parks 6 ' 1.54 338.00 | 1,312.45 974.45
Total 10 1.97 431.99 | 2,187.41 1,755.42

/al Recommended standard per the City of Los Angeles Public Recreation Plan.

/b/Reasonable expected population based on capacity of the Proposed Project.

/c/Iincludes parks, open spaces and recreational centers located within 0.5 mile of the West Adams CPA.

/d/Acres needed to meet Public Recreation Plan standards.

Impacts to parks and recreational facilities are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.14. As disclosed on Draft
EIR page 4.14-30, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in a significant and unavoidable
impact related to public parks. This significant and unavoidable impact would be due to the potential
population growth associated with the proposed increase in housing capacity that would create additional
demand for parklands and contribute to the existing parklands and open space deficit within a ¥ mile of the
West Adams CPA and Citywide. While the acreage of parks serving the West Adams CPA has been updated
in response to comments on the Draft EIR, the analysis presented in Section 4.14 Public Services of the Draft
EIR would remain applicable. Impacts related to parks would remain significant and unavoidable.

No mitigation measures were identified in the Draft EIR, which could minimize significant impacts related to
parks and open space due to the existing deficit in parks and open space and limited availability of land that
could be used for parks and open space purposes within the West Adams CPA despite the Quimby Act and
other LAMC parkland dedication regulations as outlined on pages 4.14-22 and 23 of the Draft EIR. For this
reason, the significant and unavoidable impact cannot be avoided, and no revisions to the impact conclusions
made in the Draft EIR are required.

2.3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS LETTERS

LETTER 1: CALIFORNIA RESTAURANT ASSOCIATION

Comment 1-1

I. Introduction

The California Restaurant Association ("CRA") submits the following comments on the City of Los Angeles'
West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert New Community Plan ("West Adams NCP") Draft Environmental Impact
Report (September 2012); City Case No. ENV-2008-478-EIR; State Clearinghouse No. 2008021013 ("DEIR").

Il. The DEIR's Impacts Analysis is Inadequate under CEQA

As discussed below, the DEIR's analyses of transportation and traffic, air quality, greenhouse gas ("GHG"),
and noise impacts are inadequate under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") (Cal. Pub. Res.
Code 8 21000 et seq.). Although technical perfection in the DEIR is not required, CEQA does require
adequacy, completeness, and a good-faith effort at full disclosure. (CEQA Guidelines § 15003(i)). The EIR
is the "heart of CEQA™ and "[i]ts purpose is to inform the public and its responsible officials of the
environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made.” Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n. v.
Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1123 (internal citations omitted). In order to
satisfy the requirements of CEQA, the City must address the inadequacies in the DEIR's impacts analysis
identified below.
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Response 1-1

This comment contains introductory text and states that inadequacies in the Draft EIR impact analysis must
be addressed. The commenter provides no specific comment on the environmental conclusions of the DEIR
in this introductory paragraph. Therefore, there is no basis for additional analysis and no further response is
required (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15088, 15204 (c)).

Comment 1-2

A. Transportation and Traffic Impacts

Section 4.15 of the DEIR evaluates transportation and traffic impacts associated with the proposed project.
As discussed below, the DEIR improperly establishes the traffic baseline and fails to disclose assumptions
underlying trip reductions used to calculate Year 2030 traffic conditions.

1. The DEIR Improperly Establishes Year 2008 Baseline Transportation Conditions

Under CEQA, the significance of a project's impacts cannot be measured unless the EIR first establishes the
actual physical conditions on the property. Accordingly, baseline determination is the first step in the
environmental review process. Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (2001)
87 Cal.App.4th 99, 125. For the reasons explained below, the traffic baseline included in the DEIR is
problematic under CEQA.

As a general rule, the baseline reflects existing physical conditions as they exist at the time the NOP is
published. (CEQA Guidelines 88 15125(a); 15126.2(a)). Here, a NOP for the DEIR was published on
February 1, 2008. While the NOP date can establish a baseline, the date for establishing a baseline is not
rigid. Because environmental conditions vary, it is necessary in certain cases to consider conditions over a
range of time periods. In some cases, conditions closer to the project approval date are more relevant to a
determination of environmental impacts. Courts have expressly recognized that in the context of traffic
impacts, "the EIR might necessarily take into account the normal increase in traffic over time. Since the
environmental review process can take a number of years, traffic levels as of the time the project is approved
may be a more accurate representation of the existing baseline against which to measure the impact of the
project." Save Our Peninsula Committee, 87 Cal.App.4th at 125-26, citing Fairview Neighbors v. County of
Ventura (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 238, 243 (discussing possible environmental effects of the project based on
actual traffic counts would have been misleading and illusory where traffic flow for project at issue
fluctuates considerably based on need, capacity and other factors). Commonly, EIRs add a "growth factor"
to traffic counts to add an assumed level of growth in any intervening years from the date of the traffic count
to the date of the DEIR.

The DEIR's traffic impacts analysis is based on the Draft Transportation Improvement and Mitigation
Program included as DEIR Appendix G (Fehr & Peers, August 2012)("TIMP"). Chapter 2 of the TIMP
documents existing (i.e., baseline) transportation conditions, including existing AM and PM peak roadway
operations for year 2008. The TIMP states that Year 2005 traffic counts were used to represent existing Year
2008 traffic conditions. The TIMP explains that the Travel Model was calibrated and validated to Year 2005
traffic conditions when it was first developed, and a comparison of Year 2005 and Year 2008 traffic counts
determined that counts collected in 2005 were approximately 4 and 9 percent higher in the AM and PM peak
hours. Therefore, the 2005 model validation was considered to still be valid. (TIMP p. 20, § 3.2). However,
the DEIR's baseline determination is improper for two reasons.

First, data used to develop the travel model was collected in 2005, seven years before the DEIR was released.
Even if the data was validated in 2008 when the NOP was published, the 2005 data is nonetheless stale, and
the 2008 validation is stale as well. The City is implying that traffic in 2012 is better than it was in 2005.
Such an assumption makes no sense and is not the experience of your average driver. The City should not
rely on such outdated data to establish baseline traffic conditions in the absence of substantial evidence that a
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Year 2008 baseline derived from measurably different 2005 data properly describes the existing
environmental conditions. Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management
District (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 328 ("Neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines mandates a uniform,
inflexible rule for determination of the existing conditions baseline. Rather, an agency enjoys the discretion
to decide, in the first instance, exactly how the existing physical conditions without the project can most
realistically be measured, subject to review, as with all CEQA factual determinations, for support by
substantial evidence.") (internal citations omitted). Moreover, the City does not explain why the 2008
verification is still valid. The DEIR should use a 2012 or 2013 existing traffic baseline, or add the least
include a growth factor to account for changed conditions since 2005.

Response 1-2

Refer to Master Response 1, Master Response 2 and Master Response 3. Based on the Caltrans trip
assignment guidelines for travel models used to forecast future year conditions, the traffic consultant in
agreement with the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning (DCP) and Department of
Transportation (LADOT) determined that the use of the West Adams CPA travel model (see Model
Development Report, Appendix C of the West Adams TIMP, DEIR Appendix G) was considered to be the
best approximation of existing conditions and valid for use in the TIMP and Draft EIR. Development
activity within the CPA continues to be limited as a result of the Great Recession and a slow recovery, it is
reasonable that the Draft EIR uses 2008 conditions to represent Base Year (existing) conditions for purposes
of determining significant impacts. Therefore, a revised analysis based on the physical conditions of the
environment at the time the Draft EIR was published (2012) is not required. However, toward further
addressing the commenter’s request to explain why the 2008 verification is still valid, Master Response 2
compares traffic counts at several locations throughout the Community Plan Area for the years 2008, 2010
and 2012, and the analysis revealed negligible changes.

Comment 1-3

Second, even if the City establishes on the basis of substantial evidence that it is appropriate to rely on a
2008 baseline for traffic conditions, the TIMP acknowledges that 2005 data reflects higher AM and PM peak
traffic counts than were observed in 2008, when the travel model was validated. Without confirmation that
the differences between Year 2005 and validated Year 2008 AM and PM traffic counts are negligible, it
appears that reliance on the higher Year 2005 traffic counts could result in skewed traffic impacts analysis.
For example, the analysis could potentially underestimate Year 2030 significant traffic impacts because there
may be a smaller increase from Year 2005 (i.e., higher traffic counts) to Year 2030 traffic counts, compared
to the increase from Year 2008 (i.e., lower traffic counts) to Year 2030 traffic counts. In turn, the LOS for a
given roadway segment may not appear to deteriorate when comparing higher counts obtained in Year 2005
and Year 2030, but could appear to deteriorate when comparing lower Year 2008 traffic counts with Year
2030. Moreover, because the change in traffic baseline for Year 2012 is unknown, it is impossible to know if
the 2005 counts are understating project impacts.

Although the Year 2005 traffic counts were 4 and 9 percent higher than Year 2008 counts in the AM and PM
peak hours, even a comparatively small difference in the amount of increased traffic could be significant in
an already congested area where many intersections are operating at unsatisfactory LOS E or F. Fairview
Neighbors v. County of Ventura, 70 Cal.App.4th at 243 (discussion of environmental effects was misleading
and illusory). At minimum, the TIMP should explain to the general public how reliance on a travel model
based on higher Year 2005 traffic counts, as opposed to Year 2008 data with lower traffic counts and
unknown changes in 2012, does not substantially affect the analysis of transportation impacts.
Environmental Planning & Information Council v. County of EI Dorado (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 350, 358
("The comparisons utilized in the EIRs can only mislead the public as to the reality of the impacts and
subvert full consideration of the actual environmental impacts which would result. There are no extensive,
detailed evaluations of the impacts of the proposed plans on the environment in its current state.
Accordingly, the EIRs fail as informative documents.")
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Response 1-3

Refer to Master Response 2 and Master Response 3 regarding the validation of the West Adams CPA Travel
Model. While the Travel model is calibrated to 2005 traffic conditions, forecasts of future traffic conditions
are based on demographic, land use and development factors in the future year. Forecasts of future traffic
conditions are based on reasonable expected development anticipated to occur by 2030 in the West Adams
CPA under the Proposed Project. The Travel Model uses regional SCAG land use forecasts for areas outside
of the CPA. The Proposed Project forecast was produced by adding the future growth in travel demand from
both the regional and Proposed Project land use changes to the baseline traffic conditions. These forecasts
were then used in the identification of system deficiencies. In this case, using 2005 traffic counts results in
higher estimated traffic in 2030. Because the 2005 traffic counts are higher than the 2008 counts, and counts
taken in later years proved to be minor (see Table 2-2), the traffic forecast used as the basis of the traffic
impact analysis represents a more conservative assessment of future conditions, as future growth in travel
demand was added to higher baseline traffic conditions. However, regardless of the baseline traffic
conditions in the Travel Model, the minor difference in baseline conditions from 2005, 2008, 2010 or 2012
would not influence the findings of the traffic impact analysis and the identified system deficiencies resulting
from the reasonably expected build-out of the Proposed Project would not change. The Draft EIR found
significant and unavoidable impacts from traffic increases. As discussed in Master Response 2, although the
updated traffic counts suggest relatively minor differences, the traffic impact analysis measures total
projected traffic by the year 2030, so the “delta” between years is not the key measure of significance and
ultimately would not change the significant impact conclusions in the DEIR. For this reason, the traffic
impact analysis does not understate the significance of traffic-related impacts and the Draft EIR does not fail
as an informative document.

Comment 1-4

2. The Traffic Impacts Analysis Fails to Sufficiently Inform the Public of the Assumptions Underlying
Trip Reductions Applied to Year 2030 Traffic Conditions

The DEIR and TIMP rely on Year 2030 traffic conditions calculations to analyze the effectiveness of the
TIMP and to evaluate impacts related to the circulation system and the Congestion Management Program
("CMP"). (DEIR pp. 4.15-13 - 4.15-27). However, as discussed below, these Year 2030 traffic conditions
include trip reductions based on changes in land use without providing any explanation for the assumed trip
reductions, as fundamentally required by CEQA. Failure to provide information in an EIR as required under
CEQA is a failure to proceed in a manner required by law. Failure to comply with CEQA's information
disclosure requirements is a prejudicial abuse of discretion if decision makers or the public are deprived of
information necessary to make a meaningful assessment of the environmental impacts. County of Amador v.
El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 946; see also Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21005.

According to the TIMP, trip reductions are based on the "4Ds" process, which uses an elasticity derived for
each of four variables (density, diversity, design, and destination accessibility) to predict vehicle trip
reductions between two alternative land use scenarios. (DEIR, p. 4.15-22; TIMP, p. 38, § 6.1). Here, the
4Ds elasticities were reportedly applied to land use differences between existing Year 2008 conditions and
Year 2030 land use scenarios, based on concentrations of land use along major corridors and around
proposed transit stations and the inclusion of parking reductions. (TIMP, p. 38, § 6.1).

The DEIR and TIMP only describe the Year 2030 TOD Plan land use scenario in general terms (“the
proposed community plan updated with land use concentrated along major corridors and around proposed
transit stations™) and briefly explain the theory behind the 4Ds process. (TIMP, pp. 1, 38). Yet the DEIR
and TIMP fail to disclose any information regarding the assumptions underlying trip reductions applied to
the Year 2030 (TOD Plan with 4Ds) scenario. For example, the TIMP states that the 4Ds process includes
vehicle trip reductions based on density, defined merely as "the residential and non-residential development
per acre.” (TIMP, p. 38, 8 6.1). However, the TIMP does not identify which areas and corresponding
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changes in density within the West Adams NCP were analyzed to calculate the density-based vehicle trip
reduction or the basis for assuming a trip reduction because of the densification. Similarly, the TIMP does
not even identify the mix of residential and non-residential development, or the location of such
development, underlying diversity-related trip reductions. It is unclear whether the trip reductions accounted
for all or only some of the land use changes identified in the draft CP10 subdistricts and Specific Plan change
areas where "active" changes will be made, as shown on DEIR Figure 3-5 and detailed in DEIR Appendix B,
or alternatively, whether trip reductions accounted for other plan or zoning changes not shown on Figure 3-5.

Although the TIMP includes many pages of numeric calculations, "[a]n adequate EIR requires more than raw
data; it requires also an analysis that will provide decision makers with sufficient information to make
intelligent decisions." County of Amador 76 Cal.App.4th at 955. It should not be necessary for the reader of
an EIR to cobble together information included in and appended to the EIR. Id. at 956. Section 4.15 of the
DEIR and the TIMP must describe the assumptions incorporated into the 4Ds process used to calculate Year
2030 traffic conditions.

By failing to explain the assumptions underlying the trip reductions applied to determine Year 2030 traffic
conditions, the DEIR fails to meet its purpose "to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency
has in fact analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its action." No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los
Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 86 (internal citations omitted).

This data is critical because the proposed project results in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts, taking
into account trip reductions. Accordingly, trip reductions applied through the 4Ds process mask even more
significant impacts that would occur if those reductions were not applied. It is fundamental for the public to
understand how the West Adams NCP alleviates traffic impacts, because without the assumed trip
reductions, the traffic impacts would be even more significant. Under CEQA, the DEIR cannot blindly
incorporate into the Year 2030 traffic analysis trip reductions based on the 4Ds process without clearly
explaining the facts, methodology, and assumptions used to calculate those assumed trip reductions.
Moreover, without a plain language explanation of the assumptions about TOD underlying Year 2030 trip
calculations, the public cannot meaningfully understand or comment on these assumptions (e.g., whether the
assumptions are reasonable or too aggressive). (Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21003(b)). As such, the DEIR should
be revised to provide this basic explanation and recirculated so that the public can comment on the
fundamental issue of traffic impacts. (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5).

In failing to include this information, the City has not upheld its procedural mandate under CEQA and as
such it has abused its discretion.

Response 1-4

Refer to Draft EIR page 4.15-22 regarding the estimation of trip reductions. In order to account for the
benefits of smart growth, the 4Ds process has been applied in the traffic impact analysis for the Proposed
Project. The 4Ds analysis in the TIMP represents the changes in density and land use mix resulting from
implementation of the Proposed Project. These density and land uses changes are described in Draft EIR
Section 3.4 Project Description, beginning on page 3-11. The 4Ds methodology was applied to the land use
changes between the year 2008 and the year 2030 Proposed Project for the areas around the existing Expo
LRT and the future Crenshaw/LAX LRT transit stations. Table 2-3 of Master Response 3, describes the
magnitude of the trip reductions applied in the aforementioned areas. The way that 4Ds are applied in the
context of a community plan is different from the standard trip reduction methodology applied to a single
development project. It is based on the land use mix and density at different locations in the West Adams
CPA which results in a more conservative estimation of trip reduction. Refer to Appendix M of this FEIR
document for further resources regarding the “4D Method”. Therefore, the Draft EIR need not be
recirculated to provide an explanation of trip reductions applied to year 2030 with Proposed Project
forecasts. Refer also to Master Response 3 regarding trip reductions applied to Year 2030 traffic analysis.

taha 2010-074 2-20



West Adams New Community Plan 2.0 Responses to Comments
Final EIR

Comment 1-5

B. Air Quality

Section 4.3 of the DEIR and Appendix C (Air Quality Calculations) evaluate air quality impacts associated
with the proposed project. The air quality impacts analysis is inadequate under CEQA for the reasons
discussed below.

1. The Air Quality Impacts Analysis Fails to Sufficiently Inform the Public of Assumptions Underlying
Existing Baseline Conditions for Operational Emissions

Table 4.3-7 in the DEIR shows estimated mobile and area source operational emissions associated with
existing Year 2008 conditions and future Year 2030 emissions at project build-out. (DEIR, p. 4.3-17).
However, as with traffic impacts, the DEIR and Appendix C (Air Quality Calculations) do not inform the
public of the assumptions and methodology underlying calculation of existing Year 2008 conditions. No Oil,
Inc., 13 Cal.3d at 86.

The information in Table 4.3-7 is based on Air Quality Calculations included in DEIR Appendix C. The Air
Quality Calculations include a table labeled "Estimated Operational Emissions - Existing 2008," which
identifies operational emissions associated with residential, commercial, public facility, and industrial land
uses. However, the Air Quality Calculations do not include any explanation of the land use assumptions used
to calculate existing (2008) estimated operational emissions. The DEIR's discussion of operational emissions
impacts and Appendix C should explain the assumptions used to calculate area source emissions for the
existing conditions (2008) scenario. A reader of the DEIR should not be forced to cobble together
information included in and appended to the DEIR in order to understand the assumptions used to determine
area source emissions. County of Amador 76 Cal.App.4th at 955-56.

Additionally, if the calculation of existing area source emissions relied on DEIR Table 3-2 (Existing West
Adams CPA Land Uses) or DEIR Table 3-4 (West Adams CPA Existing and Proposed Land Use
Comparison), it is noted that these tables appear to be based on 2009 GIS data from the City of Los Angeles.
If the Year 2008 existing conditions area source emissions were based on 2009 data, the DEIR must explain
why it is appropriate to use 2009 data to describe 2008 conditions. Such information is required in order for
the DEIR to be meaningful and useful to the public. (Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21003(b)). Furthermore, the
City should not rely on outdated Year 2008 or 2009 data to establish baseline area source emissions if
conditions closer to the date of project approval are more relevant to a determination of air quality impacts.
Save Our Peninsula Committee, 87 Cal.App.4th at 125-26. Therefore, the DEIR should use a 2012 or 2013
existing area source emissions baseline, rather than a 2008 or 2009 baseline, unless the City can show that
conditions have not changed such that reliance on this baseline is appropriate under CEQA.

Response 1-5

Referring to Master Response 2 and Master Response 3, transportation and land use baseline conditions for
the reasonable expected build-out of the Proposed Project were used as the basis of the Air Quality (Draft
EIR Section 4.3) and GHG (Draft EIR Section 4.7) analysis, including the updated trip counts which inform
the air quality and GHG analysis. The use of 2009 GIS land use data to represent 2008 baseline conditions
for purposes of the Draft EIR is reasonable given there were no changes in existing land uses or zoning in the
CPA during this one year period. Based on the discussion in Master Response 1, the use of the 2008 baseline
was reasonable and supported by substantial evidence.

Comment 1-6

2. The Air Quality Impacts Analysis Fails to Sufficiently Inform the Public of Key Assumptions Underlying
Mobile Source Emissions Calculations
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The DEIR and Appendix C (Air Quality Calculations) indicate that operational mobile source emissions
were calculated according to VMT. The DEIR's discussion of mobile source emissions is problematic for
two reasons.

First, Appendix C states that daily VMT was not available, and AM and PM peak hour VMT (obtained from
the traffic study) was used to calculate daily VMT. The DEIR states that it was assumed that AM and PM
peak hour VMT combine to represent 14 percent of daily VMT. (DEIR, p. 4.3-16). However, the DEIR
does not point to any evidence supporting the assumption that AM and PM peak hour VMT represent 14
percent of daily VMT.

Response 1-6

Existing mobile source emissions were estimated using VMT data provided by the traffic consultant and
emission rates obtained from the California Air Resources Board's California Emission Factor model
(EMFAC2007 was the current version at the time of the analysis, DEIR Appendix C). The AM and PM peak
hour VMT was used to estimate the daily VMT of 3,559,800 using the Travel Model. Referring to page 13
regarding the Model Development Report of the West Adams TIMP (DEIR Appendix G). The development
of this model followed established comparison techniques and guidelines for accuracy as validated by
LADOT. After consultation with the traffic consultant, it was reasonably assumed that each peak hour was
seven percent of the daily VMT. These factors were based on data from major arterials that represented the
number of vehicle trips during the morning and afternoon peak hours compared to trips over the day.

Comment 1-7

Second, the DEIR states that VMT accounts for potential TOD areas in specified locations. (DEIR, p. 4.3-16).
Although it is not clearly stated, presumably TOD was only incorporated into Year 2030 VMT calculations.
Similar to problems with the DEIR's traffic impacts analysis noted in Section I1LA.2 of this letter, DEIR
Section 4.3 (Air Quality) and Appendix C (Air Quality Calculations) fail to disclose the assumptions about
TOD that were used to calculate Year 2030 VMT, which were then used to calculate Year 2030 mobile
source emissions. The DEIR simply states "[t]his VMT accounts for TOD" and generally describes the
location of potential TOD areas in the West Adams NCP. (DEIR, p. 4.3-16). It is completely unclear what
aspects of TOD development are accounted for in VMT calculations. By failing to explain the assumptions
about TOD that were incorporated into VMT calculations, which were in turn used to calculate Year 2030
mobile source emissions, the DEIR fails to meet its basic purpose to inform the public about the project's
environmental impacts. Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n., 6 Cal. 4th at 1123.

Under CEQA, the DEIR cannot incorporate TOD assumptions into VMT calculations used to calculate
operational mobile source emissions -- especially that take credit for reductions in emissions -- without
clearly explaining to the public what those TOD assumptions are. Moreover, a reader of the DEIR should
not be forced to cobble together information included in and appended to the DEIR in order to understand the
TOD assumptions, which even then remain incomprehensible. County of Amador 76 Cal.App.4th at 955-56.
Section 4.15 of the DEIR and the TIMP must clearly explain all the assumptions incorporated into the 4Ds
process and why those assumptions justify a reduction in VMT as the basis for Year 2030 traffic conditions.

Without an explanation of the TOD assumptions underlying VMT calculations, the public cannot
meaningfully understand or comment on these assumptions (e.g., whether the assumptions are reasonable or
too aggressive) as they relate to air quality impacts. (Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21003(b)). As with traffic, this
explanation should be added to the DEIR and the document should be recirculated for public comment.
(CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5).

In failing to include this information, the agency has not upheld its procedural mandate under CEQA and as
such has abused its discretion.
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Response 1-7

Refer to Response 1-4 and Table 2-3 of Master Response 3 regarding trip reductions associated with the
proposed TODs analyzed under the Proposed Project traffic forecasts which estimated a VMT used to calculate
Year 2030 mobile source emissions.

Comment 1-8
C. Greenhouse Gas

Section 4.7 of the DEIR and Appendix G (Greenhouse Gas) evaluate GHG impacts associated with the
proposed project. The GHG impacts analysis is inadequate under CEQA for the reasons discussed below.

1. The GHG Impacts Analysis Fails to Inform the Public of Assumptions Underlying Construction
Emissions Calculations and Underestimates Construction Impacts

Table 4.7-2 in the DEIR provides an estimate of average annual GHG emissions that could be associated
with construction under the proposed project. The DEIR states that there is sufficient data available to
determine the types of construction that may occur (e.g., residential, commercial, and industrial) and
associated square footage, but does not identify those assumptions. Construction emissions are calculated as
an average of emissions each year between 2008 and 2030, with individual projects constructed "evenly"
during the entire plan horizon. (DEIR, p. 4.7-12). Even if the NOP was issued in 2008, it was unreasonable
for the EIR to calculate construction impacts based on construction starting in 2008, because it would take
some time for construction to begin under the West Adams NCP. By assuming that construction will occur
over a longer time horizon (2008 to 2030) than will actually occur (2013 to 2030), the DEIR improperly
underestimates average annual GHG emissions. In this way, the construction impacts discussion is
potentially misleading in contravention of CEQA. Fairview Neighbors, 70 Cal.App.4th at 243 (discussion of
environmental effects was misleading and illusory).

Response 1-8

The GHG significance conclusion in the Draft EIR would not change regardless of the base year. Use of a
longer horizon (2008 to 2030) instead of (2013 to 2030), or (2016 to 2030), would not affect acceleration of
development activity which is dependent on other factors such as the economy. As stated on Draft EIR page
4.7-12, construction emissions are directly related to new development in the West Adams CPA.
Implementation of the Proposed Project as analyzed would increase development capacity of the West
Adams CPA by 3.8 million square feet of commercial space, 2.3 million square feet of public facility, and
19,703 dwelling units. Strong economic years would typically lead to increased development projects and
above average emissions. Conversely, weak economic years would experience fewer projects and below
average emissions. In addition, equipment emissions would decrease in future years as engines become more
efficient under new regulations. As described on page 4.7-12 of the DEIR, the Proposed Project would not
increase construction GHG emissions beyond what is anticipated for construction GHG emissions under the
existing West Adams Community Plan. Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to construction GHG emissions.

Comment 1-9

2. The GHG Impacts Analysis Fails to Sufficiently Inform the Public of Key Assumptions Underlying
Operational Emissions Calculations

The DEIR and Appendix E (Greenhouse Gas) indicate that operational mobile GHG emissions were
calculated according to VMT. The DEIR's discussion of mobile GHG emissions is problematic for two
reasons that are similar to the problems related to air quality calculations as discussed in Section 11.B.2 of
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this letter. In failing to include the information noted below, the City has not upheld its procedural mandate
under CEQA and as such it has abused its discretion.

First, the DEIR states that it was assumed that AM and PM peak hour VMT combine to represent 14 percent
of daily VMT. (DEIR, p. 4.7-13). However, the DEIR does not point to any evidence supporting the
assumption that AM and PM peak hour VMT represent 14 percent of daily VMT.

Second, the DEIR states that estimated future VMT under the proposed project does include reductions that
would result from the TIMP and in particular, an increase in the modal split that will be facilitated through
implementation of TOD. (DEIR, p. 4.7-13). The methodology used to incorporate trip reductions is
especially important in the context of GHG impacts analysis, because the majority of GHG emissions within
the West Adams CPA can be attributed to automobile exhaust. (DEIR, p. 4.7-11). Similar to problems with
the DEIR's traffic impacts analysis noted in Section 11.A.2 of this letter and with air quality impacts noted in
Section 11.B.2 of this letter, DEIR Section 4.7 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) and Appendix E (Greenhouse
Gas) fail to disclose the assumptions about the TIMP and TOD that were used to calculate Year 2030 VMT,
which were then used to calculate Year 2030 mobile GHG emissions.

Moreover, the TIMP includes measures that do not appear to be mandatory mitigation, including for example
TDM strategies that are recommended as part of a specific TDM program for the West Adams-Baldwin
Hills-Leimert TIMP. (DEIR pp. 4.15-16 - 4.15-19; TIMP Section 5.2.1, pp. 28-30)(emphasis added).
Measures that are recommendations only cannot be relied upon as they are not required mitigations. These
measures must either be mitigation measures or cannot be relied upon in calculating GHG reductions. Cal.
Pub. Res. Code §21081.6(b); CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(2); Woodward Park Homeowners Ass'n v. City
of Fresno (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 683, 730 (mitigation must be an enforceable requirement).

As stated elsewhere in this letter, the DEIR is required to explain to the public the TOD assumptions
incorporated into VMT calculations. Without this information, the DEIR fails to meet its basic purpose to inform
the public about the project's environmental impacts. Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n., 6 Cal. 4th at 1123.
Since this information is necessary for the public to meaningfully comment on the assumptions underlying GHG
and other impacts analyses, this section should also be recirculated so that the public can comment on the GHG
emissions reductions. (Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21003(b); CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5).

Response 1-9

Refer to Response 1-6 regarding the assumption that AM and PM peak hour VMT represents 14 percent of
daily VMT. Refer to Response 1-4 regarding trip reductions associated with proposed TOD that was applied
to Future Year 2030 with the Proposed Project traffic forecasts which estimated VMT used to calculate Year
2030 mobile source emissions. Referring to DEIR, page 4.7-13, no TIMP recommended TDM measures
were used in the estimation of GHG emissions which was based on square footage of proposed land uses.

Comment 1-10

D. Noise

Section 4.12 of the DEIR and Appendix F (Noise Calculations) analyze whether the proposed project would
significantly increase mobile noise levels in the West Adams CPA, comparing existing (2008) and future
with project (2030) conditions. Appendix F includes mobile noise calculations for certain roadway
segments, but does not specify the source of vehicle counts used for those calculations. Appendix F should
confirm the source of vehicle counts used for noise calculations. A reader of the DEIR should not be forced
to search throughout the DEIR in order to understand the basis for mobile noise calculations, and even after
searching, we cannot confirm the information. County of Amador 76 Cal.App.4th at 955-56.

Additionally, the DEIR and Appendix F are silent regarding whether Future Plus Project (Year 2030)
conditions include trip reductions for TOD, as were incorporated into traffic, air quality, and GHG impacts
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analyses. The methodology used to calculate Future Year 2030 vehicle counts for noise impacts analysis
should be consistent with the methodology used elsewhere in the DEIR and must be clearly disclosed and
explained. As stated above, the DEIR must clearly explain any trip reductions used to calculate future
traffic. As with the impact analyses discussed above, this explanation should be added to the DEIR and this
section should be recirculated for public comment. (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5). By failing to include
information about trip reductions in the context of noise impacts analysis, the City has not upheld its
procedural mandate under CEQA and as such it has abused its discretion.

Response 1-10

In addition to Master Response 2 and Master Response 3, as well as the preceding individual responses that
address the issues raised through this comment, consistent with the traffic analysis performed in the Draft
EIR, the mobile noise calculations for existing conditions used 2005 vehicle counts, as further validated for
later years through Master Response 2. Also see Appendices C (Model Development Report) and F
(Roadway Segment Level of Service Tables) of the TIMP - Draft EIR Appendix G for further clarification of
vehicle counts. The mobile noise analysis was based on peak hour volumes from the Proposed TIMP’s
“Year 2030 NCP (Proposed TOD Plan with 4Ds scenario with “Alternative Bike Lanes” applied (Table 4.15-
6 and 7, DEIR page 4.15-23).

Comment 1-11

Il Other Sections of the DEIR are Inadequate under CEQA.

In addition to the problems identified above relating to the DEIR's traffic, air quality, GHG, and noise
impacts, other sections of the DEIR are inadequate under CEQA for various reasons identified below.

A. Cultural Resources

Section 4.5 of the DEIR evaluates cultural resources impacts of the proposed project, and includes mitigation
measures for construction related to future capacity within the West Adams CPA. The DEIR identifies five
mitigation measures related to archaeological resources, which would be included as conditions of approval
for any Discretionary or "Active Change Area Project” as defined in DEIR Section 3.4. (DEIR pp. 4.5-22 -
4.5-23). The mitigation measures are inadequate under CEQA because they fail to acknowledge that feasible
preservation in place must be adopted to mitigate impacts to historical resources of an archaeological nature
unless the City determines that another form of mitigation is available and provides superior mitigation of the
impacts. CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(b)(3); Madera Oversight Coalition v. County of Madera (2011) 199
Cal.App.4th 48, 87.

The DEIR is silent regarding preservation in place and implies that the resources could be removed from the
site, without explaining or requiring the City to explain with respect to a particular Discretionary or Active
Change Area Project how removal from the site would provide superior mitigation of impacts. Specifically,
Mitigation Measure CR8 provides that if any find were determined to be significant by the archaeologist, the
City and archaeologist would meet to determine the appropriate course of action. Mitigation Measure CR9
provides that the City shall require that all cultural materials recovered from the site would be subject to
scientific analysis, professional museum curation, and a report prepared according to current professional
standards (Mitigation Measure CR9). (DEIR p. 4.5-23)(emphasis added). These Mitigation Measures
should be revised to reflect the preference for preservation in place.

Response 1-11

As described throughout the Draft EIR, the West Adams CPA s located in a highly urbanized area that is
almost entirely built out. As a result, future development would occur almost exclusively on previously
developed sites that have been highly disturbed. Any archeological resources that may have existed at the
surface of those sites have likely been damaged or previously removed. Regardless, the Draft EIR
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acknowledges on page 4.5-20, that given the well-documented occupation of the Los Angeles Basin by
indigenous tribes, there is a reasonable potential that development occurring under the Proposed Project
would be located on a site with previously unknown archaeological resources. To reduce significant impacts
to archeological resources to less than significant, Mitigation Measures CR5 through CR9 listed on Draft
EIR pages 4.5-22 through 4.5-23 have been identified.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(A) states, “Preservation in place is the preferred manner of
mitigating impact to archaeological sites. Preservation in place maintains the relationship between artifacts
and the archeological context.” Because the archeological context of the West Adams CPA is no longer
apparent due to the highly urbanized nature of the area, it was determined that preservation in place was not
the appropriate form of mitigation to address potential impacts resulting from implementation of the
Proposed Project as the initial development and subsequent redevelopment of sites would have disturbed or
significantly altered the archeological context. As such, Mitigation Measures CR8 and CR9 shall not be
revised to reflect the preference for preservation in place, as requested by the commenter.

Comment 1-12

B. Alternatives Analysis

The DEIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project which would feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a)). The DEIR identifies two alternatives: the no project alternative,
which is required under CEQA, and the proposed project without TOD (which would not shift development
intensity to focused TOD areas, resulting in less intense development and exclusion of TOD-specific
regulations). (DEIR, pp. 5-4 - 5-5).

The DEIR concludes that the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to
aesthetics (shade and shadow), air quality (construction regional and localized emissions), GHG emissions
(operational GHG emissions), noise (construction and vibration), public services (public parks and libraries)
and transportation and traffic (circulation system and congestion management plan). (DEIR pp. 2-2 - 2-3).
The DEIR is therefore required to consider alternatives that would alleviate these significant impacts. The
DEIR acknowledges that accommodating growth closer to the core of a major urban area can shorten
commute trips, and reduce traffic, air pollution, and greenhouse gas emissions. (DEIR p. 5-16).

The range of alternatives analyzed in the DEIR is inadequate because it fails to include an increased TOD
alternative, which would likely meet all of the project objectives and would potentially lessen significant
GHG and traffic and transportation and traffic impacts to a greater degree than the proposed project.
Watsonville Pilots Ass'n v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 1059 (City violated CEQA because
FEIR failed to analyze an alternative that would have provided decision makers with information about how
most of the project's objectives could be satisfied without the level of environmental impacts that would flow
from the project). The DEIR's alternatives analysis should be revised to include an increased TOD
alternative. Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1505, fn. 5 ("An EIR, however, is
required to make an in-depth discussion of those alternatives identified as at least potentially feasible.”)
(emphasis in original).

The public must have an opportunity to meaningfully comment on the DEIR's alternatives analysis.
Accordingly, this section should also be recirculated. (Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21003(b); CEQA Guidelines
§ 15088.5).

Response 1-12

Draft EIR Chapter 5 contains a discussion about potential alternatives initially considered but rejected for the
reasons stated therein. The Draft EIR describes six potential alternatives to the Proposed Project. Four of
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those alternatives were eliminated from further consideration either because they were not feasible, would
not reduce significant impacts or would not meet most or the primary purpose of the proposed project. The
four alternatives that were not fully analyzed are described on Draft EIR page 5-3 with further discussion
presented in FEIR Section 3.4, “Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR”. The remaining two
alternatives considered were: (1) the No Project Alternative and (2) the Proposed Project Without TOD
Alternative, which were analyzed in detail in Draft EIR Section 5.3.

Although its title suggests that it would not address TOD, Alternative 2 is considered a “Decreased TOD
Alternative” because it applies the less intense Major Intersection Nodes CPIO development parameters to
properties proximate to LRT stations. An Increased TOD Alternative in excess of the Proposed Project was
not contemplated 