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1.0 INTRODUCTION
This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to comply with the requirements of
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21000 et seq. and the
guidelines promulgated in connection therewith at Title 14 Code of California Regulation (CCR)
Section 15000 et seq. (the “CEQA Guidelines”).

1.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS
Before approving a project that may cause a significant environmental impact, CEQA requires the Lead
Agency to prepare and certify a Final EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 states that a Final EIR shall
consist of:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft EIR;
Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary;
A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR;
The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review
and consultation process; and
Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

1.2 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS
At the outset of the environmental review process, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was published and
distributed to the State Clearinghouse, trustee agencies, responsible agencies, and other interested parties on
March 14, 2013 by the City for a 30-day public review period (State Clearinghouse No. 2013031038). A
public scoping meeting was held on April 10, 2013.
The Draft EIR was prepared and circulated for a 45-day review period, as required by state law, with an
additional 15 days for a total of 60-day public review period from April 6, 2017 to June 5, 2017. An open
house/public hearing for the proposed Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan (ECTNP, Proposed
Project, or Proposed Plan) was held on May 23, 2017 at the IMAN Foundation located at 3376 Motor
Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90034.

1.3 CONTENTS AND ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR
This document summarizes the project information presented in the Draft EIR and contains responses to
comments on environmental issues received from agencies, organizations, and persons who reviewed the
Draft EIR. This Final EIR is comprised of four chapters:
Chapter 1 - Introduction: This chapter includes an overview of the Proposed Project, a summary of the
alternatives considered, and a summary of the Proposed Project’s environmental impacts.
Chapter 2 - Responses to Comments: This chapter contains responses to all comments received by the
City of Los Angeles during the public review period for the Draft EIR. The comment letters are included in
their entirety in Appendix A. This chapter also contains eight master responses that are provided to address
common topics in a comprehensive manner. A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies
commenting on the Draft EIR is provided.
Chapter 3 - Corrections and Additions: This chapter provides a list of changes that were made to the Draft
EIR in response to comments received during the 60-day public review period, and through the Proposed
taha 2012-058
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ECTNP public hearing and adoption process, as well as clarifying language regarding intent, consistency and
other non-substantive changes.
Issues raised by the public in response to the Draft EIR warrant clarification or correction of certain
statements in the Draft EIR, but none of the corrections and additions constitute “significant new
information” as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. New information can include changes in the
project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New information is not
significant unless the EIR is changing in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to
comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid
such an effect. Significant new information could include the following:





A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure
proposed to be implemented.
A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.
A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's proponents
decline to adopt it.
The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful
public review and comment were precluded.

Corrections and additions to the Draft EIR found in this Final EIR and changes to the Proposed Project do
not constitute “significant new information” as defined above.
Chapter 4 - Mitigation and Monitoring Program: This chapter describes the procedures for implementing
the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR by outlining the implementing agency, enforcement
agency and monitoring agency, and monitoring phase/monitoring actions for each mitigation measure.
Appendices: The appendices include the following:




Appendix A – Comment Letters
Appendix B – CEQA Findings of Facts
Appendix C – Statement of Overriding Considerations

1.4 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) Exposition (Expo) Light Rail
Transit (LRT) is a 15.2-mile-long transit line running between downtown Los Angeles and the City of Santa
Monica. The Proposed Project would establish a Specific Plan to guide future development in the City of
Los Angeles within the Expo LRT Corridor around five stations. These stations include Exposition/Bundy
(Bundy), Exposition/Sepulveda (Sepulveda), Westwood/Rancho Park (Westwood), National/Palms (Palms),
and Culver City. The Specific Plan would include General Plan amendments and zone changes that
encourage infill development and a mix of uses within the identified areas to promote transit ridership,
reduce automobile dependence, and create vibrant neighborhoods around the transit stations.
The Proposed Project: (1) creates four new zones and one new land use designation, and changes zoning and
land use designations within specified portions of the Project Area; (2) includes public benefit requirements
associated with tiered floor area ratios (FAR) in the new zones; (3) creates streetscape plans for identified
street segments in the Project Area; and (4) requires design standards for new development within the Project
Area (excluding R1 and R2 zones). The Proposed Project also includes new open space regulations and
parking regulations for select properties within the Project Area.
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The proposed ECTNP would guide future development in identified areas by specifying the type of uses,
FAR, development requirements and design standards that would apply. The Proposed Project encourages
new development within transit station areas with the goal of promoting transit ridership and creating an
active, mixed use environment in the station areas.
The primary objectives for the proposed ECTNP are as follows:
Primary Objective 1: Implement the policies of the City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework, the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), and the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert, Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey,
and West Los Angeles Community Plans that encourage growth to be directed to transit-oriented areas and
foster more sustainable, mixed use development patterns that improve mobility options and reduce auto
dependence.
Primary Objective 2: Accommodate employment, housing, and population growth projections forecasted
through the planning horizon year of 2035 by focusing residential development and new job-generating uses
around transit stations.
Primary Objective 3: Maintain and expand the City’s jobs base and increase opportunities for economic
development in the Expo Corridor in order to increase the generation of tax revenue in the City that will help
pay for the provision of City services.
Primary Objective 4: Implement the General Plan Framework goal to capture a significant share of regional
growth in emerging environmentally oriented and clean industries such as technology industry jobs, which
are clustered on the Westside and comprise a growing industry sector, and institute zoning that
accommodates and creates incentives for the location and continued clustering of these technology industry
jobs in the Expo Corridor where they will benefit from the proximity to transit and mixed use environments.
Primary Objective 5: Create incentives for the provision of affordable housing in new residential
development near the Expo LRT Line to enhance accessibility and housing options for core transit riders and
increase transit ridership.
Primary Objective 6: Improve circulation within the station areas; increase mobility choices; promote
transit ridership and use of other alternative transit modes; and reduce vehicle miles traveled per capita for
those who live and/or work within the Expo Corridor.
The ECTNP also includes secondary objectives that aim to develop a more comprehensive, cohesive, and
sustainable planning document.
Secondary Objective 1: Ensure new development is pedestrian-oriented, acknowledges the transit stations,
and is compatible with surrounding neighborhoods through the design of buildings, streets, and the public
realm.
Secondary Objective 2: Stimulate vibrancy and activity and create a unique sense of place within each
station area through the design of buildings, streets, and the public realm.
The Proposed Project would establish a Specific Plan and initiate zone changes, General Plan amendments
and introduce development and urban design standards. The Proposed Project would also involve new
streetscape plans, and parking strategies that together would enhance the pedestrian experience, promote
transit ridership, and encourage a variety of mobility options. Zone changes and General Plan amendments
would not affect every parcel within the Project Area; changes would only occur within specific “areas of
proposed change” also referred to as “subareas.”

taha 2012-058

1-3

Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan

1.0 Introduction

Final EIR - DRAFT

1.5 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT IMPACTS
Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment as “a substantial, or
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within an area affected by the
project, including land, air, water, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance.” In order to approve a project with significant and unavoidable impacts, the lead agency must
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations (in accordance with Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines)
indicating that the benefits of approving the Proposed Project outweigh the negative environmental
consequences.
Based on the analysis contained in the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would create significant and
unavoidable impacts related to the following topics:







Aesthetics (Visual Character and Shade)
Air Quality (Standards during construction and sensitive receptors during construction)
Cultural Resources (Historical Resources)
Noise (Construction Noise Standards and Vibration; Operational Noise)
Public Services (Parks and Recreational Facilities)
Transportation and Traffic (Circulation System; Neighborhood Intrusion; Congestion Management Plan
Arterial Intersection Analysis)

Based on the analysis contained in the Draft EIR, the following environmental topics were found to result in
a less-than-significant impact, no impact, or a significant impact that can be mitigated to be less than
significant:














Aesthetics (Scenic Vistas; Scenic Resources; Light and Glare; Geological/Topographical Features)
Air Quality (Implementation of Air Quality Plan; Odors)
Cultural Resources (Archaeological or Paleontological Resources; Human Remains)
Geology and Soils (Rupture of Faults; Seismic Ground Shaking; Liquefaction; Landslides; Expansive
Soils; Unstable Geologic Units; Soil Erosion; and Septic Tanks)
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Emissions Generation; GHG Reductions Plans)
Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Transport, Use and Disposal; Upset and Accident Conditions;
Schools; Sites; Airport Hazards; Airstrip Hazards; Plans; Wildland Fire)
Hydrology and Water Quality (Water Quality Standards; Groundwater Supplies; Drainage; and Streams
or Rivers; Drainage and Erosion; Runoff Water and Stormwater; Flood Hazard; Seiche, Tsunami, and
Mudflow/Mudslides)
Land Use and Planning (Physically dividing an established community; Conflicting with any applicable
land use plan, policy, or regulation; Habitat Conservation Plans and Natural Community Conservation
Plans)
Noise (Noise from public airports; Noise from private airstrips)
Population, Housing and Employment (Inducing population Growth; Displacement of population;
Displacement of housing units)
Public Services (Fire; Police; Public Schools; Libraries)
Transportation and Traffic (Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities and Plans; Congestion
Management Plan Freeway Analysis and Transit Impact Review; Emergency Vehicle Access; Design
Features; Construction in the Public Right-of-Way)
Utilities (Water; Wastewater; Stormwater; Solid Waste; Energy)
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
This chapter of the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) contains a summary of all comments
received on the Draft EIR prepared for the proposed Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan
(ECTNP, Proposed Project, or Proposed Plan) during the public review period, as well as responses to each
of those comments. The full text of the comment letters is included in Appendix A. The responses consist of
Master Responses, which address common issues raised in several comments, and individual responses,
which address unique issues raised in a single comment letter or testimony at including responses to
individuals who testified at the public hearing.
In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088, the Los
Angeles Department of City Planning (DCP) has evaluated all comments related to physical environmental
issues received from public 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. Where
appropriate and applicable to potential physical environmental impacts, 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. In such cases
specific response are not provided. While this Final EIR does not respond to these comments, all comments
will be addressed through revisions to the Proposed Plan or in the staff report, all of which will be included
in the administrative record and forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration in taking action on the
proposed ECTNP. With respect to comment letters that address both comments on the Proposed Plan and the
Draft EIR, only the comments that address physical environmental issues are responded to in this document.
Generally, the responses to comments provide explanation or amplification of information contained in the
Draft EIR.

2.1 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
The Draft EIR was prepared and circulated for a 45-day review period, as required by state law, with an
additional 15 days for a total of 60-day public review period from April 6, 2017 to June 5, 2017. During this
review period, comment letters from eight public agencies, nine groups/organizations, and 77 individuals
were received on the Draft EIR. In addition, 18 oral comments on the Draft EIR were received at the open
house/public hearings on May 23, 2017. Table 2-1 identifies all the comments received on the Draft EIR
during the public review period. Each comment letter has been assigned a number. The body of each
comment letter is separated into individual comments, which are numbered. This results in a tiered
numbering system, whereby the first comment in Letter 1 is depicted as Comment 1-1, and so on. This
chapter provides a summary of each comment followed by a response and numbered. The comment letters
and transcripts of oral comments received on the Draft EIR at the open house/public hearing are included in
their entirety in Appendix A.
TABLE 2-1: LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT EIR
No.

Name

Organization/Address

Page Number

AGENCIES
1
2
3

taha 2012-058

State of California - Department of
Transportation District 7 (Caltrans)
Culver City Planning Division &
Traffic Engineering
Wastewater Engineering Services
Division La Sanitation

California Department of Transportation
100 S. Main St, MS 16 Los Angeles, CA 90012
Culver City Planning Division
9770 Culver Blvd, Culver City, CA 90232
Los Angeles Department of Sanitation
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TABLE 2-1: LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT EIR
No.
4
5
6
7
8

Name
Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro)
Governor's Office of Planning and
Research (1)
Governor's Office of Planning and
Research (2)
Culver City Transportation
Los Angeles Department of Water
and Power (LADWP)

Organization/Address
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Governor's Office of Planning And Research
1400 10th St Sacramento, CA 95812
Governor's Office of Planning And Research
1400 10th St Sacramento, CA 95812
Culver City Transportation Department
4343 Duquesne Ave, Culver City, CA 90232
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
111 N. Hope Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012

GROUPS/ORGANIZATIONS
9

Brentwood Community Council

10

Brentwood Homeowners
Association
Fix The City
Fix The City
Marshall P. Riddick Youth Center

11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Palms Westminster Presbyterian
Church
West Of Westwood
HOA(WoWHOA)
Westwood Gardens Civic
Association
Westwood South of Santa Monica
HOA

Brentwood Community Council
149 S. Barrington Ave., Box 194, Los Angeles, CA 90049
Brentwood Homeowners Association
PO Box 49427, Los Angeles, CA 90049
Fix The City
Fix The City
Marshall P. Riddick Youth Center
2634 Overland Ave., Los Angeles, CA 90064
Palms Westminster Presbyterian Church
2908 Robertson Place Los Angeles, CA 90039
West of Westwood Homeowners Association
P.O. Box 64496, Los Angeles, CA, 90064
Westwood Gardens Civic Association
P.O. Box 642001, Los Angeles, CA. 90064
Westwood South of Santa Monica Blvd. Homeowner’s
Association
P.O. Box 64213, Los Angeles, CA 90064

INDIVIDUALS
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
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Allen, Lori
Anggelico, Addy
Aragon, Melissa
Aueiliach, J
Bernstein, Kathryn
Bourges, Paula
Brewer, James
Broide, Barbara
Bruins, Eric
Calahan, Rich
Chen, Pojen
Cimiluca, Bob
Degood, Alexander
Dorfman, Joanne
Doss, Marie
Edmond, Lorna
Elkins, Steve
Friedman, David
Frost, Marilyn
Goodman, Roger
Grant, Marcas
Gregora, Dianne
Gregora, Dianne
Guiguis, Sue
Healy, Charles
Healy, Margaret

Westwood South of Santa Monica (WSSM)
WSSM
WSSM
WSSM

Martin Expo Town Center
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TABLE 2-1: LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT EIR
No.
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
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Name
Healy, Margaret
Helvey, Pamela
Huck, Lori
Hugh, R
Javadi, Mike
Kasdin, Mitchell
Landsbaum, Scott
Lanet, Ellen
Lee, David
Leon-Grossman, Andrea
Leon-Grossman, Andrea
Leon-Grossman, Andrea
Lesan, Liz
Macdonald, Gay
Mercer, Annette
Millar, Debbie
Nataf, Marion
Nedrow, Carrie
Nguyen, Minhlinh
Olavarria, Irene
Olavarria, Irene
Osullivan, James
Park, Andrew
Perlmutter, Ellen
Pindell, Galen
Refuerzo, Ben
Rice, Mitchell
Rich, Erika
Rogers, Stephen
Rogers, Stephen
Rosenson, Elizabeth
Saffir, Cynthia
Saffir, Cynthia
Saffren, Genie
Schechter, Lisa
Schmitt, Frederick
Smedley, Linda
Smucker, Ellen
Stoller, Herman
Stone, Nancy
Thomas, Lauren
Timberlake, William
Ting, Grace
Tobias, Pat
Tobias, Robert
Walch, Nancy
Ward, Maryann
White, Janet
Zimmerman, Jay
Zone Miller, Amy
Stemnock, Tom

Organization/Address

WSSM

WSSM

Fix The City

UCLA Professor
WSSM

WSSM
WSSM
WSSM

WSSM

Planning Associates, Inc.
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TABLE 2-1: LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT EIR
No.

Name

Organization/Address

Page Number

PUBLIC HEARING
PH-1
PH-2
PH-3
PH-4
PH-5
PH-6
PH-7

Miller, Debbie
Olavarian, Irene
Landworth, Tracy
Rich, Craig
Ting, Grace
Tobias, Pat
Christensen, Kimberly

PH-8

Healy, Margaret

PH-9
PH-10
PH-11
PH-12
PH-13
PH-14
PH-15
PH-16
PH-17
PH-18

Gregora, Dianne
Gonzalez, Daniel J
Rogers, Stephen
Zimmerman, Jay
Zimmerman, Stanley
Campbell, Bruce
Leon-Grossman, Andrea
Broide, Barbara
Kasdin, Mitchell
Pittel, Ann

West of Westwood HOA

2.2 MASTER RESPONSES
A number of the comments raised common issues; therefore, rather than responding to each comment
individually, the following Master Responses have been prepared to provide a single comprehensive
response to address issues that were brought up in multiple instances:


Master Response No. 1 - General Comments and Non-CEQA Issues



Master Response No. 2 - General Plan Framework Element Policy 3.3.2



Master Response No. 3 - Emergency Services



Master Response No. 4 - Utilities



Master Response No. 5 - Schools



Master Response No. 6 - Traffic Analysis Methodology



Master Response No. 7 - Neighborhood Intrusion



Master Response No. 8 - Cumulative Impacts

taha 2012-058

2-4

Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan

2.0 Responses to Comments

Final EIR - DRAFT

MASTER RESPONSE NO. 1 - GENERAL COMMENTS AND NON-CEQA ISSUES
Summary of Master Response


In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088 and 15204, detailed responses are not
necessarily provided for comments that do not relate either to 1) significant environmental issues,
or 2) adequacy of the analysis in the EIR; other issues raised by comments are generally addressed
outside the CEQA process.



Parking supply is a social impact and not an environmental impact addressed by CEQA;
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical impacts to the environment resulting from adequacy of
parking supply, such as air quality or traffic, are addressed within the analysis of those respective
EIR sections. Additionally, a majority of the ECTNP Area and the Proposed Plan’s subareas are
located within Transit Priority Areas (TPAs); pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) Section
21099(d), aesthetic and parking impacts are not considered significant for residential, mixed-use
residential, and employment center projects located on an infill site in these areas.

Summary of Comments
Several commenters express their opinions in support or opposition to the Proposed Project, or outline
concerns associated with specific features or provisions of the Proposed Plan (e.g. building heights, public
benefit requirements) that do not relate either to significant environmental issues or adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. Commenters also express concerns about parking supply in
neighborhoods and at stations.
Response
The focus of the City’s responses to comments received on the Draft EIR is the “disposition of significant
environmental issues raised” in the comments, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088
and 15204. Detailed responses are not necessarily provided for comments that do not relate either to
significant environmental issues or adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR; this includes comments that
raise issues that are not environmental impacts as identified by CEQA (e.g., property values and other
socioeconomic concerns), relate to opinions in support or opposition to the Proposed Project, or outline
concerns associated with specific features or provisions of the Proposed Plan (e.g., building heights, density).
While this Final EIR will not necessarily respond to these comments, all comments will be addressed through
revisions to the Plan or in the staff report, all of which will be included in the administrative record and
forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration in taking action on the proposed ECTNP. With respect
to comment letters that address both comments on the Proposed Plan and the Draft EIR, only the comments
that address significant environmental issues are responded to in this document.
A number of commenters also raise issues and questions regarding parking at specific Metro stations or
within the community. Regarding parking at Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(Metro) stations, the Proposed Project does not include any changes to parking at the Metro Expo Line
stations. Regarding parking issues as a result of the Proposed Project, as discussed on pages 4.12-36 and
4.12-80 of the Draft EIR, parking deficits in and of themselves are social impacts and do not constitute
environmental impacts.1 Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) states that even where a social
impact may lead to reasonably foreseeable indirect physical impacts such as air quality or traffic, the “focus
of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.” As the Proposed Project’s impacts to air quality and traffic
are analyzed in the Draft EIR Sections 4.2 and 4.12, respectively, additional analysis related to the social
impacts of parking supply is not necessary. Additionally, under PRC Section 21099(d), which was added in
2013 by Senate Bill 743, aesthetic and parking impacts shall not be considered significant impacts on the
environment for residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center projects located on an infill site
1

San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco. (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656.
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within a TPA, as defined in that section. The majority of the ECTNP Area, including a majority of the areas
of proposed change, are located within a TPA due to the proximity of the Metro Expo Line and other bus
services; furthermore, development consistent with the Proposed Plan would generally fall within the
definition of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project. Therefore, pursuant to PRC
Section 21099(d), parking impacts for such projects within TPAs are not significant.
The EIR properly discusses, analyzes, and provides information regarding all physical environmental issues
that could be impacted by the proposed ECTNP. These comments provide no substantial evidence supporting
the need for different analysis or conclusions, including the need for additional mitigation measures, from
those in the EIR. Therefore, there is no basis for additional analysis and no further response is required
because these comments do not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of
the environmental analysis included in the EIR (PRC Section 21091(d); State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204(a)).
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MASTER RESPONSE NO. 2 – GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK POLICY 3.3.2
Summary of Master Response


The analyses of impacts of the Proposed Project on Public Services, Transportation, and Utilities
and Service Systems provided in the EIR are adequate and comply with the requirements of the
CEQA; satisfying the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a).



The Proposed Plan is consistent with the General Plan Framework strategy to direct growth to
areas served by transit and other infrastructure, is consistent with the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) growth projections for the area which are also used by
operating departments of the City to plan for infrastructure and services, and is consistent with
the relevant Community Plan Goals and Policies.
o

The Proposed Plan, which directs growth to an urbanized area of the City that has
existing infrastructure and is served by a newly constructed light rail line, and thus has
minimal impact on the City’s infrastructure and public services systems.



Planning for public services and infrastructure in the ECTNP Area is not performed separately
from the City as a whole. As the population and demand for public services and infrastructure
capacity increases, in accordance with the plans of each respective service provider, utility and
public service facilities would be updated and enhanced to keep pace with demand. The City funds
needed infrastructure and service improvements through a variety of mechanisms including
through General Fund money, user fees, bonds and other measures.



Following approval of the ECTNP, individual projects would be required to submit an application,
which would be reviewed to determine consistency with the ECTNP, including consistency with the
growth projections upon which the analysis in the EIR is based. New development would be
required to make the necessary local infrastructure connections and upgrades as needed to
infrastructure facilities per the normal development process.



Ultimately, decisions regarding new development are policy decisions made by the City Council.
The General Plan Framework does not require the City to halt development based upon claims of
inadequate infrastructure.



The comments provide no substantial evidence supporting the need for different analysis or
conclusions from those in the Draft EIR. Therefore, there is no basis for additional analysis and no
further response is required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c)).

Summary of Comments
Several commenters express their opinion that new development should be restricted until adequate
infrastructure and public services are in place to support increases in development. Commenters also express
their opinion that the proposed ECTNP is inconsistent with the General Plan Framework and specifically
Policy 3.3.2.
Response Introduction
The analyses of impacts of the Proposed Project on Public Services and Utilities and Service Systems
provided in the EIR are adequate and comply with the requirements of the CEQA. The EIR concludes, in
Sections 4.11, 4.12, and 4.13, that the Proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts to
Utilities and Service Systems (including water, wastewater, stormwater drainage, and solid waste), fire
facilities, police facilities, public schools, and libraries; the EIR also concludes that the Proposed Project
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would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to the circulation system, neighborhood intrusion,
Congestion Management Program (CMP) Arterial Intersection Analysis, and parks and recreation facilities.2
The EIR conclusions related to Public Services, Transportation, and Utilities and Service Systems are
generally supported by the following analysis: 1) existing services and infrastructure are adequate to support
anticipated levels of population and employment growth; 2) existing development review processes impose
fees or otherwise set triggers and mechanisms for upgrading service and infrastructure to address the
localized impacts individual project’s may have; and 3) existing mechanisms by responsible operating
departments and agencies, for ongoing evaluation of the capacity of the existing infrastructure and service
systems to accommodate demand over the long term will ensure adequate infrastructure and service
provision in the future.
The analysis provided in the respective sections satisfies the requirements of CEQA Guidelines
Section 15121(a) to “inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the potential
significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effect and
describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” The following Master Response provides supplemental
information, does not constitute substantive new information and does not change the impact conclusions
found in the EIR.
The EIR concludes that the Proposed Plan is consistent with the General Plan Framework strategy to direct
growth to areas served by transit and other infrastructure, and is consistent with the SCAG growth
projections for the area which are also used by operating departments of the City to plan for infrastructure
and services. The EIR thus concludes that the Proposed Plan, which directs growth to an urbanized area of
the City that has existing infrastructure and is served by a newly constructed light rail line, has a minimal
impact on the City’s infrastructure and public services systems by virtue of its consistency with both the
General Plan Framework and the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS). The EIR also concludes that the Proposed Plan is consistent with the relevant Community Plans,
as shown in Section 4.8.
The impact of the Proposed Project on the transportation system can be used as an example to further
illustrate this point. Even though there are significant and unavoidable impacts related to the circulation
system disclosed in the EIR, by directing projected growth in both housing and jobs to the Exposition Light
Rail Line station areas, transportation analysis conducted during the preparation of the EIR demonstrates that
there are transportation system benefits derived from the proposed development patterns. As stated in EIR
Section 4.12 Traffic and Transportation on pages 4.12-82 to 4.12-84, a per capita vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) analysis shows a 1.4 percent increase in the service population from (a combined population of
residents and employees) future without project to future with project, but only a 0.6 percent increase in
vehicle miles traveled, indicating that per capita vehicle miles traveled will be lesser under future conditions
with the project than future conditions without the project (Table 4.12-19). Additionally, a VMT analysis
shows a 12.2 percent increase in the service population from existing conditions to future with project, but
only a 8.9 percent increase in VMT, similarly indicating that as a result of the project and other planned
transportation programs (i.e., Mobility Plan 2036), per capita vehicle miles traveled will be lesser under
future conditions with project than existing conditions. The reduction in per capita VMT is attributed to
shorter trips as a result of the greater mix of uses and more compact development patterns, as well as shifts in
transportation mode to transit, bicycle and walking trips, as a result of increased mobility access and options.
The Proposed Project accommodates infill development that would make maximum use of existing
infrastructure. New development would be required to make the necessary local improvements (such as
connections to sewer and water lines and upgraded substations and pumping facilities) per the normal
development process. In addition, individual projects would be required to fund their fair share of necessary
2

Please see Draft EIR, Chapter 2.0 Summary for the full summary of impacts.
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local infrastructure associated with the proposed development under the Proposed Project per preexisting
funding mechanisms.
Ultimately, decisions regarding new development are policy decisions made by the City Council. The
General Plan Framework, and specifically Policy 3.3.2, does not require the City to halt development based
upon claims of inadequate infrastructure. The programs set forth in Chapter 10 of the Framework Element to
implement Policy 3.3.2 are discretionary and dependent upon available funding. Furthermore, commenters
provide no substantial evidence supporting the need for different analysis or conclusions from those in the
Draft EIR. Therefore, there is no basis for additional analysis and no further response is required (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c)).
Summary and Analysis of Relevant Community Plan Provisions
The EIR concludes that the Proposed Plan is consistent with the relevant Community Plans. As shown in the
EIR in Table 4.8-12 on page 4.8-24, the Proposed Plan is generally consistent with applicable Community
Plan Goals and Objectives from the three relevant Community Plans. Most of the applicable Goals and
Objectives focus on maintaining industrial use, meeting diverse economic needs, improving commercial
areas, increasing transit use and bicycle use, improving the pedestrian experience, and improving recreational
opportunities. The Proposed Project would direct commercial, industrial, and residential growth near transit;
encourage the use of alternative transportation; and improve the pedestrian experience through the public
benefits, streetscape plans, and locating development near transit. The Proposed Project would also
encourage recreational opportunities by rezoning an area to open space and requiring individual projects to
provide publicly accessible open space as a public benefit in exchange for additional development rights.
Summary and Analysis of Relevant General Plan Framework Provisions
The EIR concludes that the Proposed Plan is consistent with the General Plan Framework strategy to direct
growth to areas served by transit and other infrastructure. California Government Code Section 65300
requires counties and cities to adopt a comprehensive, long-term General Plan for future development,
including several mandated elements. In 1996, the City of Los Angeles adopted the Framework Element as
part of its General Plan, which is intended to offer “a strategy for long-term growth which sets a citywide
context to guide the update of the community plan and citywide elements.”3 The Framework Element sets
forth a conceptual relationship between land use and transportation on a citywide basis. In addition, the
Framework Element sets forth the use of population and employment growth estimates (growth projections),
provided by the SCAG, which can be used to guide land use planning as well as the planning of
infrastructure and public services. The General Plan Framework is not intended to induce population or
employment growth but, rather, to accommodate changes in population and employment that are anticipated
to occur in the future4; Chapter 1 of the General Plan Framework states that the General Plan Framework is
“a comprehensive strategy for accommodating long-term growth should it occur as predicted.” The General
Plan Framework also outlines guidelines for the establishment and/or updates to comprehensive plans, such
as general plan elements, community plans, and specific plans, to ensure internal consistency among the
various elements of the General Plan and implement General Plan policies such as the accommodation of
projected population and employment growth.
The Proposed Plan is consistent with General Plan Framework policies that encourage a physically balanced
distribution of land uses (Goal 3A) that promotes an improved quality of life by facilitating a reduction in
vehicular trips, vehicle miles traveled and air pollution (Objective 3.2). By directing growth in housing and
3

The Citywide General Plan Framework Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, Executive Summary,
http://planning.lacity.org/cwd/framwk/chapters/00/00.htm, Re-adopted on August 8, 2001.
4
The Citywide General Plan Framework Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, Chapter 2 Growth and
Capacity, http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/framwk/chapters/02/02.htm, 1996, Re-adopted on August 8, 2001.
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jobs to a newly constructed light rail line, the Proposed Plan is encouraging a physical distribution of land
uses and development patterns that are consistent with the General Plan Framework.
However, some commenters raise concerns that the Proposed Plan was inconsistent with the General Plan
Framework, particularly Policy 3.3.2. This Policy outlines a method for the ongoing evaluation of
population, development, infrastructure and service capacities to inform plans and policies and to determine
the need for infrastructure and public service investments. Framework Policy 3.3.2 reads as follows:
Monitor population, development, and infrastructure and service capacities within the
City and each community plan area, or other pertinent service area. The results of this
monitoring effort will be annually reported to the City Council and shall be used in part
as a basis to:
a. Determine the need and establish programs for infrastructure and public service
investments to accommodate development in areas in which economic development
is desired and for which growth is focused by the General Plan Framework
Element.
b. Change or increase the development forecast within the City and/or community
plan area as specified in Table 2-2 (see Chapter 2: Growth and Capacity) when it
can be demonstrated that (1) transportation improvements have been implemented
or funded that increase capacity and maintain the level of service, (2) demand
management or behavioral changes have reduced traffic volumes and maintained
or improved levels of service, and (3) the community character will not be
significantly impacted by such increases.
Such modifications shall be considered as amendments to Table 2-2 and depicted
on the community plans.
c. Initiate a study to consider whether additional growth should be accommodated,
when 75 percent of the forecast of any one or more category listed in Table 22 (see Chapter 2: Growth and Capacity) is attained within a community plan area.
If a study is necessary, determine the level of growth that should be accommodated
and correlate that level with the capital, facility, or service improvements and/or
transportation demand reduction programs that are necessary to accommodate
that level.
d. Consider regulating the type, location, and/or timing of development, when all of
the preceding steps have been completed, additional infrastructure and services
have been provided, and there remains inadequate public infrastructure or service
to support land use development. (P42, P43)
General Plan Framework Policy 3.3.2 is intended to create a mechanism by which DCP can report on the
progress of implementing the General Plan and decision-makers can be informed about infrastructure and
service needs. For the General Plan Framework, the planning horizon was 2010 or when the City reached the
projected population of 4.3 million people. The implementation programs associated with Policy 3.3.2 were
not a mitigation measure of the General Plan Framework EIR and there is no requirement that they be
implemented. The City Council intended to provide City departments with broad discretion and flexibility
when deciding how best to implement the policies of the General Plan Framework Element; consequently,
implementation of programs is discretionary and contingent on the availability of adequate funding (which
changes over time due to economic conditions and the changing governmental and public policy priorities).
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Chapter 10 of the General Plan Framework identifies implementation programs for the policies of the
General Plan Framework. The implementation programs are intended to institute the practice of coordination
between DCP, the City’s operating departments, and other public agencies as part of the long range planning
process and to inform decision-making on growth and public investments. Specifically, the General Plan
Framework states:
“The General Plan Framework Element is implemented by a comprehensive program of strategies
that encompass amendments of existing and preparation of new plans, ordinances, development
standards, and design guidelines; conduct of studies and analyses; capital investments; coordination
of economic development activities; modification of City procedures and development review and
approval processes; and interagency coordination.”
The General Plan Framework goes further to describe how programs are expected to be carried out, stating:
“Program implementation is contingent on the availability of adequate funding, which is
likely to change over time due to economic conditions, the priorities of Federal and
regional governments and funding agencies, and other conditions. The programs should
be reviewed periodically and prioritized, where necessary, to reflect funding limitations
and the City's objectives. In addition, amounts and sources of funding, initiation dates,
responsible agencies and the detailed work scope of programs may be changed without
requesting amendments to the General Plan Framework Element.”
From the preceding, it can be determined that the City Council intended to vest the City departments with
broad discretion and flexibility when deciding how best to implement the policies of the Framework
Element. Chapter 10 of the General Plan Framework also explains:
“Not all plan policies can be achieved in any given action, and in relation to any
decision, some goals may be more compelling than others. On a decision-by-decision
basis, taking into consideration factual circumstances, it is up to decision makers to
decide how best to implement the adopted policies of the general plan in any way which
best serves the public health, safety and general welfare.”
The monitoring program was never intended to be a mitigation measure of the General Plan Framework EIR
because implementation programs are discretionary and because the General Plan Framework recognizes that
capital improvement planning is typically done in timeframes that differ from the planning horizon of plans
and may be done by service areas that differ from Community Plan or Specific Plan boundaries, but which
reflect the geographic divisions by which various services are provided. On this the Framework Element says
the following:
Realistically, the planning and funding of most infrastructure facilities and public
services that support growth must be for levels of growth that can reasonably be expected
to occur within a shorter time frame than could be accommodated by the long-term
vision. Many of the City's short-term capital improvements are defined through a fiveyear plan that is updated annually (the Capital Improvements Plan). Major
improvements that serve large areas of the City and/or are capital intensive, such as
schools and fixed rail transit facilities, are planned and funded over an extended period
(10 years or more). Some, such as wastewater treatment facilities, are planned to
accommodate growth for periods in excess of 50 years.
Thus, information resulting from the assessment of the infrastructure and service system and General Plan
Framework population estimates, citywide and by Community Plan, were never intended to place a limit on
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growth or to be used as a measure to restrict development, but rather as means to evaluate and report on
infrastructure and service demand in light of the growth that is occurring which has been accomplished
through the preparation of the EIR for the ECTNP.
As the Proposed Project would allow for growth in the Project Area, the EIR has been prepared to evaluate
and report on infrastructure and service demand in light of the proposed growth and has generally found the
infrastructure and services to be adequate. The evaluation and report which discloses the information can be
found in Sections 4.11, 4.12, and 4.13 of the EIR. The comments provide no substantial evidence supporting
the need for different analysis or conclusions from those in the Draft EIR. Therefore, there is no basis for
additional analysis and no further response is required (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c)).
Planning for and Funding Services and Infrastructure
Public services and infrastructure in the Project Area is not separate from the City as a whole, and the City
takes an integrated approach to addressing growing service demand. Within the City of Los Angeles, the
following departments/agencies are tasked with providing the following services:









The Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) provides police protection services.
The City of Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) provides fire protection services.
The City of Los Angeles Public Library (LAPL) System provides library services.
The Los Angeles City Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP) manages city-owned parks.
The Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) provides public elementary and secondary education
to City residents.
The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) delivers water and electricity.
The City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) coordinates
wastewater collection and treatment, as well as disposal of solid waste.
The transportation system is managed by the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(LADOT), working in conjunction with Metro and the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works.

General Plan Framework Objective 3.3 states that plans should “accommodate projected population and
employment growth… and plan for the provision of adequate supporting transportation and utility
infrastructure and public services.” The Proposed Plan meets this goal by locating growth on the Westside in
an urbanized area already supported by infrastructure and services, where there has been a recent investment
in a new transportation project that will give more mobility options to people living and working in close
proximity to the line. As it relates to General Plan Framework Objective 3.3 and Policy 3.3.2 (a policy of the
foregoing objective) the City has consistently demonstrated that it plans for infrastructure and services in
targeted growth areas and throughout the City. The City’s operating departments regularly prepare plans to
show how they will provide the infrastructure and services to accommodate the growing population.
Additionally the City and other public agencies have demonstrated a pattern of finding new funding sources
to pay for the provision of new infrastructure and services when gaps are identified.
The City’s efforts to evaluate changes in employment and population and their relationship to infrastructure
and services are comprised of various data sources and the operating and strategic plans of the departments
and agencies that provide services and infrastructure to the City (i.e., LADWP’s Urban Water Management
Plan, LAFD’s Strategic Plan, etc.). The City and its departments collectively do this on a regular and
ongoing basis. Upgraded information systems have expanded the ability of City departments to assess service
and infrastructure needs, as well as track the provision of services and infrastructure. Computer technology
enables City departments to consider a variety of factors in assessing the need for services and infrastructure,
such as the LAPD Computer Statistics Unit (COMPSTAT) Program and the LAFD Strategic Plan.
Generally, as the demand for public services and infrastructure capacity increases, in accordance with the
plans of each respective service provider, utility and public service facilities would be updated and enhanced
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to keep pace with demand. Not all of public service providers are City departments and thus, the City cannot
prescribe their actions. However, these agencies provide services, facilities, or funding and administer
regulations that directly or indirectly affect the Project Area.
Following are some examples of efforts on the part of the City to track changing service demand and need
for upgrades to City infrastructure and services. This list is not meant to be exhaustive but rather illustrative
of the kinds of actions the City and public agencies in the region have taken.


Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD). The LAFD prepared the Strategic Plan 2015-2017 to improve
service delivery, implement advanced technologies, employ sound budgeting practices, and enhance
leadership. The plan also addresses the development of an even more professional workforce, promoting
a positive work environment, and working to strengthen community relationships to improve
preparedness and enhance resiliency during emergency events.



Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD). The LAPD’s COMPSTAT Program implements the City's
General Plan Framework goal of assembling statistical population and crime data to determine necessary
crime prevention actions. COMPSTAT implements a multi-layer approach to police protection services
through statistical and geographical information system analysis of growing trends in crime through its
specialized crime control model. LAPD also uses a field deployment software called “Patrol Plan” that
takes into account 25 different factors, including crime data, population density, and traffic speeds, to
plan for personnel needs at individual stations.



Los Angeles Public Library (LAPL). The LAPL has prepared the 2015-2020 Public Library Strategic
Plan to chart its course for through 2020. The LAPL is currently evaluating its performance, measuring
impact, developing action plans and allocating resources to support the library’s new and expanded
services.



Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD). The LAUSD prepares a Strategic Execution Plan (SEP)
annually to guide new school constructions, repair and modernize existing facilities, and otherwise
accommodate future educational development needs. The 2017 SEP outlines LAUSD’s efforts to build
new schools, provide legacy schools with needed repairs and modernization, and make additional longlasting investments under the School Upgrade Program to improve student health, safety and educational
quality.



Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Park (LADRP). The LADRP prepared the Citywide
Parks Needs Assessment Report in 2009 to: (1) preliminarily prioritize and address the needs for
additional recreation and park land; (2) identify existing facilities needing improvements to meet current
and future community needs; (3) identify recreation program needs; (4) perform demographic analysis,
to prevent future maintenance problems; and (5) offer positive alternatives to an increasingly dense and
urbanized population. The Needs Assessment report serves as the foundation for long range planning
initiatives and is a critical step in LADRP’s development of a Citywide Recreation and Parks
Master/Strategic Plan and a Five‐year Capital Improvement Plan.



Bureau of Sanitation (BOS). The Los Angeles Department of Public Work’s BOS has prepared an
Integrated Resources Plan (IRP) to plan for future wastewater management in the City. The BOS IRP
includes a Facilities Plan to address the wastewater, recycled water, and storm water related facilities and
needs of the City through the year 2020. The BOS has also prepared a Solid Waste Integrated Resources
Plan (SWIRP) to guide the City in managing solid wastes generated in the City through the year 2025.



Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) - Water. Programs such as LADWP’s 2015
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), which provides for long-term water resources management,
and the City’s IRP call for water and energy efficiency as well as innovative strategies for water
conservation and waste management. In addition, Demand Side Management (DSM), involving
conservation policies and programs to reduce per-capita usage, increases the capacity of existing
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systems. Public use of services and infrastructure changes from year to year. Some infrastructure percapita or per-dwelling unit usage levels have decreased in recent decades. For example, increased use of
water conservation measures, such as low-flush toilets, has resulted in a decrease in water use per capita
over the last 30 years in Los Angeles.


Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) - Power. LADWP’s energy resource
planning is guided by an IRP, and the 2016 Power IRP is being used to determine the energy resources
necessary to provide electricity to Los Angeles for the next 20 years. LADWP’s Power Reliability
Program will invest more than $1 billion in the program over the next 5 to 15 years to replace aging
infrastructure and make permanent repairs. As development occurs incremental improvements and
upgrades will take place under the direction of LADWP. Any general improvements or construction of
new facilities are funded by customer revenues and funds allocated to City departments.



County of Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) and Los Angeles
Department of Transportation (LADOT). Metro’s Long Range Transportation Plans prepare thirtyyear projections for traffic patterns in the southern California region based on census data and travel
surveys. Metro’s Travel Demand Simulation Model evaluates how well the highway and transit systems
function under existing conditions and a series of future year alternatives, looking at traffic volumes and
speeds. This analysis is conducted to determine the effectiveness of alternative transportation strategies
and assist in the development of program and project recommendations. Metro’s transit service is
supplemented by LADOTs commuter bus service and local DASH service.

While the Proposed Project accommodates infill development that would efficiently use existing
infrastructure and new development would be required to make the necessary local improvements (such as
connections to sewer and water lines and upgraded substations and pumping facilities) per the normal
development process, additional infrastructure may be required to support future projects. When it is
determined that new or improved infrastructure is needed to meet growing service demand, the City funds
these improvements through a variety of mechanisms including property tax revenue; sales tax revenue; user
fees; Quimby Act (Park) dedications; business improvement districts; special assessment districts; municipal
bonds; the general fund; county, state, and federal funding, and other measures. For example:


LAFD Fire Bond (Proposition F, 2000). Proposition F authorized the issuance of $532.6 million in
general obligation bonds to finance the construction and rehabilitation of Fire Stations and Animal
Shelters throughout the City of Los Angeles. $378.6 million of the bond was allocated to build
19 neighborhood Fire/Paramedic Stations and an Emergency Air Operations/Helicopter Maintenance
Facility.



LAPD Police Bond (Proposition Q, 2002). Proposition Q provided a $600 million general obligation
bond, for construction, repair and renovation of police and fire stations and public safety facilities
throughout Los Angeles. Proposition Q projects included the construction of two new police stations, the
replacement of four police stations and the repair of 11 police stations.



LAPL Library Bonds (Proposition 1, 1989; Measure DD, 1998; Measure L, 2011). In 1989, City of
Los Angeles voters approved Proposition 1, a $53.4 million Branch Library Facilities Bond also known
as the 1989 Library Bond Issue. Under Proposition 1, the LAPL Branch Facilities Plan proposed to
obtain new sites for building, renovating, and expanding libraries that were unable to serve the
community sufficiently and/or were damaged by the Whittier earthquake. LAPL also obtained additional
funds from the Community Development Block Grant Award of federal funds from the California State
Library Proposition 85, as well as from Friends of the Library groups, for a total branch construction
program of $108 million. Under the 1989 Bond Program, 29 libraries were built. 5 In 1998, Los Angeles
voters approved Proposition DD. Proposition DD, also known as the 1998 Library Facilities Bond,

5
Los Angeles Public Library, Strategic Plan, 2007 – 2010, Building on Success; Appendices, VI and VII.
http://www.lapl.org/sites/default/files/media/pdf/about/Strategic_Plan.pdf.
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authorized $178.3 million in bonds for funding the construction, renovation, improvement, or expansion
of 32 new branch libraries. As a result of effective project management, four additional projects were
added to the scope of the overall facilities program. Of the 36 total projects, 18 existing library facilities
were replaced with 18 new library facilities on the existing City‐owned sites, nine libraries were
constructed on newly acquired sites, five new libraries were constructed on acquired sites in
communities that previously did not have library services, and with the four additional projects, existing
libraries were renovated and expanded. In 2011, Measure L increased the allocation of City funds to the
library system. These funds restored library hours of operations and services, which were reduced during
the recession, over a period of four years without raising taxes. Measure L also provided funds to
purchase additional books and materials. The funding allowed for the restoration of service on Mondays
and two evenings a week at all 73 libraries. Additionally, beginning January 12, 2014, Measure L funds
allowed for the opening of the Central Library and eight regional branch libraries on Sundays, one year
ahead of schedule.


LAUSD Bond Measures (Proposition BB, 1997; Measure K, 2002; Measure R, 2004; Measure Y,
2005; Measure Q, 2008). LAUSD just completed a 20 year, $10 billion school construction project
using funds from voter-approved bond initiatives first approved in 1997. Multiple local measures have
been approved to construct and modernize school facilities: Proposition BB approved $2.4 billion,
Measure K approved $3.35 billion, Measure R approved $3.87 billion, and Measure Y approved $3.985
billion. There has also been voter approval of funding through State bonds for school construction
through Proposition 1A (1998), Proposition 47 (2002), Proposition 55 (2004), Proposition 1D (2006),
and Proposition 51 (2016).6 As a result, the district has built 131 new schools and added 170,000 new
classroom seats, allowing the district to eliminate year-round schedules. The district is currently
undertaking the School Upgrade Program, which in 2014 allocated $7.85 billion to repair and modernize
existing facilities.



LADRP and BOS Parks and Open Space Bonds (Proposition O, 2004). Proposition O authorizes the
City to issue $500 million in bonds to fund projects that prevent and remove pollutants from the City’s
waterways and ocean, consequently protecting public safety and meeting federal Clean Water Act
regulations. As of August 2017, 45 projects were identified for funding, and 28 have been completed
including ten park projects and five green street projects.7



LADWP Water and Power Rate Increases (2016). Funds generated by recent utility rate adjustments
for water and power from 2016 through 2020 are allocated to fund various water and power
infrastructure improvements (Ordinance 184130 and 184133). These improvements are intended to
accelerate the replacement of water and power infrastructure, protect against drought conditions,
transform water and energy supplies while meeting state and local water and power mandates, and
enhance customer service. Specific improvements include replacement of power poles, circuits, crossarms, and other critical electric infrastructure; repowering coastal generating stations to remove them
from ocean water cooling; accelerating the replacement of water infrastructure for reliability as well as to
meet water quality regulations; expanding the use of recycled water; enhancing capture of stormwater for
reuse and replenishing of groundwater; and remediation of the San Fernando aquifer to restore full use of
LADWP’s water allocation from the basin. The new rates are anticipated to provide an additional $720
million in new power revenues and $330 million in new water revenues between 2016 and 2020.8



Metro Measures R and M (2008 and 2016). These are two recently approved ballot measures to increase
the Los Angeles County sales tax by ½ cent each in order to fund improvements to transportation

6
Los Angeles Unified School District. Strategic Execution Plan. 2017.
http://www.laschools.org/documents/download/about_fsd/sep/2012_consolidated_strategic_execution_plan/2017_Facilities_Services
_Division_SEP.PDF?version_id=313448462.
7
City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering. Proposition O Monthly Report. August 2017.
http://www.lacitypropo.org/uploads/docs/monthlyReports/2017/2017-08_PropositionOMonthlyReport.pdf.
8
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. 2016-2020 Water & Power Rate Changes.
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/ladwp/pages/41/attachments/original/1461708776/2016Rates_factsheet_web.pdf?1461708776.
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infrastructure. Projects include light rail and heavy rails line expansions, freeway improvements, bus
operations, and active transportation infrastructure. Measure R is estimated to generate $40 billion in
new local sales tax revenues over 30 years9, and Measure M is estimated to generate $860 million
annually in 2017 dollars.10
ECTNP Project Review
The reasonably foreseeable growth anticipated to occur within the ECTNP Area would not occur
immediately, but rather would occur over time. The horizon year (or build-out year) of the ECTNP is
anticipated to be 2035 or beyond. Following approval of the ECTNP, individual projects would be required
to submit an application, which would be reviewed to determine consistency with the ECTNP, including
consistency with the growth projections upon which the analysis in the EIR is based. Each project resulting
in additional square footage within the ECTNP Area will be required to undertake a trip generation analysis
in accordance with LADOT guidelines in order to determine consistency with the transportation projections
analyzed in the EIR. In addition, projects that meet certain thresholds are required to document the water
demand from the project to determine if it falls within the amount of additional water demand analyzed in the
EIR for the ECTNP area.
The subsequent environmental review required for projects determined to be consistent with the ECTNP
would depend upon the circumstances of each project and may include the following approaches: (1) A
determination pursuant PRC Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 that the project was fully
assessed in this EIR and no further environmental review is required; (2) an addendum to this EIR pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164; (3) a determination that the project is statutorily or categorically exempt
from CEQA; or (4) the project requires subsequent environmental review pursuant to PRC Section 21166
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.
Furthermore, the ECTNP review procedures and plan standards are intended to ensure projects are within the
scope of what was analyzed in the project’s EIR and are subject to the environmental mitigation measures
identified in the project’s EIR. Specifically:



Environmental Review Procedures (ECTNP, Section 6.2) incorporate mechanisms that trigger additional
technical studies for individual projects at the time of application when certain conditions are met.
Plan-wide mitigation measures have been incorporated as plan standards (Environmental Standards,
ECTNP, Appendix E), and projects are required to demonstrate compliance with applicable
environmental standards by incorporation as design features of the project or as a condition of approval
of plans prior to building permit sign off.

Response Conclusion
As indicated in EIR Sections 4.11 Public Services, 4.12 Transportation and Traffic, and 4.13 Utilities and
Service Systems, over the nearly 20-year planning horizon of the ECTNP, the changes in population, housing
and employment, would increase the need for public services and infrastructure capacity. As the population
and demand for public services and infrastructure capacity increases, in accordance with the plans of each
respective service provider, utility and public service facilities would be updated and enhanced to keep pace
with demand. DCP as well as other departments within the City would continue to upgrade their systems
which monitor changes in the utilization of services and infrastructure and continue to undertake long-term
planning to deliver budgeted public services and infrastructure. In addition, DCP as well as service and
utility departments within the City would review projects within the ECTNP Area, per the requirements for
additional review to determine infrastructure and service capacity in conformance with this EIR.
9

Metro. Measure R, Background. https://www.metro.net/projects/measurer/#question002.
Metro. Impacts of Measure M. http://theplan.metro.net/.
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To the extent that new service facilities/infrastructure would need to be constructed, the impacts of such
construction are anticipated to be less than significant (as indicated in EIR Sections 4.11 Public Services and
4.13 Utilities and Service Systems) and/or within the overall construction impacts analyzed in the EIR.
Though the EIR has analyzed environmental impacts from the construction of new facilities in a general
sense, it would be speculative to try to anticipate specific impacts that could result from specific
infrastructure improvements since the location of individual projects and the need for specific infrastructure
improvements is not known at this time.
Additional discussions of emergency services, utilities/infrastructure, schools and traffic/transportation
within the ECTNP Area is provided in Master Responses 3 through 6.
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MASTER RESPONSE NO. 3 - EMERGENCY SERVICES
Summary of Master Response


The EIR adequately analyzes potential impacts to fire protection and emergency service facilities
and police protection facilities and concludes that impacts would be less than significant.



The response below clarifies the EIR analysis and addresses the commenters’ concerns; it is for
informational purposes only, and does not constitute significant new information or change the
impact conclusions of the EIR.



Increased demand for emergency services or response time do not by themselves constitute a
physical impact to the environment that must be analyzed under CEQA for significance; impacts
to emergency services are assessed based on whether the Proposed Project would require the
construction of new or expanded fire protection, emergency services, or police protection facilities
and whether the construction of those new or expanded facilities would result in direct or
reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental impacts.



While construction of additional emergency services facilities is not reasonably foreseeable as a
result of the ECTNP, the construction and operation of any such new facilities would be within the
impacts analyzed in the EIR.



The comments do not identify any specific issues with the EIR analysis or conclusions and provide
no substantial evidence supporting the need for additional analysis or different conclusions from
those in the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c)).

Fire Protection and Emergency Service Facilities:


The EIR analyzes environmental impacts under the City’s adopted threshold of whether fire
stations will foreseeably need to be constructed, relocated, or expanded as a result of the Proposed
Project. The demand for additional fire protection services, in and of itself, is not an
environmental impact under CEQA.



LAFD actively participates in the design of specific roadway changes in order to ensure that
adequate fire and emergency access is maintained. LAFD reviews development projects to
determine whether adequate fire protection services are available and whether project features
such as automatic fire sprinkler systems, fire signaling systems, fire extinguishers, smoke removal
systems, or additional fire flow water capacity or hydrants are needed. Additionally, the LAFD
continually evaluates the level and allocation of fire protection and emergency service resources to
meet the City’s needs. Compliance with LAFD conditions through the review and permitting
process would ensure that facilities and services are adequate to meet fire protection and
emergency service demands associated with the Proposed Project.

Police Protection Facilities:


The EIR analyzes environmental impacts under the City’s adopted threshold of whether police
facilities will foreseeably need to be constructed, relocated, or expanded as a result of the Proposed
Project. The demand for additional police protection services, in and of itself, is not an
environmental impact under CEQA.



Additional police service demands can be accommodated through a variety of methods that would
increase police protection without the need for construction of new stations; therefore, it is not
reasonably foreseeable that the Proposed Project would result in the need for construction of new
or physically altered police protection facilities.



LAPD reviews development projects that require discretionary approval and subdivision
applications to determine whether adequate police protection services are available and whether
new or expanded facilities are needed. Additionally, the LAPD continually evaluates the level and
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allocation of police protection resources to meet the City’s needs. Compliance with LAPD
conditions through the review and permitting process would ensure that facilities and services are
adequate to meet police protection demands associated with the Proposed Project.
Summary of Comments
Several comments state that services and response times for fire protection and emergency services, as well as
police protection services, are currently inadequate, and that the ECTNP Area does not have enough police
officers, fire stations and emergency services to adequately respond to existing demand. Additionally,
commenters claim that these services would not be able to meet the demands of the Proposed Project since the
Proposed ECTNP would increase capacity for population and density in the area. The commenters also express
concern that the proposed ECTNP does not address how additional demands on police, fire, and emergency
services can be met. Commenters indicate their opinions that response times are required to support the claim
that service is adequate. Some commenters express their opinion that emergency vehicles currently cannot
access some neighborhoods due to narrow streets, at-grade train crossings, and traffic congestion.
Response
As stated in the EIR on pages 4.11-9 and 4.11-15, impacts to fire and emergency services and police services
are assessed based on whether the demand for these services generated by a project would require the
construction of new or physically altered facilities such as fire stations or police protection service facilities,
and not whether the Proposed Project would increase demand for a public service or increase response times
for emergency services. The analysis is in accordance with City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of the Cal.
State Univ. (2015) 242 Cal. App. 4th 833, which held that an increase in demand for public services could
lead to potentially significant environmental impacts only if the construction or expansion of a new facility is
required, the construction or operation of which might adversely affect the physical environment; increased
demand for public services, including increased response time, does not by itself constitute a significant
impact that requires mitigation under CEQA. Although the EIR discusses response times and public service
demand, these in and of themselves are not impacts to the physical environment that must be analyzed for
significance or mitigated under CEQA. Rather, these are considerations among many factors in determining
whether the proposed ECTNP would require the construction of new or expanded public service facilities,
which could cause significant impacts to the environment. Therefore, analysis of whether there is a
significant impact related to emergency services is appropriately based on whether a significant
environmental impact will result from the construction of new or expanded facilities.
In the City’s adopted Thresholds Guide, the screening criteria for whether additional analysis is needed to
determine fire service impacts includes an assessment of whether there will be an increase in the number of
intersections with level of service (LOS) E or F (among other screening criteria, such as a project site’s
distance to fire station, brush fire hazards, fire hydrant services, storage of combustible materials).11 This
screening criteria informs whether further study is required, including an evaluation of whether a project
meets the significance threshold to determine whether there is an environmental impact; it is not in itself a
significance threshold of a project’s impact.
As discussed in the EIR on pages 4.11-5, 4.11-10 to 4.11-12, and 4.11-16, the Proposed Project would not
conflict with designated emergency evacuation and disaster routes12, and would ensure that emergency
access is maintained through a variety of ways, including adherence to existing Citywide regulations in Los
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 507, use of traffic signal preemption systems, and review of
project-specific emergency access through the permitting process. Additionally, in accordance with the city’s
practice, LAFD actively participates in the design of specific roadway changes in order to ensure adequate
fire/emergency access is maintained. Many of the roadway configurations shown in the City’s Complete
Streets Design Guide would include continuous center left-turn lanes, which facilitate emergency access
11

City of Los Angeles, LA CEQA Threshold Guide page K.2-2.
City of Los Angeles, General Plan, Safety Element, Exhibit H, 1996.
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when the thru lanes experience delays. In some instances, a roadway reconfiguration could improve
emergency access where a continuous center left-turn lane is introduced where it did not previously exist.
Generally, multi-lane roadways allow emergency vehicles to travel at higher speeds and permit other traffic
to maneuver out of the path of the emergency vehicle. Furthermore, the Proposed Project is not within a
hillside area or located where there are increased hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use; the
Proposed Project is in an urbanized environment where there is sufficient access for emergency response.
As indicated in Master Response No. 2 – General Plan Framework, each emergency service provider
plans for the future in different ways. The common basis of planning for population increases across
emergency service providers is use of population, housing, and employment forecasts from the SCAG
RTP/SCS, to continuously update service planning.
As discussed in EIR Chapter 3.0 Project Description, the proposed ECTNP includes General Plan
amendments and zone changes to accommodate the anticipated growth in population, housing, and
employment within the ECTNP Area. Based on the reasonably expected development within the Project
Area in 2035, implementation of the proposed ECTNP would result in growth that is consistent with SCAG
2035 forecasts of the Project Area. The SCAG growth projections are the same projections that public
service providers, City departments, and other government agencies rely on for long-range planning. The
ECTNP forecasted growth has been anticipated citywide by the DCP through other long-range General Plan
Elements, such as the Housing Element and the General Plan Framework Element. As discussed in EIR
Section 4.10 Population, Housing, and Employment, this level of growth is not considered substantial with
respect to anticipated growth in the City as a whole, and the percentage distribution of the City’s growth to
the ECTNP Area in 2035 is generally comparable to existing levels and would continue to implement the
City’s adopted and directed growth strategy in the General Plan Framework. As discussed on EIR pages
4.11-11 through 4.11-12, the Proposed Project would not result in the construction of a new fire station or
police facility based on the reasonably foreseeable growth in the ECTNP Area.
Fire Protection and Emergency Service Facilities
As discussed in the EIR on pages 4.11-10 through 4.11-12, the Proposed Project would result in a less-thansignificant impact with regards to fire protection and emergency services. The impact analysis evaluates
whether the ECTNP would require construction of new or expanded fire or emergency services facilities to
serve the Proposed Project. LAFD was consulted during the preparation of the EIR to provide input and to
identify any concerns, and was also provided copies of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and the Draft EIR.
LAFD provided information on fire flow and other LAFD requirements as well as location of existing
facilities that was used in the preparation of the EIR. LAFD did not provide any comments that were
inconsistent with the analysis in the EIR.
The EIR analyzes population and emergency response time, as well as other factors, in determining whether
development under the ECTNP would require the construction of new or expanded fire protection and
emergency services facilities, which could cause significant impacts to the environment. Although the
Proposed Project would increase overall housing, population, and employment in the Project Area, the EIR
concludes that compliance with existing regulations would ensure that growth associated with the Proposed
Project would not result in substantially increased demand for fire protection and emergency services that
would foreseeably require the addition of a new fire station or the expansion, consolidation, or relocation of
an existing facility. The EIR’s analysis of fire protection and emergency service facilities complies with
CEQA in focusing on the potential physical impacts associated with the construction of any reasonably
foreseeable new or expanded facilities.
As discussed in the EIR on pages 4.11-10 to 4.11-12, the Proposed Project would increase overall housing,
population, and employment in the ECTNP Area. However, population increase is only one factor
considered by LAFD in determining the need for additional resources. As discussed in the EIR, population
increase by itself would not increase demand for fire protection and emergency services. The changing
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demand for fire protection and emergency services is complex. For example, increasing populations may
result in increased density and more construction. However, new buildings are constructed in accordance
with increasingly stringent building and fire codes, such as requiring fire sprinklers, making them safer and
more resistant to fires. Additionally, the population is aging, which may increase demand for emergency
services. However, the population may be becoming healthier with increased and improved healthcare.
As discussed in EIR Section 4.11, in addition to population increases, the need for new fire stations,
equipment and staff is also based on the geographic distribution of physical structures; access to trucks,
ambulances, and other equipment; and the location of the Proposed Project. These factors are used by LAFD
as targets to assess whether additional resources are needed and are not the CEQA thresholds used to
evaluate a project’s impact on fire protection services. As discussed in EIR Section 4.10, population is
projected to increase without and with implementation of the Proposed Project. Although LAFD is
responsible for identifying and implementing capital improvements (such as new fire stations) as may be
needed to respond to anticipated increased demand without and with the implementation of the Proposed
Project, LAFD does not have a capital improvement plan that identifies construction of new fire stations in
specific locations and, therefore, it is not possible to forecast or identify any specific impacts associated with
any potential new or expanded fire stations. Any impacts from building or expanding fire stations and
facilities would be speculative at this point in time. Additionally, the EIR concluded that the Proposed
Project would not foreseeably require the addition of a new fire station or the expansion, consolidation, or
relocation of an existing facility. To the extent that new service facilities/infrastructure would need to be
constructed, the impacts of such construction are anticipated to be less than significant (as indicated in EIR
Sections 4.11 Public Services and 4.13 Utilities and Service Systems) and/or within the overall construction
impacts analyzed in the EIR. Therefore, the EIR analysis is adequate as it is based on information available
at the time of the analysis; any further analysis would be based on speculation.
Since 2011, LAFD has implemented a Deployment Plan, which provides a fire suppression resource and a
paramedic in every fire station service district. Although EIR Section 4.11, Public Services, identifies three
fire stations within the ECTNP Area, five other fire stations also serve the ECTNP Area. Although outside
of the Project Area, these fire stations also provide fire protection and emergency services to the area. Five
of the eight fire stations that serve the ECTNP Area have an engine or assessment engine as part of their
station apparatus. As discussed in EIR Section 4.11 Public Services, LAFD’s services are based on the
community’s needs, as determined by on-going evaluations, taking into consideration calls for service.
These evaluations are used to determine the need for the reallocation of equipment or personnel, or if
required, the acquisition of equipment, personnel, and/or new stations.
In March 2014, a Third-Party Deployment of Fire Resources Study was prepared for the LAFD to provide
for an independent review and analysis of its current deployment of fire and EMS resources and determine
the most efficient and cost-effective model that could be implemented by the LAFD. As a result of this
study, LAFD prepared A Safer City: Strategic Plan 2015-2017 and initiated a Standards of Response
Coverage analysis to assist in the evaluation of specific geographic response areas, specific community risks,
deployment methods, response time standards, and the allocation of LAFD resources. The Strategic Plan and
Standards of Response Coverage analysis assists LAFD in addressing existing demands on fire protection
and emergency services. Currently, LAFD reviews development projects that require discretionary approval
and subdivision applications to determine whether new fire and emergency service facilities would be
needed. Where appropriate, construction of new facilities is required as a condition of development for the
individual projects. As with current practice, LAFD would continue to review future development projects
that require discretionary approval within the ECTNP Area to determine whether there is adequate services
available for each new development and whether new or expanded facilities would be needed. Additionally,
LAFD also reviews building permit applications to ensure adequate access is available to accommodate
emergency vehicles. New development projects would also be required to provide adequate access to
emergency vehicles. Compliance with LAFD conditions would ensure that facilities and services are
adequate to meet fire protection and emergency service demands associated with the Proposed Project.
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Personnel and equipment needs for individual fire stations are determined based on LAFD’s review of the
number of incidents within a station’s service area. As the number of incidents increases, LAFD assigns new
staff and equipment as necessary. By analyzing data from previous years and continuously monitoring
current data regarding response times, types of incidents and call frequencies, LAFD can shift resources to
meet local demands for fire protection, as needed.
One of the commenters indicated their opinion that LAFD has established an EMS response time standard of
within 5 minutes 90 percent of the time and non-EMS response time of 5:20 minutes within 90 percent of the
time. Neither the City nor LAFD has established these response times as standards; rather, these times are a
target which the LAFD strives to achieve. As discussed in the EIR, the Fire Code specifies maximum
response distances allowed between specific locations and engine/truck companies based upon land use and
fire flow requirements, as shown in EIR Table 4.11-3. When response distances exceed these requirements,
the LAFD reviews plans for all new commercial and residential structures as part of the permitting process,
and various fire suppression equipment (e.g., automatic fire sprinkler systems, fire signaling systems, fire
extinguishers, smoke removal systems, and any other fire protection devices) are required to be incorporated
in the plans prior to the approval of an occupancy permit, as deemed necessary by the Fire Chief. In addition
to fire flow requirements, the LAFD requires different types of fire hydrants within a specified distance to
deliver the required fire flow, which are shown in EIR Table 4.11-4. The LAFD will continue to assess
whether fire protection within the ECTNP Area is adequate as growth continues to occur within the area.
Police Protection Facilities
As discussed in the EIR on page 4.11-16, the proposed ECTNP would result in a less-than-significant impact
with regards to police protection services. The impact analysis evaluates whether the ECTNP would require
construction of new or expanded police protection facilities to serve the Proposed Project. LAPD was
consulted during the development of the EIR to provide input and to identify any concerns, and was also
provided copies of the NOP and Draft EIR.
Although the growth associated with the Proposed Project would create increased demand for LAPD
services, the need for additional officers created by the increase in demand for police services is not
anticipated to result in the need for the construction of new or physically altered police protection facilities
due to the mobile nature of police services. As discussed on EIR page 4.11-16, additional police service
demands can be accommodated through a variety of methods, including overtime or provision of substations
in existing structures, which would increase police protection without the need for construction of new
stations. Additionally, as with current practice, LAPD reviews development projects that require
discretionary approval and subdivision applications to determine whether adequate police protection services
are available and whether new or expanded facilities are needed. LAPD also reviews the applications to
determine whether the individual projects would provide adequate security features. Where appropriate,
construction of new facilities, as well as requiring the applicants to provide security features to decrease the
demands police protection services, would be required as a condition of development for the individual
projects. New development would also be required to provide adequate access to emergency vehicles,
including police vehicles. Compliance with LAPD conditions would ensure that facilities and services are
adequate to meet Project-related demands on police protection services.
As with fire protection and emergency services, the EIR addresses response times associated with police
protection services. As discussed in the EIR, while the ECTNP could impact intersection LOS, there is not a
direct relationship between predicted travel delay and emergency response times as California State law
requires that drivers yield the right-of-way to emergency vehicles and remain stopped until the emergency
vehicles have passed. In conformance with existing policies, procedures and practices, as development occurs,
the LAPD will maintain acceptable service levels through the provision of additional personnel and equipment
as needed. Impacts to police services are addressed through standard city policies, procedures, and practices.
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MASTER RESPONSE NO. 4 - UTILITIES
Summary of Master Response


The EIR adequately analyzes Utilities and Service Systems (Section 4.13) and concludes that
impacts would be less than significant.



The response below clarifies the EIR analysis and addresses the commenters’ concerns; it is for
informational purposes only, and does not constitute significant new information or change the
impact conclusions of the EIR.



Planning for public services and infrastructure in the ECTNP Area is not performed separately
from the City as a whole. As the population and demand for public services and infrastructure
capacity increases, the plans of each respective utility and service provider would be updated and
enhanced to keep pace with demand. The City funds needed infrastructure and service
improvements through a variety of mechanisms including through General Fund money, user fees,
bonds and other measures.



Applicants for individual projects within the ECTNP Area will be required to pay for on- and/or
off-site improvements that are necessary to ensure that water supply and conveyance
demand/pressure requirements can be met, and that wastewater capacity is available including
construction of a connection to the nearest wastewater line with available capacity.



The Water Supply Assessment (WSA) prepared for the proposed ECTNP concludes that
additional water demand associated with the Proposed Project can be met. If the net increase in
water demand from a development project within the ECTNP Area is not within the calculated
demand as established in the WSA, a project-specific WSA will be required for that development
project.



The construction of new water lines, wastewater conveyance systems, electrical facilities, and
natural gas lines within the ECTNP Area may be required but would be within the construction
impacts analyzed in the EIR.



The comments do not identify any specific issues with the EIR analysis or conclusions and provide
no substantial evidence supporting the need for additional analysis or different conclusions from
those in the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c)).

Summary of Comments
Several commenters state that utilities systems, specifically water, wastewater (sewers), electricity, and
natural gas, are currently inadequate, out of date, or damaged. The commenters also express their opinions
that these utilities and service systems would not be able to meet the demands of the Proposed Project since
the proposed ECTNP would increase population and density in the area. The commenters express their
opinions that the proposed ECTNP should address how increased demand can be met and that the
infrastructure that would accommodate new development should be defined.
A number of commenters express their opinions that the City upgrades water pipes every 300 years when
their lifespan is 100 years, citing a newspaper article to support their claims. A few commenters indicate
their opinions that the Proposed Project should require individual development projects to implement
sustainable measures, such as use of recycled water for building and maintenance, and use of solar power or
other renewable energy. A few commenters express their opinions that the EIR’s conclusion that the
increased demand for electricity as a result of the Proposed Project can be accommodated by the existing
electricity infrastructure does not match with recent power outages and brownouts, particularly in the
summer, and the advertisements that encourage residents to avoid running air conditioners during peak
demand periods. A few commenters question how improvements in the utility service systems would be
funded.
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Response Introduction
As indicated in MR-2 General Plan Framework, each utility and service system provider plans for the
future in different ways. The common basis of planning for population increases across utility providers is
use of population, housing, and employment forecasts from the Southern California Association of
Governments’ (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), to
continuously update utility planning.
Planning for public services and infrastructure in the ECTNP Area is not performed separately from the City
as a whole. As the population and demand for public services and infrastructure capacity increases, in
accordance with the plans of each respective utility and service provider would be updated and enhanced to
keep pace with demand. The City funds needed infrastructure and service improvements through a variety of
mechanisms including through General Fund money, user fees, bonds and other measures. Utility providers
determine the required capacity of utilities and service systems to accommodate existing and anticipated
growth based on a number of factors including: estimates of existing and future population, land use
designations, zoning, existing infrastructure resources, and other factors. As indicated in the planning
documents of each utility provider, as population and demand increases, infrastructure is updated and
enhanced to keep pace with demand.
As discussed in the Draft EIR Sections 4.11 and 4.13, service and utility departments review changes in the
utilization of services and infrastructure and undertake long-term planning and facility upgrades to deliver
public services and infrastructure in accordance with demand and available resources. When it is determined
that new or improved infrastructure is needed to meet growing service demand, the City funds these
improvements through a variety of mechanisms including the general fund, bonds, and other measures.
If an individual project within the ECTNP Area requires specific on- and/or off-site improvements to ensure
that water supply and conveyance demand/pressure requirements can be met, the applicant for the individual
project will pay for the improvements. If sewer capacity is not available for individual projects, the project
applicant would be required to pay for the construction of a connection to the nearest wastewater line with
available capacity.
Water
With regards to water, as indicated in the Draft EIR on page 4.13-6, Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LADWP) prepares the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), which forecasts future water
demand and water supplies under average and dry year conditions through the year 2040. The UWMP
identifies future water supply projects, such as recycled water; provides a summary of water conservation
BMPs; and provides a single and multi-dry year management strategy.
In early 2016, LADWP initiated rate increases of 4.7 percent per year for five years (2016 to 2020) to fund
improvements to the water system including investing $3.7 billion to complete projects such as replacing
approximately 1 million feet of distribution mainline, replacing 25 water distribution valves, replacing
125,000 small meters, and refurbishing the LA Aqueduct system.13 Also in 2016, LADWP prepared a Water
Infrastructure Plan.14 It addresses long-term goals for replacing water infrastructure, including water
mainline and trunk lines. Page 2 of the report states that LADWP plans to replace 500 miles of leak-prone
and high-risk water mainlines in the next 10 years. Mainline replacements are prioritized based on the leak
history, soil conditions, age of pipe, risk of service interruption and community disruption, and coordination
with Bureau of Street Services’ paving schedule. LADWP is increasing the rate at which they replace water
distribution mainline to bring the pipe replacement cycle closer to the expected pipe life cycle by year 2020.
13

LADWP, Water System Rate Action Report. Chapter 1: Executive Summary. July 2015.
https://www.ladwp.com/cs/idcplg?IdcService=GET_FILE&dDocName=OPLADWPCCB435621&RevisionSelectionMethod=Latest
Released
14
Ibid.
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One of the long-term goals for LADWP is to achieve and sustain a replacement cycle that is consistent with
the expected 100-year life of water mains.15 LADWP has also commenced pilot projects to test and evaluate
alternate pipe materials to maximize the life of pipeline infrastructure and reduce long-term maintenance.
Improvements to existing local water delivery lines can be funded through rate increases. LADWP may
increase water base rates to provide continued system reliability, and meet regulatory obligations and
financial and conservation requirements. The department strategically uses available funding to maintain
water system infrastructure reliability. According to LADWP’s Water System Rate Action Report, LADWP
increased water service base rates in 2009 partly to pay the necessary expenses of operating and maintaining
the water system. Since this rate increase, major investments have been made to improve the LADWP water
system. These improvements included replacing approximately 224,000 feet of water quality-related trunk
lines. LADWP also increased rates in 2016 to continue to improve water system infrastructure, continue to
meet regulatory requirements and develop sustainable local water supply, while maintaining a healthy
financial standing.16
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.13, on pages 4.13-13 through 4.13-18, the Proposed Project would result
in a less-than-significant impact with regards to water treatment facilities, water lines, and water supply.
Though implementation of the Proposed Project would increase water demand in the ECTNP Area, sufficient
water supply exists to accommodate the Proposed Project. As indicated in the 2015 UWMP, the City is
planning to provide water for a population of 4,441,545 in 2040. The demographic projections for the
LADWP service area were provided by the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, who receives
demographic projections from the SCAG RTP/SCS. The reasonably expected population in 2035 in the
ECTNP Area would be within the citywide SCAG projection utilized in the 2015 UWMP.
As indicated in the 2015 UWMP, the City anticipates meeting future water needs by increasing water
recycling and conservation. New development in the Project Area would be required to comply with the
water conservation measures listed in the Draft EIR on pages 4.13-16 and 4.13-17. New development within
the Project Area would also be required to comply with the Los Angeles Water Efficiency Requirements
(Ordinance No. 180822), Los Angeles Green Building Code (Ordinance No. 181480), and the 2010
California Green Building Standard Code.
As currently required, applicants for new development projects within the Project Area must comply with
Senate Bill (SB) 610 (California Water Code Sections 10910 to 10915). SB 610 requires large projects to
prepare a WSA in order to determine water supply sufficiency for a 20-year projection, in addition to the
demand of existing and other planned future uses. Under California Water Code Section 10911, if the WSA
concludes that water supplies are insufficient, the WSA is required to discuss plans for acquiring additional
water supplies and set forth the measures that would be undertaken to acquire and develop those water
supplies. A WSA was prepared by LADWP for the proposed ECTNP on February 6, 2014 (Draft EIR
Appendix J). As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.13, on pages 4.13-11 through 4.13-13 and 4.13-17, the
additional demand for water associated with the Proposed Project can be met. The proposed ECTNP would
require applicants for new development projects within the Project Area that meet the SB 610 criteria to
coordinate with LADWP to determine if the development project’s net increase in water demand would fall
within the calculated demand as established in the WSA for the proposed ECTNP. Generally, if an
individual development project is determined to be within the water demand as identified in the WSA,
additional environmental review will not be required. If a project exceeds the water demand analyzed in the
EIR or otherwise requires additional analysis, then additional analysis or environmental review may be
required.
In regards to local water delivery lines, as noted above, the City has increased funding (through rate
increases) for improvements to local water lines and prepared the 2016 Water Infrastructure Plan, which
15

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 2016 Water Infrastructure Plan, page 2.
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Water System Rate Action Report, Chapter 2, July 2015.
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presents the City’s plan to replace 500 miles of water mainline in the next 10 years. As discussed in the
Draft EIR page 4.13-14 acknowledges that local water delivery lines may need to be augmented in certain
locations depending on specific uses, locations, and the capacity and conditions of the existing infrastructure.
As currently required, applicants of new development projects within the Project Area must coordinate with
LADWP to ensure that existing and/or planned water conveyance facilities are capable of meeting water
demand/pressure requirements. In coordination with the LADWP, each applicant/contractor is required to
identify any specific on- and/or off-site improvements needed to ensure that water supply and conveyance
demand/pressure requirements can be met prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy. Existing
regulations and City requirements ensure that sufficient water supplies and water conveyance facilities are in
place prior to occupancy of new development.
Construction of new water lines within the ECTNP Area may be required in certain locations within the
ECTNP Area; the construction of these facilities would be within the construction impacts analyzed in the
EIR.
Wastewater (Sewers)
As discussed in EIR pages 4.13-25 through 4.13-30, the Proposed Project would result in a less-thansignificant impact with regards to wastewater treatment, wastewater treatment facilities, and wastewater
conveyance systems. Though the Proposed Project would increase wastewater generation over existing
conditions, all wastewater from future development within the Project Area would be conveyed to existing
treatment facilities and treated according to requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit authorized by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(LARWQCB). The Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which treats wastewater for the Project Area, has
remaining available capacity to treat wastewater flows associated with the reasonably foreseeable growth
within the ECTNP Area. Water conservation, which is required for development within the City and more
particularly within the ECTNP Area, would reduce anticipated water demand, which would in turn decrease
wastewater flows. As discussed in the EIR, the anticipated wastewater generation within the ECTNP Area
would represent a minimal proportion of total average daily flows, and would be well within the existing
capacity of the HTP.
With regards to wastewater, approximately every 10 years, BOS prepares a wastewater facilities plan that
evaluates current wastewater treatment system, projects future wastewater flows based on SCAG population
projections, and identifies ways in which future demand can be managed. The most recent wastewater
facilities plan prepared by BOS is the IRP, which addresses and integrates the water supply, wastewater
treatment, and stormwater management of the City to the year 2020. Objectives of the IRP include, but are
not limited to, meeting the projected wastewater system needs of the City; complying with all regulations
protecting public health and the environment; conforming to the sustainability guidelines of the City;
providing for safe use of recycled water; and providing cost-effective services. The IRP evaluates five
alternatives and identifies a preferred alternative that provides for increased treatment capacity without the
need to build new treatment plants.
The BOS prepares a Wastewater Capital Improvement Program (WCIP), consistent with the direction of the
IRP, every 10 years that identifies the wastewater system upgrades, equipment, and modifications to be
funded by the City within the next 10-year period. The WCIP also addresses rehabilitation of old sewer
mains, maintenance holes, and replacement of aging equipment and structures at treatment and pumping
plants.
As noted above, BOS prepares a WCIP that plans for wastewater system upgrades as determined necessary
and appropriate. In addition, the BOS Wastewater Engineering Services Division reviews sewer connection
permits for residential, commercial, and industrial projects to determine whether sufficient sewer capacity is
available for new sewer connections. All projects that require sewer connection permits, also called an “S”
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Permit, are evaluated with respect to existing capacity of sewer lines in the vicinity of a given site prior to
issuance of building permits. Each new development is required to adhere to the most current Sewer Design
Manual specifications, as well as applicable City engineering requirements for various types of structures
(such as sewers and storm drains) as indicated in Standard Plans developed by the Bureau of Engineering.
LAMC Sections 64.11 and 64.12 require approval of a sewer connection permit prior to connection to the
wastewater system. Each new connection is assessed a Sewerage Facilities Charge, which is deposited in the
City’s Sewer Construction and Maintenance Fund for wastewater-related purposes. LAMC Section 64.15
requires that the Bureau of Engineering perform a Sewer Capacity Availability Review (SCAR) when a
sewer permit is sought for a new connection to the City’s wastewater system, or in the event that a proposed
increase in discharge to a public wastewater line or proposed future development is anticipated to generate
10,000 gallons or more of wastewater per day. A SCAR evaluates the existing wastewater collection system
to determine whether adequate capacity exists to convey project-related wastewater to the appropriate
treatment plant. If capacity is available, the Bureau of Engineering accepts the development project plans
and specifications for the individual project’s sewer permit application. Otherwise, development projects are
placed on a waiting list to receive an allocation of forthcoming capacity, or applicants are required to
construct a connection to the nearest wastewater line with available capacity. The development project may
not connect to the City’s wastewater system until capacity is available and a sewer permit is available.
The City has immediate response and reporting procedures in place to attend to any unexpected sewer
overflows. The procedures are maintained in the Wastewater Collection Systems Division’s Sanitary Sewer
Overflow Response and Reporting Procedures. Moreover, BOS proactively monitors the sewer system to
preemptively identify and resolve deficiencies before they can become problematic. System deficiencies in
need of rehabilitation are then included in the WCIP, which are attended to according to their associated
priority ranking.
According to a letter from Ali Poosti, Division Manager of the Wastewater Engineering Services Division of
BOS, dated September 30, 2013, the sewers within the ECTNP Area have no current conveyance capacity
constraints and are in good to very good structural condition. In addition, according to the letter, future
individual development projects within the ECTNP Area exceeding the BOS criterion of 20,000 gallons per
day (gpd) will require detailed gauging during the permitting process in order to determine whether the sewer
conveyance system is capable of safely accommodating the total flow generated. Individual applicants within
the Project Area would be required to coordinate with the BOS to ensure that existing and/or planned sewer
conveyance and treatment facilities are capable of meeting wastewater flow capacity requirements.
Construction of new wastewater conveyance systems within the ECTNP Area may be required; the
construction of these facilities would be within the construction impacts analyzed in the EIR.
Electricity
LADWP provides electricity to residents and businesses within the Project Area. LADWP power resources
are shown in the EIR Table 4.13-20. LADWP prepared the 2016 Power Integrated Resource Plan, which
identifies actions that are central to the continued reliability of the LADWP power system while meeting all
regulatory requirements. The document identifies initiatives to use renewable resources to generate
electricity to support the goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions and decrease reliance on fossil fuels.
The 2016 Power Integrated Resource Plan states that electricity generation from renewable resources will
continue to increase in the future.
LADWP implements several measures to reduce power outages. To reduce energy use over a given time
period, such as during the summer months, LADWP implements an energy management tool called Demand
Response (DR). DR is an incentive-based, voluntary energy management program that helps LADWP
customers reduce their energy use during peak demand periods and lower the cost of the customers’ utility
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bills while helping to ensure the reliability of the electric grid. Customers are incentivized to reduce energy
usage at critical peak demand periods in a manner that decreases overall system costs.
In addition to DR, the City initiated a Power System Reliability Program in 2014, which includes the
establishment of metrics and indices to help prioritize infrastructure replacement and expenditures from all
major functions of the power system, including generation, transmission, substation, and distribution. It also
includes all power system assets affecting reliability in an integrated and comprehensive manner and
proposes corrective actions and capital expenditures designed to minimize outages and maintain reliability in
the short and long term. According to the 2016 Power Integrated Resource Plan, the efforts made through
the Power System Reliability Program have decreased distribution outages.
LADWP prepares a Ten-Year Transmission Plan, which identifies a number of transmission improvements
that are needed to maintain reliability. It provides findings and recommendations that LADWP implements
to maintain operational flexibility and avoid potential future overload conditions.
As discussed in the Draft EIR on pages 4.13-47 through 4.13-49, the Proposed Project would result in a lessthan-significant impact with regards to inefficient use of electricity. Though the Proposed Project’s
electricity demand could increase over existing conditions, new development projects within the ECTNP
Area would be subject to California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 6, the California Energy Code, which
requires local jurisdictions to use energy efficient appliances, weatherization techniques, and efficient
cooling and heating systems to reduce energy demand stemming from new development. In addition,
development occurring from the implementation of the Proposed Project would be required to comply with
the City of Los Angeles’ Green Building Code Energy Efficiency requirements.
Construction of new electrical facilities (such as substation and undergrounding overhead lines) within the
ECTNP Area may be required; the construction of these facilities would be within the construction impacts
analyzed in the EIR.
Natural Gas
The Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas), a unit of Sempra Energy, provides natural gas to the
Project Area. SoCalGas is responsible for the maintenance and repair of damaged natural gas pipes and
facilities. As discussed in the Draft EIR on pages 4.13-50 through 4.13-52, the Proposed Project would
result in an increase in natural gas usage. The Proposed Project would consume 0.02 percent of SoCalGas’
2035 projected available supply.
Construction of new natural gas lines within the ECTNP Area may be required; the construction of these
facilities would be within the construction impacts analyzed in the EIR.
Response Conclusion
The analyses of impacts of the Proposed Project on Utilities and Service Systems provided in the EIR are
adequate and comply with the requirements of the CEQA. The EIR concludes, in Section 4.13 that the
Proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts to Utilities and Service Systems (including
water, wastewater, electricity, and natural gas).
The analysis provided in the respective section of the EIR satisfies the requirements of CEQA Guidelines
Section 15121(a) to “inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the potential
significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effect and
describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” This Master Response provides supplemental information,
does not constitute substantive new information and does not change the impact conclusions found in the
EIR.
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The Proposed Project accommodates infill development that would make maximum use of existing
infrastructure. New development would be required to make the necessary local improvements (such as
connections to sewer and water lines and upgraded substations and pumping facilities) per the normal
development process. In addition, individual projects would be required to fund their fair share of necessary
local infrastructure associated with the proposed development under the Proposed Project per preexisting
funding mechanisms. To the extent that new infrastructure would need to be constructed, the impacts of such
construction are anticipated to be less than significant and within the overall construction impacts analyzed in
the EIR.
Commenters provide no substantial evidence supporting the need for different analysis or conclusions from
those in the Draft EIR. Therefore, there is no basis for additional analysis and no further response is required
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c)).
Additional discussions of the General Plan and utilities/infrastructure within the ECTNP Area is provided in
Master Response 2.
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MASTER RESPONSE NO. 5 – SCHOOLS
Summary of Master Response


The EIR provides LAUSD school boundary, enrollment, and capacity data for School Year (SY)
2012-2013, which appropriately reflects the existing conditions at the time the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) was published in March 2013, and adequately analyzes and discloses impacts
to school facilities based on data available at the time of the environmental analysis (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15125).



The LAUSD school boundary, enrollment, and capacity data provided below reflects School Year
(SY) 2016-2017 and is for informational purposes only; it does not constitute significant new
information or change the impact conclusions of the EIR.



Implementation of the Proposed Project would require the payment of school fees by development
projects, which constitutes the exclusive method for mitigating school facilities impacts and is
considered full and complete mitigation (Government Code Section 65996). Therefore, the EIR
concludes that impacts to school facilities are less than significant.



The comments do not identify any specific issues with the EIR analysis or conclusions and provides
no substantial evidence supporting the need for additional analysis or different conclusions from
those in the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c)).

Summary of Comments
Several comments on the EIR relate to school services in the ECTNP Area. These comments express concerns
that the enrollment and student capacity figures of the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) schools
serving the ECTNP Area are outdated. Commenters indicate that several schools serving the ECTNP Area,
specifically Westwood Charter Elementary School and Overland Elementary School, are operating at or in
excess of capacity and are unable to adequately serve the current or new student population that would be
generated by the Proposed Project. The commenters also express their opinions that the lack of space at schools
to accommodate new students from new residential development may result in a change to LAUSD school
boundaries that could divide social networks within a community. These comments include, but are not limited
to the following: Comments 20-1, 22-1, 23-1, 29-1, 32-1, 43-4, 43-6, 48-1, 51-1, 52-1, 53-2, 57-2, 58-1, 62-1,
67-1, 71-1, 72-1, 73-1, 74-3, 75-1, 76-6, 77-2, 78-1, 79-1, 80-1, 81-2, 83-1, 86-2, 15-20, 16-4, and 17-56.
Introduction
The EIR discusses LAUSD school boundary, enrollment, and capacity data for SY 2012-2013, which
appropriately reflects the existing conditions at the time the NOP was published in March 2013 (EIR Table
4.11-10 on page 4.11-22). Use of this data for EIR analysis is in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15125(a), which states that “An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in
the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of
preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional
perspective. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a
lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.” [Emph. add.] Nonetheless, because environmental
analysis takes time to complete, LAUSD school boundary, enrollment, and capacity data is now available for
subsequent school years. The school boundary, enrollment, and capacity data provided below reflects the
most recent LAUSD SY 2016-2017 data (see Updated Table 4.11-9). This data does not change the baseline
conditions (2013) or impact conclusions in the EIR, and is provided for informational purposes only.
As stated in the EIR on page 4.11-21, impacts to schools are assessed based on whether the demand for
school services generated by a project would result in the construction of new or physically altered public
school facilities. The analysis is in accordance with Goleta Union School District v. The Regents of the
University of California (1995) 37 CA4th 1025, which held that an increase in demand for public services
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could lead to potentially significant environmental impacts only if the construction or expansion of a new
facility is required, the construction or operation of which might adversely affect the physical environment.
Therefore, discussion in the EIR that relates solely to the level of school services provided to the residents of
the ECTNP Area, including any existing or future needs and deficiencies, is for informational purposes.
Determination of whether there is a significant impact related to schools is based on whether a significant
environmental impact will result from the construction of new or expanded school facilities.
Based on EIR analysis, new school construction may be needed to accommodate students generated within
and outside the ECTNP Area (EIR pages 4.11-23, 4.14-8, and 4.14-9). The ECTNP EIR analyzes
construction and operation of commercial and residential development throughout the ECTNP Area and
outside the ECTNP Area through cumulative analysis. The additional incremental construction associated
with development of new schools would be minor in comparison to the anticipated commercial and
residential development and within the general assumptions analyzed. The EIR analysis of construction
impacts associated with development (including new or expanded schools facilities) is based on information
known or reasonably available at the time of the analysis and reasonably foreseeable impacts; any further
analysis would be based on speculation.
As discussed in the EIR on pages 4.11-17 and 4.11-23, California Government Code Section 65995
authorizes school districts, such as LAUSD, to collect impact fees from developers of new residential and
commercial/industrial space. Per California Government Code Section 65996, developer impact fees are the
exclusive method for consideration and mitigation of school facilities impacts, and provide full and complete
mitigation of impacts related to the adequacy of school facilities. These fees collected on residential and
commercial development may be used to pay for all of the following: land (purchased or leased) for school
facilities, design of school facilities, permit and plan checking fees, construction or reconstruction of school
facilities, testing and inspection of school sites and school buildings, furniture for use in new school
facilities, and interim school facilities (purchased or leased) to house students generated by new development
while permanent facilities are constructed. These fees provide funding to alleviate school overcrowding and
would ensure that new development in the ECTNP Area would bear its fair share of the cost of
accommodating additional students generated. Therefore, the analysis of impacts with regard to schools
provided in the EIR is reasonable and legally adequate and the collection of developer impact fees is
considered full and complete mitigation of school impacts.
LAUSD School Boundaries and Charter School Status
School boundaries are continuously evaluated and revised to balance enrollment among neighboring schools,
and represent administrative changes; school boundary revisions do not create barriers that could physically
divide a community. LAUSD school boundaries are defined and updated to respond to changing demand,
transportation, safety considerations, calendar changes, and long-range goals of the District.17 The LAUSD
boundary planning and revision process occurs on an ongoing basis regardless of comprehensive land use
and planning changes such as those included in the Proposed Project. In the long-term, changes in
population distribution in West Los Angeles, including the ECTNP Area, may result in further boundary
changes. However, such boundary changes are not reasonably foreseeable at the present time and any further
discussion of such potential boundary changes would be speculative.
LAUSD has approved and adopted several revisions to school service boundaries subsequent to the
publishing of the NOP in March 2013. The revisions to school service boundaries result in additional schools
serving ECTNP Station Areas: two additional elementary schools serve the Bundy Station Area, an
additional middle school and high school serve the Sepulveda Station Area, and an additional middle school
serves the Culver City Station Area. Some revisions to school boundaries serving the ECTNP Area have also
17

LAUSD Facilities Services Division, Boundary Planning Process, http://www.laschools.org/documents/download/mpd/
documents/boundary_planning_process/LAUSD%20Boundary%20Planning%20Process%20-%20REVISED%20June%202012.pdf,
accessed September 27, 2017.
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resulted in no changes to schools that serve individual ECTNP Station Areas (see Table 4.11-9 “Station
Area” column). Additionally, there are no anticipated boundary changes for LAUSD schools serving the
ECTNP Area in the current school year (SY 2017-2018).18 Specific revisions to school service boundaries
that occurred subsequent to the NOP include:








Daniel Webster Middle School – revised service boundary; no change to school service within ECTNP
Station Areas.
Emerson Community Charter School – revised service boundary; school now serves the ECTNP
Sepulveda Station Area.
Mark Twain Middle School – revised service boundary; school now serves the ECTNP Culver City
Station Area.
Nora Sterry Elementary School – revised service boundary; school now serves the ECTNP Bundy
Station Area.
Palms Middle School – revised service boundary; no change to school service within ECTNP Station
Areas.
Richland Avenue Elementary School – revised service boundary; school now serves the ECTNP
Bundy Station Area.
Venice High School – revised service boundary; school now serves the ECTNP Sepulveda Station Area.

Additionally, Ralph Waldo Emerson Middle School was granted LAUSD affiliated charter school status in
July 2014 for a five-year term, and changed its name to Ralph Waldo Emerson Community Charter School.
As an LAUSD school that has been converted to a District-affiliated charter school, the school is given
discretion in developing academic programs and admitting students from outside the service boundaries, but
still operates under LAUSD labor contracts and must give admission preference to students residing within
the former service boundaries.19 If the number of students who wish to attend the charter school exceeds the
school capacity, priority admission is given to current students and students who reside within the former
service boundaries, and admission for the remaining seats is given based on a random lottery.20 Due to its
LAUSD affiliation as a conversion charter school, Ralph Waldo Emerson Middle School is still included in
the LAUSD enrollment and capacity data.
LAUSD School Enrollment and Capacity
LAUSD capacity and enrollment data includes both LAUSD public schools and LAUSD-affiliated charter
schools, but not independent charter schools or private schools. The LAUSD capacity and enrollment data takes
into account portable on-site classrooms, expansions of existing schools, student permits and transfers, schoolspecific educational programs, and other operational activities or educational programming that affects capacity
and enrollment at LAUSD schools. LAUSD’s methodology to assess whether a school can enroll additional
students (“Available Capacity”) is to determine the maximum number of students the school can serve while
operating on its current calendar (“Current Capacity”) and subtract the total number of students either living
within in the school’s service boundaries who are eligible to attend the or enrolled at any on-site magnet centers
(“Current (Resident) Enrollment”). “Actual Enrollment” represents the number of students actually attending the
school now, including magnet students. Based on LAUSD standards, a school is considered overcrowded if 1)
the school is currently on a multi-track calendar, 2) there is currently a seating shortage, and/or 3) there is a
seating overage of less than or equal to a “safety margin” of 30 seats. Although “Actual Enrollment” may be less
than the school’s maximum capacity, schools may still be designated as overcrowded because of how LAUSD
defines overcrowding; LAUSD’s definition of “Available Capacity” reflects the difference between maximum
18
LAUSD Facilities Services Division, Boundary Change Information, http://www.laschools.org/new-site/mpd/boundarychanges/, accessed July 24, 2017.
19
LAUSD Facilities Services Division, Options for Students, Letter to Parents, January 22, 2013,
https://achieve.lausd.net/cms/lib/CA01000043/Centricity/Domain/106/Options%20for%20Students%20%20Letter%20to%20Parents%20-%20English%201.pdf, accessed August 8, 2017.
20
LAUSD Facilities Services Division, LAUSD Charter Schools: Frequently Asked Questions,
https://planning.lacity.org/eir/CrossroadsHwd/deir/files/references/K311.pdf, accessed August 8, 2017.
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capacity and the number of students residing within the service boundaries that have admission preference and
could potentially enroll, not the actual number of students enrolled.
The LAUSD school services analysis in EIR Section 4.11 utilizes school boundary, enrollment, and capacity
data for SY 2012-2013, the most recent data available at the time of the analysis. As shown in EIR Table 411.9 on page 4.11-19, a total of 15 schools serve the ECTNP Area: nine elementary schools, three middle
schools, and three high schools. Based on SY 2012-2013 data, two schools were identified as operating in
excess of capacity: Shenandoah Street Elementary School (seating overage of 13) and Webster Middle
School (seating shortage of 200). The remaining schools serving the ECTNP Area were operating under
enrollment capacity. The net available capacity for all schools serving the ECTNP Area results in a seating
overage of 734 for elementary schools, a seating overage of 1,158 for middle schools, and a seating overage
of 3,789 for high schools.
Data from LAUSD’s most recent school year (SY 2016-2017) is provided in an updated Table 4.11-9 below
for informational purposes only. As shown in the updated Table 4.11-9 below, a total of 16 schools serve the
ECTNP Area: nine elementary schools, four middle schools, and three high schools. Based on SY 2016-2017
data, seven schools were identified as operating in excess of capacity: Palms Elementary School (seating
overage of 7), Shenandoah Street Elementary School (seating shortage of 78), Brockton Avenue Elementary
School (seating overage of 4), Emerson Community Charter School (seating shortage of 341), Webster
Middle School (seating shortage of 186), Mark Twain Middle School (seating shortage of 61), and Venice
High School (seating shortage of 334).
UPDATED TABLE 4.11-9 : PUBLIC SCHOOLS SERVING THE PROJECT AREA
School Name
Location
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
Castle Heights
9755 Cattaraugus Ave.
Palms
3520 Motor Ave.
Shenandoah Street
2450 Shenandoah St.
Overland Avenue
10650 Ashby Ave.
Clover Avenue
11020 Clover Ave.

Station
Area/a/

Current
Capacity
(in seats) /b/

Current
(Resident)
Enrollment /c/

Actual
Enrollment
(in seats) /d/

Available
Capacity (in
seats) /e/

598
414
483
548
639

464
407
561
387
575

564
355
455
501
598

134
7
-78
161
64

No
YES
YES
No
No

Overcrowded /f/

CC, P
CC, P
CC
P, W, ES
W, ES
W, ES, P,
EB
W, ES
EB
ES, EB
TOTAL

334

226

263

108

No

912
274
358
4,560

869
270
229
3,588

857
219
317
4,129

43
4
129
572

No
YES
No
--

Richland Avenue

11562 Richland Ave.

Westwood Charter
Brockton Avenue
Nora Sterry

2050 Selby Ave.
1309 Armacost Ave.
1730 Corinth Ave.

MIDDLE SCHOOL
Palms
Emerson
Webster
Mark Twain

10860 Woodbine St.
1650 Selby Ave.
11330 Graham Pl.
2224 Walgrove Ave.

CC, P, W
W, ES
W, ES, EB
CC
TOTAL

1,513
569
682
767
3,531

1,121
910
868
828
3,727

1,387
622
431
631
3,071

392
-341
-186
-61
-196

No
YES
YES
YES
--

HIGH SCHOOL
Alexander Hamilton
University
Venice

2955 S. Robertson Blvd.
11800 Texas Ave.
13000 Venice Blvd.

CC, P, W
W, ES, EB
W, ES
TOTAL

3,253
1,740
2,273
7,266

2,838
1,614
2,607
7,059

2,735
1,659
1,988
6,382

415
126
-334
207

No
No
YES
--

/a/ Station area is abbreviated as follows: Culver City (CC), Palms (P), Westwood (W), Exposition/Sepulveda (ES), and Exposition/Bundy (EB). This
column identifies the station areas that each of the schools serves.
/b/ Capacity data from SY 2016-2017. Current capacity represents the school's current operating capacity, or the maximum number of students the
school can serve while operating on its current calendar. Excludes capacity allocated to charter co-locations. Includes capacity for magnet program.
/c/ Current (Resident) Enrollment represents the total number of students living in the school’s attendance area and who are eligible to attend the school
plus students enrolled at any on-site magnet centers.
/d/ Actual Enrollment represents the number of students actually attending the school now, including magnet students.
/e/ Available Capacity is equal to Current Capacity minus Current (Resident) Enrollment.
/f/ A school is considered overcrowded if the school is currently on a multi-track calendar, there is currently a seating shortage, or there is a seating
overage of less than or equal to a “safety margin” of 30 seats.
SOURCE: Los Angeles Unified School District, Facilities Division, Rena Perez, written correspondence, July 11, 2017.
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The remaining schools serving the ECTNP Area are operating under enrollment capacity. The net available
capacity for all schools serving the ECTNP Area results in a seating overage of 572 for elementary schools, a
seating shortage of 196 for middle schools, and a seating overage of 207 for high schools.
LAUSD enrollment forecasts are limited to five-year increments and do not extend out to 2035, and thus, a
comparison to LAUSD forecasts for the plan horizon year of 2035 is not possible. Nonetheless, for
informational purposes, EIR Impact 4.11-3 discusses how the Proposed Project could be expected to increase
student enrollment at LAUSD schools by the year 2035 of 2,221 students (based on LAUSD Student
Generation Rate Calculation), including 1,051 elementary school students, 537 middle school students, and
632 high school students. Based on the updated SY 2016-2017, the LAUSD schools serving the ECTNP
Area would not be able to accommodate the increase in student enrollment generated from the Proposed
Project. As discussed in the EIR, student population may change (inside and outside the ECTNP Area)
between now and 2035 and LAUSD will need to respond accordingly. LAUSD may need to expand existing
schools and/or provide new facilities to accommodate students generated by cumulative development and the
Proposed Project.
To help relieve schools that are operating at or in excess of capacity, LAUSD employs the LAUSD Choices
Program that provides education choices including Magnet and Permits with Transportation programs to
students residing within LAUSD boundaries. Magnet themes in the program include business,
communication arts, gifted/highly gifted/high ability, liberal arts, public service, science/technology/
engineering/math, and visual and performing arts. Independent Charter Schools, as well as private schools,
also provide additional options.
LAUSD Facilities Planning
The LAUSD Facilities and Services Division (FSD) is responsible for the execution of the LAUSD school
construction bond programs, maintenance and operation of schools, utilization of existing assets, and master
planning for future capital projects. FSD monitors growth and school capacity to ensure educational
development needs are met. The LAUSD prepares a Strategic Execution Plan (SEP) which provides an
update on bond programs and guides new school construction, repair and modernization of existing facilities,
and otherwise accommodates future educational development needs. The 2017 SEP is the latest SEP
developed by the LAUSD. In January 2014, the Board of Education approved the School Upgrade Program
(SUP) to support the creation of projects that will modernize, build, and repair school facilities to improve
student health, safety, and educational quality. The SUP will be the next phase of the LAUSD bond program
for future LAUSD projects.
In summary, the EIR adequately analyzes impact of the Proposed Project on schools. The City has reviewed
the comments and does not find that the commenters provide substantial evidence supporting the need for
different analysis or conclusions from those in the EIR.
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MASTER RESPONSE NO. 6 – TRAFFIC ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY
Summary of Master Response


The comments concern general traffic congestion levels on the Westside of Los Angeles and are not
specifically related to the adequacy of the technical analysis undertaken in the EIR or the impacts
identified as a result of the Proposed Project. These comments will be included in the
administrative record and forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration in taking action
on the proposed ECTNP.



The transportation analysis undertaken in the EIR adheres to the City of Los Angeles guidelines
for evaluating the impacts of a land use project to the circulation system and sufficiently addresses
the requirements of CEQA.



The transportation analysis concludes that the proposed ECTNP will have significant and
unavoidable impacts with regard to the circulation system, neighborhood intrusion, and the
Congestion Management Plan (CMP) arterial intersection analysis.



In addition to the intersection Level of Service (LOS) analysis required by CEQA, other metrics,
such as Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per capita, are used in the EIR analysis to evaluate the
Proposed ECTNP in the context of cumulative conditions. These metrics, which are provided for
informational purposes only, show that the proposed ECTNP could have an overall positive impact
on the transportation system within the West Los Angeles region.



The Proposed Project includes provisions to help minimize transportation impacts from the
Proposed Project. The Proposed Plan requires development located within the boundaries of the
West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation (WLA TIMP) Specific Plan Area
to pay the applicable Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) fees in that plan, and provides in
lieu credits toward the TIA fee for development that provides Community Amenities per the
Proposed Plan that are also found on the WLA TIMP list of transportation improvement projects.

Summary of Comments
Several comments relate to the general traffic conditions and congestion levels on the Westside of Los
Angeles. The commenters state that the streets are near gridlock, delays to vehicles have increased, that the
Proposed Project’s changes to the roadway network would exacerbate traffic congestion, and that a number
of specific streets cannot accommodate existing traffic demand and would not be able to accommodate any
additional demand resulting from the Proposed Project.
Response
The Westside of Los Angeles, like many other urban areas throughout the country, experiences significant
traffic congestion. As stated in the Draft EIR on page 4.12-39, multiple intersections in the study area were
observed to experience acute traffic congestion during the afternoon peak traffic period on certain
approaches of the intersection, resulting in a reduced number of vehicles traveling through the intersection.
Despite an extensive street network, vehicular circulation continues to deteriorate due to historical overreliance on the car as the primary mode of transportation. The combination of many regional destinations,
oversaturated roadways, and limited north-south transit options contribute to the congestion levels.
The analysis in the ECTNP EIR follows the City of Los Angeles Traffic Study Policies and Procedures and
industry practices in evaluating the effect of the Proposed Project against both existing (2015) and future
(2035) traffic conditions. The traffic analysis uses the year 2015 to represent existing conditions, as the
anticipated opening year of Phase 2 of the Exposition (Expo) Light Rail Transit (LRT) Line was 2015 and
the proposed ECTNP assumes the Expo LRT to be operational. The evaluation of traffic impacts includes
the influence of local and regional travel, traffic related to cumulative development, and the vehicle trips
associated with the Proposed Plan land uses within each station area. The thresholds of significance and
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standards used in the analysis are found in the Draft EIR on pages 4.12-31 to 4.12-37. The EIR analyzed all
reasonably foreseeable cumulative impacts related to transportation and traffic in EIR Section 4.13, which
evaluates the cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable
future projects.
Where traffic impacts to the circulation system were identified (EIR Impact 4.12-2, page 4.12-45), mitigation
measures, such as roadway restriping and signal modifications, were evaluated; however, traditional physical
roadway widening mitigations were generally determined to be infeasible due to right-of-way constraints and
because they conflict with the objectives of the Proposed Plan to encourage travel by alternative modes such
as transit, walking, and biking. Analysis was also undertaken for intersections located in the adjacent cities of
Culver City and Santa Monica. Mitigation measures for impacted intersections were identified in these
jurisdictions but were generally deemed to be infeasible as the City of Los Angeles does not have full control
of these intersections in order to implement the identified mitigation measures.
In addition to analyzing traffic based on LOS, the EIR analyzes impacts of the Proposed Project based on
VMT-related metrics. The incorporation of VMT-related metrics is in response to State Senate Bill (SB) 743,
which provides new technical guidance for transportation metrics that instruct cities to measure project
impacts by encouraging projects to reduce their GHG emissions through measuring VMT versus the current
priority of reducing vehicle delay at intersections (LOS) through roadway widening as a mitigation. SB 743
specifically instructs the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to revise the CEQA Guidelines
to provide an alternative to LOS for evaluating transportation impacts in Transit Priority Areas (TPAs). The
draft CEQA guidance from OPR addressed transportation impacts in general, not just those in TPAs. It
focuses on per-capita VMT as a metric for analyzing traffic impacts, it also identifies other potential metrics
that can be considered in measuring transportation impacts, including total VMT, vehicle trips (VT), and
peak period mode split. The EIR addresses VT, total VMT, VMT per capita, and mode split metrics in the
context of cumulative conditions (which includes the Regional Transportation Plan, Mobility Plan 2035, and
the CTCSP/WLA TIMP) with and without the proposed ECTNP within the West Los Angeles area. With the
mix of land uses and density proposed as part of the proposed ECTNP, the overall VMT is expect to increase
in the West LA area. However, it is anticipated that by providing housing and employment opportunities
near transit, total VMT per capita within the area will decrease as people and jobs locate in proximity to
transit (EIR page 4.12-82). In addition, the analysis in the EIR shows the proposed ECTNP has the effect of
decreasing automobile mode share while increasing transit/bicycle/walk trips (EIR page 4.12-83). It should
be noted that the VMT and other metrics are provided for informational purposes only as the City has not
implemented a significance threshold for VMT or VMT per capita at this time.
The City of Los Angeles is currently in the process of adopting an amendment to an existing transportation
plan and impact fee for the Westside (including most of the ECTNP Area) which aims to minimize the
transportation impacts caused by new development. The existing West Los Angeles Transportation
Improvement Mitigation Program (WLA TIMP) assesses fees on certain new developments to pay a fair
share towards improving the overall transportation system. The plan and fee program for the West Los
Angeles area cannot be responsible for addressing congestion caused by existing land uses, but it is aims to
help offset transportation impacts caused by new development. Per the State of California Mitigation Fee
Act, development impact fees, like those established by the WLA TIMP, cannot include the cost attributable
to existing deficiencies in public facilities (Government Code Section 66000-66008). Therefore, the
Proposed Project cannot be responsible for addressing congestion caused by existing uses.
In summary, the EIR adequately analyzes transportation and traffic using appropriate assumptions from
approved models. The City has reviewed the comments and does not find that the commenters provide
substantial evidence supporting the need for different analysis or conclusions from those in the EIR.
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MASTER RESPONSE NO. 7 – NEIGHBORHOOD INTRUSION
Summary of Master Response


The comments express concern over the potential for increased traffic levels resulting from the
Proposed Project to impact traffic conditions on neighborhood streets. These comments will be
included in the administrative record and forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration in
taking action on the proposed ECTNP. No response is required because these comments do not
raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the technical analysis
undertaken or the impacts identified as a result of the Project. Nevertheless the concerns are
addressed below.



The transportation analysis in the EIR adheres to the City of Los Angeles guidelines for evaluating
the impacts of the implementation of the proposed ECTNP to the circulation system and
sufficiently addresses the requirements of CEQA.



The EIR analysis accounts for the potential redistribution of vehicular traffic from highly
congested roadways to roads that have more available capacity.



Although the extent to which trips would divert to local roadways is not reasonably foreseeable
due to the broad scope of the Project, the EIR analysis anticipates that increased traffic could
occur on local roadways. Therefore the EIR concludes that Neighborhood Intrusion impacts are
significant and unavoidable.

Comments
A number of comments express concern regarding general traffic congestion on the Westside and the
potential for new trips generated by the Proposed Project to result in neighborhood intrusion and “spill over”
traffic from the major streets in the area. Commenters state that changes in the roadway network in the Plan
would “exacerbate” existing congestion and also result in additional traffic being diverted into residential
neighborhoods. Commenters also express the opinion that the Beverlywood and Cheviot Hills neighborhoods
north of the Palms Station currently suffer from an “onslaught” of cut-through traffic. There was an overall
opinion expressed that neighborhoods are already suffering from cut-through traffic without the Proposed
Project.
Response
The transportation analysis in the EIR considers and discloses traffic impacts in and around the ECTNP Area
at study intersections and on residential roadways. As stated in the Draft EIR on pages 4.12-34 to 4.12-35
and discussed under Impact 4.12-3, the Los Angeles Department of Transportation’s Traffic Study Policies
and Procedures sets forth thresholds of significance to determine whether a project has a significant impact
related to neighborhood intrusion based on increase in average daily traffic volume on a local residential
street. Because the routing of traffic to local residential streets depends on the locations of site access points
for each development site, and those access points cannot be known at this time, the Proposed Project is
assessed qualitatively against these thresholds and this approach is adequate for purposes of this EIR.
Regarding the potential for traffic diversion into the local neighborhoods as a result of the Proposed Project,
the traffic analysis in the EIR accounts for the potential redistribution of vehicular traffic from highly
congested roadways to roads that have more available capacity. While not every local street is included in
the City’s Travel Demand Model, the existing and cumulative effect of cut-through traffic is accounted for
on the modeled roads. The extent to which trips would divert to specific adjacent local residential roadways
is not reasonably foreseeable given the broad scope of the Proposed Project and the uncertainty of the
specific locations of individual development project driveways; therefore, impacts cannot be precisely
determined. The EIR adequately analyzed the topic based on available information and reasonably
foreseeable impacts, and further detail would be speculative due to information currently available.
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However, it is anticipated that increased traffic could occur on local neighborhood roadways. Therefore, the
EIR (Impact 4.12-3, on page 4.12-69) indicates that the Proposed Project would result in a significant impact
related to neighborhood intrusion. Mitigation Measure TR-14 was identified to address this impact (see
Draft EIR page 4.12-70), but even with this measure, the EIR concludes that impacts would remain
significant.
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MASTER RESPONSE NO. 8 - CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Summary of Master Response


The growth assumptions utilized in the ECTNP EIR for purposes of analyzing potential
cumulative impacts are based on information known or reasonably available at the time of analysis
and are reasonable and legally adequate.



The cumulative analysis presented in the ECTNP EIR uses the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS growth
forecast, which is generally consistent with the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, to identify reasonably
foreseeable growth anticipated to occur in the same timeframe as implementation of the Proposed
ECTNP.



Project details were known for the Casden Sepulveda Project at the time of the EIR analysis;
therefore, the development proposal was specifically included in the analysis and growth
assumptions.



Project details were not known for the Martin Expo Town Center, the Fox Studio Master Plan, or
the Veterans Affairs Master Plan projects at the time of the EIR analysis; while project-specific
details were not included in the analysis, these projects fall within the growth assumptions
included in the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS and analyzed in the cumulative analysis of the ECTNP
EIR.



In determining reasonably foreseeable levels of development, the SCAG growth forecasts and DCP
assume that some portion of projects would make use of development incentives for affordable
housing.

Summary of Comments
Several commenters indicate their opinion that the cumulative impacts from major projects proposed
subsequent to 2008 were not considered in the EIR analysis. Comments specifically note the following
projects as not being addressed: the Casden Sepulveda Project, the Fox Studio Master Plan Project, the
Martin Expo Town Center Project, and the Veterans Affairs (VA) Master Plan Project. In addition,
commenters indicate their opinions that the cumulative growth projections fail to factor in development
incentives (i.e., floor area, dwelling units, height, etc.) available to developers in exchange for the provision
of affordable housing under SB 1818, SB 375, SB 743, and other state laws that would result in increased
density or intensity.
Summary of Cumulative Impact Analysis Methodology
Cumulative impacts are discussed in the Draft EIR Section 14.4. The analysis considers different
geographies as appropriate to each environmental impact area. Many cumulative impacts (such as aesthetics
and noise) occur within the immediate vicinity of specific development projects (adjacent to or within ½
mile); some impacts (such as impacts to local utility lines) affect infrastructure farther away (one to two
miles); some impacts are at the City level (such as the impact to the City’s sewer treatment facilities); some
impacts are regional (such as air quality criteria pollutants) and one impact is global (greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions). For transportation impacts, anticipated growth in the overall area (both within and outside the
ECTNP Area) is distributed to the transportation network and analyzed accordingly. The cumulative analysis
presented in the EIR concludes that the proposed ECTNP would result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to significant impacts related to aesthetics (visual character and shade/shadow), air quality
(construction), cultural resources (historic resources), noise (construction), public services (parks), and traffic
(circulation, neighborhood intrusion, and CMP arterial facilities).
The cumulative impact analysis in the Draft EIR Section 4.14 appropriately uses adopted projections from a
regional planning document (the SCAG 2012-2016 RTP/SCS), pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130.
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 identifies the following two basic methods for establishing the cumulative
environment in which a project is considered: (1) the use of a list of past, present, and probable future
projects, or (2) the use of adopted projections from a general plan, other regional planning document, or a
certified EIR for such a planning document. Use of a list of past, present, and probable future projects is
typically only appropriate for short-term growth forecasts because a cumulative project list identifies projects
that are in the planning phase and will be completed within five to ten years, but does not account for
projects likely to occur in an area over a 20-year time frame. Use of a regional planning document is most
appropriate for the Proposed Project’s forecasted planning horizon year of 2035. While the SCAG forecast
does not identify specific development projects on specific sites, it generally includes sufficient growth
within the larger scale of the analysis to more than account for individual projects overall through the
approximately 20-year planning horizon of the proposed ECTNP. Therefore, the cumulative analysis
presented in the EIR uses the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS adopted growth forecast to determine the
reasonably foreseeable growth through 2035 expected to occur outside the ECTNP Area.
EIR Appendix F explains the methodology for determining reasonably foreseeable growth within and outside
the ECTNP Area, based on SCAG projections, policy changes, and market demand. As discussed below,
specific development projects known at the time the population modeling was being conducted were
accounted for in the reasonably foreseeable growth forecasts. EIR Table 4.14-1 presents projections for
population, housing, and employment in the areas adjacent to, but outside of, the ECTNP Area, including
portions of the cities of Santa Monica and Culver City. Within two miles of the Project Area (but not
including the ECTNP Area itself), approximately 44,000 people, 31,000 dwelling units, and 29,000
employees are forecast to be added by 2035 according to the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS. This growth,
combined with the growth within the ECTNP Area, is the reasonably foreseeable cumulative development
analyzed in the ECTNP EIR.
As explained in the EIR (including in Appendix F), at the time of the EIR analysis, the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS
was the most recent adopted RTP/SCS available. The 2016-2040 RTP/SCS was adopted April 7, 2016, after
the analysis in the EIR was completed. During the final stages of preparation of the EIR, the 2016-2040
RTP/SCS was reviewed to determine if there were any substantial differences in either 1) policy and/or 2)
growth trends associated with the socioeconomic data, as compared to the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS. Based on
this review it was determined that the minor refinements in policy and associated updated socioeconomic
data in the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS would not substantially affect the analyses or conclusions of the EIR.
Further, SCAG staff indicated that between the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS and the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS changes
to the network and associated calculations were minor. Please see EIR Appendix K for a more detailed
discussion of the differences between the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS and the 2016- 2040 RTP/SCS.
Specific Development Projects Proposed in the ECTNP Area and Vicinity
Generally, development projects for which details were known at the time of the EIR analysis were
incorporated specifically into the analysis assumptions; development projects for which details were not
known at the time of the analysis were not incorporated specifically into the analysis assumptions, but are
within the growth assumptions included in the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS projections and analyzed in the
cumulative analysis of the ECTNP EIR in EIR Section 4.14. Specific development projects and incorporation
in the EIR analysis are as follows:


The Casden Sepulveda Project, which is located within the ECTNP Area at the northwest corner of
Exposition and Sepulveda Boulevards, was generally known at the time the growth assumptions were
being developed for the ECTNP EIR. For purposes of analysis, 591 dwelling units and 14,324 square
feet of commercial development were assigned to the Casden Sepulveda Project parcels (and were
included in the Future with Project and Future No Project conditions analyses). The Casden Sepulveda
Project was approved with 595 dwelling units and 15,000 square feet of commercial development, an
insignificant difference compared to what was analyzed.
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The Martin Expo Town Center Project, which is located within the ECTNP Area at the northwest
corner of Olympic Boulevard and Bundy Drive was approved with 150,000 square feet of creative office
space 516 residential units, a 35,000-square-foot supermarket, 46,000 square feet of general retail uses,
and 14,000 of restaurant uses. This project was not specifically included in the analysis, as project
details were not known at the time of the analysis (the Martin Expo Town Center project was not
approved by City Council until 2016). The development capacity of the proposed Hybrid Industrial:
Jobs Emphasis zone was assumed for the Martin Expo Town Center site. The site was also analyzed in
the Alternative Compliance scenario to include more residential/less jobs. The approved Martin Expo
Town Center project falls within the range of potential development that was analyzed for this station
area.



The Fox Studio Master Plan Project, which is located outside of the ECTNP Area, was not known at
the time the analysis in the EIR was undertaken. However, as explained above and in EIR Appendix F,
growth assumptions from the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS were used to anticipate and analyze
development in areas outside the ECTNP Area. The Fox Studios Master Plan project is located in
Century City, which is located in two traffic analysis zones (TAZs). The SCAG model identifies 40,533
jobs in these two TAZs in 2008 (because of the recession, jobs in 2008 were similar to jobs in 2013); in
2035 the SCAG model anticipates that 44,891 jobs will be located in Century City (in the same two
TAZs). That represents an increase of 4,358 jobs from existing conditions. The Fox Studios Initial
Study (published in April 2016) indicates that on average days there would be a net increase of
approximately 3,090 jobs through 2035 as a result of the Fox Studios Expansion. The Fox Studios
Master Plan Project has yet to go through the City’s review and approval process and may change as a
result of input during that process. Nonetheless, the growth assumptions included in the SCAG 20122035 RTP/SCS, which were used in the ECTNP EIR, are sufficient to accommodate the Fox Studios
Master Plan Project as currently contemplated.



The Veterans Affairs (VA) Master Plan Project, which is also located outside the ECTNP Area,
proposes construction of 1,200 permanent supportive housing units for disabled and traumatized veterans
and 739 short-term units for homeless veterans. The Master Plan also accommodates the possibility of
adding 900 supportive housing units as well as alternative supportive housing uses, resulting in a
possible total of up to 3,500 supportive housing units. Vehicle trips generated from permanent supportive
housing tend to be relatively minimal. According to the City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation’s (LADOT) 2016 Transportation Impact Study Guidelines, permanent supportive housing
generates 1.27 daily vehicle trips per dwelling unit, compared to typical residential or mixed-use
developments which generate 6.65 daily vehicle trips per dwelling unit.21 The SCAG 2012-2035
RTP/SCS did not specifically anticipate that development that comprises the VA Master Plan. However,
TAZs within a one-mile radius of the VA West Los Angeles Campus contained 34,884 housing units in
2008, and projected that these TAZs would contain 42,898 housing units in 2035. This projected growth
of 8,014 housing units would more than accommodate the possible 3,500 supportive housing units
proposed in the VA Master Plan, as well as allowing for other housing developments that are anticipated
to occur in the area. The RTP/SCS TAZ development assumptions are intended to be used as
representative growth for an area and not intended to be used to determine impacts at the block level.
Given the distance of the VA site from the ECTNP Area and the assumed growth in West Los Angeles in
general, the impacts of the VA Master Plan are reasonably accounted for in the ECTNP EIR.

21

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 2012.
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Incorporation of Density Bonus Incentives into Development Assumptions
Several recent State laws have been passed to encourage and/or facilitate increased density for projects that
include affordable and low-income housing and/or that locate in proximity to transit. The Proposed ECTNP
was developed in part to respond to such requirements and policies. Growth forecasts undertaken by SCAG
are based on a number of factors including historic trends and policy incentives, generally taking into
account applicable regulations (which include Density Bonus regulations). Similarly within the ECTNP
Area, City planners based forecast growth on a number of factors including anticipated demand, incentives,
and density limitations (see EIR Appendix F). In addition, a Market Study (EIR Appendix L) was prepared
for the ECTNP Area to determine the market demand for jobs and housing within the ECTNP Area. The
forecast growth within the ECTNP Area aligns with anticipated demand indicated in the Market Study. In
determining the levels of development in the ECTNP EIR, it was assumed that some portion of projects
would utilize development incentive programs, including the incentive program provided through the Bonus
FAR system in the Proposed Plan (within areas of proposed change).
Conclusion
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) allows that “the discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the
severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail
as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided by standards
of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which the projects
contribute rather than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact.”
Therefore, the growth assumptions utilized in the EIR for purposes of analyzing potential cumulative impacts
from reasonably foreseeable development inside and outside the ECTNP Area are reasonable and legally
adequate.
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2.3 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR
LETTER NO. 1
Dianna Watson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
State of California
Department of Transportation District 7 (Caltrans)
California Department of Transportation
100 S. Main Street, MS 16
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Response 1-1
The commenter summarizes the objectives of the proposed ECTNP and points out that such objectives are
consistent with State policy to promote active transportation, reduce GHG emissions, and address climate
change. The commenter’s statements will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior
to taking any action on the Proposed Plan. No further response is required because the comment does not
raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis
included in the EIR.
Response 1-2
The commenter expresses concern regarding parking regulations and the potential for minimum parking
requirements to increase housing cost and enable automobile use rather than transit use. The commenter
further suggests consideration of maximum parking requirements rather than minimum parking
requirements. The proposed ECTNP defers to the municipal zoning code requirements for land uses
requiring parking supply. However, the proposed ECTNP does have a vehicle trip reduction requirement and
projects subject to this requirement will need to submit a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan.
In addition, current Citywide TDM requirements may also be required of projects within the Plan Area. The
Proposed Plan also requires applicable projects to offer parking cash out, transit passes, unbundle the cost of
parking from rent prices, and provides parking exemptions or reductions for select projects and uses. The
commenter’s statements will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any
action on the Proposed Plan.
Response 1-3
The commenter expresses the opinion that the restriping of the roadway to increase the number of travel
lanes or turning pockets has the same effects as the widening of a roadway, and that it promotes driving at
the expense and comfort of other modes such as walking and bicycling. The comment refers to EIR page
4.12-58, which states that physical intersection improvement mitigations that require widening travel lanes,
adding turn lanes, and increasing pedestrian crossing distances would be in conflict with multiple Project
objectives, and therefore considered to be infeasible.
The feasible intersection mitigation measures identified in the EIR include improvements, such as restriping,
signalization, and traffic signal modifications, that would be consistent with Project goals and objectives.
These types of mitigation measures are not considered the same as measures that require additional right-ofway in order to be implemented. Widening roads in urban areas is typically at the expense of narrowing
sidewalks, and creates a less hospitable environment for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit patrons. While
restriping a roadway may change the configuration of a street and the number of lanes at an intersection, it
does not result in increased crossing times or distance for pedestrians and has not been proven to negatively
affect safety. Given the increase in vehicular travel at some of the intersections in the Project Area, this type
of mitigation measure was considered to meet the goals and objectives of the plan as it helps to mitigate
some of the Project-related traffic impacts without compromising other modes of travel. Mitigation measures
taha 2012-058

2-43

Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan

2.0 Responses to Comments

Final EIR - DRAFT

that widen the roadway or increase pedestrian crossing distance were determined to be inconsistent with the
objectives of the Plan and thus infeasible (see Draft EIR page 4.12-58). Additionally, streetscape
improvements and pedestrian features were carefully considered as part of the plan and have been proposed
in many of the station areas. The recommended vehicular mitigation measures do not lead to the plan
foregoing “potential treatments that may be more consistent with the ECTNP’s Primary Objectives” nor do
they conflict with regional and state policy goals.
Response 1-4
The commenter suggests that land use and zone changes in the Project should be expanded to incorporate
additional areas so as to realize a greater benefit in terms of per capita VMT and GHG emission reductions.
The Proposed Plan represents a series of policy decisions and takes into account feedback from the public
received through the development of the Proposed Plan. The areas of proposed change as well as the
proposed levels of allowable development intensity result in a capacity that was adequately discussed and
disclosed in the EIR. The capacity is sufficient to accommodate the demographic projections by SCAG as
well as a market study commissioned for this project area.
As discussed in the EIR, the City of Los Angeles has not adopted any thresholds related to VMT or VMT per
capita. Thus, the VMT-related analysis in the EIR is provided for informational purposes only and is not
relied up for determination of impact levels. Section 4.5 of the EIR discusses impacts related to Greenhouse
Gas emissions, concluding that impacts under the Proposed Plan would be less than significant.
The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on
the Proposed Plan. No further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the EIR.
Response 1-5
The commenter suggests that the Final EIR should clarify whether the studied impacts are worse relative to
“preserving the existing automobile-oriented status quo,” as it is anticipated that the mixed-use development
and greater density allowed under the proposed ECTNP would “lower per capita use of resources, emissions
and traffic impacts.” The EIR evaluates a number of different scenarios, and compares the future year 2035
with the Project to future year 2035 without the Project. The EIR also analyzed future conditions assuming
the addition of the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, the adopted Mobility Plan 2035 and proposed updates to the
Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan and West LA Transportation Improvement and Mitigation
Specific Plan (CTCSC/WLA TIMP) and compared these future cumulative conditions with and without the
project.
As shown in EIR Table 4.12-19, the cumulative analysis showed that although overall VMT is anticipated to
increase with implementation of the Proposed Project, per capita VMT would decrease. Additionally, EIR
Table 4.12-20 illustrates that it is anticipated that implementation of the Proposed Project would result in a
decrease in the share of trips made by automobile and an increase in the share of trips made by transit,
bicycling, and walking. As discussed in the Overview on EIR page 4.12-83 and 4.12-84, the cumulative
conditions considered in the transportation analysis in combination with the Proposed Project would improve
access to transit and concentrate growth in compact, mixed-use developments in proximity to transit,
resulting in decreased VMT per capita. This EIR addresses VT, VMT, VMT per capita, and mode split
metrics in the context of cumulative conditions (including the regionally adopted RTP, MP 2035 and
CTCSP/WLA TIMP) with and without the proposed ECTNP. This analysis is provided for informational
purposes only as the City does not have a significance threshold for VMT or VMT per capita at this time.
No further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues
or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the EIR. The comments are noted and will
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be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the Proposed
Project.
Response 1-6
The comment states that construction activities that require the use of oversized–transport vehicles on State
highways or that perform work within State right-of-way require a permit from Caltrans and recommends
that large size truck trips be limited to off-peak commute periods. The comment also states that projects
need to be designed to discharge clean run-off water.
The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking
any action on the Proposed Project. The City follows a set of guidelines relating to traffic management plans
during construction of a new land use project. The City or applicant will coordinate with Caltrans when a
transportation or encroachment permit is necessary. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the EIR.
In regards to the comment pertaining to stormwater runoff, as discussed in EIR Section 4.7 Hydrology and
Water Quality, all construction activities would be subject to applicable requirements of the City’s Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), Stormwater and Urban Runoff Control Ordinance, and Low
Impact Development Ordinance to address stormwater pollution. These requirements are enforced through
the City’s plan approval and permit process and all new individual projects are subject to City inspection.
Compliance with the existing regulatory framework would ensure that construction does not violate any
water quality standards or discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.
LETTER NO. 2
Gabriela Silva
Culver City Planning Division
Traffic Engineering Division
9770 Culver Boulevard
Culver City, CA 90232
Response 2-1
The comment contains introductory text, and no further response is required because the comment does not
raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis
included in the EIR.
Response 2-2
This comment states that the sentence on EIR page 4.12-10, under the Culver City Station should be
corrected to state, “Station Area neighborhoods also include multi-family homes between Washington Place
Boulevard and Venice Boulevard.”
Please see Corrections and Additions for page 4.12-10.
Response 2-3
The comment states that the traffic analysis in the EIR incorrectly uses Culver City’s thresholds of
significance to determine impacts to intersections located within Culver City, and that the City of Los
Angeles is required to use thresholds from the City of Los Angeles traffic impact guidelines, referring to a
letter from Culver City dated October 31, 2006. That letter stated that “the City of Culver City is in the
process of updating our guidelines for preparing traffic studies” and requested that “in the interim” LADOT’s
thresholds be used for analyzing impacts on intersections in Culver City by development projects in the City
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of Los Angeles. Subsequent to the 2006 letter, Culver City’s staff recommended update to the City’s traffic
study guidelines was considered by the Culver City Planning Commission in a public hearing on June 17,
2009, which was continued to June 30, 2009. The proposed revisions included formally changing Culver
City’s thresholds of significance to conform to those used by the City of Los Angeles. The meeting minutes
state that the Culver City Planning Commission approved a motion to retain Culver City’s thresholds for
traffic studies.22 Therefore, the Culver City Planning Commission has endorsed utilization of Culver City’s
thresholds of significance for traffic studies on intersections with Culver City. The Culver City Council to
date has not heard discussion on this topic, and therefore the City of Culver City has not formally adopted
new thresholds.
Additionally, the City of Los Angeles, as the lead agency, has the discretion to select and apply thresholds of
significance for its projects. The analysis methodology chosen for the ECTNP EIR includes applying each of
the affected local agency standards/thresholds for the purpose of evaluating traffic impacts. This has been
the City’s standard practice and has been applied consistently in the EIR reports authored by the City.
Therefore, the thresholds of significance used in the EIR for intersections in Culver City were appropriate, in
light of the above facts.
Based on this approach, the impact conclusions in the EIR for the identified intersections located within
Culver City (intersections 59, 65, 73, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85 and 86) are presented accurately and were
determined to be less than significant in accordance with the approach/methodology selected by the lead
agency. In summary, the EIR correctly analyzes traffic impacts in Culver City.
Response 2-4
This comment states that EIR Table 4.12-13: Summary of Number of Intersections Significantly Impacted
needs to be revised to reflect additional impacted intersections in Culver City.
Please refer to the Response 2-3. The EIR correctly analyzes traffic impacts in Culver City and EIR Table
4.12-13 does not require revisions.
Response 2-5
The comment states that Cattargus Avenue between Venice and Washington Boulevards and other residential
streets in this area could be impacted by traffic and notes that residents of this area have already complained
about neighborhood intrusion.
Regarding the potential for traffic intrusion into the local neighborhoods, please refer to Master Response
No. 7 - Neighborhood Intrusion.
The commenter’s statements will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking
action on the Proposed Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise any new
significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the EIR.
Response 2-6
The comment states that the Culver City Transportation Department may provide comments regarding
impacts related to transit service.
The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking
any action on the Proposed Project. The Culver City Transportation Department submitted a comment letter
(comment letter 7), which is responded to separately. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental
analysis included in the EIR.
22

Meeting Minutes, Regular Meeting of the Culver City Planning Commission for June 17, 2009.
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Response 2-7
The comments states that the Culver City Fire Department will provide comments related to emergency
services.
See Master Response No. 3 - Emergency Services. Regarding impacts to emergency response, please see
the discussion in the EIR of Impact 4.12-7. The analysis in the EIR determined that the impact to the
emergency services is less than significant.
The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking
any action on the Proposed Project. No additional input was received from the Culver City Fire Department
and hence no further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the EIR.
LETTER NO. 3
Ali Poosti, Division Manager
Los Angeles Department of Sanitation (LASAN)
Wastewater Engineering Services Division
Response 3-1
The comment contains introductory text and states that Wastewater Engineering Division of Los Angeles
Sanitation (LASAN) has found the Proposed Project to be consistent with State, regional, and local policies
to encourage infill development proximate to transit stations as a means to accommodate growth. The
comment also states that LASAN does not have sufficient information to provide a detailed analysis
regarding sewer capacity (since the specific location of development is not known). The comment requests
that DCP provide updates on any changes to the Proposed Project to assist LASAN in determining if a sewer
assessment is required in the future. As project details become available developers are required to contact
LASAN to ensure sewer availability.
The responses below address LASAN’s specific comments on the Proposed Project and the environmental
analysis in the Draft EIR.
Response 3-2
The commenter states that the Los Angeles Sanitation Watershed Protection Division (WPD) is in charge of
ensuring implementation of Municipal Stormwater Permit requirements within the City. LASAN anticipates
that the Proposed Project would require the implementation of stormwater mitigation measures, including
Stormwater Low Impact Development (LID) requirements as outlined in the manual “Development Best
Management Practices Handbook – Part B: Planning Activities.” The comment recommends that
development projects within the Proposed Plan Area seek WPD input regarding LID requirements in the
early phases of development. In addition, the comment includes a description of the Green Street Initiative
and states that projects would be required to implement Green Street elements such as infiltration systems,
biofiltration swales and permeable pavements, which could be implemented in conjunction with the LID
requirements to mitigate the impact of stormwater runoff and other environmental concerns.
As discussed in EIR Section 4.7 Hydrology and Water Quality, the Proposed Project would not result in a
substantial increase in impervious surfaces, and therefore, the Proposed Project would not cause a substantial
increase in the peak flow rates or volumes that would exceed the drainage capacity of existing stormwater
drainage facilities. In addition, consistent with City’s LID ordinance, individual development projects would
be required to implement best management practices to manage stormwater and maintain or restore the
natural hydrologic character of a development site, reduce off-site runoff, improve water quality, and provide
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groundwater recharge. Likewise, individual development projects would be required to implement Green
Street elements in conjunction with the LID requirements to further address stormwater runoff.
Response 3-3
The comment details stormwater control requirements to minimize stormwater pollution during construction.
The comment notes the Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan requirement for projects involving construction
during the rainy season, between October 1 and April 15 and the California General Construction
Stormwater Permit requirements for projects that disturb more than one acre.
As discussed in EIR Section 4.7 Hydrology and Water Quality, individual development projects would be
required to comply with all City ordinances and regulations related to stormwater control to ensure that
future development does not result in substantial stormwater pollution.
Response 3-4
The comment describes the groundwater conservation measures required by the City of Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power (LADWP). The comment also includes a description of the Technical
Assistance Program, offered by LADWP to help offset costs of water conservation and reuse systems for
qualified projects, and as well as other incentive and rebate programs.
No further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues
or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the EIR. However, the comments are
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
Proposed Project.
Response 3-5
The comment identifies the onsite recycling requirements for residential developments of four or more units
or when the addition of floor area is 25 percent or more, and all other development projects where the
addition of floor area is 30 percent or more.
No further response is required because the comment does not raise any new significant environmental issues
or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis included in the EIR. However, the comments are
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any action on the
Proposed Project.
LETTER NO. 4
Elizabeth Carvajal, Sr. Manager
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro)
One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Response 4-1
The comment contains introductory text and provides recommendations concerning issues that are germane
to Metro’s statutory responsibility. The comment also provides a brief description of the Proposed Project
and expresses Metro’s commitment to working with stakeholders to support the development of transit
oriented communities. The responses below address Metro’s specific comments on the environmental
analysis in the EIR.
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Response 4-2
The comment states that bus lines 234, 734, and 778 include stops or layovers at the Expo/Sepulveda Station
and recommends that DCP include language to inform future development activity within the Proposed
ECTNP of Metro’s notification procedures and considerations to ensure Metro’s bus operations are
maintained during and after all construction.
As discussed in EIR Section 4.12 Transportation and Traffic, the Proposed Project seeks to enhance access to
transit stations and improve the configuration and condition of streets to better promote pedestrian
circulation. Construction-related impacts would generally be temporary and would depend on the approach
to development of each parcel or development site. Although specific impacts related to construction cannot
be known at this time, it is likely that construction activities could necessitate temporary lane, alley, or street
closures or result in bus stop relocation or bus rerouting. Mitigation Measure TR16 is identified in EIR
Section 4.12 Transportation and Traffic to reduce impacts related to construction.
TR16

Projects that require a worksite traffic control plan per current LADOT guidelines shall submit to
LADOT for review and approval a plan that mitigates the impact of traffic disruption and ensures
the safety of all users of the affected roadway. The plan shall address construction duration and
activities and include measures, such as operating a temporary traffic signal, using flagmen
adjacent to construction activities, or providing a dedicated pedestrian walkway, as appropriate.

LADOT would ensure that individual development projects comply with Metro’s notifications procedures
and considerations to ensure that Metro’s bus operations are maintained during and after all construction.
Response 4-3
The comment identifies Metro’s Adjacent Construction Design Manual that describes Metro’s development
project review process and considerations for project siting as it relates to Metro facilities. Because of the
proximity of the Expo Light Rail Line and the increased traffic at railroad grade crossings to the Proposed
Project, the comment requests the City include policy language or guidance in the Proposed ECTNP that
clearly denotes development occurring within 100 feet of a Metro facility will require Metro review and
approval, including compliance with Metro’s Development Guidelines.
As discussed above, LADOT would ensure that individual development projects comply with Metro’s
notifications procedures and considerations to ensure Metro’s facilities are maintained during and after all
construction. However, the comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration prior to taking any action on the Proposed Project.
Response 4-4
The comment states that if a proposed development project has the potential to impact Metro bike facilities
and/or parking facilities, the project sponsor must coordinate with Metro, and that any impact to Metro bike
or parking facilities during construction must be replaced at a ratio of 1:1. The comment also expresses
interest in collaborating with the City to effectuate policies and implementation activities that promote transit
and active transportation supportive communities.
As discussed in the EIR on pages 4.12-44, the Proposed Project seeks to improve the configuration and
condition of streets to better promote bicycle circulation. The analysis anticipates the bicycle networks
identified in the City’s Mobility Plan (MP 2035) and the Proposed Project provides for these networks to be
accommodated in the future. The Proposed Project would not disrupt any existing or planned bicycle
facilities, or create conflicts or inconsistencies with adopted bicycle system plans, guidelines, policies, or
standards. However, the comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration prior to taking any action on the Proposed Project.
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LETTER NO. 5
Scott Morgan, Director
Governor's Office of Planning and Research
1400 10th Street
Sacramento, CA 95812
Response 5-1
The comment states that the State Clearinghouse (SCH) submitted the Draft EIR to selected state agencies
for review, and no state agencies submitted comments before the close of the review period on May 22,
2017. The comment also acknowledges that the City has complied with SCH review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to CEQA.
LETTER NO. 6
Scott Morgan, Director
Governor's Office of Planning and Research
1400 10th Street
Sacramento, CA 95812
Response 6-1
The comment identifies a comment letter on the Draft EIR that was received by the SCH after the review
period closed on May 22, 2017. The comment requests that although the City is not required to respond to
comments received after the review period, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research encourages the
City to incorporate the comments in the Final EIR.
Response 6-2
This comment letter from Caltrans is the same as Comment Letter 1. Please refer to Responses 1-1 through
1-6.
LETTER NO. 7
Diana Chang
Culver City Transportation
Culver City Transportation Department
4343 Duquesne Avenue
Culver City, CA 90232
Response 7-1
The comment identifies a number of corrections and additions regarding the Culver City Bus Lines.
Please see Chapter 3.0 Corrections and Additions for changes to pages 4.12-21 and 4.12-2 of the EIR.
Response 7-2
The commenter indicates that the EIR should conduct a detailed analysis on the impacts to the bus service
around each station area in order to evaluate impacts on bus circulation, travel/run time and bus capacity.
The analysis presented in EIR Section 4.12 Transportation and Traffic discloses the transportation impacts
per City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation Traffic Study Policies and Procedures and state
regulations such as the Congestion Management Program (CMP). The future transit system is also subject to
change at any time by the operators and under the purview of agencies such as Metro, Culver Bus, and Big
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Blue Bus. The transit agencies monitor the performance of their services and these may change based on
their short and long term planning.
The analysis conducted in the EIR concluded that there would not be impacts (per thresholds in the CMP
guidelines) to the transit system, including bus service, based on the expected increase in ridership expected
to result from the Proposed Project. A detailed assessment of bus circulation, travel/run time and bus
capacity is not required under these guidelines. No further response is required because the comment does
not raise any new significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of the environmental analysis
included in the EIR.
The comment also suggests that there should be additional criteria for determining a safety impact. The
Proposed Project does not include specific design features at this time that could reasonably be expected to
increase hazards, so the Proposed Project is assessed qualitatively against these thresholds for purposes of the
EIR. The commenter’s opinions will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to
taking action on the Proposed Project.
The commenter also indicated concern with Impact 4.12-9 related to the construction of new development
under the specific plan, and requested that applicable transit providers be notified of any changes that may
impact transit operations or service. Changes in the transportation network that are directly affected by
construction will be discussed and addressed by the City of Los Angeles as part of the review process of
individual construction projects. Any changes to transit service or stop locations during construction would
be addressed through construction traffic management plans and the relevant operators would be notified.
Response 7-3
The comment states that transit benefits should not only be required for non-residential uses that have 50
employees, but should be also required for non-residential uses that have fewer than 50 employees to
maximize people’s use of transit. The comment also notes that the station areas in the ECTNP Area also
serviced by other transit agencies such as Culver City, and a “B-TAP+Green” transit pass (that will allow
people to use both Metro and Culver City Bus service) should be established and provided.
The comment does not address concerns regarding the analysis contained in the EIR or the potential for
additional physical environmental impacts of the Proposed Project not addressed in the EIR. However, the
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any
action on the Proposed Project. Please refer to Master Response No. 1 - General Comments and NonCEQA Issues.
Response 7-4
The commenter notes that the proposed ECTNP indicates that projects must demonstrate either a 10 percent
reduction in AM or PM peak-hour weekday vehicle trips from baseline vehicle trip level, or an Average
Vehicle Ridership (AVR) of 1.75 for AM peak-hour weekday vehicle trips and inquires what happens if the
AVR is still lower than 1.75 after the 10 percent reduction in peak hour vehicular trips. The commenter also
inquires if there are additional measures that will require the developers to implement in order to achieve the
AVR goal. The commenter suggests that the 10 percent reduction requirement should be achieved through
implementing TDM strategies and that the trip reductions caused by internal capture should not be counted
toward the 10 percent reduction. In addition the commenter inquires if an AVR of 1.75 exempts projects that
result in new net square footage from conducting a Vehicle Trip Generation Study. Lastly, the commenter
suggests that the following mobility amenities be added to the plan: Dedicated Kiss-and-Ride area, Private
shuttle area, and Taxi area.
Projects subject to the vehicle trip reduction requirement have to comply with one, but not both, of the
following metrics: an AVR of 1.75 or more, or a 10 percent reduction in peak hour weekday vehicle trips
from baseline level. This is a policy goal of the Proposed Plan, and this requirement is not being relied upon
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to mitigate transportation impacts. The EIR has concluded that there are significant and unavoidable traffic
impacts. These requirements represent additional measures that projects can implement to minimize impacts.
The comment does not address concerns regarding the analysis contained in the EIR or the potential for
additional physical environmental impacts of the Proposed Project not addressed in the EIR. However, the
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration prior to taking any
action on the Proposed Project. Please refer to Master Response No. 1 - General Comments and NonCEQA Issues.
Response 7-5
The commenter states that the proposed ECTNP Streetscape Plan erroneously shows that there is a
northbound stop on Sepulveda Boulevard south of Pico Boulevard (nearside of Sepulveda/Pico intersection).
In addition, the commenter notes that the proposed ECTNP doesn’t show the northbound bus stop under the
train track after Exposition Boulevard. The commenter states that there should be a southbound bus stop in
front/adjacent of the Expo LRT Sepulveda Station. Lastly, the commenter inquires if other bus lane
configurations been studied for Sepulveda Boulevard and notes that that the Culver CityBus provides bus
service on Sepulveda Boulevard from Wilshire Boulevard to LAX, which includes the Sepulveda Boulevard
corridor in the ECTNP Area.
Please see Final EIR Chapter 3.0 Corrections and Additions for changes to Section 4.12 Transportation and
Traffic.
LETTER NO. 8
Charles C. Holloway, Manager of Enviromental Planning and Assessment
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP)
111 N. Hope Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Response 8-1
The comment contains introductory text and provides background information about the LADWP. The
comment also states that the LADWP determined that the Proposed Project may have impacts to utility
resources. The responses below address LADWP’s specific comments on the Proposed Project and the
environmental analysis in the EIR.
Response 8-2
The commenter requests that DCP consider updating the EIR based on the 2015 Urban Water Management
Plan (UWMP) and to include page numbers on all LADWP references.
The analysis in the EIR was based on the information available at the time, which included the 2010 UWMP.
Please refer to Master Response No. 4 – Utilities for a discussion of utilities and the 2015 UWMP as it
relates to the Proposed Project; this discussion is provided as supplementary information and does not change
the analysis in the EIR.
Response 8-3
The commenter recommends a number of corrections and additions to the Water Supply discussion in EIR
Section 4.13 Utilities and Service Systems.
Please see Final EIR Chapter 3.0 Corrections and Additions for changes to Section 4.13 Utilities and Service
Systems pages 4.13-10 through 4.13-16.
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Response 8-4
The commenter recommends a number of corrections and additions to the Energy discussion in EIR Section
4.13 Utilities and Service Systems.
Please see Final EIR Chapter 3.0 Corrections and Additions for changes to Section 4.13 Utilities and Service
Systems, page 4.13-43.
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RESPONSES TO THE REMAINING
COMMENTS ARE BEING PREPARED AND
WILL BE RELEASED AT A LATER DATE.
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3.0 CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS

THIS CHAPTER IS BEING PREPARED AND
WILL BE RELEASED AT A LATER DATE.
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4.0 MITIGATION AND MONITORING PROGRAM
The California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21081.6 and California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines Section 15097 require adoption of a Mitigation and Monitoring Program (MMP) for all
projects for which an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has
been prepared. This requirement was originally mandated by Assembly Bill (AB) 3180, which was enacted
on January 1, 1989 to ensure the implementation of all mitigation measures adopted through the CEQA
process. Specifically, PRC Section 21081.6 states that “…the agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring
program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or
avoid significant effects on the environment [and that the program] shall be designed to ensure compliance
during project implementation.”
AB 3180 provided general guidelines for implementing monitoring and reporting programs, which are
enumerated in more detail in CEQA Guidelines Section 15097. However, specific monitoring requirements
to be enforced during project implementation shall be defined prior to final approval of the proposed
Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan (ECTNP, Proposed Project, or Proposed Plan) by the
decision maker. In response to established CEQA requirements, the MMP shall be submitted to the City of
Los Angeles (Lead Agency) for consideration prior to certification of the EIR. Although the Lead Agency
may delegate monitoring responsibilities to other agencies or entities, the Lead Agency “…remains
responsible for ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the
program.”
The MMP describes the procedures for the implementation of the mitigation measures to be adopted for the
Proposed Project as identified in the EIR. The MMP for the Proposed Project will be in place through the
planning horizon of the Plan (2035) or until the Plan and EIR are updated again, whichever is later. The City
of Los Angeles Department of City Planning (DCP) and other City Departments (e.g., Department of
Building and Safety) shall be responsible for administering the MMP activities or delegating them to staff,
other City departments (e.g., Department of Building and Safety [DBS], etc.), consultants, or contractors.
The Monitoring or Enforcing Agencies identified herein, at their discretion, may require an applicant or
operator to pay for one or more independent environmental monitor(s) (hired by the City or the applicant or
operator at the City’s discretion) to be responsible for monitoring implementation of mitigation measures
(e.g., City building inspector, project contractor, certified professionals, etc., depending on the requirements
of the mitigation measures).
Each mitigation measure is identified in Table 4-1 and is categorized by environmental topic and
corresponding number, with identification of:




The Implementing Agency – this is in most cases, the DCP, DBS, or the City Council.
The Enforcement Agency and Monitoring Agency – this is the agency or agencies that will monitor the
measure and ensure that it is implemented in accordance with this MMP.
Monitoring Phase / Monitoring Actions – these are the criteria that would determine when the measure
has been accomplished and/or the monitoring actions to be undertaken to ensure the measure is
implemented.

All agencies and departments are in the City of Los Angeles, unless otherwise noted. By adopting this
MMP, the City Council hereby authorizes and delegates the implementing, enforcement, and monitoring
agencies the responsibility to determine the applicability and compliance of all mitigation measures in their
reasonable discretion. A number of mitigation measures apply to subsequent development projects.
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A number of mitigation measures are implemented through the adoption of standards in the ECTNP. In
implementing those mitigation measures, the ECTNP shall provide that:
(1) the decision-maker for approval of individual projects within the ECTNP Area shall review for
substantial conformance with the environmental standards, as applicable to subsequent projects; and
(2) for any individual projects within the ECTNP Area, the decision-maker may modify or not require an
environmental standard for any project when:
a. the decision-maker determines in writing, based upon substantial evidence, the environmental
standard is not necessary to mitigate the impact identified in the EIR, including on the basis of the
existence of a similar or more effective regulation that applies to the project (such as an Air District
rule) or a project design feature;
b. the decision-maker determines in writing, based on substantial evidence, that the environmental
standard is infeasible and the decision-maker has adopted a new equally or more effective measure
and the new measure will not result in any new significant impact and the decision-maker finds
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, the new mitigation measures does not require a subsequent
environmental clearance to the EIR;
c. the City complies with CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 and/or 15164, including by preparing an
addendum or subsequent environmental clearance to the EIR to analyze the impacts from the
modifications to the mitigation measure in the EIR; or
d. the City prepares a new CEQA clearance for the Proposed Project that supports the modification or
deletion of the mitigation measure in the EIR.
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TABLE 4-1: MITIGATION AND MONITORING PROGRAM
No.

Implementing
Agency

Mitigation Measure

AESTHETICS
The City shall require that glare effects be limited by using non-reflective
AE1
building and construction materials, such as concrete, wood, composite
materials, coated metal, non-reflective glass, and stone. This shall
include, but not be limited to, art installations, fencing material, and
recreational equipment.
AIR QUALITY
The City shall require all applicants to include in the agreements with
AQ1
contractors and subcontractors the following best management practices
in contract specifications:
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Use properly tuned and maintained equipment.
Contractors shall enforce the idling limit of five minutes as set forth in
the California Code of Regulations.
Use diesel-fueled construction equipment to be retrofitted with after
treatment products (e.g., engine catalysts) to the extent they are
readily available and feasible.
Use heavy duty diesel-fueled equipment that uses low NOX diesel
fuel to the extent it is readily available and feasible.
Use construction equipment that uses low polluting fuels (i.e.,
compressed natural gas, liquid petroleum gas, and unleaded
gasoline) to the extent available and feasible.
Maintain construction equipment in good operating condition to
minimize air pollutants.
Project applicants shall ensure that all construction equipment meets
or exceeds equivalent emissions performance to that of U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Tier 4 standards for nonroad engines. In the event that Tier 4 engines are not available for
any off-road equipment larger than 100 horsepower, that equipment
shall be equipped with a Tier 3 engine, or an engine that is equipped
with retrofit controls to reduce exhaust emissions of nitrogen oxides
and diesel particulate matter to no more than Tier 3 levels unless
certified by engine manufacturers or the on-site air quality
construction mitigation manager that the use of such devices is not
practical for specific engine types. For purposes of this condition, the
use of such devices is “not practical” for the following, as well as
other, reasons:
- There is no available retrofit control device that has been verified
by either the CARB or USEPA to control the engine in question to
Tier 3;

4-3

Department of City
Planning

Enforcement and
Monitoring Agency
1

Department of City
Planning
2

Department of
Building and Safety

Department of
Building and Safety

Department of Building
and Safety

Monitoring Phase /
Monitoring Actions
Once at plan check and once
at field inspection verification.
Issuance of Certificate of
Occupancy.

Ongoing Regulatory
Compliance Measure - City
Practice at Construction /
Compliance certification
report submitted by project
contractor
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TABLE 4-1: MITIGATION AND MONITORING PROGRAM
No.
-



The use of a retrofit control device may be terminated immediately,
provided that a replacement for the equipment item in question
meeting the required controls occurs within ten days of termination of
the use, if the equipment would be needed to continue working at this
site for more than 15 days after the use of the retrofit control device is
terminated, if one of the following conditions exists:
- The use of the retrofit control device is excessively reducing the
normal availability of the construction equipment due to increased
down time for maintenance, and/or reduced power output due to
an excessive increase in back pressure;
- The retrofit control device is causing or is reasonably expected to
cause engine damage;
- The retrofit control device is causing or is reasonably expected to
cause a substantial risk to workers or the public; or
- Any other seriously detrimental cause which has the approval of
the project manager prior to implementation of the termination.



Construction contractors shall use electricity from power poles rather
than temporary gasoline or diesel power generators, as feasible.
Use building materials, paints, sealants, mechanical equipment, and
other materials that yield low air pollutants and are nontoxic.
Construction contractors shall utilize super-compliant architectural
coatings as defined by the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (Volatile Organic Compound standard of less than ten grams
per liter).
Construction contractors shall utilize materials that do not require
painting, as feasible.
Construction contractors shall use pre-painted construction materials,
as feasible.
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Mitigation Measure
The construction equipment is intended to be on site for five days
or less; or
Relief may be granted from this requirement if a good faith effort
has been made to comply with this requirement and that
compliance is not practical.

4-4

Implementing
Agency

Enforcement and
Monitoring Agency

Monitoring Phase /
Monitoring Actions
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TABLE 4-1: MITIGATION AND MONITORING PROGRAM
No.

Implementing
Agency

Mitigation Measure

Enforcement and
Monitoring Agency

Monitoring Phase /
Monitoring Actions

CULTURAL RESOURCES
CR1

CR2
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A qualified archaeologist shall be required to monitor excavation and
grading activities in soils that have not been previously disturbed, to
identify, record, and evaluate the significance of any archaeological
resources or tribal cultural resources during construction. If
archaeological resources or tribal cultural resources are uncovered (in
either a previously disturbed or undisturbed area), the City Department
of Building and Safety shall be notified immediately, and all work shall
cease in the area of the find until a qualified archaeologist has evaluated
the find in accordance with federal, state, and local guidelines, including
those set forth in California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2.
Personnel of the project shall not collect or move any archaeological
resources, tribal cultural resources or associated materials. Construction
activity may continue unimpeded on other portions of the project site as
approved by the retained archeologist in consultation with the City’s
Office of Historic Resources. The found deposits shall be treated in
accordance with federal, state, and local guidelines, including those set
forth in California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2. Construction
activities in the area where resources were found may commence once
the identified resources are properly assessed and processed by a
qualified archeologist.

1

The City shall require that all cultural resources, including archeological
and tribal cultural resources, identified on a site be assessed and treated
in a manner determined appropriate by a qualified archeologist in
consultation with the City’s Office of Historic Resources. A report shall be
prepared according to current professional standards that describes the
resource, how it was assessed, and disposition.

1

4-5

City Council

2

Department of
City Planning,
Office of Historic
Resources

2

City Council

Department of
City Planning,
Office of Historic
Resources

Department of Building
and Safety

Pre-construction of
subsequent development
approvals / Approval from
Department of City Planning
Office of Historic Resources
approval, Issuance of a
building permit

Department of Building
and Safety

2

To be applied to subsequent
development approvals that
involve excavation and
construction at construction/
Inclusion in grading permit
specifications, submittal of
paleontological remains,
reports and surveys to the
Los Angeles County Natural
History Museum
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4.0 Mitigation & Monitoring Program

TABLE 4-1: MITIGATION AND MONITORING PROGRAM
No.
CR3

Mitigation Measure
A qualified paleontologist shall be required to monitor excavation and
grading activities in soils that have not been previously disturbed. If
paleontological resources are uncovered (in either a previously disturbed
or undisturbed area), the City Department of Building and Safety shall be
notified immediately, and all work on the project site shall cease until a
qualified paleontologist evaluates the find. The paleontologist shall
determine the location, the time frame, and the extent to which any
monitoring of earthmoving activities shall be required. Halted
construction activities on the project site may commence once the
identified resources are properly assessed and processed by a qualified
paleontologist.

CR4

The City shall require that all paleontological resources identified on a
project site be assessed and treated in a manner determined by a
qualified paleontologist in consultation with the City’s Office of Historic
Resources. A report shall be prepared according to current professional
standards that describes the resource, how it was assessed, and
disposition. Any reports and surveys shall be submitted to the City’s
Office of Historic Resources and the Natural History Museum of Los
Angeles County.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
HM1
The City shall require that future development that involves new
construction and soil disturbance document that the site is not on any
government list of sites containing hazardous waste or hazardous
materials (including lists prepared pursuant to Government Code,
section 65962.5). A report setting forth the results of this database
search (e.g. historical environmental reports prepared by Enviroscan,
EDR, or similar firms) shall be provided to the City. If the report indicates
the project site, or property within one-quarter mile of the project site has
the potential to be contaminated with hazardous waste or hazardous
materials for any reason, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
(ESA) shall be prepared. The Phase I assessment shall be prepared by
an appropriately qualified individual (with experience in the identification
and mitigation of hazardous materials and wastes) in accordance with
state standards and guidelines to evaluate whether the site or the
surrounding area is contaminated from the past or current uses including
storage, use, transport, generation, and disposal of toxic and hazardous
waste or materials. Depending on the results of this study, further
investigation and remediation may be required in accordance with local,
state, and federal regulations and policies. Any further study found

taha 2012-058
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Implementing
Agency
1
Department of
Building and Safety
2
Office of Historic
Resources

Enforcement and
Monitoring Agency
1
Department of City
Planning
2
Department of
Building and Safety
3
Office of Historic
Resources

Monitoring Phase /
Monitoring Actions
Periodic, to be determined by
a qualified archaeologist if
resources are discovered.
If resources are found,
submission to DBS and DCP
of report documenting
appropriate treatment of
resources by a qualified
archaeologist.

1

Department of
Building and Safety

1

2

2

Periodic, to be determined by
a qualified archaeologist if
resources are discovered.

Office of Historic
Resources

Department of City
Planning
Department of
Building and Safety
3

Office of Historic
Resources

1
2

City Council

Department of
City Planning

Department of Building
and Safety

If resources are found,
submission to DBS and DCP
of report documenting
appropriate treatment of
resources by a qualified
archaeologist.
Pre-construction of
subsequent development
approvals / Preparation of
Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment, investigation by
REA and remediation; further
studies and remediation as
necessary by qualified
contractors
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4.0 Mitigation & Monitoring Program

TABLE 4-1: MITIGATION AND MONITORING PROGRAM
No.

Mitigation Measure
necessary by an appropriately qualified individual or relevant federal,
state, or local agency shall be performed prior to project approval or
made a condition of project approval. Prior to the Department of Building
and Safety’s issuance of any permits that allow for grading or
construction on the project sites that were on a government list or within
one-quarter mile of a site on a government list, the appropriately
qualified individual or relevant agency shall provide written confirmation
to the City that any necessary remediation has been completed to the
satisfaction of the lead agency responsible for cleanup including
confirmation that required site remediation was completed consistent
with the relevant federal, state, or local requirements.

Implementing
Agency

Enforcement and
Monitoring Agency

Monitoring Phase /
Monitoring Actions

Department of
Building and Safety

Department of Building
and Safety

Pre-construction of
subsequent development
approvals

Department of
Building and Safety

Department of Building
and Safety

Ongoing Regulatory
Compliance Measure - City
Practice at Construction /
Inclusion in grading permit
specifications

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
HWQ1

Buildings within a 100-year floodplain shall be designed and constructed
a minimum of one foot above the 100-year flood water surface elevation
to ensure the protection of structures from all flooding events.

NOISE AND VIBRATION
N1
The City, as a condition of any approval for applicable projects within the
ECTNP, shall require all contractors to include the following best
management practices in contract specifications:
 Construction haul truck and materials delivery traffic shall avoid
residential areas whenever feasible. If no alternatives are available,
truck traffic shall be routed on streets with the fewest residences.
 The construction contractor shall locate construction staging areas
away from sensitive uses.
 When construction activities are located within 500 feet of noisesensitive land uses, noise barriers (e.g., temporary walls or piles of
excavated material) shall be constructed between activities and noise
sensitive uses.
 Impact pile drivers shall be avoided where possible in noise-sensitive
areas. Drilled piles or the use of a sonic vibratory pile driver are
quieter alternatives that shall be utilized where geological conditions
permit their use. Noise shrouds shall be used when necessary to
reduce noise of pile drilling/driving.
 Construction equipment shall be equipped with mufflers that comply
with manufacturers’ requirements.
 The construction contractor shall use on-site electrical sources to
power equipment rather than diesel generators where feasible.

taha 2012-058
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TABLE 4-1: MITIGATION AND MONITORING PROGRAM
No.
N2

Mitigation Measure
The following conditions shall apply to future development within New
Industry, Hybrid Industrial: Jobs Emphasis, Hybrid Industrial-Residential
Emphasis, and Mixed Use: Commercial/Residential zones with direct
line-of-site to adjacent residential and other sensitive land uses:

Implementing
Agency
1
City Council
2

Department of
City Planning

Enforcement and
Monitoring Agency
Department of Building
and Safety

Monitoring Phase /
Monitoring Actions
Pre-construction and
construction of subsequent
development approvals /
Identification of historic
buildings, preparation of a
Vibration Control Plan,
issuance of a follow-on letter

Department of Building
and Safety

Pre-construction for
subsequent development
approvals / Preparation of a
noise study

 Industrial activity yards that include the operation of heavy equipment
shall be shielded by sound barriers that block line-of-sight to sensitive
receptors.
 Mechanical equipment (e.g., HVAC Systems) shall be enclosed with
sound buffering materials.
 Truck loading/unloading activity shall be prohibited between the hours
of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. when located within 200 feet of a
residential land use.
 Parking structures located within 200 feet of any residential use shall
be constructed with a solid wall abutting the residences and utilize
textured surfaces on garage floors and ramps to minimize tire squeal.
N3

taha 2012-058

As part of project conditions for new development within the ECTNP
Area, the City shall require all contractors to include the following best
management practices in contract specifications:
 The construction contractor shall manage construction phasing
(scheduling demolition, earthmoving, and ground-impacting
operations so as not to occur in the same time period), use lowimpact construction technologies, and shall avoid the use of vibrating
equipment where possible to avoid construction vibration impacts.
 The construction contractor shall utilize alternatives to impact pile
drivers, such as sonic pile drivers or caisson drills. If geotechnical
limitations require the use of pile driving, control measures shall be
used to reduce vibration levels. These measures may include, but
are not limited to:
Predrilled holes;
-

Cast-in-place or auger cast piles;

-

Pile cushioning (i.e., a resilient material placed between the
driving hammer and the pile);

-

Jetting (i.e., pumping a mixture of air and water through highpressure nozzles to erode the soil adjacent to the pile); and

-

Non-displacement piles (i.e., piles that achieve capacity from
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1
2

City Council

Department of
City Planning
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4.0 Mitigation & Monitoring Program

TABLE 4-1: MITIGATION AND MONITORING PROGRAM
No.

Implementing
Agency

Mitigation Measure
the end bearing rather than the pile shaft).

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
TR1
A trip generation analysis, as well as an access and circulation study per
LADOT guidelines, will be required as part of the development
application for projects within the Specific Plan boundary that result in
net new square footage for purposes of determining consistency of the
project with the transportation assumptions in the EIR. The Specific Plan
area is divided into five ECTNP station segments, as shown in Figure 32 in the Project Description. To be consistent, a project cannot cause
the total estimated 2035 trip forecasts (for the station segment in which it
is located) to exceed the number of either AM or PM peak hour net new
external trips analyzed in the EIR (see Table 4.12-5). If a project is
determined to be consistent, no further traffic analysis will be required.
However, if a project causes the number of either AM or PM peak hour
net external trips to exceed the cumulative total number of trips in the
corresponding station segment analyzed in the EIR, then a projectspecific traffic analysis per current LADOT Guidelines will be required.

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Enforcement and
Monitoring Agency

1

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation
2

Department of
Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase /
Monitoring Actions

Pre-construction for
subsequent development
approvals/ Preparation of a
traffic study if needed

The City will revise this traffic impact consistency determination
methodology, if appropriate, to reflect new traffic impact guidance
mandated by the State of California, Office of Planning and Research in
response to SB 743.
TR2

Centinela Avenue & Exposition Boulevard (Intersection 6). Signalize
the intersection.

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Pre-construction for
subsequent development
approvals or at a time as
determined by the City
through a capital
improvement program.

TR3

Bundy Drive & Olympic Boulevard (Intersection 16). Restripe the
northbound and southbound approaches. The northbound restriping
would add one northbound left-turn lane. This would result in a
northbound approach of one right-turn lane, two through lanes, and two
left-turn lanes. The southbound restriping would add one southbound leftturn lane and change one through lane and the right-turn lane into a
shared through/right lane. This would result in a southbound approach of
one shared through/right lane, one through lane, and two left-turn lanes.

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

1

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation
2
City of Santa Monica

Pre-construction for
subsequent development
approvals or at a time as
determined by the City
through a capital
improvement program.

TR4

Barrington Avenue & Pico Boulevard (Intersection 27). Restripe the
existing northbound curb lane to provide one through lane and one rightturn lane. This improvement would require the removal of one on-street
parking space.

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Pre-construction for
subsequent development
approvals or at a time as
determined by the City
through a capital

taha 2012-058

4-9

Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan
Final EIR - DRAFT

4.0 Mitigation & Monitoring Program

TABLE 4-1: MITIGATION AND MONITORING PROGRAM
Implementing
Agency

Enforcement and
Monitoring Agency

Monitoring Phase /
Monitoring Actions
improvement program.

No.

Mitigation Measure

TR5

Barrington Avenue & Gateway Boulevard (Intersection 28). Restripe
the existing northbound shared through/right-turn lane to provide one
through lane and one right-turn lane. This improvement would require
the removal of four on-street parking spaces.

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Pre-construction for
subsequent development
approvals or at a time as
determined by the City
through a capital
improvement program.

TR6

Sepulveda Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard (Intersection 43).
Restripe the existing eastbound shared left/through/right lane to provide
one shared through/left-turn lane and one right-turn lane.

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Pre-construction for
subsequent development
approvals or at a time as
determined by the City
through a capital
improvement program.

TR7

Sepulveda Boulevard & Palms Boulevard (Intersection 46). Restripe
one existing northbound shared through/right-turn lane to provide one
through lane and one right-turn lane. This improvement would require
the removal of two on-street parking spaces.

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Pre-construction for
subsequent development
approvals or at a time as
determined by the City
through a capital
improvement program.

TR8

Military Avenue & National Boulevard (Intersection 47). Restripe one
existing southbound shared through/right-turn lane to provide one shared
through/left-turn lane and one right-turn lane. This improvement would
require the removal of four on-street parking spaces.

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Pre-construction for
subsequent development
approvals or at a time as
determined by the City
through a capital
improvement program.

TR9

Overland Avenue & National Boulevard / I-10 Westbound On- and
Off-Ramp (Intersection 53). Restripe the existing eastbound shared
through/left-turn lane to a shared left-/through/right-turn lane.

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Pre-construction for
subsequent development
approvals or at a time as
determined by the City
through a capital
improvement program as
determined by the City
through a capital
improvement program.

TR10

La Cienega Boulevard & Venice Boulevard (Intersection 76).
Remove the median to provide a second westbound left-turn lane.

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

1

Pre-construction for
subsequent development
approvals or at a time as
determined by the City
through a capital
improvement program.

taha 2012-058
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Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation
2
Caltrans
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TABLE 4-1: MITIGATION AND MONITORING PROGRAM
Implementing
Agency
Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Enforcement and
Monitoring Agency
1
Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation
2
City of Culver City

Stewart Street & Olympic Boulevard (Intersection 3). Modify the
existing signal phasing to change eastbound left-turn signal phasing from
permitted to protected and change westbound left-turn signal phasing
from protected/permitted to protected.

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

1

TR13

Barrington Avenue & Mississippi Avenue (Intersection 25). Restripe
the existing eastbound shared left/through/right lane to provide one
shared through/left-turn lane and one right-turn lane. This improvement
would require the removal of two on-street parking spaces.

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

TR14

In areas where implementation of the Proposed Project could result in
diversion of traffic to adjacent residential streets, LADOT shall monitor traffic
on identified residential streets, upon request submitted through the Council
Office, to determine if traffic diversion occurs. If traffic on residential streets
is found to be significantly impacted in accordance with current LADOT
guidelines, LADOT will work with the project applicant and neighborhood
residents to survey and monitor the residential street segment/s before and
after project occupancy to assess the need for appropriate traffic calming
measures. These measures could include the following (but are not limited
to):

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

No.
TR11

Mitigation Measure
Sepulveda Boulevard & Venice Boulevard (Intersection 84).
Remove the medians on Venice Boulevard and restripe both the
eastbound and westbound approaches to add one left-turn lane to each
approach.

TR12

 Traffic circles
 Speed humps
 Roadway narrowing effects (e.g. raised medians, traffic chokers etc.)
 Landscaping features
 Roadway striping changes
 Stop signs
In addition to the aforementioned traffic calming measures, neighborhood
improvements can offset the effect of adding traffic. These could include
(but are not limited to) measures such as street trees, sidewalks,
landscaping, neighborhood identification features, and pedestrian amenities.
It would be the project applicant’s responsibility to implement any of the
approved measures through the Bureau of Engineering’s permit process.

taha 2012-058
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Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation
2
City of Santa Monica

Monitoring Phase /
Monitoring Actions
Pre-construction for
subsequent development
approvals or at a time as
determined by the City through
a capital improvement
program.
Pre-construction for
subsequent development
approvals or at a time as
determined by the City through
a capital improvement
program.
Pre-construction for
subsequent development
approvals or at a time as
determined by the City through
a capital improvement
program.
Periodically during Project
development, upon request
submitted through the Council
Office.
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4.0 Mitigation & Monitoring Program

TABLE 4-1: MITIGATION AND MONITORING PROGRAM
No.
TR15

TR16

Mitigation Measure
Arterial Monitoring Station #70 (Venice Boulevard and Centinela
Avenue). Restripe one existing northbound shared through/right-turn
lane to provide one through lane and one right-turn lane and restripe one
existing shared through/right-turn lane to provide one through lane and
one right-turn lane. This improvement would require the removal of four
on-street parking spaces on Venice Boulevard and the relocation of the
bus stop on Centinela Avenue from the south side to the north side of
the intersection.
Projects that require a worksite traffic control plan per current LADOT
guidelines shall submit to LADOT for review and approval a plan that
mitigates the impact of traffic disruption and ensures the safety of all
users of the affected roadway. The plan shall address construction
duration and activities and include measures, such as operating a
temporary traffic signal, using flagmen adjacent to construction activities,
or providing a dedicated pedestrian walkway, as appropriate.

SOURCE: TAHA 2017.
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Implementing
Agency
Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Enforcement and
Monitoring Agency
1
Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation
2

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Monitoring Phase /
Monitoring Actions
To be determined by the City
and Caltrans

Caltrans

Los Angeles
Department of
Transportation

Pre-construction for
subsequent development
approvals / Preparation of a
worksite traffic control plan
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4-2
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MTA DESIGN CRITERIA

ADJACENT CONSTRUCTION DESIGN MANUAL

ADJACENT CONSTRUCTION DESIGN MANUAL

1.0

INTRODUCTION
1.1

Parties planning construction over, under or adjacent to a Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(MTA) facilitiesy or structures are advised to submit for review seven (7)two (2) hard copies
and one (1) electronic copy of their design drawings and four (4) copies of their calculations
showing the relationship between their project and the MTA facilities, for MTA review. The
purpose of the MTA review is to reduce the chance of conflict, damage, and unnecessary
remedial measures for both MTA and the parties. Parties are defined as developers, agencies,
municipalities, property owners or similar organizations proposing to perform or sponsor
construction work near MTA facilities.

1.2

Sufficient drawings and details shall be submitted at each level of completion such as
Preliminary, In-Progress, Pre-final and Final, etc. to facilitate the review of the effects that the
proposed project may or may not have on the MTA facilities. An MTA review requires internal
circulation of the construction drawings to concerned departments (usually includes
Construction, Operations, Maintenance, and Real Estate)for MTA departments review.
Parties shall be responsible for all costs related to MTAdrawing reviews by MTA. MTA costs
shall be based upon the actual hours taken for review at the hourly rate of pay plus overhead
charges. Drawings normally required for review are:
A.

Site Plan

B.

Drainage Area Maps and Drainage Calculations

C.

Architectural drawings

D.

Structural drawings and calculations

E.

Civil Drawings

F.

Utility Drawings

G.

Sections showing Foundations and MTA Structures

H.

Column Load Tables

I.

Pertinent Drawings and calculations detailing an impact on MTA facilities

J.

A copy of the Geotechnical Report.

K.

Construction zone traffic safety and detour plans: Provide and regulate positive traffic
guidance and definition for vehicular and pedestrian traffic adjacent to the construction
site to ensure traffic safety and reduce adverse traffic circulation impact.

L.

Drawings and calculations should be sent to:
MTA Third Party Administration (Permits Administration)
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, California 90012

1
R92-DE303-3.00
Adjacent Construction Design Manual
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MTA DESIGN CRITERIA

ADJACENT CONSTRUCTION DESIGN MANUAL

1.3

If uncertainty exists on the possible impacts a project may have on the MTA facilities, and
before submitting a formal letter requesting a review of a construction project adjacent to the
Metro System, the party or his agent may contact the MTA Third Party Administrator (Permits
). The Party shall review the complexity of the project, and contact MTA to receive an
informal evaluation of the amount of detail required for the MTA review. In those cases,
whereby it appears the project will present no risk to MTA, the Third Party Administrator
(Permits) shall immediately route the design documents to Engineering, Construction,
Operations, Maintenance, and Real Estate departments for a preliminary evaluation. If it is
then confirmed that MTA risk is not present, the Administrator shall process an approval letter
to the party.

1.4

A period of 30 working days should be allowed for review of the drawings and calculations.
Thirty (30) work days should be allowed for each successive review as required. It is noted that
preliminary evaluations are usually produced within 5 working days.

1.5

The party shall reimburse the MTA for any technical review or support services costs incurred
that are associated with his/her request for access to the Metro TransitRail System

1.6

The following items must be completed before starting any construction:

1.7

A.

Each part of the project's design may be reviewed and approved by the MTA. The
prime concern of the MTA is to determine the effect of the project on the MTA structure
and its transit operations. A few of the other parts of a project to be considered are
overhead protection, dust protection, dewatering, and temporary use of public space
for construction activities.

B.

Once the Party has received written acceptance of the design of a given project then
the Party must notify MTA prior to the start of construction, in accordance with the
terms of acceptance.

Qualified Seismic, Structural and Geotechnical Oversight
The design documents shall note the name of the responsible Structural Engineer and
Geotechnical Engineer, licensed in the State of California.

2.0

REVIEW PROCEDURE
2.1

All portions of any proposed design that will have a direct impact on an MTA facility or structure
will be reviewed to assure that the MTA facility or structure is not placed in risk at any time, and
that the design meets all applicable codes and criteria. Any portion of the proposed design that
is to form part of an MTA controlled area shall be designed to meet the MTA Design Criteria
and Standards.

2.2

Permits, where required by the local jurisdiction, shall be the responsibility of the party. City of
L.A. Dept. of Bldg. and Safety and the Bureau of Engineering permit review shall remain in
effect. Party shall refer to MTA Third Party Administration policies and procedures, THD5 for
additional information.

2.3

Monitoring of the temporary support of excavation structures for adjacent construction shall be
required in all cases for excavations within the geotechnical zone of influence of MTA
structures. The extent of the monitoring will vary from case to case.
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2.4

Monitoring of the inside of MTA tunnels and structures shall be required when the adjacent
excavation will unload or load the MTA structure or tunnel. Monitoring of vertical and
horizontal distortions will include use of extensometers, inclinometers, settlement reference
points, tiltmeters, groundwater observation wells, tape extensometer anchor points and load
cells, as appropriately required. Acceptable limits of movement will depend on groundwater
conditions, soil types and also the length of service the stations and tunnels have gone through.
Escorts will be required for the survey parties entering the Metro operating system in
accordance with MTA Operating Rules and Procedures. An MTA account number will be
established and the costs for the escort monitoring and surveying service will be billed directly
to the party or his agent as in section 1.2.

2.5

The calculations submitted for review shall include the following:

2.6

A.

A concise statement of the problem and the purpose of the calculation.

B.

Input data, applicable criteria, clearly stated assumptions and justifying rationale.

C.

References to articles, manuals and source material shall be furnished with the
calculations.

D.

Reference to pertinent codes and standards.

E.

Sufficient sketches or drawing references for the work to be easily understood by an independent reviewer. Diagrams indicating data (such as loads and dimensions) shall be
included along with adequate sketches of all details not considered standard by MTA.

F.

The source or derivation of all equations shall be shown where they are introduced into
the calculations.

G.

Numerical calculations shall clearly indicate type of measurement unit used.

H.

Identify results and conclusions.

I.

Calculations shall be neat, orderly, and legible.

When computer programs are used to perform calculations, the following information shall
accompany the calculation, including the following:
A.

Program Name.

B.

Program Abstract.

C.

Program Purpose and Applications.

D.

Complete descriptions of assumptions, capabilities and limitations.

E.

Instructions for preparing problem data.

F.

Instructions for problem execution.

G.

List (and explanation) of program acronyms and error messages.

H.

Description of deficiencies or uncorrected errors.

I.

Description of output options and interpretations.

J.

Sample problem(s), illustrating all input and output options and hardware execution
statements. Typically, these problems shall be verified problems.

K.

Computer printout of all supporting calculations.
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The "User's Manual" shall also include a certification section. The certification section
shall describe the methods and how they cover the permitted options and uses of the
program.

2.7

Drawings shall be drawn, to scale, showing the location and relationship of proposed adjacent
construction to existing MTA structures at various stages of construction along the entire
adjacent alignment. The stresses and deflections induced in the existing MTA structures
should be provided.

2.8

The short-term and long-term effects of the new loading due to the adjacent construction on the
MTA structures shall be provided. The soil parameters and other pertinent geotechnical criteria
contained in existing contract documents for the affected structure, plus any additional
conditions shall be used to analyze the existing MTA structures.

2.9

MTA structures shall be analyzed for differential pressure loadings transferred from the
adjacent construction site.

MECHANICAL CRITERIA
3.1

Existing services to MTA facilities, including chilled water and condenser water piping, potable
and fire water, storm and sanitary sewer, piping, are not to be used, interrupted nor disturbed
without written approval of MTA.

3.2

Surface openings of ventilation shafts, emergency exits serving MTA underground facilities,
and ventilation system openings of surface and elevated facilities are not to be blocked or
restricted in any manner. Construction dust shall be prevented from entering MTA facilities.

3.3

Hot or foul air, fumes, smoke, steam, etc., from adjacent new or temporary facilities are not to
be discharged within 40 feet of existing MTA ventilation system intake shafts, station entrances
or portals. Tunnel ventilation shafts are both intake and discharge structures.

3.4

Clear access for the fire department to the MTA fire department connections shall be
maintained at all times. Construction signs shall be provided to identify the location of MTA
fire department connections. No interruption to fire protection water service will be permitted at
any time.

3.5

Modifications to existing MTA mechanical systems and equipment, including ventilation shafts,
required by new connections into the MTA System, shall only be permitted with prior review
and approval by MTA. If changes are made to MTA property as built drawings shall be
provided reflecting these changes.
At the option of MTA, the adjacent construction party shall be required to perform the field tests
necessary to verify the adequacy of the modified system and the equipment performance. This
verification shall be performed within an agreed time period jointly determined by MTA and the
Party on a case by case basis. Where a modification is approved, the party shall be held
responsible to maintain original operating capacity of the equipment and the system impacted
by the modification.
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OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS
4.1

4.2

GENERAL
A.

Normal construction practices must be augmented to insure adequate safety for the
general public entering Metro Stations and riding on Metro Trains and Buses. Design
of a building, structure, or facility shall take into account the special safety
considerations required for the construction of the facility next to or around an
operating transit system.

B.

Projects which require working over or adjacent to MTA station entrances shall develop
their construction procedures and sequences of work to meet the following minimum
requirements:
1.

Construction operations shall be planned, scheduled and carried out in a way
that will afford the Metro patrons and the general public a clean, safe and
orderly access and egress to the station entrance during revenue hours.

2.

Construction activities which involve swinging a crane and suspended loads
over pedestrian areas, MTA station entrances and escalators, tracks or Metro
bus passenger areas shall not be performed during revenue hours. Specific
periods or hours shall be granted on a case-by-case basis, with the approval
of Construction Work Plan by MTA Construction Safety Department.

3.

All cranes must be stored and secured facing away from energized tracks,
when appropriate.

4.

All activity must be coordinated through the MTA Track Allocation process in
advance of work activity. All members of the work crew will be required to
attend MTA Safety Training.

5.

In order to provide a safe zone to maintain adjacent developments. All
developments adjacent to Metro At‐Grade Stations, Aerial Stations or
Track Guideways shall provide a minimum 5 foot setback from the Metro
and developer’s shared property line to the outside face of the proposed
structure at Metro or the developer’s property for maintenance to be
performed or installed from within the zone created by this setbacks.

OVERHEAD PROTECTION - Station Entrances
A.

Overhead protection from falling objects shall be provided over MTA facilities
whenever there is possibility, due to the nature of a construction operation, that an
object could fall in or around MTA station entrances, bus stops, elevators, or areas
designed for public access to MTA facilities. Erection of the overhead protection for
these areas shall be done during MTA non-revenue hours.
1.

The design live load for all overhead protection shall be 150 pounds per square
foot minimum. The design wind load on the temporary structures shall be 20
pounds per square foot, on the windward and leeward sides of the structure.

2.

The overhead protection shall be constructed of fire rated materials. Materials
and equipment shall not be stored on the completed shield. The roof of the
5
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shield shall be constructed and maintained watertight.
B.

Lighting in public areas and around affected MTA facilities shall be provided under the
overhead protection to maintain a minimum level of twenty-five (25) footcandles at the
escalator treads or at the walking surface. The temporary lighting shall be maintained
by the Party.

C.

Wooden construction fencing shall be installed at the boundary of the areas with public
access. The fencing shall be at least eight-feet high, and shall meet all applicable
code requirements.

D.

An unrestricted public access path shall be provided at the upper landing of the
entrance escalator-way in accordance with the following:

E.

4.3

1.

A vertical clearance between the walking surface and the lowest projection of
the shield shall be 8'-0".

2.

A clear pedestrian runoff area extending beyond the escalator newel shall be
provided, the least dimension of which shall be twenty (20) feet.

3.

A fifteen (15) foot wide strip (other than the sidewalk) shall be maintained on
the side of the escalator for circulation when the escalator is pointed away from
a street corner.

4.

A clear path from any MTA emergency exit to the public street shall be
maintained at all times.

Temporary sidewalks or pedestrian ways, which will be in use more than 10 days, shall
be constructed of four (4") inch thick Portland cement concrete or four (4") inches of
asphaltic concrete placed over a minimum four (4”) inches of untreated base
material, and finished by a machine.

OVERHEAD PROTECTION - Operating Right-of-Way Trackage
A.

MTA Rail Operations Control Center shall be informed of any intent to work above, on,
or under the MTA right-of-way. Crews shall be trained and special flagging operations
shall be directed by MTA Rail Operations Control Center. The party shall provide
competent persons to serve as Flaggers. These Flaggers shall be trained and certified
by MTA Rail Operations prior to any work commencing. All costs incurred by MTA
shall be paid by the party.

B.

A construction project that will require work over, under or adjacent to the at grade and
aerial MTA right-of-way should be aware that the operation of machinery, construction
of scaffolding or any operation hazardous to the operation of the MTA facility shall
require that the work be done during non-revenue hours and authorized through the
MTA Track Allocation process.

C.

MTA flagmen or inspectors from MTA Operations shall observe all augering, pile
driving or other work that is judged to be hazardous. Costs associated with the
flagman or inspector shall be borne by the Party.
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The party shall request access rights or track rights to perform work during nonrevenue hours. The request shall be made through the MTA Track Allocation process.

OTHER METRO FACILITIES
A.

Access and egress from the public streets to fan shafts, vent shafts and emergency
exits must be maintained at all times. The shafts shall be protected from dust and
debris. See Exhibit A for details.

B.

Any excavation in the vicinity of MTA power lines feeding the Metro System shall be
through hand excavation and only after authorization has been obtained through the
MTA Track Allocation process. MTA Rail Operations Control Center shall be informed
before any operations commences near the MTA power system.

C.

Flammable liquids shall not to be stored over or within 25 feet horizontally of MTA
underground facilities. If installed within 25 to 100 feet horizontally of the structure,
protective encasement of the tanks shall be required in accordance with NFPA STD
130. Existing underground tanks located within 100 feet horizontally of MTA facilities
and scheduled to be abandoned are to be disposed of in accordance with Appendix C
of NFPA STD 130. NFPA STD 130 shall also be applied to the construction of new
fuel tanks.

D.

Isolation of MTA Facilities from Blast
Subsurface areas of new adjacent private buildings where the public has access or that
cannot be guaranteed as a secure area, such as parking garages and commercial
storage and warehousing, will be treated as areas of potential explosion. NFPA 130,
Standard for Fixed Guideway Transit Systems, life safety separation criteria will be
applied that assumes such spaces contain Class I flammable, or Class II or Class III
Combustible liquids. For structural and other considerations, isolation for blast will be
treated the same as seismic separation, and the more restrictive shall be applied.

E.

4.5

Any proposed facility that is located within 20 feet radius of an existing Metro facility
will require a blast and explosion study and recommendations to be conducted by a
specialist who is specialized in the area of blast force attenuation. This study must
assess the effect that an explosion in the proposed non-Metro facility will have on the
adjacent Metro facility and provide recommendations to prevent any catastrophic
damage to the existing Metro facility. Metro must approve the qualifications of the
proposed specialist prior to commencement of any work on this specialized study.

SAFETY REGULATIONS
A.

Comply with Cal/OSHA Compressed Air Safety Orders Title 8, Division 1, Chapter 4,
Subchapter 3. Comply with California Code of Regulations Title 8, Title 29 Code of
Federal Regulations; and/or the Construction Safety and Health Manual ( Part F ) of
the contract whichever is most stringent in regulating the safety conditions to be
maintained in the work environment as determined by the Authority. The Party
recognizes that government promulgated safety regulations are minimum standards
and that additional safeguards may be required
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B.

Comply with the requirements of Chemical Hazards Safety and Health Plan, (per 29
CFR 1910.120 entitled, ( Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response) with
respect to the handling of hazardous or contaminated wastes and mandated specialty
raining and health screening.

C.

Party and contractor personnel while within the operating MTA right-of-way shall
coordinate all safety rules and procedures with MTA Rail Operations Control Center.

D.

When support functions and electrical power outages are required, the approval MUST
be obtained through the MTA Track Allocation procedure. Approval of the support
functions and power outages must be obtained in writing prior to shutdown.

CORROSION
5.1

STRAY CURRENT PROTECTION
A.

Because stray currents may be present in the area of the project, the Party shall
investigate the site for stray currents and provide the means for mitigation when
warranted.

B.

Installers of facilities that will require a Cathodic Protection (CP) system must
coordinate their CP proposals with MTA. Inquiries shall be routed to the Manager,
Third Party Administration.

C.

The Party is responsible for damage caused by its contractors to MTA corrosion test
facilities in public right-of-way.

End of Section
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 5
S T AT E OF CA L I F O R N I A

Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
Ken Alex
Director

Edmund G. Brown Jr.
Governor

May 23, 2017

Lameese Elqura
City of Los Angeles
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Subject: Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan
SCH#: 2013031038
Dear Lameese Elq ura:
The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The
review period closed on May 22, 2017. and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This letter
acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.
Please call the State Clearinghouse at (9 J6) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project. please refer to the
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.
Sincerely,

/'7

~----~~?'/
::=-/

Scott Morgan
Director, State Clearingho use

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (91G) 445-0613 FAX (91G) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov
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Document :Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base
SCH#
Project Title
Lead Agency

Type
Description

2013031038
Exposition CorridorTransit Neighborhood Plan
Los Angeles , City of

.EIR

Draft EIR

The City of Los Angeles is preparing a Specific Plan and other regulatory changes for the Exposition
Light Rail corridor, which would guide the future development of the area within the boundaries
indicated in Figure 1. This Project Area is located within City Council Districts 5, 10, and 11 , and
comprises portions of the West Los Angeles, Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey, and West Adams , Baldwin
Hills-Leimert Community Plan areas . The Project Area is located entirely within the incorporated City of
Los Angeles , and abuts the City of Culver City and the City of Santa Monica. Note that not all
properties shown in the Project Area will be affected .

.Lead Agency Contact
Name
Agency
Phone
email
Address
City

Lameese Elqura
City of Los Angeles
213 978 1178

Fax

200 N. Spring Street, Room 667
Los Angeles

State CA

.Zip 90012

Project ·Location
County
City
Region
Lat I .Long
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township

Los Angeles
Los Angeles , City of, Culver City , Santa Monica
34 °.2' 12" N /1 18°.25' 31.79" W
Corridor along Exposition Light Rail Line between Culver City & Exposition/Bundy stations
Multiple
Section
Base
Range

Proximity to:
Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use
Project Issues

1-1 O; 1-405
Santa Monica
Exposition .Light Rail
Ballena Creek
various

Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Coastal Zone ; Drainage/Absorption ; Economics/Jobs ;
Geologic/Seismic; Noise ; Population/Housing Balance ; Public Services ; Recreation/Parks ;
Schools/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading ; Solid Waste ;
Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation ; Water Quality; Water Supply; Growth Inducing ; Landuse ;
Cumulative Effects

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife , Region 5 ; Office of Historic Preservation ;
Department of Parks and Recreation ; Department of Water Resources ; California Highway Patrol ;
Caltrans, District 7; Regional Water Quality Control Board , Region 4 ; Air Resources Board:
Transportation Projects ; Department of Toxic Substances Control ; Native American Heritage
Commission ; California Energy Commission ; Public Utilities Commission; State Lands Commission

Date Received

04/06/20 17

Start of Review

04/06/2017

End of Review 05/22/2017

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient infnrm::itinn nrnvirlPrl hv IP::irl ::immr,v
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 7

CITY OF CULVER CITY
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
4343 DUQUESNE AVENUE, CULVER CITY, CA 90232
(310) 253-6500 x FAX (310) 253-6513

Art A. Ida
Transportation Director

June 5, 2017
Lameese Chang
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667
Los Angeles, California 90012
Dear Mr. Chang,
Please see below for comments from Culver City Transportation Department on 1). Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan, 2). The
Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan, and 3). The Exposition Corridor Streetscape
Plan.
Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan DEIR
1. On page 4.12-21:
a) Information on Culver City Bus Line 1 - Please revise and indicate that Culver City
Bus Line 1 runs seven days a week with a headway of about 12 to 20 mins. Line 1
has a weekday service hour from 5:40 AM to 11:27 PM. On Saturdays, Sundays, and
Holidays, Line 1 runs from 6 AM to 11:40 PM.
b) Information on Culver City Bus Line 3 - Please revise as indicated below. Line 3 is a
local north/south line that runs from Century City in the north to the Culver City
Transit Center in the south. In the study area, the line travels along Westwood
Boulevard, National Boulevard, and Motor Avenue. Service hours begin at 5:30 a.m.
and end at 11:00 11:30 p.m. Weekday headways are 20 minutes all day until 8:00
p.m. After 8:00 p.m. and on weekends, headways are 30 minutes.
2. On page 4.12-22:
a) Information on Culver City Bus Line 6 - Please revise as indicated below. Line 6
provides localized service on Sepulveda Boulevard and Westwood Boulevard
between the Metro Green Line Station in Inglewood and UCLA in Westwood. Buses
run at 10- to 15-minute approximately 20-min headways during the peak weekday
hours and approximately 20- to 30-minute headways during off peak periods and
weekends.
b) Please add information on Culver City Bus Line Rapid 6 Short line – Rapid 6
Shortline is a short directional service provided between Palms Blvd and UCLA.
Northbound trips operates during AM peak hour from 6:35 AM to 10:34 AM, and the
Southbound trips operates during PM peak hour starting from 1:45 PM to 7:04 PM.
c) Culver City Bus Line 7 – Please revise as indicated below. Line 7 is a local east/west
line that runs from Venice Boulevard and Culver Boulevard in the east to Marina Del
Rey in the west. Line 7 only operates during weekdays with 40 to 45-minute
____________________________
Culver City Employees take pride in effectively providing the highest levels of service to enrich the quality of life for the community by building on
our tradition of more than seventy-five years of public service, by our present commitment, and by our dedication to meet the challenges of the
future.
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headways. This line travels primarily along Culver Boulevard in the study area only
during weekdays.
3. On page 4.12-34
a) Detailed analysis on impacts to the bus service that service each of the station areas
in the Neighborhood Plan should be conducted to evaluate the impacts on bus
circulation, travel/run time, and bus capacity.
4. On page 4.12-35 SAFETY
a) The determination of significance of safety impact should also include the following
factor:
The intensity of bus service in the area, sufficient bus pull-in and pull-out zones,
height clearance, side clearance on the sidewalk (adjacent to the bus stop zone)
should be provided for bus parking and passengers loading zones. This is especially
important at stops served by multiple bus lines.
5. On page 4.12-75 (Impact 4.12-6)
a) Detailed analysis on impacts to the bus service that service each of the station areas
in the Neighborhood Plan should be conducted to evaluate the impacts on bus
circulation, travel/run time, and bus capacity.
6. On page 4.12-80 (Impact 4.12-9)
a) LADOT shall notify and coordinate with all applicable transit providers on all
constructions within the Plan area that are adjacent and/or at bus stop(s) that will
impact the use of and access to the bus stop(s). LA should require the responsible
construction contractor/developer to prepare a transit handling plan for the work zone
in the public right-of-way and detailing the type and content of transit related
construction warning and wayfinding signage and location. LA should ensure that
the use of the existing bus stops be maintained during construction, if possible, and
that there is safe and convenient access to/from these bus stop zones during
construction. The transit handling plan should be provided to the transit providers as
part of LA’s coordination with transit providers on all relevant construction in the
Plan area.
Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan (Plan Document)
7. On Page 2-27 of the ECTNP, the Plan indicates Transit Benefit requirements for nonresidential uses that have at least 50 employees.
a) Transit benefits should also be required for non-residential uses that have fewer than
50 employees to maximize people’s use of transit.
b) The station areas in the Plan are also serviced by other transit agencies such as Culver
City, and a “B-TAP+Green” transit pass (that will allow people to use both Metro
and Culver CityBus service) should be established and provided.
8. Vehicle Trip Reduction Requirement (page 3-11, ECTNP):
The Plan indicates that projects must demonstrate either a 10% reduction in AM or PM
peak-hour weekday vehicle trips from baseline vehicle trip level, or an AVR of 1.75 for
AM peak-hour weekday vehicle trips. (In other words, if AVR is being used to
demonstrate the trip reduction, then a Vehicle Trip Generation Study is not required.)
a) What happens if the AVR is still lower than 1.75 after the 10% reduction in peakhour vehicular trips? Are there additional measures that will require the developers
to implement in order to achieve the AVR goal?
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b) The 10% reduction requirement should be achieved through implementing TDM
strategies. Trip reductions caused by internal caption should not be counted toward
the 10% reduction.
9. Environmental Review Procedures (Page 6-8, ECTNP):
a) In the section above (Page 3-11), the document indicated that if AVR is being used to
demonstrate the trip reduction, then a Vehicle Trip Generation Study is not required.
However, on page 6-8, the documents indicates that projects that result in net new
square footage must submit a Vehicle Trip Generation Study. Please clarify. Does
an AVR of 1.75 exempt projects that result in new net square footage from
conducting a Vehicle Trip Generation Study?
b) Mobility Amenities below should be added to the plan:
o Dedicated Kiss-and-Ride area
o Private shuttle area
o Taxi area
Exposition Corridor Streetscape Plan
10. Sepulveda Boulevard from Olympic to Exposition (Draft Expo Corridor Streetscape Plan
Page 5-10):
a) The Plan erroneously shows that there is a northbound stop on Sepulveda south of
Pico Boulevard (nearside of Sepulveda/Pico intersection). However, the existing bus
stop is located on Sepulveda north of Pico Boulevard (farside of Sepulveda/Pico
intersection).
b) The Plan currently doesn’t shown the northbound bus stop under the Train track after
Exposition Blvd. This northbound bus stop on Sepulveda just north of Exposition
Boulevard should be indicated on the plan.
c) There should be a southbound bus stop in front/adjacent of the Exposition Line
Sepulveda Station. In the last several years, there have been discussions between
Council District 5, LADOT, Culver CityBus, and the developer of the property on the
west side of Sepulveda immediately north of the Expo station to establish a bus stop
north of the southbound right turn pocket. The Plan should establish a bus stop at
this location to accommodate for the demand for a southbound stop in front/adjacent
to the light rail station.
11. Sepulveda Boulevard from Olympic to Exposition (Draft Expo Corridor Streetscape Plan
page 5-13):
a) Have other bus lane configurations been studied for Sepulveda Boulevard?
b) Culver CityBus provides bus service on Sepulveda Boulevard from Wilshire
Boulevard to LAX, which includes the Sepulveda Boulevard corridor in the Plan
area. Based on regional funding rules, any implementation of the bus lane on this
corridor that would have impacts to the bus service would require coordination with
and concurrence from Culver CityBus.
If you have any questions, please contact me at diana.chang@culvercity.org.
Best Regards,

Diana Chang
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.

149 S. Barrington Ave., Box 194, Los Angeles, CA 90049

www.brentwoodcommunitycouncil.org
June 2, 2017
Lameese Chang
City Of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
201 N. Figueroa St, #600
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Sent Via Email: lameese.chang@lacity.org
RE: Draft Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan, ENV-2013-622-EIR
Dear Ms. Chang,

The Brentwood Community Council (“BCC”) is the broadest based Brentwood
community organization, representing approximately 50,000 stakeholders of the
90049 community. BCC includes 13 homeowners associations, multi-family
residential dwellers, business organizations, schools, religious groups, volunteer
service groups, public safety and environmental organizations.

Bundy Drive is one of two north-south arteries that link Brentwood to the I-10
freeway and other areas south of Brentwood. All of our comments on the Draft
Exposition Corridor TNP are specific to the Bundy Expo station as this the only one
that has a direct impact on our area.

The Brentwood Community Council supports the Draft Exposition Corridor TNP
proposals for the Bundy Expo station, particularly the rezoning of the area south of
Olympic Blvd. to allow multifamily residential buildings. Given the overwhelming
need for housing in LA, we could support even higher density of housing in this
section than R1.5 if not opposed by West LA neighborhood groups.

However, we feel strongly that any retail space included in the mixed development
be truly “neighborhood serving” and not be of such a size that establishments would
draw in car trips from outside of the immediate area. In particular, we strongly
oppose the addition of any large supermarket. As we noted in our comments on
Martin Town Expo, there are already 10 large grocery stores within 1.5 miles of
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Bundy/Olympic and no more “destination markets” that would generate additional
car trips are needed.

In addition, we also strongly oppose adding any more commercial office space to
this area, whether “creative” or otherwise. All of the major streets in Brentwood and
West LA are gridlocked during peak traffic periods. A lot of this traffic is due to an
overabundance of commercial office space on the Bundy Corridor in Los Angeles
and further west in Santa Monica, combined with a lack of housing. This plan is an
opportunity to correct this imbalance.

We notice that the DEIR calls for adding a median to Olympic Blvd. west of the I-405.
We request that any median be small enough that no lanes on Olympic Blvd. need to
be eliminated as this would worsen the area’s traffic problems.
We request that the City consider asking any developers who build large projects as
part of the TNP be required to contribute to the funding of measures to encourage
the use of active transportation in the area. These measures could include
improvements to the pedestrian environment and transit options such as a DASH
bus that could bring residents and commuters from the Bundy Expo stop to
destinations such as Sawtelle, Wilshire Blvd, and Pico Blvd. Having this bus would
further reduce the need for people to get into their cars.

Thank you for including our comments.
Sincerely,

Larry Watts
Larry Watts, BCC Chairman

1345300.2
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 10

PO Box 49427 • Los Angeles CA 90049 • info@brentwoodhomeowners.org

June 2, 2017
Lameese Chang
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring St, #667
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Via Email: lameese.chang@lacity.org

RE: Preliminary Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan (Expo TNP),
CPC-2013-621-ZC-GPA-SP; ENV-2013-622-EIR
Dear Ms. Chang,
Our comments relate to the proposed Expo TNP new zoning and development
standards for properties near the Bundy Expo stop. Just as you have already done
with the Pico Boulevard area in Westwood, we request that you acknowledge the
fact that the Bundy/Olympic area already has significant density coupled with
crippling traffic.
The Brentwood Homeowners Association encompasses a territory of approximately
3,200 single-family homes west of the 405 and north of San Vicente Boulevard. The
proposed new zoning near the Bundy Expo stop is on roads that our residents use
each day for access to the I-10 and the Expo line.
We strongly suggest that the Specific Plan for the Bundy area refrain from the
tendency to encourage mixed uses that would include office space and retail. New
development should be limited to only housing, and only locally serving retail
intended for use by adjacent residents who need not drive to the retail. Also, the
success of the Expo line requires realistic estimates of unused capacity, after taking
into account new development apart from a TNP, before blindly adding density.
Further, in view of the plan to revise Community Plans, serious consideration should
be given to simultaneously working on the TNP and Community Plan, something that
may even be required by CEQA in order to evaluate cumulative environmental
impacts.
The recently approved Martin Town Center mixed use, transit adjacent, project at
Bundy/Olympic that includes 150,000 sqft of office space and 99,000 sqft of
retail space, is estimated to generate additional daily car trips between 7,000 and
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Expo TNP
Brentwood Homeowners Association
Page 2 of 2

15,000, and have significant adverse impacts on over a dozen intersections in the
proposed Bundy Expo TNP area. There is no doubt that the additional congestion
will divert traffic north through the Brentwood area that originates in Santa Monica
and is headed to the 405. Enough is enough!
Please add our contact information in our letterhead above to receive all further
notifications regarding this project.
Sincerely,

Raymond Klein
Raymond Klein, President

10-2
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 11

Fix The City

LameeseChang
CityPlanner

Sentviaemailtolameese.chang@lacity.org

RE:CommentsontheDraftExpositionCorridorTransitNeighborhoodPlan(ENV2013622EIR)

June6,2017

PleaseacceptthefollowingcommentsaspartoftherecordfortheExpositionCorridorTransitNeighborhoodPlan(“ECTNP”).

TheECTNPiswhollylackingasanenvironmentaldocumentunderCEQAandasaninformativedocumentforthepublic.Worse,
itseekstoremovepublicinvolvementfromtheplanningprocess.Keyissuesare:

WestL.A.CommunityPlan
TheECTNPisirreparablyinconsistentwiththeWestL.A.CommunityPlanwithregardtoatleastinfrastructure.TheWestL.A.
planstates:

“…if this monitoring finds that population in the Plan area is occurring faster than projected; and, that infrastructure
resourcecapacitiesarethreatened,particularlycriticalonessuchaswaterandsewerage;and,thatthereisnotaclear
commitmenttoatleastbeginthenecessaryimprovementswithintwelvemonths;thenbuildingcontrolsshouldbeput
intoeffect,forallorportionsoftheWestLosAngelesCommunity,untillandusedesignationsfortheCommunityPlanand
correspondingzoningarerevisedtolimitdevelopment.”

TheECTNPmakesnoattempttodiscloseinfrastructurecapacitiesasrequired,makeadeterminationiftheyareadequate
and/orthreatenedandtoprovideforfundingintheeventofinadequacy.TheCityhasmadenocommitmenttorestoring
adequacywhilecriticalinfrastructurecapacitiesforschools,parks,libraries,police,fire,streets,sidewalks,curbs,gutters,water
deliveryandtheurbanforestareinadequate–bytheCity’sownadmission.

GeneralPlanFramework
TheECTNPisirreparablyinconsistentwiththeGeneralPlanFrameworkwithregardtotheCitymandatedmitigationrestricting
increasesindensityunlessanduntilthereisadequateinfrastructure.Noefforthasbeenmadetoprovidetherequiredanalysis
ormakethenecessaryfindingssupportedbysubstantialevidence.

TheCityhasdefinedthemeaningofthosepolicesanddesignatedthosepoliciesasCEQAmitigationscallingthem“Mitigation
ThroughFrameworkPolicy.”Specifically:
x TheCityhasstatedthepolicy“requiresthattype,amount,andlocationofdevelopmentbecorrelatedwiththeprovision
ofadequatesupportinginfrastructureandservices.”
x That“WhatbecameclearwasthatacrucialfeatureofdealingwithgrowthimpactswascontainedintheGeneralPlan
Framework–itsprogramfortimingallowabledevelopmentwithavailableinfrastructure…”
x “Allowableincreasesindensity…wouldnotoccuruntilinfrastructureanditsfundingwasavailable”
x ThattheCitychosetheGPFbecause“ithadthebestcombinationoflandusepoliciestiedtomitigationmeasurestiedto
annualreportingandselectiveamendmentsofcommunityplansonlywhenconsistentwithGPFpolicies.”




FixTheCity

www.FixTheCity.Org

@FixTheCityLA
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Fix The City
TheGPFEIRexplicitlyreliedonthesemitigationstoensureadequatepublicsafety.TheCitycannotnowabandonthose
mitigationsasunnecessaryorinfeasiblehavingalreadyarguedthatthemitigationsarebothnecessaryandfeasible.

Police

Fire

11-2
cont.



ExpoFEIR
TheECTNPisInconsistentwithExpoFEIRfindingsthat“growthinducingimpacts(ofExpo)arelessthansignificant.”(“Such
developmentwouldbesubjecttoexistingzoningandwouldbeconsideredbylocaljurisdictionsaspartoftheirprojectapproval
processtoensurevisualcompatibility.Assuch,thecumulativeimpactsassociatedwithotherplannedorapprovedprojectsare
expectedtobelessthansignificant.”)

Westwood/PicoNOD
TheECTNPisinconsistentwiththepurpose,assurancesandprotectionsintheWestwood/PicoNODandoverridesthose
protectionsorisatleastunclearastowhichprotectionsremaininplace.TheWestwoodPicoNODstatesasitspurpose:

“WHEREAStheDirectorofPlanninghasconductedastudyandhasfoundthattheportionsofWestwoodBoulevard,Pico
Boulevard,andOverlandAvenueidentifiedinthisOrdinancehaveavarietyofcommercialusesandactivitiesandhavea
majorityofstructuresofasimilarsizeandwitharchitecturaldetailssuchasthelocationofwindows,buildingwallsand
pedestrianentranceswhichifpreservedandenhancedwouldencouragepeopleinthesurroundingneighborhoodsto
walkandshopalongthesestreets;”




FixTheCity

www.FixTheCity.Org

@FixTheCityLA
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Fix The City
AdditionalECTNPDEIRFaults
x Publicsafetyimpactsareneitherdiscussednorstudied.
x Schoolimpactsareneitherdiscussednorstudied,especiallywithregardtocapacity.
x Growthinducingaspectsareneitherdiscussednorstudied.
x PreExpotrafficanalysesarenolongervalidjustastransitridershipdataarenolongervalid.
x Areastargetedforincreaseddensityarelocatedalongpotentiallyactivefaultlines,atleastincludingtheOverland
AvenueFault.
x Displacementofexistingbusinessesisneitherdiscussednorstudied.
x Displacementofexistingresidentsisneitherdiscussednorstudied,especiallythoseinrentcontrolledhousing.
x Cutthroughtrafficasaresultofplanbuildoutisnotstudied,includingimpactsontheMotorAvenuetripcap.
x ThereappearstobepiecemealingofcertainpoliciesandprocedureswithregardtotheWestLATimp.
x Thereisnodiscussionofairqualityissuesasaresultofincreasedcongestion.
x Thereisnodiscussionoftheimpactonmasstransitifdensityisincreasedaroundstations,thusmakingthemless
accessibletomoreremotestakeholders.
x TheECTNP,includingthegoalofdecreasingcongestion,isinconsistentwithstatedgoalsoftheGeneralPlan/Mobility
Plan2035.
x ThereisnoHealthImpactAssessment,discussionorguidelineswithregardtothehealthimpactsofbuildingnear
freeways,especiallywithregardtooutdooramenities.(https://www.cdc.gov/healthyplaces/hia.htm)
x Thereisnoanalysisontrafficpatternsinthearea,especiallywithregardtoatgradecrossingsandincreasedpedestrian
volume.
x Thereisnoanalysisorassessmentofimpactsofhomelessnessintheprojectarea.
x Properassessmentbythepublicisimpossiblewithoutafullydetailedmitigationmonitoringplan.
x Theeliminationofsiteplanreviewremovesakeyassuranceforthepublic,thelossofwhichhasnotbeenadequately
disclosedtostakeholders.
x TheeliminationoftherequirementsofLAMC12.22A.18hasnotbeenadequatelydisclosed.
x Theremovalofconditionalusepermitrequirementsper12.24.Veliminateslocalinputintoplanningdecisions,theloss
ofwhichhasnotbeenadequatelydisclosedtostakeholders.
x Theremovalofconditionalusepermitrequirementsformajorprojectsper12.24.U.14eliminatesacriticalpointof
engagementinplanningdecisions,thelossofwhichhasnotbeenadequatelydisclosedtostakeholders.
x Theimpactofthestatementin1.1.3.Bhasnotbeenadequatelydisclosedanditsmeaningisunclearwhentakenwith
otherstatementsintheDEIRsuchasthestatementmadein1.1.3.C.

Weincorporatebyreference:
x ResponsetimestatisticsfoundonFireStatforstations19,37,43,59,92,63.(http://www.lafd.org/fsla/stationsmap)
x TheGrandJuryfindingsonLAFDResponseTimes.(http://documents.latimes.com/lcountygrandjuryauditlafd
responsetimes/)
x LACityControllerResponseTimeAuditandotherpublisheddocuments(http://documents.latimes.com/lafddata
controversy/)
x LAFDandLAPDfindingswithregardtotheprojectat1112211150PicoBoulevard.
x StreetPCIassessment(http://bss.lacity.org/NeighborhoodCouncils/street assessment map/map.html)
x Parksassessment(http://lacountyparkneeds.org/FinalReportAppendixA/StudyArea 085.pdf)
x Sidewalkstatus(http://graphics.latimes.com/lasidewalksmap/)
x Waterpipestatus(http://graphics.latimes.com/laagingwaterinfrastructure/)

WelookforwardtoathoroughreviewofthesecriticalissuesaswellasarecirculationoftheDEIR.

Sincerely,
FixTheCity

FixTheCity
www.FixTheCity.Org
@FixTheCityLA
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 12
Fix the City Comments on Expo Specific Plan
Laura Lake
Laura@FixTheCity.org

June 6, 2017

INTRODUCTION
1. Potential for significant adverse impacts must include other major proposed projects
(cumulative impacts) within the Community Plans. In order to avoid significant impacts, and to
keep all the elements of the General Plan internally consistent, these proposals must be part of
updating Community Plans rather than piecemeal, incremental increases to the community
plans. (p. 1.) For example, the Expo plan must address the Fox Studio Expansion proposal to see
if the provision of additional density and entitlements is required and how the two specific plans
would impact each other.
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2. The EIR must include a Supplemental Recirculated EIR with the revisions of deleting and adding
subareas, as well as cumulative impacts near the Expo Corridor.
3. The traffic analysis is stale. The project began in 2013 (p. 1). The data and analysis must be
updated.
4. The premise of the plan is to “promote transit ridership” but there is no evidence that merely
increasing density will accomplish this goal, especially with increased fairs, scheduling problems,
etc. Rather, the plan appears to be premised on an ideology that high-density market-rate
housing will magically convert auto drivers into rail commuters. In the absence of an origindestination study, this is not supported by substantial evidence. Please provide substantial
evidence that high density rail corridors will mass transit use.
5. The Primary Objective 1 is to implement the GPF. But this GP Framework Policy 3.3.2 mandates
that development not be intensified and may be halted unless and until adequate infrastructure
and public services are provided. This specific plan EIR does not provide substantial evidence
that Police, Fire, for example are adequate and can accommodate intensified development. The
DEIR failed to provide analysis of facilities and response times for LAFD, for example. An origindestination study must be provided and recirculated to support the premise that this specific
plan will reduce auto dependence.
6. Impact on visual character and shade conflicts with the preservation and conservation of
existing residential communities. (p. 3)
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7. Public services also include Police and Fire, which are understaffed now, have substandard
response times and facilities. What is the basis for the DEIR to conclude that there are no
significant adverse impacts on police and fire? (pp. 2-3, 2-4)
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8. Please provide an additional alternative for self-driving vehicles versus intensification of landuse adjacent to the Expo line.
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9. The DEIR failed to adequately analyze the risks associated with increased development near
the Overland Fault/Newport-Inglewood Fault. Please revise and recirculate the DEIR with an
analysis of this significant seismic hazard and correct the summary of impacts 4.4-3, 4.4-2. For
example, homes located along Overland Avenue near Santa Monica Boulevard were red-tagged
during the 1994 Northridge Earthquake. The EIR is deficient in analyzing the impact of this fault
and increased risk to the public.
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10. LAFD Response Time at the stations serving the Expo Corridor is not presently meeting the City’s
NFPA 1710 standard of an EMS response time of within 5 minutes 90% of the time, and a nonEMS response time of 5:20 minutes within 90% of the time. Expansion is therefore required, but
there are no plans or funding available. Literally, new facilities are required to meet the city’s
standard. This constitutes an unfunded mandate with significant adverse public safety impacts
that are not analyzed in the DEIR. For example, are there truck companies adjacent to the
corridor to respond to fires in highrise buildings? Please provide substantial evidence to
conclude that a new fire station or expansion is not required in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, etc. Due to inadequate LAFD service and facilities, there is a need
to require additional staff, facilities, etc. But that is a different question of whether there are
plans to provide these needed facilities. Implementation of the proposed project would
intensify the need for expanded facilities. Please analyze response time, facility adequacy, and
staffing levels.
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11. Impact 4.12-1 conflicts with the statement made in the Draft Specific Plan that the project was
not required to comply with MP 2035. Please analyze potential conflicts, and how a conflict
with a General Plan Framework Element is permitted.
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12. There is already neighborhood intrusion, and more predicted if there are road diets in the
vicinity. Thus there is a need for substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the project
will not increase neighborhood intrusion, per 4.12-3.
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13. Impact 4.12-4 is unsupported by substantial evidence that the project will not impact the
Congest Management Plan for Freeways. To reach this conclusion, an origin-destination study is
required. Please provide in a recirculated EIR.
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14. Cumulative impacts from major projects proposed subsequent to 2008 are not analyzed here
and must be included, e.g., Fox Studio Expansion, Martin Cadillac, Casden, etc. Also, please
include analysis of the VA Masterplan on the Community Plan’s infrastructure, population, jobs.
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15. Does the project comply with the mitigations mandated in the EIR certified for the Fire Service
Element of the General Plan Framework? That is, no intensification unless there is adequate
capacity and service to accommodate new development. Does it comply with the mandate in
the WLA Community Plan to balance development with adequate emergency services and traffic
capacity?
16. To augment and encourage ridership, does the project propose to provide park and ride
facilities?
17. Does the EIR provide a comparison between baseline FAR, proposed base FAR and bonus FAR?
For example, changing commercial FAR from 1.5:1 to 4:1 is a significant increase that assumes
the city’s infrastructure and public services can accommodate this increase. The degree of
increase is masked if not based on current FAR.
18. Table 4.8-1 fails to provide the height permitted around Bundy Station. In the absence of the
height for light industrial, the ability to determine how much FAR can be accommodated is
impossible. Please provide heights for these land uses. This is particularly true for mixed-use
projects.
19. Table 4.8-2 fails to include the additional entitlements available to developers under SB1818,
including additional FAR, dwelling units, and height. Thus, the cumulative analysis of the
proposed project fails to include the cumulative impacts of other regulations, especially if
developers seek off-menu incentives. How is this included in this EIR? Likewise, how are SB
374, 743 and other state laws factored into the cumulative growth projections? Does these laws
obviate the need for the Specific Plan?

12-14

12-15

12-16

12-17

12-18

20. Since LAFD response times are already below the city’s standard NFPA, there is no substantial
evidence to support the conclusion that the goal/objective of a safe, secure and residential
environment for all economic, age and ethnic segments of the community is feasible. The goal
is inconsistent with the intensification of development in an underserved neighborhood. Goal 1.
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21. There is no substantial evidence that increasing development near Expo will decrease use of
vehicles. That would require an origin-destination study. (Objective 1-2).
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22. Housing Policies: the premise of increased density is that it will mitigate the affordable housing
crisis. There is no substantial evidence provided to support this premise, particularly because
these projects are not required to provide affordable housing, but merely provide an in-lieu
payment for off-site housing that is speculative. No analysis is provided of vacant housing in the
community plan areas that could be rehabilitated, e.g., through urban homesteading. The EIR
also does not show the potential for new housing without increased density. The justification
for increased density is not based on substantial evidence of need. In other words, can
population growth be accommodated within existing community plans? Is there a need to
intensify development entitlements to accommodate population growth, or rather, as an
alternative to the project, direct new development to areas that have the capacity to
3
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accommodate it? The EIR needs to be updated and recirculated to provide an alternative that
examines how much development potential already exists within each community plan, as well
as how many habitable properties are vacant. (p. 4.8-39)

12-21
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CHAPTER 4.11 PUBLIC SERVICES
FIRE
LAFD’s heroes are understaffed, have inadequate facilities and equipment, and are therefore unable to
meet established response times. They are already overburdened, based on FireStat data available from
LAFD online.
The EIR fails to forecast demand for existing and projected fire facilities and service. Repeatedly, the city
has certified EIRs by stating that there are no plans to expand, and that a new deployment plan provides
adequate service. But the response times are not adequate. Therefore, there is a failure in the city’s
fire service analysis, a failure to mitigate added demand, and a failure to meet established standards.
This constitutes a significant adverse impact that is not analyzed or mitigated in this EIR. Failure to
meet the city’s response times is an admission that fire protection services are inadequate, and under
General Plan Framework 3.3.2, and several community plans, increases in development intensity may
not be permitted until service is made adequate. Mitigation cannot be postponed until the city wins the
lottery and can fund new staff and facilities. Mitigation cannot wait for traffic to improve so that LAFD
can improve its response times. Mitigation at a minimum, requires not making things worse, that is,
increasing demand for service. The stations shown on Figure 4.11-1 not only serve the residents and
businesses, but also the VA, the Federal Building, and UCLA. They are severely understaffed and lack the
equipment, facilities and staffing to meeting the city’s response time requirements.
Given the severity of this inadequacy, intensification of development is reckless and unsupported by
substantial evidence that it is required (see above discussion of vacant units and available building
potential using existing entitlements). The claim made on p. 4.11-8 that as demand changes, staff
assignments and equipment are changed is unsupported by substantial evidence. If there is a shortage,
as the LAFD has admitted, moving staff and equipment around means another area is losing coverage.
Please provide substantial evidence that new demand is met with new resources, not a shell game.
Likewise, the statement is made that these deployments are made to maintain acceptable service ratios
and response times when there is almost no station in the city that is meeting acceptable service ratios
and response times, and no substantial evidence is provided to support this claim. It is a goal, but not a
reality, due to budget limitations.
Please analyze the need for new or physically altered fire or emergency service facilities now and with
the projected build-out of the community plans and in addition, the proposed specific plan.
The specific plan does contain specific regulations that would affect fire protection and emergency
services: by permitting increased density, the specific plan further strains LAFD beyond its staffing,
equipment and facilities. The EIR must provide baseline data for current facilities, response time, etc.
and the incremental increase of the proposed specific plan.
The fact that there is no budget to construct new fire stations does not mean that the proposed project
will not increase the need for such facilities. CEQA imposes a duty to mitigate. If the current service is
4
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inadequate, and the project makes it more inadequate, this must be disclosed to decision-makers. Thus
the statement on p. 4.11-11 that “the proposed project would not cause the construction of a new fire
station since growth in the ECTNP Area has been accounted for by the LAFD” is deceptive and
unsupported by baseline data and analysis of whether there is a need, a budget and a plan to meet
established response times. The city has failed to meet current demand for fire service, no less
increased demand. Response times are required to support the claim that service is adequate.

12-22
cont.

Appendix M
1. The Specific Plan is inconsistent with implementing the Community Plans (p. 1-3) because it
does not protect stable single-family neighbors. There are no mechanisms provided in the plan
that promote transit ridership, e.g., employers providing free transit passes.
2. Exemption from CUPs for hotel use will deny residents within 500 feet notice and a public
hearing to condition the hotel, as presently provided by city code. This is not a transparent
process.
3. There is no required notice or input/approval by a Neighborhood Council. This must be
provided to assure that there is full transparency for the community.
4. Conflicting Regulations (p. 1-4) creates inconsistencies with the Community Plans. The public
right of way requirements mandated by MP 2035 cannot be overridden by this Specific Plan.
MP 2035 is a General Plan Element. The Elements of the General Plan must be internally
consistent. The exemptions permitted in this specific plan may be in conflict with the General
Plan Framework. It may also create inconsistencies with other specific plans that permit
additional density. Thus it may compound the overdevelopment and impacts of those plans.
For example, the Fox Studio Expansion project that has been noticed by the city but not yet
analyzed, proposes over one million square feet beyond the plan’s capacity. Has the Expo
Corridor Plan factored in this and other projects that would overwhelm the infrastructure of the
area?
5. Likewise, the Base FAR and Bonus FAR tables do not provide the current permitted FAR to
determine the actual increase in density/intensity. (p. 2-13).
6. Exempting projects from Site Plan Review directly violates the Friends of Westwood Decision
upheld by the California Supreme Court. Site Plan Review was adopted to comply with that
decision. (p. 1-4).
7. The Director’s authority to approve alternative compliance has no standards to determine
whether or not the Director is being arbitrary and capricious. (p. 2-15, p. 4-3).
8. Public Benefits appears to be what should be required as part of project approval and not an
extra, with the exception of affordable housing units.
9. Do the setbacks for front yards conflict with the sidewalk requirements of the Mobility Plan
2035? Do they permit for outdoor dining without encroaching into the pedestrian walking area,
and will a revocable encroachment permit be required for such outdoor seating and service?
5
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10.

11.
12.
13.

14.
15.

16.
17.
18.

19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

24.

Will alcohol be served outdoors? How will this comply with ABC requirements? Especially since
the specific plan appears to exempt projects from the CUP process? (p. 4-6).
Pedestrian bridges across public rights of way: is there a width limitation? Is it permitted to be
used for retail or dining? Is it included in FAR calculation? This was a very major issue with the
Westside Pavilion. An alley is a public right of way, so this does not make sense (see p. 4-10).
Paseos should be 20 feet minimum in order to permit late or early morning deliveries that do
not impact street capacity and movement (p. 4-12). Please analyze.
Landscaping surface parking areas: has this been evaluated by LAPD with regard to public safety
and crime prevention? (p. 4-14 to 4-15).
Parking structures should not be visible from the street and should be required to have ground
floor retail/office/residential uses to shield pedestrians from this visual blight. Please address
how permitting 3 levels of above ground parking enhances the walkability of streets (p. 4-15).
Does this conflict with MP 2035? If so, this would create an unlawful inconsistency between the
specific plan and the General Plan Framework.
Monument signs need to be scaled-down from 24 SF per side, and the location of the sides must
be within the building’s footprint and not the public right of way (p. 4-17).
Environmental review requirements appear to exempt projects with potentially significant
impacts, in violation of CEQA. (p. 6-3). If there is an impact, whether it is related to the scope of
activities, is irrelevant. Environmental impacts must be analyzed if significant or potentially
significant, and mitigated, per CEQA.
Permitting a cumulative maximum of 1200 du within the plan area in excess of what is allowed
by the zoning is confusing. Is that per project, or for all du for entire specific plan area? (p. 6-5).
Is Table M supported by analysis of current conditions as well as proposed increases in traffic?
This is confusing. (p. 6-8)
The points for streetscape projects appears to reward development projects that are already
required to provide these amenities under the city’s adopted design standards. Planting trees,
for example, is an essential requirement, not a bonus.
Has the city considered requiring rooftop gardens to promote cooling and community gardens
(which would require additional structural support)? If not, why not?
Has the city considered mandating graywater for all landscaping and water features? If not, why
not?
Has provision of parklets been analyzed with regard to impacts on local businesses (urban decay
analysis?). (p. A-6).
Noncompliance with MP 2035 roadway widths requires a GPA (p. B-3). Please address and
analyze.
Public open space should have minimal hardscape. The examples provided show maximum
hardscape. Please address the need to minimize hardscape. (p. C-14). Likewise, the outdoor
seating in an open space appears to be a sidewalk that would violate the ADA requirements to
permit a disabled person to traverse the area. (Ibid.)
Publicly Access Open Space: privately owned and maintained open space: who is liable for
crime control, and occupancy by for example, injuries, public nuisances? (p. C-19).

APPENDIX N REVISIONS
6
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1. Why wasn’t there a supplemental EIR to address these changes?
2. The additional Subarea on Pico must be analyzed in a Supplemental EIR. (p. 2) since it is limited
to internal increases in density/intensity and does not address other proposed increases in
population, employment in the area, such as the Fox Studio Expansion.
3. The subarea revisions do not take into account other proposed increases in units or FAR such as
the Fox Studio Expansion (p.3).
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APPENDIX H TRAFFIC
1.

Provide analysis of impacts of at-grade Expo line on traffic congestion. Provide these impacts
and analyze mitigation by elevating Expo or placing it below-grade for Overland and other atgrade crossings. Consider these improvements as public benefits with points awarded.
2. Provide analysis of falling bus ridership with overall mass-transit use. Measure impacts on
traffic as a result of both bus and Expo ridership rates.

7
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 13
Marshall P. Riddick Youth Center
2634 Overland Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90064
501c3 est. 1945

Ms. Lameese Chang
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 667
Los Angeles, CA 90012
email: lameese.chang@lacity.org

Re:

June 4, 2017

Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan
City Planning Case: CPC-2013-621-ZC-GPA-SP
Environmental Case: ENV-2013-622-EIR

Dear Ms. Chang:
I am writing on behalf of The Marshall P. Riddick Youth Center, a non-profit youth facility serving over twelvehundred children and families, located within the boundaries of the new plan. In our 72 years of operation, we have seen
demand for our facility and services grow as the population increases. Under the new plan, the neighborhood population
will grow by a significant margin. Several areas of the plan are of concern to us such as; increase in traffic, lack of other
new recreational facilities, increased demands on neighborhood infrastructure - police, fire, water, and the sewer system.
There is nothing in the plan to address how these new demands can be met. The EIR clearly states that absolutely no
measures are even considered for library services. The Marshall P. Riddick Youth Center requests that we be the recipient
of some public benefit funds that are planned to flow as the new developments are permitted. In order to serve the
neighborhood youth, and families properly with the new increased population, we would plan to remodel our outdoor
playground. Our facility of 5400 square feet of indoor and outdoor recreation for the local youth is second only to Palms
Park in the amount of recreation programs to the neighborhood children. With increased funding we can offer more
services to our community.
The EIR states that the local public schools are under-enrolled. We serve the youth of the neighborhood, and work closely
with the Overland Avenue Elementary School community. The outdated school enrollment study of 2012 cited in the EIR
is very misleading. Only by tweaking data in a self-serving way could Overland or Westwood Charter Elementary
Schools be classified as under-enrolled. With the increase in the population that the new plan would bring, enrollment will
grow and the schools will be over-capacity.
There is no plan to accommodate this increase. For this point, we request that the density of the developments be modified
to a more absorbable level. This would include keeping Pico Blvd at commercial zoning- not to be up zoned to RAS4, no
mixed use on Westwood Blvd between Pico and National, and lower heights/density for the Sepulveda/Pico area. The
Westside Pavilion Mall should remain a commercial zone, not a residential zone.
We hope your department will consider our requests and recommendations, as we have helped to shape the youth of the
community for 72 years, and hope to continue to do so in a thoughtful and practical manner.
Sincerely,
Maura Howe
President, Marshall P. Riddick Youth Center

13-1

13-2

13-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 14
Palms Westminster Presbyterian Church
2908 Robertson Place
Los Angeles, California 90039

June 5, 2017
Via Email Only
Lameese Chang
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Re:

Draft EIR, Case No. ENV-2013-622-EIR

Dear Ms. Chang:
I am writing on behalf of the Session of Palms Westminster Presbyterian Church (the "Church")
regarding the Draft EIR referenced-above. The church only recently became aware of the
proposed redistricting because we were contacted by Andrew Park of Marcus & Millichap,
brokers for proposed developers and investors in the redevelopment area. Andrew Park
contacted us to ascertain whether the church would be willing to sell its property located on
Robertson Place between Helms Avenue and Cattaraugus Avenue. The church owns the largest
parcel of land in zone 13 of the project plan.
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We are still in the process of conducting research regarding the plan and understand that the plan
is in phase 3. Unfortunately, because we were unaware of the plan until recently, we have been
unable to participate in meetings or provide you with our concerns/questions prior to this letter.
At this time, we would like to provide the following comments/concerns to the plan:
1. We have concerns regarding traffic congestion and street infrastructure if multi-level
commercial/residential buildings are developed in zone 13. Primarily, because of the
traffic congestion already existing during Hamilton High School drop off/pick up
hours. Many students are dropped off/picked up in front of the Church, which places
a heavy burden on our parking lot and makes it difficult for members to park in front
of the Church for weekday meetings and gatherings. We do not mind high school
students meeting their parents in front of the Church; however, we have concerns
about what would happen to congestion if several commercial/residential buildings
are built in zone 13. What would happen to the students? How will Helms Avenue,
Cattaraugus Avenue and Robertson Place handle the additional motor vehicle traffic?;
and
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2. We have concerns about the availability of street parking and the misuse of the
Church's parking lot. Our first priority is to our members and their ability to find
parking and easily ingress/egress from the Church. The street parking in front of the
Church is already burdened because of the used car lot in front of the Church. We
also have concern for our neighbors, many of which have lived next door to the
church for over 25 years.
We thank you for the opportunity to provide you with our comments. Please feel free to reach
me directly by phone (310-779-6740) or email (mpark511@yahoo.com). You may also leave a
message for the Church at 310-838-8208. Please direct any inquiries to me or to the Session.

Very truly yours,

Mary M. Park
Elder, Session Member
Palms Westminster Presbyterian Church
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 15
West Of Westwood
Homeowners Association

June 3, 2017

Ms. Lameese Chang
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 667
Los Angeles, CA 90012
(email: lameese.chang@lacity.org
Re:

Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan
City Planning Case: CPC-2013-621-ZC-GPA-SP
Environmental Case: ENV-2013-622-EIR

Dear Ms. Chang:
I am writing to you on behalf of the Board of Directors of the West of Westwood
Homeowners Association (HOA), representing approximately 1,200 households in the
Rancho Park area. The West of Westwood HOA has several concerns relating to
protecting the quality of life of its residents and preserving the existing neighborhoods in
the West Los Angeles (WLA) Community Plan area.
The following comments provide a detailed discussion of issues and areas of concern that
affect the West of Westwood HOA and reflect aspects of the plan that we support and
areas that we do not support and recommend alternative regulations.
Please note that many of our comments also reflect our experience living with the
negative impacts (as well as the positive impacts) that have occurred since the Exposition
Light Rail Line began operating with a lot of new development in our residential
neighborhood, noise impacts, light impacts, parking impacts, traffic impacts, increased
neighborhood cut through traffic utilizing Exposition Boulevard and Military Avenue to
get around the obstruction of the Expo trains crossing the north south streets (especially
during rush hour AM and PM peak periods) including dangerous high speed traffic well
above posted speed limits, and restrictions on access in and out of our neighborhoods for
our residents and for emergency service (police and fire vehicles including ambulances).
This is not an exhaustive list but reflects how our neighborhood has been impacted
without any new development being allowed above existing zoning and General Plan
regulations and without the construction and operation of the Casden development
project adjacent to the Expo Light Rail Station at Sepulveda (the largest on the entire
Westside). The Casden development project was already approved at more than 4 times
the allowed density of development currently allowed and already accounts for about a
third of the total housing units allocated in the Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood
Plan.
We are concerned that we are being required to absorb a significantly
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disproportionate amount of development immediately adjacent to our neighborhood in
comparison to citywide density regulations.
We also have concerns that groups that are comprised of individuals that do not reside in
our neighborhood are attempting to disproportionately up-zone our neighborhoods
particularly in the area of housing. While we understand that we need housing and need
to absorb our fair share of housing, such groups should not have the ability to influence
up-zoning of our RI and R2 properties and to allow a disproportionate and concentrated
share of housing in our neighborhoods in comparison to adding housing density in all of
the neighborhoods throughout Los Angeles.
Support
The West of Westwood Homeowners Association supports the following regulations
within the Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan and associated Streetscape
Plan.
1. Land Uses:'
a) We support retaining low density multiple-family residential (R-2) zoning
along Exposition Boulevard corridor from Sepulveda to Overland Avenue to
preserve and to provide a buffer to the single-family residential (R-I) uses in
the Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan. Do not restore the R3
subarea along the Exposition Boulevard between Sepulveda and Westwood
Boulevard which we continue to oppose.
b) We support retaining the existing zoning on Pico Boulevard between
Sepulveda Boulevard and Overland A venue. Do not restore the RAS4
subarea as we continue to oppose it.
2. Transitional Height: We support the requirements in the Exposition Corridor
Transit Neighborhood Plan for Transitional Height as specified in Section 2.4.2
(B) that requires a maximum 50 foot height restriction for the portions of Projects
(building envelopes) less than 100 feet from R2 or more restrictive residential
zones (R-I) and a maximum height limit of 25 feet for portions of Projects that
are within 50 feet ofR2 or more restrictive residential zones (Rl).
3. Shade and Shadow:
We support the requirements for shade and shadow studies as specified in the
Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan in Section 6.2.2 Aesthetics.
4. Streetscape Plan: West of Westwood HOA supports the two Sepulveda
Boulevard streetscape plan alternatives in the Exposition Corridor Streetscape
Plan but requests that clarification be added as to what would trigger the
implementation of the transit-oriented design (bus transit corridor in the middle
lanes of Sepulveda Boulevard) in the illustrative plans. We strongly support and
encourage that the right-turn only lanes depicted in the illustrative plans for the
Pico intersection (and at all Sepulveda intersections at major corridors within the
plan area) be implemented and that all development along Sepulveda be required
to provide right-of-way dedication and pay for actual implementation costs as part
of their development project requirements to ensure the implementation of these
West of Westwood Homeowners Association· P.O. Box 64496 • Los Angeles, CA, 90064
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roadway and right-of-way improvements. Dedication requirements should be
increased further if necessary to ensure the ability to allow free flow dedicated
right turn lanes at these intersections.
5. Increased Job Opportunities and Increased Housing: West of Westwood ROA
supports an increase in job opportunities and housing generally, however we
retain concerns about the quantity of housing and amount of new commercial and
industrial development proposed for our area and our neighborhood and support a
lower amount which we discuss in our opposition section below.
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Oppose
The West of Westwood Homeowners Association opposes certain proposed regulations
within the Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan and associated Streetscape
Plan as specified below. Our comments below also reflect any specific alternate requests
to replace the proposed regulations.
1. Land Uses:
a) West of Westwood ROA objects to certain land uses specified as allowable
uses in Table B on page 2-11 of the Exposition Corridor Transit
Neighborhood Plan.
b) Specifically, we object to "Hospitals and nursing and residential care
facilities" in the Mixed-Use Commercial Residential Zoning District which
would be located where the current Westside Pavilion is located on the block
bounded by Pico Boulevard, Westwood Boulevard, Overland Avenue and
Ashby because of the potential traffic and noise impacts (ambulances, etc.)
that would impact the single-family residents on Ashby and surrounding R-l
zoned streets in the neighborhood. We have similar objections and concerns
with recreation facilities and gyms, commercial hotels and colleges and
vocational/technical schools or programs. Recreation facilities and colleges
and vocational/technical schools have a high volume of turnaround traffic in a
neighborhood and at the Pico intersections at Westwood and Overland that are
already heavily impacted with high traffic volume and backed up traffic
(especially during AM and PM peak periods created by vehicular traffic
having to wait for the Expo Light Rail train that is not grade separated as our
ROA requested when the Expo Light Rail was being designed and reviewed).
Veterinary Clinics and Animal services should not be allowed adjacent to the
residential uses on Ashby and if allowed at all should be limited to the Pico
Boulevard frontage with a buffer of other uses in between and no outdoor
areas where animals could be heard on Ashby.
c) We also object to colleges and vocational/technical schools or programs in the
Hybrid Industrial: Residential Emphasis Zoning District unless limited to
small facilities under 25,000 square feet in size due to traffic and noise
impacts to our neighborhood.
d) West of Westwood ROA opposes any increase in mixed-use density along
Westwood Boulevard and adjacent to the Westwood Station as proposed by
West of Westwood Homeowners Association· P.O. Box 64496 • Los Angeles, CA, 90064
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Abundant Housing and other groups. This would significantly impact the
quality of life of our neighborhood with noise, light, traffic, circulation,
parking, privacy and shade and shadow impacts in our already overburdened
neighborhood. Additionally, this would eliminate valuable existing singlefamily housing.
e) West of Westwood HOA also opposes the proposed residential density for the
Mixed-Use Commercial Residential Zoning District (where the Westside
Pavilion shopping center is currently located) and the reduction and/or
potential elimination of neighborhood serving retail uses at this location. The
reduction of neighborhood serving retail uses will increase traffic in our
neighborhood and adjacent commercial streets as residents will have to travel
farther out of the neighborhood to other community retail facilities (such as
Century City, Santa Monica and other locations). Additionally, the proposed
density of residential dwellings at this location (that is disproportionate to the
citywide increase) will significant exacerbate existing traffic impacts in our
neighborhood.
2. Floor Area Ratio: West of Westwood HOA is concerned about the Bonus FAR
proposed in the Plan. The proposed zoning districts all have proposed Bonus
FAR standards that double the Base FAR or nearly in the case of the Mixed Use:
CommerciallResidential District). The Bonus FAR proposed in the Plan should
be significantly reduced or eliminated even with the Public Benefits that are
proposed to be required. The West of Westwood HOA requests that the Bonus
FAR be reduced to a maximum of25% (State standard).
3. Minimum Non-residential Use: The West of Westwood HOA requests that the
minimum required percentage of non-residential use for the Hybrid
Industrial:Residential Emphasis Zoning District and the Mixed Use:
CommerciallResidential Zoning District be reduced. Specifically, we request
that the Mixed Use: CommerciallResidential Zoning District maintain at least a
50% minimum of non-residential uses. We request that the Hybrid Industrial:
Residential Emphasis Zoning District maintain a minimum of 40% for the base
FAR and 30% for the Bonus FAR.
4. Alternative Compliance Eligibility: West of Westwood HOA does not support
the proposed alternative compliance eligibility regulations including for the site of
the Casden Project for the parcels adjacent to and north of the Expo Light Rail
Line Station on the west side of Sepulveda Boulevard. Projects should not have
the ability to increase the number of residential dwelling units within the Plan
area in excess of what is allowed by the zoning. Additionally, for clarification the
Plan as currently drafted, Map E on page 2-20 of the Transit Neighborhood Plan
does not depict the Mixed Use: CommerciallResidential Zoning District where
the Westside Pavilion shopping center is located (on Pico Boulevard in the block
between Westwood and Overland) as eligible for alternative compliance. West of
Westwood HOA supports the Map as now drafted and does not support
alternative compliance eligibility for the Westside Pavilion property.
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5. Director's Determination for Alternative Compliance: West of Westwood
objects to the ability of the Director of Planning to be able to allow up to a
maximum of 1,200 additional residential dwelling units within the Plan area in
excess of what is allowed by the zoning as specified in Section 6.1.4(E). No
excess residential dwelling units should be approved outside of what is allowed
by the Neighborhood Plan and especially under the sole authority of the Director
of Planning. If any excess residential dwelling units are proposed outside of what
is allowed by the Neighborhood Plan, it should require a) noticed public hearings;
b) decision by the Planning Commission and the City Council; c) and require
public benefits that include significant tangible trip reduction measures of at least
25%, substantial community benefits and public right-of-way improvements and
street widening as necessary.
6. Maximum Building Heights: The West of Westwood HOA opposes the
maximum building heights for the property located in the superblock of
Sepulveda Boulevard to Military Avenue from Pico Boulevard to the Exposition
Light Rail Line right-of-way and the maximum building height for the maximum
building heights for the property within the proposed Mixed Use: Commercial
Residential Zoning District (Height Area 4) where the Westside Pavilion
shopping center is located. The West of Westwood HOA requests that the
Sepulveda Boulevard to Military Avenue superblock be reduced to a maximum
height of 70 feet regardless of the combination of uses on the site in conjunction
with the proposed transitional height limits (for the area currently shown in
Height Areas 7 and 9) which is more compatible with the adjacent residential uses
and less impactful than the proposed height limits. The height limits proposed
will create light, shade and shadow, privacy, noise and traffic impacts on the West
of Westwood residential neighborhood. The West of Westwood HOA requests
that the maximum height limit be reduced to the height of the existing buildings
on the property and a maximum of 4 stories for the Mixed Use: Commercial
Residential Zoning District for the Westside Pavilion shopping center. West of
Westwood also opposes a height limit in excess of78 feet for parcels on the west
side of Sepulveda to the 1-405 freeway.
7. Transitional Heights: The West of Westwood HOA would oppose the
elimination of the proposed transitional height limits. This is critical to reducing
impacts on our neighborhood.
8. Parking: West of Westwood HOA opposes reducing the parking minimums in
the proposed new zoning districts. Parking impacts are still a reality in our
community even with the addition of the Expo Light Rail Project. It is unrealistic
to rely solely on the addition of this mode of transportation to the existing public
bus network to meet all of our community'S transportation needs. Cars are still
essential in Los Angeles for most individuals and existing deficiencies are not
solved simply by reducing parking requirements which will simply exacerbate
existing conditions. Additionally, most commercial land uses along the Pica
Boulevard corridor and other neighborhood commercial corridors are severely
underparked from their original development and add to the parking and
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circulation problems of drivers looking for parking along the boulevards and in
our neighborhoods.
9. Public Benefit Requirements: The West of Westwood HOA believes that even
the Base FAR should provide some minimal public benefits because of the
significant increase in FAR proposed. At a minimum some community amenities
should be incorporated into the requirements. The West of Westwood HOA also
requests that community amenities be required for bonus FAR regardless of what
percentage of non-residential uses are in the project and that the vehicle trip
reduction percentage should be increased from 10% to 15%.
A significant
percentage of Public benefit point money should be used for Palms Park and
Riddick Youth Center where there is the greatest need and greatest impact from
the proposed additional Plan development.
10. Affordable Housing Requirements: Table G Base Residential Density
Standards should be decreased. The base residential density for the Mixed Use:
CommerciallResidential Zoning District should be reduced from 1 DU for
every 400 SF of Lot area to 1 DU for every 1000 SF of Lot area to reduce the
neighborhood impacts.
11. Community Amenities and Streetscape Plan: In addition to emphasis on
public benefit points and money be used for the Riddick Youth Center and Palms
Park discussed in the Public Benefit Requirements section above, West of
Westwood HOA requests that the City require more evergreen trees in landscape
plans in front of and adjacent to these tall buildings, and along the parkways. The
requirement for Evergreen trees should be further incorporated into the
Streetscape Plan where applicable.
12. Setbacks and Yards: West of Westwood HOA requests that a minimum setback
requirements of 25 feet be added and proposed for any street setback adjacent to
or across the street from residential uses in Section 4.2.1.
13. Vehicular Access: Projects in the proposed Hybrid Industrial: Residential
Emphasis and Hybrid Industrial: Jobs Emphasis Zoning Districts located on
the superblock between Sepulveda and Military from Pico to the Expo Light Rail
should be prohibited from taking any vehicular access to or from Military
Avenue. West of Westwood opposes vehicular access to or from Military
Avenue.
14. Truck Hauling: West of Westwood HOA opposes truck hauling on residential
streets except for residential projects. West of Westwood HOA requests that the
Neighborhood Plan and Mitigation Measures should prohibit truck hauling from
residential streets including but not limited to residential corridors of Military
Avenue and Exposition Boulevard (for Sepulveda Development projects) and
Ashby for the proposed Mixed-Use Commercial Residential Zoning District
proposed to be located on the property currently occupied by the Westside
Pavilion shopping center.
15. Design Standards: West of Westwood ROA requests that the design standards
and Neighborhood Plan prohibit balconies, patios or other outside active open
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space areas above the ground floor that face Military Avenue and the R1 and R2
neighborhoods to the east.
16. Q Conditions: The driveway design standards in Table 10f the Q conditions
specifies a maximum limit of one 10-foot wide driveway for a building frontage
of 150 feet or less along a public street. TIlls condition is poorly written and is
not logical in that if a property is only 150 feet wide there is not an allowance for
sufficient driveway width. A 10-foot wide driveway only allows for one-way
traffic or requires that on-site traffic must take turns entering and exiting a
property which will create congestion and traffic problems that are greater than
the benefit of 10 feet of additional street frontage for parking. We suggest that the
limit should allow a maximum of20 feet or 2 10-foot wide one way driveways as
a better standard.
17. EIR: School Issues: The draft EIR dismisses schools as being impacted. The
study used for schools is outdated from 2012-2013. It lists Overland, Westwood
and Clover schools as being under-enrolled. It is false because it only counts
neighborhood enrollment. For example, Overland is an SAS school that takes
kids with high achieving scores from outside the neighborhood and these schools
are actually overcrowded.
These concerns affect the health, welfare, safety, and overall quality of life of the
households we represent. The Board of Directors of the West of Westwood Homeowners
Association respectfully requests that the issues raised in this letter be addressed in the
Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan and the EIR for the Exposition Corridor
Transit Neighborhood Plan.
Sincerely,

Terri Tippit, President
West of Westwood Homeowners Association

~~1hJ

Kimberly Christense4 and Use Chair and Board Member
West of Westwood Homeowners Association
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 16
Westwood Gardens Civic Association
Since 1948

P.O. Box 642001 Los Angeles, Ca. 90064
westwoodgardens@gmail.com
www.westwoodgardens.net

VIA: email
Lameese Chang, lameese.chang@lacity.org
City of Los Angeles Planning Dept.
200 North Spring Street, Room 667
Los Angeles, CA 90012
RE: EXPOSITION CORRIDOR TRANSIT NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN
ENV-2013-622-EIR, CPC-2013-621-ZC-GPA-SP

June 1, 2017

As President of Westwood Gardens Civic Association, Inc., I am writing on behalf of
our Board of Directors and the entire Association, a well- established single family
residential neighborhood of over 600 homes. We wish to fully support the above
listed Preliminary Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan. Our entire
Association is located within a ½ mile radius of the Westwood/Rancho Park Expo
Station and is zoned R-1-1, low residential.
The statement in your report, “Property in single and two family residential
zones will not be subject to new development regulations” is welcomed by our
community. However we are deeply troubled by those outside interests who desire
to permit more mixed use density along Westwood Blvd. adjacent to the Westwood
Station. We are totally against this idea – or even a slight hint of it – and urge you –
do not allow/permit this to occur – ever! It would be most beneficial to have your
statement emphasized in even stronger terms.
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We urge you to support keeping the Exposition and Westwood Blvds. zoning as it
currently is. Do not permit increased density along these two streets around the
Westwood Expo Station.
We support the transitional height requirements, and the shade and shadow study
requirement.
We support the Plan’s Revisions to remove Pico Blvd. between Sepulveda and
Overland from up-zoning to a RAS4 zone. Our community does not have adequate
infrastructure to support the construction that would be created by additional
development. We need our local small business community along Pico Blvd.
The outdated conclusion that our local schools are under-enrolled is troublesome,
as they are not, when all the children are counted, including those who attend from
outside the geographic school boundaries. This needs to be readdressed using up to
date and recent school population figures.
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Any use for public benefit points should be directed to our local centers such as the
Palms Park and Library, the Riddick Youth Center and the future Neighborhood
Greenway.
Since the building of the homes in Westwood Gardens in 1944, the prime goal of our
Association has been to preserve and protect our quality of life and peaceful
enjoyment of all our single family homes, all zoned R-1-1 Low Residential. This Plan
will greatly affect our neighborhood for many years to come. We wish to see the
very best plan come forth which must have as its #1 priority the protection of
single-family neighborhoods from any up-zoning.
Thank you for your time and consideration of these comments. We are pleased that
you have been listening to our community.
Sincerely,
Marilyn Tusher, President
c.c. Paul.koretz@lacity.org
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 17
Westwood South of Santa Monica Blvd
Homeowner’s Association
Incorporated November 8, 1971
P. O. Box 64213
Los Angeles, CA 90064-0213
June 5, 2017
Ms. Lameese Chang
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 667
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Via email: lameese.chang@lacity.org
Re:

Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan
City Planning Case: CPC-2013-621-ZC-GPA-SP
Environmental Case: ENV-2013-622-EIR

Dear Ms. Chang:
This letter is written on behalf of the Board of Directors of the Westwood South of Santa Monica
Blvd. Homeowners Association (WSSM), representing approximately 3,800 single-family and
condominium households in the area between Westwood and Rancho Park. Our geographic
area falls within the boundaries of the WLA Community Plan and we are represented by the
Westside Neighborhood Council (WNC), the sponsors of the Pico Beautification grant program
to be administered by the WNC to strengthen our community’s local business core on Pico Blvd.
The grant initiative and other activities including the Annual “Pick Pico” and a large community
tree planting along Pico demonstrate our commitment to support our local business corridor and
its merchants and our desire to further promote the walkability of the Pico-Westwood corridor
that falls under the Westwood/Pico Neighborhood Oriented District (NOD) established January
24, 1998.
We are grateful to have this opportunity to provide comment on the DEIR for the proposed
Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan (Plan) that was released earlier this spring.
Members of our Board and community attended the many outreach meetings that have been
conducted by the Planning Department that have led up to the publication and release of the
DEIR document currently under review.
This community has seen much change and added density since recovery from the last real
estate downturn. As anyone going through our area can see, what used to be duplex, triplex
and four-plex properties have been and are being replaced with large multi-story multi-family
residences. Santa Monica Blvd. has seen numerous residential projects replace smaller
residential properties and some commercial properties. Whether on the larger Santa Monica
Blvd. or the smaller grid-style residential streets that are predominant in our area,
“affordable”/workforce housing stock has been replaced by primarily higher-end housing. We
have voiced our concern that any selected upzoning of properties in close proximity to transit
will result in an artificially incentivized “land rush” that will trigger the immediate inflation of land
values and trigger the eviction of current tenants. Under such circumstances, any new
construction will be anything but affordable!
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We are very pleased to note that the Planning Dept. has reviewed public comment and
documentation submitted to date in support of retaining the current zoning on Pico Blvd.
between Sepulveda Blvd and Patricia Ave. - thank you!
The WSSM Board was one of the few Associations in the vicinity of the EXPO Light Rail Line
(the only local HOA) to have supported EXPO Line construction along the Exposition railway
right-of-way (although we did support grade separation of the Overland and Westwood
crossings noting that the addition of a temporary traffic lane at the tracks would do little more
than comply with the EXPO Grade Crossing Criteria while failing to resolve the congestion to be
created by the at-grade crossings). Unfortunately our concerns and those of others on this
issue were not heeded. EXPO has resulted in added traffic delays, and significant concerns
about emergency vehicle access.
As you are no doubt aware, traffic is always at the top of the list of community concerns due to
our location. Our area contains all the major east-west arterials that service the Westside:
Pico, Olympic and Santa Monica Blvds. We lie between the 405 and Century City, Beverly Hills
and West Hollywood destinations. In addition we find ourselves on the route of those seeking to
access Century City and UCLA from points south and from the I-10 Freeway. We have seen
the increases in traffic as commuters seek to access the growing numbers of jobs located west
of the 405 and in Santa Monica.
Many ask what impact EXPO has had on relieving that traffic. While the DEIR notes that
locating growing populations near transit will reduce the vehicle miles traveled PER CAPITA, it
does not address what is to be done with the fact that there will be thousands of additional daily
trips as a result of the growing population figures. We will see more car trips! We cannot
accept increases in density that cannot be supported by the City’s sometimes failing
infrastructure. Further, we fear that the increased density around our transit stops will serve as
a disincentive to those riders who experience increasing difficulties in reaching the station of
their choice
We have very serious concerns about the City’s ability to service the thousands of new
residents envisioned in this Plan. We are reminded every day of the City’s inability to meet the
service demands of the existing population and yet here is yet another proposal that would add
more density and people as a way of raising the funds to pay for infrastructure delivery. With
any luck, the new funds will hopefully provide adequate resources to satisfy the unmet current
needs, but there will be little (if anything) left over to provide services for the new residents. And
so the cycle swirls on. Unethical financial services people and the legal professionals who bring
them down refer to this practice as a “Ponzi scheme.” Sadly, this flawed philosophy is not
unique to the Expo TNP; it is a constant that undermines the City’s whole approach to
addressing the housing and mobility challenges before us.
We trust that our comments related to the proposed EXPO Corridor Neighborhood Traffic Plan
will be seriously considered by the City. We are concerned that those who do not live in or near
our community are soliciting comments to counter the recommendations made in the DEIR. We
are aware of online form letters in circulation that may bring in responses of those who are
unaware of the dynamics of the area and care only to increase housing density at any cost.
These “YIMBY” groups also advocate for the abolition of any zoning regulations which is a
completely unacceptable concept to those of us who believe in and have faith in the practice of
good urban planning.
We have limited our comments to the areas and impacts around the Westwood and Sepulveda
Blvd. (east of the 405) stations. We defer to those living and working nearest the Palms and
Bundy stations to take the lead on comments pertaining to those station areas. Our input is
provided in two parts:
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•

A general commentary on the Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan itself - as it is
presented the Draft project description document dated March 2017 prepared by the Los
Angeles Department of City Planning.

•

More specific comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Exposition
Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan, also dated March 2017, prepared by Tarry A. Hayes
and Associates, Inc. While the DEIR document is lengthy, our comments focus on the key
issues of greatest importance and concern to our community. It should be noted that the
DEIR is out-of-date, in that it does not reflect some recent changes to the Plan - namely the
removal of most of Pico Pico Boulevard between Sepulveda and Overland and the addition
of the Westside Pavilion property (on Pico between Westwood and Overland) which is now
included as an ECTNP Sub-Area.
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1. General Comments on the ECTNP
a) SUPPORT
WSSM supports the following aspects and features of the Exposition Corridor Transit
Neighborhood Plan:
•

We strongly support the removal of Pico Boulevard between Sepulveda Boulevard and
Overland Avenue from the TCNP and agree that the existing zoning should remain.

•

We support the requirements in the ECTNP for Transitional Height, including a 50-foot
height limit within 100 feet of R1 or R2 uses and a 25-foot height limit within 50-feet of
R1 or R2 uses.

•

We support the requirements for shad and shadow studies as specified in the Plan
Section on Aesthetics (6.2.2).

•

Prior to the inclusion of a Streetscape Plan for Sepulveda Blvd. in the EXPO Plan,
WSSM had suggested that the Sepulveda Blvd. corridor be the focus of a pre-planning
WLA Community Plan exercise so that the community could come together to define a
vision and a plan for the Sepulveda corridor which has long been in need of
improvements. It was our thought that the process of creating a land use plan for the
Sepulveda corridor would give us the experience and skills to then go forward with
review of our WLA Community Plan. It was our hope and thought that following the
exercise of creating a vision for the Sepulveda corridor that we would have interested
and trained core of volunteers then ready to move on to the WLA Community Plan
development process. We support the plan for Sepulveda in our area and support and
encourage the implementation of the right-turn only lanes for the Pico intersection and all
Sepulveda major corridor intersections.
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b) OPPOSE
WSSM opposes the following aspects and features of the Exposition Corridor Transit
Neighborhood Plan:
•

We oppose the dramatic increase in density and population that the ECTNP would bring
to our Westwood South area because there is simply not the infrastructure here to
support it.

•

We oppose the currently-proposed upzoning of the Westside Pavilion site to the new
Mixed-Use: Commercial/Residential zone. This change would compound the alreadyserious impacts we will face from the Casden project at Pico and Sepulveda (adjacent to

17-3

the Sepulveda Station), which has already been approved, and impose significant shade
and aesthetic impacts on the nearby single-family streets. We request that the Westside
Pavilion site be removed from the Plan, so that the existing community commercial
zoning can remain.
•

We oppose the 8.9% increase in traffic that the ECTNP would create on our streets,
which are already amongst the most congested in the City. Near-gridlock conditions are
a regular occurrence at major intersections on weekday afternoons and we have zero
capacity for any additional cars, buses or trucks. The added volume that the ECTNP is
expected to introduce to our area would surely bring traffic here to a standstill.

•

We disagree with the idea that development in our area needs to be artificially stimulated
development in our area, to be sure of filling trains on the Expo Line. At the current rate
of ridership growth (which has outpaced original projections), the Expo Line will very
soon be at capacity - even without the project. And the Casden project, will add still
more riders. So the Expo Line does not justify the greatly increased density and
population that would be created by the ECTNP. Any plan to increase density and
population in our area MUST include expansion of the capacity of the Expo Line (more
frequent service, longer trains and platforms, additional track and the exploration of the
eventual grade separation of the Overland Avenue crossing, etc.). Since there is no
plan to expand the Expo Line in the foreseeable future, we feel that the whole premise of
the Expo TNP is flawed.

•

We oppose the Bonus FAR system proposed as part of the ECTNP, which would allow
massive increases in the allowed FAR (80 - 100%) in return for basic Public Benefits.
Without doubt, the bonus component of the ECTNP is a gift to would-be developers.
However, the pay-back to the neighborhood (and city as a whole for that matter) seems
almost insignificant - because the so-called Public Benefits themselves are so trivial.
We request that the Bonus component be eliminated from the Proposed Project.
Alternatively, Public Benefits could be included as a pre-requisite; in other words, a
would-be developer of a site with the new Mixed Use: Commercial/Residential zoning
would need to score a certain minimum number of Public Benefit points in order to
qualify for an FAR of 2.0.

•

If FAR bonuses are offered, community amenities should be required regardless of the
percentage of non-residential uses in the project. And under no circumstances should
FAR bonuses exceed the State standard of 25 percent.

•

We oppose the Alternative Compliance aspect of the ECTNP which would allow greatly
increased residential development and reduced commercial/jobs in certain eligible
areas. If would-be developers are handed the option to build more apartments/condos
and less commercial space, they will surely take it because residential development is a
bigger profit opportunity for them in the current market. This is the wrong direction for the
Westside. It should not be applied to the Casden Project site and/or to parcels adjacent
to and north of the Expo Line Station on the west side of Sepulveda. Projects should not
be allowed to increase the number of residential dwelling units in excess of what is
permitted by the zoning. We do not support Alternative Compliance Eligibility for the
Westside Pavilion property.

•

We strongly oppose giving the Director of Planning the ability to permit up to a maximum
of 1,200 additional residential dwelling units in the Plan area that would exceed what is
allowed by the zoning as specified in Section 6.1.4(E). The behind-the-scenes awarding
of discretionary development rights undermines the credibility of the planning and land
use entitlement process. The Neighborhood Plan should clearly describe what is
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allowed and what is not allowed and if any additional units are proposed, a clear, open
and transparent process must be available for the public review of such requests,
appealable to the Area Planning Commission and the City Council. Further, any
recipient of such bonus entitlements should be required to provide significant public
benefits that include significant trip reduction measures, public right-of-way
improvements and street improvements as deemed necessary.
•

We oppose the current proposal that requires as little as10% non-residential use in the
Mixed Use: Commercial/Residential zone and request that this figure be increased to
50%.

•

We oppose the maximum building heights for Height Areas 4 (Westside Pavilion) 7 and
9 (Sepulveda Boulevard, at and north of Pico Boulevard), which are all excessive, out of
scale and completely inappropriate.

•

We object to the locating of colleges and vocational/technical schools or programs in the
Hybrid Industrial: Residential Emphasis Zoning District greater than 25,000 square feet
in size.

•

We oppose any increase in (mixed-use) density along Westwood Blvd. and adjacent to
the Westwood Station as proposed by Abundant Housing and other housing advocacy
groups. When our community voiced support for the EXPO Line, it was with the
understanding that we were responding to the region’s need for improved access to the
educational and job opportunities in the Westside. We did it to provide for a reliable
alternative transportation mode for transit riders while hoping that it would also prove to
be an attractive option to get people out of their cars. We did not support the EXPO Line
with the expectation that its presence in our community would result in the undermining
of the General Plan pledge to preserve R1 communities.

•

We oppose measures to reduce or eliminate parking minimums in the proposed new
zoning districts. The City does not yet have adequate data or experience to show that
parking demands for transit adjacent properties near EXPO Phase II will be markedly
decreased. While an important component of the regional rail system, the availability of
the Expo Line still does not offer many potential public transit users with an attractive
alternative to driving. We have already seen the impacts of reduced parking at the
Menorah Senior Housing project on West Pico Blvd. (between Veteran and Greenfield
Avenues) in our community. While the project is a low income senior housing facility for
those 55 and over, the demand for parking spaces from the tenants moving into the
facility far outpaced the availability of spaces in the building. The residents, living on
Pico Blvd. could not obtain preferential parking permits for Pico with its peak hour
parking restrictions and parking meters. They could not obtain preferential parking
permits for Veteran Avenue as Veteran only has parking on one side of the street (and it
is a fairly heavily traveled street). That left Greenfield Avenue to the west of the project
as the street on which preferential permits were sought with obvious impacts on the
Greenfield residents whose street often provides parking for Pico business customers
and staff. (Our WSSM association purposely has advocated for time-limited parking on
our streets adjacent to businesses so that there would be parking available in support of
the businesses. This is quite different from some areas that ban all parking times.
However, the point is that assumptions about parking needs and the ability to reduce or
eliminate parking near transit accessible locations is, at this time, an unproven
hypothesis for development on the Westside. Policy cannot be based upon wishful
thinking. It should be based on data whenever possible. For that reason we
recommend that mechanisms to gather data related to parking, car
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ownership/registration for residents in the Plan area, etc. be designed to provide for
future planning work.
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c) RECOMMEND/REQUEST:


That haul routes for projects to be constructed under the EXPO Plan be prohibited from
using residential streets except for residential projects. Staging of trucks should be
limited to commercial locations – not adjacent to residences. Trucks hauling shall carry
visible identification of the location of the project for which they are hauling.

•

That the driveway design standards in Table 1 of the Q Conditions be increased from the
maximum limit of one 10-foot wide driveway for a building frontage of 150 feet or less
along a public street to allow for a maximum of 20 feet or 2 – 10 foot wide driveways.
While we advocate for providing trees and open space rather than driveways on
properties, it is potentially a dangerous situation to have a single 10 foot driveway
located on a busy street to manage both incoming and outgoing traffic without causing
avoidable congestion on street traffic.
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2. Comments on the ECTNP DEIR
a) Project Description/Objectives (Section 3.0)
•

•

•

The West Los Angeles Community Plan has strived to preserve industrial/light
manufacturing land. That is one of its goals. The ECTNP also includes secondary
objectives that “aim to promote well-designed, cohesive, and sustainable neighborhoods
around the EXPO Corridor transit stations.” It is very common to find industrially zoned
land adjacent to railroad lines and/or highways. Our community has always enjoyed
easy access to our service providers in the light industrial/light manufacturing zone
adjacent to the 405/Sepulveda corridors – as well as adjacent to the Expo Line. With the
construction of the EXPO line, we lost access to some of those vendors located near the
tracks. With the construction of the Casden property, we will lose a large piece of land
that could have best been used to provide a Westside Mobility Hub (Now that the
Casden property is being developed as housing, where could such a Mobility Hub be
located to help connect different travel modes such as LAX Flyaway, EXPO, Culver City
Green Bus, Santa Monica Blue Bus, METRO buses, AMTRACK buses, etc. Even more
important, where does our community go to purchase lumber for a home improvement
project? Where do we go to kennel a dog, get auto body work done, store wine, etc? It
would seem to be a waste of time and energy to need to drive miles away from the area
in order to access what should be accessible service providers. Once residential uses
begin to occupy the current light industrial zone we will find that the long-term survival of
the service providers is doomed. The businesses that require a light industrially zoned
use will find that they are viewed as a noxious use poorly tolerated by their neighbors.
Then what? Then where do we go to find services that should be a part of every
community?
Section 2.2: What defines a “vibrant” neighborhood? How was it determined the
neighborhoods around the stations are now not vibrant and in need of becoming vibrant?
Is there an example of another neighborhood in Los Angeles (rail-transit adjacent or not)
which was identified as in need and transformed by a similar approach? What are the
long-term effects of an area being made “vibrant?”
Primary Objective 3: Tax revenues can be generated for the city by development in any
part of the city. Not just in areas around transit stations.
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•

•

Primary Objective 4: Is it true that “emerging environmentally oriented and clean
industries” are clustered on the Westside? The best examples are seen in Playa Vista
and in Venice. The most visible example in West LA is the locating of Riot Games on
Olympic Blvd. near Bundy. However, such businesses seek creative space most
notably on large parcels of land. There are few, if any large parcels available in the
target area beyond the Sepulveda/Pico/Military lots.
Primary Objective 5: Transit ridership does not seem to need to be increased. By
Planning Dept. presentations, ridership is already greater than 75%. Placing affordable
housing near the transit line assumes the jobs for those in need of affordable housing
are also near the transit line. But as objective 4 states, the goal is to draw jobs types
which would to seem to fall into the category of needing affordable housing.

•

Primary Objective 6: By the Planning Dept.’s own estimates, vehicle miles traveled will
“increase” with addition of housing near the line. This is diametrically opposed to the
state objective.

•

Section 3.1: The stated focus of the Plan is only on Phase 2 of the Expo Line. Why only
Phase 2?

•

Without the Plan it is anticipated that development would occur in an ad hoc,
disorganized fashion. What basis is there for this anticipation? Why assume an ad hoc
development would be disorganized? Could it be more organic, developing in response
to the needs of the local area and its residents? (Just because requests for zone
changes, etc. are made, does not mean that they need to be accepted!)

•

Section 3.4: If the figures in table 3-1 on population growth and job growth are valid, then
why isn’t the city planning for the public facilities (fire, police, schools, water, sewage
conveyance, etc.) needed to address this growth “independent” of the existence of this
Expo Plan? Given the population projections from 2013 to 2035 range from 16% to
24%, perhaps a primary objective of the Plan should be zone changes dedicated to sites
for public facilities (schools, fire, police, etc.).

•

Page 3-13: If we take the population density figures presented, RAS4 allows 1 dwelling
unit per 400 square feet of lot area (108 units per acre). If 1 square mile = 640 acres,
then this Plan will see the potential realization of 640 x 108 = 69,120 dwelling units per
square.

•

Project Features: One of the project features of the Proposed Plan is a “streamlined
processes” for projects that comply with the ECTNP. Oftentimes a “streamlined process’
means that community members, neighborhood councils and other concerned and/or
interested groups lose the opportunity to review pending projects and to provide
sometimes valuable input. If our input is not incorporated into the review process and
entitlements area granted “by right”, *then the projects will have missed a very important
opportunity to hear feedback and improve their final product. “Streamlining” can too
easily be translated into the removal of public input.

•

Page 3-37 notes that projects will require “pedestrian-friendly and quality urban design”
by creating “safe, interesting and inviting buildings that improve the pedestrian
experience. Set maximum front yard setbacks…..” If the purpose is to enhance the
pedestrian experience and much-needed open space why is the front yard setback
established as a “maximum” number of square feet? Why doesn’t the EIR seek to
establish a minimum instead and encourage as large a front setback as the site and
project can accommodate?
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b) Aesthetics (Section 4.1)
•

In the discussion of aesthetics, we would like to seek reinforced protection from the
threat of digital signage in our community. Billboards inhabit our community’s open
space and detract from our ability to enjoy the natural beauty around us. We have long
been at the forefront in the fight against sign pollution, digital billboards and digital
signage. These signs are a tremendous danger to the public health and safety and their
ability to distract those on the road compromises Mayor Garcetti’s goals to reduce
deaths from bike/pedestrian traffic accidents in his VISION ZERO program.

•

Reference in the DEIR is made to the City’s LAMC that regulates lighting with a notation
from Chapter 9, Article 1, Section 91.6205 (K) 4: Signs are prohibited if they contain
flashing, mechanical and strobe lights in conflict with the provisions of Section 80.08.4
and 93.6215 of this code. It has been our experience that despite having similar
language in the Westwood/Pico NOD, the City has had difficulty enforcing what we
believed to be a prohibition against digital off and digital on site advertising on our
Pico/Westwood commercial corridors. As there have been problems in the past with this
issue in our area, what can be stated in the EXPO Plan that will provide for stronger
language that would reduce the possibility that any digital billboards or onsite digital
signs would be erected in our community? We are especially vulnerable with the 10 and
405 freeways in our area which are especially attractive to outdoor advertising
companies. (Despite laws that prohibit signs within a specified distance of freeways,
they can still be seen and While it is clear to us that lights that contain “flashing,
mechanical and strobe lights” or any appearance of movement are digital signs and are
therefore not permitted, outdoor advertisers have challenged that interpretation (whether
or not they believed that they would prevail). The resulting litigation often results in a
halt to enforcement.

•

Our community would like this Plan to contain language that makes it 100 percent clear
that there is to be no new digital signage in the area. The project area, with its high
volume traffic corridors, is especially vulnerable to becoming the recipients of digital
billboards should a mechanism to permit them be approved by the Council. Digital
billboards are a blight on their surroundings (particularly when adjacent to residential
areas), create dangerous driver distraction, promote night light pollution and alter the
character of the streetscape beneath. It is not just the intensity of the light that is being
produced that is problematic; it is the cumulative impact of having a large electronic
screen with changing images positioned in such a place as to affect all those around it.
Residents living in proximity to digital billboards report that the light pollution or strobe
effect during daytime hours is just as disturbing (though different) as the night time
negative impacts. How can this Plan be used to strengthen our community’s defenses
against digital signage – regardless of the policies adopted at City Hall in their con

•

Aesthetics and Trees: An important part of our community’s character is the contribution
that our urban forest / tree canopy plays in gracing our streets, shading our sidewalks
and helping to cool our homes and businesses. While the DEIR sites ordinances that
seek to protect a rather limited number of important tree species, we would hope that
there could be a mechanism defined in this Plan that would help our community to
defend our street trees from illegal trimming, maiming or removal. At the current time,
residents and business people are unable to seek enforcement action against those
“caught in the act” trimming or removing a street tree without a permit. Is there some
way for this planning document to define a process or to strengthen the ability of a
citizen to help the city to enforce its laws that protect the common (and not-so-common)
street tree. Because of the important role that trees play in combatting the Greenhouse
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effect/global warming, it is critical that the Expo Plan require additional evergreen trees
in the landscape ;plans in front of and adjacent to the proposed tall buildings and along
the parkways. The requirement for Evergreen trees should be further incorporated into
the Streetscape Plan where applicable. Additionally, because of our experiences with
tree removals and inappropriate pruning, we would like to suggest that the City develop
a “tree tag” that would be attached to the tree in some manner or incorporated into the
tree well that identifies the tree as a part of the ___ Streetscape Plan and provides
relevant information about trimming, etc. Perhaps project entitlement paperwork can
also include information about the street trees at the property so that the owner(s) can
be considered to have been informed of their rights and responsibilities vis-a-vis tree
care.
•

Building height, land use and aesthetics: When commercial corridors are directly
adjacent to residential streets, special care must be taken to protect the adjacent and
nearby residents from the negative impacts of a potentially overwhelming structure redefining the character of the neighborhood by drastically altering the scale and blocking
any views. We are supportive of the Plan’s language that will place a 50 foot height limit
for the 100 foot transitional area protecting R1 and R2 properties. Such a scenario is
very possible (even with proposed rear tiering) for the residents living on Bentley Avenue
where the height of Sepulveda Blvd. is proposed to allow heights up to 83 feet. That
height even with a transitional setback for those directly adjacent in R1 or R2 parcels will
have an overwhelming impact on the aesthetics of the affected blocks and will also have
a strong impact on the adjacent block beyond Bentley to Camden as well. A building of
83 feet is out of scale with the neighborhood. It will be taller than the tallest trees, will
block afternoon sunlight for long periods of time, etc. Further, Sepulveda Blvd. itself is
not an especially wide street and the presence of buildings of up to 83 feet in height on
the east side coupled with buildings of up to 148 feet is difficult to imagine. If even a
small portion of those living and/or working there have or drive cars, the added
congestion to this designated freeway alternate route will render the street unpassable.
While current planning practice looks to increase building height and population density,
it is worth noting the issues related to quality of life and human health of those who live
nearby such developments, but of those who live within. We refer to an article on
human health effects related to land use planning and high density housing:
http://www.human.cornell.edu/outreach/upload/CHE_DEA_NaturalEnvironments.pdf

•

The height and size of housing also has health effects on residents—high-rise housing is
associated with psychological stress, particularly among low-income mothers of young
children (Evans, et al., 2003). Children who lived in 14-story public housing were found
to have greater behavioral problems than children living in three-story public housing
(Saegert, 1982). Social isolation may be one reason for this, because parents are less
likely to let their kids play outside if they live high up in a large building (Kim, 1997). And,
finally, crowding has detrimental effects on both mental and physical health (Evans,
2001).”

•

Aesthetics and Utility Installations: One additional factor could have a strong impact on
the aesthetics of a street and that has to do with the coming of small cell technology that
the cellular telephone companies seek to install city/statewide. With the growing
demand for new cellular devices, telecommunications companies seek to install
hundreds and thousands of antennae on the public right-of-way. What kind of
regulation, if any, could this ordinance include that would give the community some
mechanism to review proposed installations (and the “ground” equipment that comes
along with the antennae) to reduce their negative impact on adjacent properties? (A
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statewide bill to take away the rights of cities to regulate on these is pending in the state
legislature!)
•

Is it possible for this planning effort to include the removal of utility poles and power lines
as a community benefit to be provided to the community when there is an opportunity to
provide such benefits?

•

Scenic Resources: On page 4.1-9 the DEIR makes reference to the nearest Statedesignated Scenic Highway, State Route 2, north of State Route 201 in LaCanadaFlintridge. It was our understanding that State Route 2 (Santa Monica Blvd.) from
Century City to the 405 freeway is designated as a scenic roadway.
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c) Air Quality (Section 4.2)
•

•

All of the considerations seem focused on air quality during construction. There don’t
seem to be any related to air quality “after” the changes have been made (e.g. the
addition of new high density housing and/or employment centers). Since planning
department calculations have shown an increase in VMT, there should be consideration
as to the impacts of increased air pollution. Were delivery trucks coming and going to
these buildings considered? Deliveries will continue to be made by truck (or drone?)
even with close proximity to transit. How can air quality be adequately mitigated when
emissions from autos will increase as a result in increases in total miles traveled?
From a public health perspective, there is a solid body of knowledge that has identified
the health dangers to those living in close proximity to major transit arterials due to fine
particulate air pollution. Much of the area directly east of the 405 is not only in close
proximity to the 405, but it is also downwind from the ocean breezes that are part of the
coastal influence that cools our area. Should there be testing of these areas as part of
the DEIR evaluation process?

•

Developers have stated in the past that their residents are in no danger from fine
particulate pollution because their buildings will be equipped with state of the art air
filters. However, how do the City and the developer provide the building’s tenants with
the City’s required open space if the open space to be provided is not USABLE open
space?

•

Has the City considered the creation of a mechanism to provide for the creation of
community open space outside of the fine particulate contaminated areas where not only
residents of the areas subject to fine particulate pollution could recreate without the risk
of being exposed to potential debilitating future respiratory disease?
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d) Cultural Resources (Section 4.3)
•

The DEIR does not identify any specific historic/cultural resources in our Westwood and
Sepulveda (east of the 405) Plan areas that appear to be eligible for preservation under
Federal or State Historic guidelines. However, the DEIR does make reference to the
LAMC Article 1 Chapter IX Section 91.106.4.5.1. which states that permits for the
demolition of a building over 45 years old will not be issued unless abutting properties
owners and the Council Office are notified in writing and a public notice of application for
demolition has been posted at the site at least 30 days prior to the date of issuance. We
were not aware of this ordinance and have never been notified by the City of the pending
demolition of any structures that should fall under this code. How can the Plan help to
preserve neighborhood character by advocating for the preservation and/or re-use of
older properties that lend significantly to community character? If a neighbor is notified of
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the pending demolition of an older property, what is the recourse available to preserve
the property? (What does this measure accomplish?)
•

There is a cultural landmark in our community that we do not see mentioned in the DEIR
document and that is the Apple Pan Restaurant on Pico Blvd. near Westwood Blvd. (at
the corner of Glendon and Pico). It is one of the few storefronts that has remained
unchanged over the many years since it opened. What protections can be offered to this
business/location? We would suspect that so long as the current long-time owners
maintain ownership, the restaurant will be “safe.” However, under any change of
ownership and the reassessment of the property for property taxes, there would likely be
a trigger to demolish. Why didn’t this property/business appear in Survey LA or the
DEIR?
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e) Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Section 4.5)
•

We remain concerned over the impacts of added vehicular congestion, and, in particular,
time spent idling in slowed or stopped traffic and the resulting Greenhouse Gas
Emissions created.

•

In the Mobility 2035 Plan EIR they noted that for the Westside, LOS will be significantly
worse with the project in the future (40.37% pm peak traffic at LOS E or F) compared
with 28.6% LOS E or F pm peak traffic, without the project in the future. The project was
approved and with the increase in congestion will come an increase in greenhouse gas
emissions. That is to be coupled with added delays resulting from this EXPO Plan
currently under review. Can there be a method to attempt to determine whether those
living or working in proximity to transit and who use transit actually offset the added
greenhouse gases produced by added idling and delay in driving times? We do not
know.

•

f)

While California State now exempts bicycle facilities from CEQA review, it is critical that
land use and transportation planners recognize the importance of working to maintain
reasonable traffic speeds on major arterials for those who, for whatever reason(s), chose
to drive and/or cannot or do not avail themselves of public transit or alternative modes of
transportation.
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Hazards & Waste (Section 4.6)
•

•

The DEIR’s analysis of Impact 4.6-7 (emergency response and emergency evacuation
plans) is less-than-significant. However, this analysis does not take account of the 8.9%
increase in street traffic volume that is expected to be produced by the Project. Surely
increased density and congested traffic would make it harder for emergency services to
get into the area - or residents to flee - in the event of a disaster. This impact is
especially concerning as Sepulveda Boulevard is the designated alternate route for the
405 freeway. We request that Impact 4.6-7 be reevaluated in the context of the greatly
increased traffic and congestion that would be created by the Project.
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Page 4.6-16: The map of the study area showing school locations does not seem to
include numerous pre-schools and other private schools (for example Chalk on
Westwood Blvd at La Grange or St. John’s Presbyterian pre-school at Military and
National). There may be many others. It also *does not* show Westwood Charter as a
school “within 0.25-mile buffer from study area”.
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g) Land Use & Planning (Section 4.8)
•

•

•

Of the zones that would be created as part of the Proposed Project, the new “MixedUse: Commercial/Residential” has the potential to do the most harm to the Westside. Its
name - and the way it is described in the DEIR (page 4.8-13) - is also somewhat
misleading. In the current real estate market, would-be developers will take full
advantage of this new zone by building the maximum allowed multi-family residential
space and minimum neighborhood commercial space. So the term “mixed-use” usually
means “mostly high-density residential” and to the developers, it has the added
attraction of reduced setbacks and height bonuses. These so-called mixed use projects
have a particularly devastating effect on efforts to create pedestrian friendly
environments. Instead of a vibrant ground floor presence, we will see residential space
and the occasional outdoor patio on Sawtelle Blvd., historically had interesting small
businesses along the street between Santa Monica and Olympic Blvds. Today a walk
down Sawtelle finds huge gaps in the street life where large housing developments have
been located – without any attempt to introduce any shops that might engage those
passing on the street. The Plan should be true to its goals to stimulate vibrancy and
activity and the creation of a sense of place within each station area. Without that the
neighborhoods in the Plan area will blur together and lose the special qualities that
distinguish one from another. If the Plan is successful in attracting jobs and residents
from the high tech industries, they will expect that the place where they live or where
they locate their business will be more than a run-of-the-mill commercial strip with nondescript mixed use buildings hugging the sidewalks with little landscaping or setbacks.
While the DEIR does not make it clear what uses would be allowed in the new Mixed
Use: Commercial/Residential zone, the Draft report describing the project (dated March
2017) shows that allowed uses would include “Hospitals and Nursing and Residential
Care Facilities”. We object to this use because of the additional traffic and noise impacts
(ambulances, possibly even helicopters) that would impact the surrounding residential
streets. Hospitals and medical office buildings are among the greatest trip generating
uses possible. Nursing and residential facilities where the residents require regular
nursing care are also intensive traffic generating uses. There is a large difference
between a senior residential facility and those with medical uses. It should be noted that
a large joint UCLA Medical Center-Cedars Rehabilitation Hospital facility opened at the
site of the former Century City Hospital not long ago. The area likely has adequate
hospital coverage at this time. (Attempts to locate a hospital and/or medical office
facilities at the Bundy / Olympic corner (Bundy Village/Lombardi) were met with strong
organized opposition from communities across the Westside who feared the impacts that
such a facility would have on local traffic.)
The discussion of impacts to the Change Areas on page 4.8-15 of the DEIR needs to be
updated because the change of zoning from Neighborhood Commercial to RAS4 that
had previously been proposed for Pico and Westwood Boulevards has been removed
from the Expo TNP. Further, the DEIR incorrectly asserts that the (previously proposed)
change “would not disrupt existing land use patterns as the RAS4 zone would continue
to allow ground floor commercial development on Pico Boulevard, and the
neighborhood-serving uses within RAS4 development would serve the adjacent
residential community.” This is not true. The previously proposed change of zoning
would have caused historic commercial uses - dependent upon existing low rents - to
cease operations and new commercial entities would be required to pay rent imposed by
land and construction costs at the current market rate. Moreover, the anticipated multifloor residential uses above the ground-floor commercial would have created a visual
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wall on the north side of Pico Boulevard creating a canyon-like aesthetic and
microclimate to this section of Pico. In total, the neighborhood would have lost existing
longstanding businesses, a structural wall will effectively divide the north and south sides
of Pico Boulevard and the result violates basic principles of good land use planning in
existing communities. WSSM HOA strongly supports the Planning Department’s
decision to remove Pico and Westwood Boulevards from the Expo TNP.
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•

The summary of zone changes around Westwood Station on page 4.8-18 (including
Table 4.8-5) should be updated to reflect the fact that Pico and Westwood Boulevards
have been removed from the Plan.
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•

The discussion of impacts to the Change Areas on page 4.8-15 does not include the
current proposal to change the zoning of the Westside Pavilion property (on Pico
between Westwood and Overland) from community commercial to mixed-use. Unlike
similar changes being proposed around Palms and Culver City Stations, this latest
proposal for the Westside Pavilion site would allow mixed-use development immediately
adjacent to single-family (R1) residential uses on the streets to the south, resulting in
significant impacts including: increased density, building height, shadow, and visual
blight. WSSM opposes the proposed upzoning of the Westside Pavilion site and
requests that the existing community commercial zoning remain in place.
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At first glance, the Public Benefits described on page 4.8-20 appear to be a welcome
benefit of the ECTNP. However, the proposed 80 - 100% FAR bonuses that would-be
developers could “earn” from provision inclusion of Public Benefits are far too high.
They are also unnecessary. Surely, our community should expect these features to be
included in every new development as a matter-of-course, so there should be no special
reward to developers for providing them. We request that the FAR bonuses be removed
from the Plan; instead, Public Benefits should be a pre-requisite - something that must
be included in order to qualify for the base FAR.
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The conclusion on page 4.8-21 of the DEIR that “implementation of the Proposed Project
would result in a less than significant impact related to land use compatibility and
division of an established community” must be revised to reflect the proposed zoning
change for the Westside Pavilion site, which would surely result in significant impacts.
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The Alternative Compliance Scenario described on page 4.8-21 (and also in Chapter
3.0) is a potentially damaging feature of the TNP, because it would provide a path to
increased residential square footage - with a corresponding decrease in non-residential
square footage and jobs. And while would-be developers will surely take full advantage
of this profitable loophole, the payback to the community seems almost negligible. We
request that the Alternative Compliance component be removed from the Proposed
Project.
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•

The “Mitigation Measures” and “Significance of Impacts after Mitigation” paragraphs on
page 4.8-22 need to be updated to reflect mitigations and impact significance related to
the change of zone for the Westside Pavilion site.
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•

The analysis of Impact 4.8-2 (consistency with applicable goals, policies and regulations)
on pages 4.8-22 through 4.8-35 needs to be revised and updated to reflect the change
of zoning for the Westside Pavilion site that is now included in the Proposed Project. It
seems likely (if not certain) that high-density mixed-use development on the Westside
Pavilion site would create conflicts with Regional, State and Local goals, policies and
regulations, which would change the impact analysis to “significant”.
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•

•

•

•

The analysis of Impact 4.8-2 should be revised to include Westwood/Pico Neighborhood
Overlay District (which was established by ordinance and remains in effect).

•

A major concern of our community relates to our ability to seek conditions on projects
having an impact on our community. As the City seeks to increase the permitting of
projects “by right” (streamlining) and removes opportunities for residents to make
comments and suggestions and to meet and negotiate with developers, we fear that our
ability to seek mitigations for impacts will be lost. Even in large projects we face
challenges seeking mitigations because all too often the EIR traffic studies fail to identify
future project impacts. When no impacts are documented, no mitigations are deemed
necessary. This process leaves the City with the later responsibility of having to respond
to those impacts and to bear the expense of future mitigation.
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h) Noise (Section 4.9)
The DEIR correctly identifies “significant and unavoidable impacts” with noise and vibration.
However, the analysis in Section 4.9 downplays the true extent of these impacts in several
key ways:
•

Firstly, the analysis has been done without a single ambient noise or vibration
measurement in the Project Area. Instead, the preparers have relied on assumptions
(such as the “presumed” ambient noise levels in the LAMC). This approach seems
substandard and less than is required for good faith compliance with the CEQA
guidelines. For the Final EIR, the impact analysis should be supported by actual
measured ambient noise and vibration data to better quantify these important impacts.

•

Secondly, the DEIR proposes no clear significance criteria for vibration, arguing that
“there are no adopted City standards for vibration”. This is inadequate. Normal practice
would be to fall back on the County Code in any areas not adequately covered by the
LAMC. So, for better compliance with CEQA guidelines and to better quantify the
vibration impacts, the analysis in the FEIR should reference the LA County Code
vibration limit.

•

•
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Thirdly, the DEIR misrepresents the vibration acceptability criteria published by the FTA,
by quoting a vibration limit of 85 VdB. That figure is incorrect; according to the FTA
publication “Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment” (2006) the impact criterion
for residential property is 80 VdB for infrequent events (fewer than 30 per day). For
more frequent vibration events - such as those associated with heavy construction work,
which could occur more than 70 times per day - the FTA criterion is 72 VdB. The
analysis in the FEIR should include correct references to the FTA criteria.
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And finally, the proposed zone change (from commercial to mixed-use) for the Westside
Pavilion property would permit/encourage new residential development that would be
incompatible with existing ambient noise levels, which exceed 70 dBA (CNEL) on the
Overland side of the site and almost certainly also exceed 70 dBA (CNEL) on the Pico
and Westwood sides too (this should be verified by long-term noise monitoring on all
three sides of the site). Such a high noise exposure level exceeds the upper limits for
residential land use compatibility prescribed by Federal, State and Local agencies namely: HUD, State Department of Health Services, State Department of Housing and
Community Development, City of Los Angeles (General Plan). In other words, this site
is simply too noisy to be compatible with the proposed residential use/zoning. Yet
another compelling reason to remove the Westside Pavilion site from the Plan.
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•

i)
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Population, Housing & Employment (Section 4.10)
•

The analysis in the DEIR finds Impact 4.10-1 (substantial population growth) to be less
than significant. However, there is a flaw in the analysis because it does not take into
account the 600 (approx.) residential unit Casden project at Pico and Sepulveda - right
next to the Sepulveda Station - that was approved by City Council in June 2013. In fact,
the Pico/Sepulveda project is not acknowledged anywhere in the DEIR.
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Table 4.10-10 shows that, compared to projected (SCAG) 2035 demand for housing
along the entire length of the corridor within the City of Los Angeles, existing community
plans fall short by 2,425 units. Thus, the Sepulveda Station housing project alone would
meet a significant portion (25%) of the anticipated housing needs for the entire corridor
yet is not acknowledged in the DEIR (Page 4.10-15).
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•

The housing impact analysis needs to be revised to reflect that portion of future housing
demand that will be met by the Casden project at Pico and Sepulveda.
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•

The analysis of demand for jobs in the Project Area does not include the impact of the
currently proposed change of zone for the Westside Pavilion site from commercial to
mixed-use (i.e. mostly residential), which would surely result in a net loss of jobs.
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4.10-15, the DEIR notes that a market study was conducted by Pro Forma Advisors,
LLC entitled Expo and Crenshaw LRT Station Area Plans Market Analysis, 2013 to
supplement SCAG growth projections for jobs and housing. However, this market
analysis did not include Westwood Station.
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•

•

j)

Similarly, what efforts have been made to assess the appropriateness of using the
freeway adjacent properties as future residential locations related to the exposures to
noise and fine particulate air pollution standards? For those properties located between
Sepulveda and the 405 freeway, was modeling done to determine the noise levels that
residents would be exposed to there – particularly if sound bounced off any new tall
structures on Sepulveda to “trap” noise between those buildings and the 405 and/or any
405 sound walls. It is possible that with construction of buildings anywhere from 83 to
161 feet high that excessive ambient sound levels would result?

Public Services (Section 4.11)
•

The analysis in the DEIR finds Impact 4.11-1 (requirement for a new fire station) less
than significant, in spite of the dramatic increase in development capacity, housing,
population and employment in the Project Area that would be created by the Proposed
Project. On page 4.11-11, the DEIR states that “…an increase in population, by itself,
would not increase demand for fire protection services.” This assertion makes no sense
and doesn’t appear to be supported by any evidence. Experience tells us that the
demand for fire protection services absolutely will increase with increased population.
Worse still, the projected 8.9% increase in traffic that would result from the Proposed
Project would impede the progress of firefighting vehicles trying to make their way along
our ever more congested streets - further increasing response times to emergencies that
are distant from the existing fire stations. The analysis of Impact 4.11-1 must surely be
revised to “significant”, unless the DEIR can be supplemented with some hard evidence
that increased development capacity, population and traffic congestion does not trigger a
need for an additional fire station. LAFD station location is based on the geographic
distribution of physical structures, access to trucks, ambulances, and other equipment,
and the location of the Proposed Project rather than only on population increases.
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•

There is only 1 LAFD station (#92 on Pico near Overland) located on the same side of
the 405 and 10 freeways to the study areas around the Westwood and Sepulveda
stations. Station 92 is “assessment light force, paramedic.” It does not have an
“engine.” And that station is on the far north-eastern edge of the Expo corridor. If that
station is occupied with other emergencies, response from other stations will require
potentially significant additional travel time.

•

We take exception to the DEIR’s analysis, which concludes that Impact 4.11-2 (impacts
related to construction of new or altered police facilities) would be less than significant.
Like Impact 4.11-2, the increase in density and population the Proposed Project would
create in the Project Area would certainly increase the demand on police protection
services. The DEIR agrees, stating on page 4.11-16 that “…the number of calls for
police response to home and retail burglaries, vehicle burglaries, damage to vehicles,
traffic-related incidents and crimes against persons would be anticipated to increase with
the increase in people, commercial and retail land uses and dwelling units in the ECTNP
Area.”. Since our area is already under-policed and has a growing burglary problem at
our current population and density, how can the increase in police services necessary to
adequately support the Proposed Project be provided without a substantial expansion of
police facilities/staffing? The analysis of Impact 4.11-2 must be revised to more fairly
and accurately reflect the need for additional police facilities to address the increase in
crime that would surely result from the Proposed Project.

•

The WLA Community Police station services the project area with the West Bureau
serving the entire Phase II route of Expo. (The West Bureau consists of the WLA
Division and the Pacific Division.) The WLA Division covers 63.14 square miles and
serves a population of approximately 230,288 people. Staffing includes: 238 sworn
officers, 20 reserve officers, 18 civilians, and 23 volunteers. The Project Area could
accommodate an additional 12,216 residents and 9,457 jobs under the proposed project
with Alternative Compliance scenario when compared to existing conditions and an
additional 10,364 residents and 5,644 jobs when compared to the current plan.

•

The police department tells us now, there are not enough officers. 238 for 65 square
miles and not all on duty at same time. How can adding more people to the area, more
housing units, more office space mean you need *less* officers per unit of
office/housing? While additional police service demands can be accommodated through
a variety of methods, including overtime or provision of substations in existing structures,
which would increase police protection without the need for construction of new stations,
where is the budget increase to pay for the overtime for these now regularly over taxed
officers and/or to hire new officers?

•

We must take exception to the DEIR’s analysis, which concludes that Impact 4.11-3
(ability of existing public schools to accommodate increased demand for enrollment)
would be less than significant. The analysis relies on data from 2012 and 2013 and does
not reflect present-day overcrowding problems - nor the increased enrollment demand of
the 600-unit mixed-use Casden project at Pico and Sepulveda. Further population
increases resulting from the Project will surely exacerbate the problem, forcing students
to travel to surrounding neighborhoods (possibly a significant distance away) to attend
school. The analysis of Impact 4.11-3 must be revised using present-day enrollment
figures. Our local elementary schools have been at capacity (and above) for a number
of years. Average capacity for Westwood Charter over the past three years is 870
students.

•

We question the assumption presented in the DEIR: “While the increase in student
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enrollment resulting from the Proposed Project could be accommodated by the current
capacity for the middle schools and high schools serving the Project Area, the current
capacity at elementary schools serving the Project Area would not accommodate the
number of new students that could be generated by the Proposed Project. However,
student population may change during the intervening years, and LAUSD may need to
expand existing schools and/or provide new facilities in order to accommodate the
additional students generated by the Proposed Project.” Table 4.11-9 shows current
total elementary available capacity of 734 seats. And from tale 4.11-10 the anticipated
number of added elementary students is 1051. That seems to assume an even
distribution of children across all the schools (which we know does not reflect reality as
many residences and schools are separated by the 405/10. How can a capacity of 731,
and a demand of 1051 be interpreted as an impact “Less than significant?”
•

We question the following as an unproven assumption:
The DEIR acknowledges that impacts that divide a community are of particular
concern/importance. The lack of space to accommodate new students from newly zoned
residential projects could very well trigger a division of the community currently served
by Westwood Charter Elementary. LAUSD has considered changing the boundaries of
Westwood Charter Elementary School. If a portion of the WSSM community were to be
removed from Westwood Charter’s boundary, it was once proposed that students from
the western portion of our community would be sent to Nora Sterry Elementary which is
located west of the 405 Freeway. The contemplation of sending students to a school
west of the 405, which is inaccessible to those east of the 405 after 3 pm each workday,
would be to shatter the community which for many residents is focused around their
children and Westwood Charter. Many residents purchased or rented their home, condo
or apartment specifically to live in the Westwood Charter district area. Social circles are
built around friends met at school, parent activities centered at the school, etc. A closer
look at enrollment figures coupled with a plan as to where the children who may live in
newly created residential zones must be made. (Sending WSSM area children to Nora
Sterry would assure that they could not walk to their elementary school and would need
to be driven. (And once driven, significant time would be lost in the return home after
school whether by individual car, carpool or arranged van/bus transportation.

•

It would seem reasonable to assume, since the focus of the ECTNP is to build affordable
housing, the public school system would be the most likely destination for children living
in affordable housing units. So it’s almost certain, new elementary school construction
would be needed. So how is the impact on public school access “less than significant”?
Additionally, it should be noted that two nearby schools, Richland Elementary and
Webster, are so close to the 10 freeway that they rightfully should be shut down.
Certainly no new school construction would occur on land next to the 10/405. So where
is the land to build these new schools?

•

The DEIR finds Impact 4.11-4 (ability of existing parks and recreation facilities to
accommodate the additional demand created by the Proposed Project) significant and
unavoidable. We concur with this analysis. In an area that is already underserved by
public parks, any further reduction in access to such essential facilities is surely
unacceptable.
What creative solutions to foster the development of new recreational open space have
been considered? As permitted building heights increase, one would expect/hope to find
that land at the base of such buildings would be set aside to provide needed open
space. This plan considers granting extraordinary height where such height has not
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been granted previously yet makes no allowances to create open space or greenbelts in
proximity to these developments and communities. (The construction of balconies
provides very limited opportunity for recreational enjoyment or activity but is permitted to
be “counted” as open space. Perhaps the buildings adjacent to R1 and R2 residential
properties should not be permitted to have balconies at all as they further degrade
residential quality of life by robbing neighbors of their privacy, and the open space that
would have been allocated to the balconies should be required to be invested in true
usable open space—such as neighborhood pocket parks (on land as opposed to
converted parking spaces in the street). Any open space created on private property
should be open to the public within reasonable operating hours.
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k) Transportation & Traffic (Section 4.12)
•

The DEIR correctly identifies “significant and unavoidable impacts” with traffic circulation
in the Project Area, concluding that the Proposed Project would increase traffic volumes
to levels above applicable thresholds (Impact 4.12-2). We cannot overstate how
damaging this particular impact would be to Westwood South. Still more vehicles on our
already-congested streets would stifle all aspects of life here, turning our vibrant
neighborhood into a giant parking lot.

•

The traffic analysis in the DEIR underscores yet again the flawed thinking behind the
Expo TNP, because the claimed objective is to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per
capita, rather than reduce total VMT. So, while the Proposed Project is projected to
result in a modest (3.1%) reduction in VMT per capita, the total VMT is expected to
increase by 8.9%.

•

The General Plan Transportation Element calls for improving, not worsening, mobility.
The 1999 General Plan Transportation Element also said that “promotes conserving the
existing character of its residential neighborhood” (p.3) by preventing neighborhood
intrusion. Is there a process defined in this Plan that will protect neighborhoods from
intrusion? How will this be monitored and evaluated? It is important that the EIR
document capture baseline conditions for all infrastructure so that Plan impacts can be
assessed.

•

What impacts will increasing traffic have on first responders working in the area? Does
this plan in any way increase delay in response time and, if so, what risks does that pose
to public safety?

•

The traffic analysis in the DEIR is based on counts and projections dating back to 2013 before the Expo Line began operations in 2016. This is a significant flaw, because - for
all its benefits - the Expo Line has worsened street traffic, especially during peak hours.
To capture the true impact of the Proposed Project on traffic, the analysis must be
updated to reflect traffic volumes and flows post-Expo Line. This will also provide for the
identification of the Expo Line’s impact on traffic patterns in the area.

•

What has been Expo Light Rail’s at-grade crossings’ impacts on LOS, VHT and VMT?

•

Traffic intrusion onto residential streets by commuters seeking to bypass congested
major and secondary highways is of continuing and increasing concern. Historically, the
City has failed to identify traffic impacts of residential buildings consisting of less than 50
units. However, the cumulative impacts of many larger unit buildings on residential
streets has taken its toll and added to congestion on these streets that have been
experiencing cut-through traffic. No neighborhood traffic management plan for the
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WSSM area was required for the large Casden project even though it lies diagonally
across from our area.
•

Has a mechanism been proposed that will require developers on Sepulveda Blvd. to
provide right-of-way dedication and to pay for actual implementation costs of the
Streetscape Plan as part of their project development requirements? Will there be a
defined process to ensure that the implementation of these roadway and right-of-way
improvements takes place? Dedication requirements should be increased as needed to
ensure the free flow dedicated right turn lanes described in the Streetscape Plan as well
as any bicycle facilities to be incorporated on Sepulveda Blvd.

•

Development impact fees do not pay to improve traffic congestion caused by the existing
traffic or by the cut-through traffic with destinations outside of a given specific plan area.
While the development impact fees may be leveraged to secure outside transportation
grants to help pay to address existing infrastructure problems, those funds are not
guaranteed

•

Are construction impacts of the Casden project taken into account in the traffic
projections in the DEIR? Are the impacts of the Casden project taken into consideration
upon occupancy?

•

While TDM programs are looked to as a mechanism to reduce traffic impacts, we are
unaware of any successful residential TDM programs in operation in our area. Past
environmental analysis of the Casden project stated that “the TOD/TDM trip reductions
alone would not reduce any of the impacts to less-than-significant levels…” (DEIR page
IV.N-147).

•

How can a system be developed to monitor and evaluate the travel behaviors of those
living in the Project area? How can accurate information be captured pertaining to
personal travel habits?

•

The Mayor and Department of Transportation have launched “Vision Zero,” an initiative
intended to reduce deaths and serious injuries experienced by pedestrians and bicyclists
involved in traffic accidents. The philosophy behind the Vision Zero initiative relies on
the intention efforts of the City to SLOW traffic so that if and when a pedestrian or
bicyclist is hit, they will be injured and not killed. While it is most certainly laudable to
work toward reducing and eliminating preventable deaths, there has been little work
done to evaluate the impacts of slowing traffic on major arterials such that the drivers
abandon those streets in favor of other better moving routes. Too often this change of
driver behavior will see traffic moved to smaller residential streets where children play
and walk to school, and where the casual bike rider feels more comfortable to ride—
away from heavy traffic. The City cannot abandon its responsibility to move traffic while
balancing the needs of pedestrians and bicyclists. At the current time, however, it feels
as if the pendulum has gone from one extreme to the next. The costs of delay, in time,
lost productivity, in the vehicular emissions created, etc. must be considered when
evaluating street treatments and in locating bicycle facilities.

•

If Transit Neighborhood Plans are needed to address cut-through intrusions or other
traffic-related problems that threaten neighborhood safety and quality of life, who will pay
for those programs?

•

The DEIR notes that worksite traffic disruptions are to be mitigated. However, when
lane closures have been implemented on Sepulveda Blvd., for example, it was
necessary to do the required work during night hours. When major work is being done
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during the night, there are other noise related factors that must be taken into account. It
will be difficult to significantly restrict traffic on Sepulveda Blvd. due to its role as a
designated freeway alternate route (and due to the heavy traffic it carries and the fact
that there are no other north/south roadways that reach over the Santa Monica
Mountains and into the valley).
l)
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Utilities & Service Systems (Section 4.13)
•

In its analysis of impacts on the water supply and wastewater infrastructure, the DEIR
notes that Proposed Project would result in increased demand - necessitating new water
and waste lines - but nonetheless concludes that these impacts are less than significant.
The logic is that any future developments would need to comply with existing City
policies and, specifically, that “each Applicant/Contractor would be required to identify
specific on- and off- site improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to water
(and wastewater) conveyance… are addressed prior to issuance of a certificate of
occupancy”. This approach seems backwards and irresponsible. Surely, the City must
put the water supply and wastewater infrastructure needed to support the Proposed
Project in place BEFORE implementing zoning changes etc., rather than “kicking-thecan-down-the-road” and hoping that developers/contractors (who will be looking for the
cheapest and most expedient way to get their projects approved) will solve the issues
with significantly increased demand as they arise in the future.

•

The analysis in the FEIR should be revised to include the necessary upgrades to water
supply and wastewater conveyance infrastructure as required mitigations, and then
Impacts 4.13-2 and 4.13-6 should be revised to read “less than significant with
mitigation”. It is essential that the costs of required infrastructure upgrades to support
the Proposed Project are factored into the impact analysis.

•

The DEIR notes that “the Proposed Project would exceed 20,000 gpd, which is the BOS
criterion for necessitating detailed gauging to determine whether the sewer
conveyancing system is capable of safely accommodating the total flow generated by
the Project”. However, the DEIR does not propose or even suggest implementing any
such gauging as a mitigation - relying instead on future developers/contractors of future
developments to “coordinate with LASAN” to solve capacity problems as they surface.

•

The DEIR states that the existing sewer infrastructure in the Project Area is in “good to
very good” condition. According to Table 4.13-11, sewer pipes in “good” condition have
only light, localized cracks, corrosion or root damage, while pipes in “very good”
condition are “almost like-new”. Neither of these descriptions seems to align with the
reality of the sewer pipe network in our Westwood South area, much of which is over 80
years old and in need of frequent repair (see this LA Times article from 2015:
http://graphics.latimes.com/la-aging-water-infrastructure/).

•

The DEIR should be revised to more accurately describe the aging sewage conveyance
systems in our area, which are not compatible with the increased demand that would be
precipitated by the Proposed Project. There was mention in the Casden project EIR
documents that the Casden project may be using up the last remaining capacity for
added sewer service on the line servicing the area. What is the update on that line?
What are current assessments of available capacity?

•

Electricity supply. The DEIR shows that the Proposed Project would increase demand
for electricity in the Project Area by 52%. However, this translates into an increase of
only 0.4% citywide, which - according to the analysis in the DEIR - can easily be
accommodated by existing electricity infrastructure and therefore the Proposed Project
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would have no significant impact on the City’s electricity supply. This is encouraging, but
doesn’t seem to jibe with recent experience power outages and brownouts (which seem
to occur every summer) not to mention the billboards and radio ads which tell us to avoid
running air-conditioners and the like at times of peak demand.
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m) Alternatives (Chapter 5.0)
•

Our misgivings about the whole premise of the ECTNP notwithstanding, Alternative 2
(the Reduced Project Alternative) is the variant of the Plan that would do the least
damage to the Westside. The 25% reduction in allowable FAR (with commensurate
reductions in height, increased setbacks, etc.) would provide at least some relief from
the serious negative impacts of the Proposed Project.

•

The far-reaching negative impacts caused by the Proposed Project would be
exacerbated by the Alternative 3 variant, which would reduce job creation and further
increase maximize residential density (and thereby strain on infrastructure, worsened
traffic etc.). We cannot how damaging Alternative 3 would be to the Westside.

We thank you for your consideration of our thoughts and look forward to the continuing dialogue
to address some of the issues raised in the DEIR and our letter.
Sincerely,

Barbara Broide
President
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 25

Lameese Chang
LA City Planning Dept.
Via email: lameese.chang@lacity.org
RE: ENV-2013-622-EIR
Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan
Dear Ms. Chang:
Please accept my comments on the above-referenced plan. As a resident of the
area north of the Exposition Light Rail Corridor (and Westwood and Sepulveda
EXPO stations), just north of Pico Blvd., I wish to submit my strong support for
the revised plan for the areas adjacent to these two key EXPO stations that serve
our Westwood South of Santa Monica Blvd. (WSSM) community.
The EXPO TNP Specific Plan with its revisions to remove Pico Blvd. between
Sepulveda and Overland from “upzoning” addresses our community’s strong
opposition to the plan as originally proposed. We are supportive of the revisions
along Pico Blvd. that acknowledge the fact that our community already has
significant density coupled with crippling traffic. We have large employment
centers in this area including UCLA, the UCLA Medical Center, Westwood
Village and Century City. These centers more than justify the investment made
in the EXPO Line and serve commuters and students, as well as local residents.
Our area was long overdue for a major public transit investment given our
congestion, the growing density of our housing stock, and the many jobs and
educational opportunities provided in our area.
The Pico Blvd. business corridor is the center of our community. We frequent the
businesses along Pico and Westwood Blvds. Our Westside Neighborhood
Council has invested significant time and resources in the improvement of Pico
Blvd. and will soon be implementing a new streetscape plan from Sepulveda to
Patricia Ave. And just this month we celebrated the fifth “Pick Pico” event to
promote local businesses and organizations. The rezoning of Pico would doom
the overwhelming majority of the existing shopkeepers – many independent
business owners. The rezoning would usher in a period not unlike the urban
renewal of the 1960’s—where entire neighborhoods were demolished. We do
not wish to invite that kind of destruction here.
Our community does not have adequate infrastructure to support the construction
that would be created by providing added development with a Pico Blvd. RAS 4
zone. Those added development opportunities would have served to create a
“land rush” along Pico—further inflating already expensive land. No affordable
housing would have resulted from such upzoning. Adjacent properties would be
severely negatively impacted.

25-1

Our existing multi-family zoned blocks have been and continue to be developed;
duplex, triplex and fourplex buildings have been and are being torn down for
much larger projects with many more units—some taking advantage of bonus
densities to provide low income housing. This area has grown in population and
continues to do so. With the completion of the Casden project at Exposition and
Sepulveda, we will add nearly 600 new units nearby. These units do not seem to
have been accounted for in the DEIR. We have a high proportion of renters –
many of whom have located to be in the Westwood Charter Elementary School
area. That said, our local Westwood Charter Elementary School is at capacity.
As is well known, our area suffers from significant traffic congestion. Some of
that congestion relates to the fact that there are nearly no north-south through
arterials to carry traffic (and/or transit) thus placing tremendous burdens on those
few streets that do provide north-south access. Sepulveda Blvd. is one of the
few and is also the 405 freeway alternative route; it will be further slowed with the
addition of new development along its street. We have long requested DASH
transit service from LA DOT but have been refused for many years as the priority
for DASH goes to “transit dependent” areas. While we understand the need to
prioritize, it seems to us that additional value can be realized from the EXPO line
if more people were easily able to access its stations. This particularly true for
those who wish to give up their vehicles and for the young and elderly. Having
reliable transit connections to EXPO from throughout our community (which goes
north to Santa Monica Blvd.) would better spread development instead of
creating a bottleneck/canyon along Pico Blvd. The reality is that EXPO will not
even be able to resolve the current traffic issues—much less absorb all the
traffic to be created by new development, a great deal of which will occur without
any upzoning to our community. And, we must remember that EXPO’s capacity
to carry passengers is limited due to the sharing of track with the Blue Line as the
train nears downtown. The DEIR uses traffic figures that were taken BEFORE
the EXPO Light Rail Line went into service. Therefore conclusions drawn cannot
be accepted as accurate/valid as the operation of the light rail may have had a
significant impact on patterns of travel in the area. The traffic study analysis
should be updated to incorporate recent traffic counts and related project data.
It is difficult to understand the relationship between this Transit Corridor
Neighborhood Plan and how Measure JJJ’s “Transit Oriented Communities”
(TOC) program will be implemented. The current Planning Dept.
recommendations that were sent to the City Planning Commission recommended
that areas that fall under a Transit Corridor Plan would be exempted from the
TOC/Measure JJJ program. We support this interpretation but do not know
whether it will be adopted as such by the City Council. And, of course, we all
look forward to the time when the WLA Community Plan will be rewritten so that
we can make community-wide decisions as to our collected vision of the
community. It appears to be an impossible task to attack these initiatives in some
sensible order when all our community assets and resources can be reviewed.

25-1
cont.

We are grateful that the Planning Dept. heard the overwhelming community input
that opposed initial EXPO TNP plans. We thank you for listening. We look
forward to our continuing communication.
Sincerely,
Barbara Broide
2001 Malcolm Ave.
LA 90025
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Lameese Chang, Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Lameese.chang@lacity.org
Phone (213) 978-1178 / Fax (213) 978-1477
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 30

COX CASTLE
NICHOLSON

Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP
2029 Century Park East, Suite 2100
Los Angeles, California 90067-3284
P: 310.284.2200 F: 310.284.2100

Al exander M. DcGood

310. 284.2205
adcgoo d@coxcastl e.co m

File N o. 068209

June 5, 2017
VIA EMAIL

Lameese Chang
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street
Room 667
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Re:

Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan Draft Environmental Impact
Report, Case No. ENV-2013-622-EIR

Dear Ms. Chang:
This office represents the owner of the property located at 12101 West Olympic
Boulevard (the "Property"), which is located immediately north of the Expo/Bundy light rail
station within the proposed Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan (the "Plan").

I.

The Martin Expo Town Center (METC) Project

In September 2016, the Los Angeles City Council unanimously approved, among
other entitlements, a general plan amendment changing the Property's general plan designation
from Light Industrial to General Commercial and a zone change changing the Property's zoning
from M2-l Light Industrial to (T)(Q)C2-2D with a 4.0: 1 FAR (the "Martin Expo Town Center"
or "METC project"). The METC project is a leading transit-oriented mixed-used development
that will consist of approximately 150,000 square feet of creative office space, over 500
residential units, a 35,000 square foot grocery store, 46,000 square feet of retail space, and
18,000 square feet ofrestaurant space for a total of approximately 807,000 square feet of
development. The City approved the METC project after years of analysis and extensive
community input.

II.

30-1

The Exposition Corridor Draft EIR Docs Not Properly Identify the METC Project
Site

The draft EIR for the Plan incorrectly lists the Property's current general plan
designation as Light Industrial and ignores the City Council's September 2016 action. This is
perplexing given that the METC project is one of the largest mixed-use projects approved by the
City in recent years. I request that the Plan' s final EIR correctly reflect the current general plan
designation and zoning for the Property.

www.coxcastle.com

Los Angeles I Orange County I San Francisco

Lameese Chang
June 5, 2017
Page 2

III.

The EIR Should Take Into Account Recent Planning Decisions

By inco1Tectly designating the Property's cmTent zoning and general plan
designation, the EIR inaccurately analyzes a potential zoning and general plan change that would
not align with recent City actions. The Plan proposes a Hybrid Industrial general plan
designation and Hybrid Industrial: Jobs Emphasis zoning for the Property, which would permit a
base FAR of 2.0: I and a maximum FAR of 4.0: I with the provision of certain community
benefits, and would limit residential uses. However, per the City's recent actions, the Property
already has a 4.0: 1 FAR and zoning that permits residential use that exceeds the residential FAR
that would be permitted under the Plan. 1 At a minimum the EIR must analyze the proposed
change in zoning relative to the Property's current zoning. This is particularly important given
that the Property appears to be the largest site in the Plan for the proposed Hybrid Industrial
designation and zoning.
More broadly, as a policy matter it makes little sense for the City to expend years
of effort analyzing and approving legislative entitlements for the Property (including a
development agreement) only to turn around a few months later and propose entirely different
zoning. While the METC project is vested and may develop according to its entitlements
regardless of the Plan's final form, the Plan should acknowledge the City Council's policy
decision of September 2016 and propose a general plan designation and zoning for the Property
that align with the City's recent action.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Should you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,
/1 .

? -c

u.2(~

- ,,,f-7/ (
~
/ l / . t Z - - - ~ ~-

Alexander M. DeGood
AMD/amd

068209\8880254v l

1 The

METC project will provide significant affordable housing and numerous other community benefits,
including substantial traffic infrastructure improvements and payments for various social services.
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 31
Lameese Chang <lameese.chang@lacity.org>

Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan-comments
Joanne Dorfman <evenik@yahoo.com>
Reply-To: Joanne Dorfman <evenik@yahoo.com>
To: Lameese Chang <lameese.chang@lacity.org>

Re: Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan
City Planning Case: CPC-2013-621-ZC-GPA-SP
Environmental Case: ENV-2013-622-EIR

Mon, Jun 5, 2017 at 2:09 PM

June 3, 2017

Dear Ms. Chang,
I am a 17 year resident of West Los Angeles 90064. I have studied the ETNP, and the EIR.
My comments are as follows:

-Good points of the plan:
-new housing
-guidelines for streetscape improvements, evergreen trees please.
-urban design standards- good and will help aesthetics.
-Pico Blvd - keep it commercial, 2-3 stories max- no RAS4.
-Exposition Blvd- keep it R-2, No change to R-3.
-transitional heights between different zones, makes for a harmonious community.
-shadow & shade study-good to integrate tall buildings with least impact on established neighbors.
-community benefits- please fund local Marshall P. Riddick Youth Center, they serve the kids of the
neighborhood.
-Listen to the residents of the community-we live here, our kids go to school here, we want it to be
done well.

31-1

-Unfavorable points of the plan:
-sub area #4 is too tall/dense, please lower height. Setback across from R-1 needs to be deep, 60 ft
or more.
-unbundled parking- goes against human nature and real life practice.
-traffic will get worse no matter what measures are taken, so density needs to be lessened in sub
areas 1,2,3.
-infrastructure to accommodate new developments needs to be defined; police, fire, schools, water,
sewers, libraries, parks & recreation/open space.
-school study is 5 years old, not valid for today or for the future.
-westside pavilion sub area #6- please keep this commercial and not add residential.

31-2

General comments:
It is my belief that our city is very desirable and there will never be enough affordable housing for all
those that wish to live here. The new developments will have a small fraction of affordable units. I do
not believe housing prices will be lowered by the implementation of this plan.
To density the neighborhood in an attempt to satisfy demand will result in a more crowded
neighborhood, with residents squeezing in to share the same roads, same schools, same parks,
calling the same police, and the same fire trucks- and currently we are still on a sharing basis between
fire Station #92 on Pico Blvd and Station #34 in Palms. I have personally witnessed fire

31-3

https://mail .google.com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=a249f4dceb&\iew=pt&msg=15c7a1c6061dd1fe&cat=E~%20Corridor%20TNP%2FPublic%20Cornm%202017&searc... 1/2
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trucks/ambulances waiting at at-grade train crossings on Overland and Westwood Blvd. while sirens
blaze and someone waits in desperate need of help. At minimum this plan should mandate the
elimination of any fire stations sharing service areas where the train intersects their boundaries.
Therefore, I strongly urge LA Dept. of Planning to modify some of the heights/densities of the plan. It is
noble that some form of relief for housing is addressed here, but it will result in the overtaxing of our
community's police, fire, water, sewer, power, schools, roads, parks, libraries, and our air.

31-3
cont.

-Joanne Dadison Dorfman
11015 Exposition Blvd
Los Angeles, CA 90064

https://rnail.google.com/rnail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=a249f4dceb&1Aew=pt&msg=15c7a1c6061dd1fe&cat=Elq:)o%20Corridor%20TNP%2FPublic%20Cornrn"/o202017&searc... 2/2
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 32
Lameese Chang <lameese.chang@lacity.org>

Against Pico Upzoning
1 message
Mon, Jun 5, 2017 at 4:13 PM
mary doss <music2mom@hotmail.com>
To: "lameese.chang@lacity.org" <lameese.chang@lacity.org>
Cc: "faisal.alserri@lacity.org" <faisal.alserri@lacity.org>, "jack.sripoona@lacity.org" <jack.sripoona@lacity.org>

Hello,

I am a long term resident of the area. Upzoning Pico between Sepulveda and Overland will negative
impact the quality of life for residents like me. Increasing building density to 5 story from the current 3
story Ii mit shall:
•
•
•
•

eliminate/kill the small business which makes this area desirable
add traffic to an already very congested streets and parking nightmares
threaten school boundaries
strain emergency services by not adding resources

32-1

Keep the story limit to 3 and DO NOT VOTE FOR UPZONING.

Regards,

Marie Doss
Veteran Ave resident and voter.

https://mail .google.com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=a249f4dceb&\iew=pt&cat=Elqx>%20Corridor%20TNP%2FPublic%20Comm%202017&search=cat&th=15c7a88b2178c... 1/1
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 33
Lameese Chang <lameese.chang@lacity.org>

FOR revised plan - no upzoning for pico Expo corridor plan
Lorna Edmond <loma2003@hotmail.com>
To: "lameese.chang@lacity.org" <lameese.chang@lacity.org>
Cc: Paul Koretz <paul.koretz@lacity.org>, jay greenstein <jay.greenstein@lacity.org>

Fri, Jun 2, 2017 at 4:42 PM

Dear Ms Chan - City Planning Department
We hope that you will stand strong for the little people
as you are their voice in city hall and do not allow the
Pico corridor between Overland & Sepulveda to ever be
'upzoned'

33-1

Present living in our area had many problems with no
solutions
Known
33-2

Expo is operating well but no plans for expanded parking
or trains
Traffic- grid lock- emergency vehicles delayed
Schools/ overcrowdedER and Hospitals overcrowded - if you are in ER no beds
in hospital
Parks are overcrowded /homeless encampments/fewer
small businesses The list goes on

33-3
33-4

33-5

33-6

https://rnail .google.com/rnail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=a249f4dceb&1.1ew=pt&ms9=15c6b30300a46fb9&cat=E~%20Corridor%20TNP%2FPublic%20Cornrn%202017&searc... 1/4
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Unknown
Damage to roads from construction heavy equipment

33-7

Damage to very old Gas & water pipes/ ancient sewer
system
Underground water - We remember way back when
Westside pavilion could not go down to accommodate
proposed cinema parking due to underground water

33-8

Earthquake / fire / evacuation response plans

33-9

Environmental impact report specifically for this areadoes it include other nearby developments ( Casden
project)

33-10

At the WNC meeting 5/11/17 there was an excellent
informative presentation I have concerns with
the plan as it is missing how the City plans to Support &
Maintain this expansion
33-11

Projected added density would bring 10,000 new jobs?
How does every one get to work?
Approximately 12,000 new housing units = 2 persons
=24,000 people go to work /schools/Dr visits/recreation
as no local services ?How does this all work?

Support/ Maintain /Conserve
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=a249f4dceb&1A£NF-pt&msg=15c6b30300a46fb9&cat=Elcpo%20Corridor%20TNP%2FPublic%20Corrm"/o202017&searc... 2/4
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Water supply - support sewers /pipes/plans for using
recycle water for building and maintenance ?
Power supply - support for use of solar power /wireless
communication/ more towers and wires?
Air quality - smog increase with traffic gridlock/
fog pocket / close proximity to 405
Affordable housing was a concern for UCLA graduating
students and everyone -local apartment new
developments already approved are no way affordable in
this area

33-12

33-13

33-14

33-15

We had hoped we could be brief but there are so many
issues to address
We have lived here since 1969 and we know change is
coming but ask for our city leaders think intelligently to
protect the next generation's quality of life in this great

33-16

City

Sincerely
Lorna & John Edmond
2235 Veteran Ave
LA CA90064
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 34

Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan
CPC-2013-621-ZC-GPA-SP
ENV-2013-622-EIR

Comment Form
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Please provide comments on the Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan and/or Draft Environmental
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Please return completed form to Planning Staff or email, mail, or fax the form to:
Lameese Chang, Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Lameese.chang@lacity.org
Phone (213) 978-1178 / Fax (213) 978-1477
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 35
Lameese Chang <lameese.chang@lacity.org>

Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan
David H. Friedman <dhfriedman@dslextreme.com>
To: lameese.chang@lacity.org

Mon, Jun 5, 2017 at 8:16 AM

We would like to express our opposition to the Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan. Increasing the density in
our neighborhood would further greatly decrease our quality of life. The infrastructure in this neighborhood is already
woefully inadequate.

35-1

Sincerely,

Da\Ad H. Friedman, M.D.
Laura Schwimmer
10752 Ashby Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90064
310-474-1393
dhfriedman@dslextreme.com
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 36
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 37
Lameese Chang <lameese.chang@lacity.org>

Case number ENV-2013-622-EIR -- Expo Corridor Plan
1 message

Roger M Goodman <goodman@alumni.caltech.edu>
To: Lameese Chang <lameese.chang@lacity.org>

Mon, May 29, 2017 at 5:24 PM

Ms . Lameese Chang
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667
Los Angeles, California 90012
213-978-1178 (phone)
213-978-1477 (fax)
lameese.chang@lacity.org
RE : ENV-2013-622-EIR
Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan
Dear Ms . Chang:
A pre\Aous commitment kept me from the hearing last week, so please accept
my comments in this email. I liw just north of Pico and just east of
Westwood Bl\d, so I haw a real concern about the outcome of this proposed
plan. I emphatically support the re\Ased plan for the areas adjacent to the
Westwood and Sepulwda stops on the Expo Line.

37-1

My whole family is glad that the plan was re\Ased to keep a 3-story limit
along Pico from Owrland to Sepulwda. We do not want the RAS-4 zone here,
with a 5-story limit. Thank you for responding to our concerns!
First, years ago our community was wry much in fa\Or of Proposition U,
which limited density along Pico and Westwood, so that the longstanding
assortment of small local business could sur\Aw, in competition with but an
alternatiw to the Westside Pa\Alion. This has not changed, and we are
really concerned that rising rents might force out these commercial tenants.
This has already started at Pico and Midvale, with the loss of Coffee Bean
and Bouvardia Flowers, and on Westwood with rising rents dri\Ang out Juniors
Deli. This trend must be stopped. The only reason that the belowd Apple Pan
still exists is that they own their parcel. We are not a downtown.
Second, I hope you haw had a chance to go to Pico and Olympic Bl\ds,
between Barrington and Westwood Bl\d, during the ewning rush hour. It's
plainly ob\Aous that the streets already cannot handle the existing traffic.
It's nice to dream that 100% of residents , and both owners and customers of
businesses, in towering mixed-use projects will use public transportation.
But that's totally not realistic . Ewry single additional square foot of
dewlopment in our area means more gridlock and longer commute times .

37-2

37-3

Third, their already are major business centers along the Expo Line, such as
Westwood Village and Century City. The Expo Line is indeed pro\Ading some
traffic relief to our area, with the dewlopment we already haw. But if you
allow major increases along Pico, it will make things worse, not better.
Finally, I don't see how the City of Los Angeles can promote ANY more
dewlopment anywhere when there already isn't enough water to serw ewn the
people we already haw. How can the City mandate 10% or 20% water usage

37-4
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cutbacks for the current population on the one hand, while encouraging more
people to li\e and work here on the other hand?

37-4
cont.

For all these reasons, I urge the City to continue with the revised EXPO TNP
Specific Plan, which remo\es Pico Bl\d . between Sepul\eda and O\erland from
"upzoning."

37-5

Please keep me informed of the decisions, and thank you \ery much for
considering this letter.
Sincerely,
Roger M. Goodman
2346 Glendon A\e
Los Angeles CA 90064
310-569-4399 (mobile)
310-446-4968 (home)
goodman@alumni .caltech.edu
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 38
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 44
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 56
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 58
Annette Mercer
2647 Glendon Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90064
May 23, 2017
Expo Corridor TNP
ENV-2013-622-EIR
CPC-2013-621-ZC-GPA-SP
I have the following comments on the Draft EIR for the Expo Corridor TNP:
1. The existing conditions are described as of five years ago and should be
updated. Specifically, the elementary school enrollment numbers and capacities
seem very low (Westwood Charter and Overland ES) and should be updated.
Adding more residents to the area while not specifically identifying how those
new school students would be accommodated is a significant impact. It is not
enough to say that money will be given to LAUSD without identifying new school
sites, how buildings will be added to existing campuses, etc. For walkable,
vibrant communities, we need neighborhood schools.
2. The earthquake survivability of our water and utilities systems in a major quake is
unlikely. Any evaluation of infrastructure (water capacity, utilities, etc.) is likely old
and understated as well, or non-existent. Adding additional development without
addressing this issue would create a significant impact, both to existing users but
also to occupants of new development who would be subject to months without
running water or utilities after a major quake. It is not enough to say that the new
development would meet code requirements. The pipes in the streets throughout
the City must be upgraded prior to any new or upgraded connections.
3. The Plan has done a good job of identifying locations for increased residential
density and mixed use. I like keeping Pico Blvd. to the 3 story height limit.
However, I don’t see how it can provide enough housing to relieve the
affordability issues and homelessness that face West LA. While I understand the
pressure for the presumed sanctity of the R1 zone, I think that allowing building
granny flats or duplexes in the R1 zone (in keeping with neighborhood character
and off street parking requirements) would be an acceptable addition to the plan.
4. For sustainability and biodiversity reasons, all landscaping should use native
plants, drought tolerant where appropriate. Reclaimed water should be used for
irrigation, and irrigation should be minimal. The area needs more open space
accessible to everyone (not within a development). Add more pocket parks!
5. I appreciate the emphasis on walking and biking. There are certainly stretches
now where sidewalks are so narrow or nonexistent as to be unusable (east side
of Sawtelle south of Exposition, Sepulveda north of Pico, north side of National
under the 405, etc.). Extra care should be taken in all the streetscape plans to
minimize the number of poles, bus shelters, traffic boxes, and other obstacles
placed in the sidewalk.
6. You state that bicycling will increase 11%. You state that streetscape plans for
key corridors will improve the configuration of streets…to facilitate…bicycle…
circulation. You say the plan encourages alternative modes of transportation.
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58-2

58-3

58-4

58-5

58-6

You say that public benefit amenities will address the first/last mile linkage to
transit stations. AND YET THERE IS NO BIKE LANE on either Sepulveda or
Westwood, both of which connect stations to UCLA and other major destinations.
This is a significant flaw in the plan and is inexcusable. It does not meet other
city goals and initiatives, and does not help with community or sustainability.
How can you possibly claim to be encouraging bicycling without providing a safe
place to ride? How will kids ride and families ride without a safe place to do so?
Bike lanes also encourage walking since there is now a place for bicycles to be
that is not the sidewalk. It is not enough to provide a bike rack.
Thank you for your attention to these issues,

Annette Mercer

58-6
cont.

COMMENT LETTER NO. 59

59-1

59-2

59-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 60

60-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 61

61-1

61-2

61-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 62

62-1

62-2

62-3

62-4

62-4
cont.

COMMENT LETTER NO. 63

63-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 64

64-1

64-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 65

65-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 66

66-1

66-2

66-3

COMMENT LETTER NO. 67

67-1

67-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 68

68-1

68-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 69

69-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 70

70-1

COMMENT LETTER NO. 71

71-1

71-1
cont.

COMMENT LETTER NO. 72

72-1

72-2

COMMENT LETTER NO. 73
June 4, 2017
Lameese Chang
Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 667
Los Angeles, California 90012
lameese.chang@lacity.org
Re:

Exposition Line Transit Neighborhood Plan and DEIR

Dear Ms. Chang:
I very much appreciate the opportunity of submitting the following general comments on the
Exposition Line Transit Neighborhood Plan as it relates to our Westside South/Rancho Park
area, together with some specific comments on the DEIR for the Expo TNP dated March 2017.
GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE EXPO TNP
•

I oppose any plan that would increase density in the Westwood South/Rancho Park area
because there is simply not the infrastructure here to support it. In fact, signs of the City’s
lack of investment in our infrastructure are plainly obvious to those of us who call this
neighborhood home: our streets are in disrepair, we don’t have enough police officers, our
schools are overflowing and supply of basic utilities such as water and power is strained.

•

Traffic flows on our streets - especially Pico, Westwood, Sepulveda and Olympic Boulevards
and Overland Avenue - are amongst the most congested in the City and near-gridlock
conditions are a regular occurrence on weekday afternoons. We really can’t take any more
cars, buses or trucks… so the additional 8% increase in volume that the Expo TNP is
expected to introduce to our area would surely bring traffic here to a standstill.

•

At the current rate of ridership growth (which has outpaced original projections), even the
Expo Line itself will very soon be at capacity, so there is no need to artificially stimulate
development in our area to be sure of filling the trains. To be viable, any plan - such as the
Expo TNP - that promotes greater density in our area MUST include expansion of the
capacity of the Expo Line (more frequent service, longer trains and platforms, additional
track etc.). Since there is no plan to expand the Expo Line in the foreseeable future, the
whole premise of the Expo TNP is flawed… or, at the very least, a decade or two premature.

73-1
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73-3

COMMENTS ON THE DEIR
NOTE: My comments are based on the understanding that the project description in the DEIR is
out-of-date. Specifically, I understand that most of Pico Boulevard between Sepulveda and
Overland has been removed from the Expo TNP, but the Westside Pavilion property (on Pico
between Westwood and Overland) is now included as an Expo Corridor Sub-Area.

73-4

•

Pico/Westside Pavilion
I strongly support the Planning Department’s decision to remove most of Pico Boulevard
between Sepulveda and Overland from the Proposed Project; this is an important first step
towards avoiding infrastructure, traffic and transit overload. THANK YOU!
However, the Proposed Project now includes the Westside Pavilion property which is slated
for upzoning that would allow a major multi-family development, introducing hundreds of
new dwelling units to the neighborhood, not to mention a significant increase in building
height, shade and aesthetic impacts on the nearby single-family streets.
For all the reasons I gave in the preceding comments, this added density/population is
something that our neighborhood cannot absorb without unacceptable impacts. We are
already bracing for the construction of 600 new homes at the Casden site at Sepulveda and
Pico, so the proposal to green-light yet another increase in residential density at the
Westside Pavilion site (which is just a few blocks east of the Casden development) seems at
best ill-considered, and at worst irresponsible.

73-5

I urge that the Westside Pavilion property be removed from the Proposed Project, in
addition to the rest of Pico Boulevard between Sepulveda and Overland (which has
already been removed).
•

Alternative Compliance Scenario
The Alternative Compliance Scenario - which would allow increased residential
development and reduced commercial/jobs in certain eligible areas - is much more than a
“scenario”. In fact, it is part-and-parcel of the Proposed Project. If we give developers the
option to build more apartments/condos and less commercial space, they surely take it
because residential development is a bigger profit opportunity for them in the current
market. Needless to say, the Alternative Compliance Scenario would compound the
(already significant) impacts of the Proposed Project.

73-6

I request that the Alternative Compliance options be removed from the Proposed Project.
•

Bonuses
The Expo TNP offers significant “bonus” increases in FAR in exchange for features that are
characterized as “Public Benefits”. For example, the proposed bonus program would raise
the allowable FAR for the proposed new Mixed Use: Commercial/Residential zone from 2.0
to as much as 3.6, which equates to a whopping 80% increase in development size - with a
corresponding increase in impacts such as strain on infrastructure, traffic congestion, air
quality, visual blight, shade etc.
Without doubt, the bonus component of the Expo TNP is a gift to would-be developers.
However, the pay-back to the neighborhood (and city as a whole for that matter) seems
almost insignificant - because the so-called Public Benefits themselves are so trivial.

73-7

I request that the Bonus component be eliminated from the Proposed Project.
Alternatively, Public Benefits could be included as a pre-requisite; in other words, a
would-be developer of a site with the new Mixed Use: Commercial/Residential zoning
would need to score a certain minimum number of Public Benefit points in order to
qualify for an FAR of 2.0.
•

73-7
cont.

Noise (Section 4.9)
The DEIR correctly identifies “significant and unavoidable impacts” with noise and vibration.
However, the analysis in Section 4.9 downplays the true extent of these impacts in several
key ways.
Firstly, the analysis has been done without a single ambient noise or vibration measurement
in the Project Area. Instead, the preparers have relied on assumptions (such as the
“presumed” ambient noise levels in the LAMC). This approach seems substandard and less
than is required for good faith compliance with the CEQA guidelines. For the Final EIR, the
impact analysis should be supported by actual measured ambient noise and vibration
data to better quantify these important impacts.
Secondly, the DEIR proposes no clear significance criteria for vibration, arguing that “there
are no adopted City standards for vibration”. This is inadequate. Normal practice would be
to fall back on the County Code in any areas not adequately covered by the LAMC. So, for
better compliance with CEQA guidelines and to better quantify the vibration impacts, the
analysis in the FEIR should reference the LA County Code vibration limit.
Thirdly, the DEIR misrepresents the vibration acceptability criteria published by the FTA, by
quoting a vibration limit of 85 VdB. That figure is incorrect; according to the FTA
publication “Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment” (2006) the impact criterion for
residential property is 80 VdB for infrequent events (fewer than 30 per day). For more
frequent vibration events - such as those associated with heavy construction work, which
could occur more than 70 times per day - the FTA criterion is 72 VdB. The analysis in the
FEIR should include correct references to the FTA criteria.
And finally, the proposed zone change (from commercial to mixed-use) for the Westside
Pavilion property would permit/encourage new residential development that would be
incompatible with existing ambient noise levels, which exceed 70 dBA (CNEL) on the
Overland side of the site and almost certainly also exceed 70 dBA (CNEL) on the Pico and
Westwood sides too (this should be verified by long-term noise monitoring on all three
sides of the site). Such a high noise exposure level exceeds the upper limits for residential
land use compatibility prescribed by Federal, State and Local agencies - namely: HUD, State
Department of Health Services, State Department of Housing and Community Development,
City of Los Angeles (General Plan). In other words, this site is simply too noisy to be
compatible with the proposed residential use/zoning. Yet another compelling reason to
remove the Westside Pavilion site from the Plan.

73-8

•

Transportation and Traffic (Section 4.12)
The DEIR correctly identifies “significant and unavoidable impacts” with traffic circulation in
the Project Area, concluding that the Proposed Project would increase traffic volumes to
levels above applicable thresholds (Impact 4.12-2).
The traffic analysis in the DEIR underscores yet again the flawed thinking behind the Expo
TNP, because the claimed objective is to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita,
rather than reduce total VMT. So, while the Proposed Project is projected to result in a
modest (3.1%) reduction in VMT per capita, the total VMT is expected to increase by 8.9%.

•

73-9

4.13 - Utilities & Service Systems
In its analysis of impacts on the water supply and wastewater infrastructure, the DEIR notes
that Proposed Project would result in increased demand - necessitating new water and
waste line capacity - but nonetheless concludes that these impacts are less than significant.
The DEIR logic is that any future developments would need to comply with existing City
policies and, specifically, that “each Applicant/Contractor would be required to identify
specific on- and off- site improvements needed to ensure that impacts related to water (and
wastewater) conveyance… are addressed prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy”.
This approach seems backwards and irresponsible. Surely, the City must put the water
supply and wastewater infrastructure needed to support the Proposed Project in place
BEFORE implementing zoning changes etc., rather than “kicking-the-can-down-the-road”
and hoping that developers/contractors (who will be looking for the cheapest and most
expedient way to get their projects approved) will solve the issues with increased demand
as they arise in the future.
The DEIR also notes that “the Proposed Project would exceed 20,000 gpd, which is the BOS
criterion for necessitating detailed gauging to determine whether the sewer conveyancing
system is capable of safely accommodating the total flow generated by the Project”.
However, the DEIR does not propose or even suggest implementing any such gauging as a
mitigation - relying instead on future developers/contractors of future developments to
“coordinate with LASAN” to solve capacity problems as they surface.
The analysis in the FEIR should be revised to include the necessary upgrades to water
supply and wastewater conveyance infrastructure as required mitigations, and then
Impacts 4.13-2 and 4.13-6 should be revised to read “less than significant with
mitigation”. It is essential that the costs of required infrastructure upgrades to support
the Proposed Project are factored into the impact analysis.
The DEIR states that the existing sewer infrastructure in the Project Area is in “good to very
good” condition. According to Table 4.13-11, sewer pipes in “good” condition have only
light, localized cracks, corrosion or root damage, while pipes in “very good” condition are
“almost like-new”. Neither of these descriptions seems to align with the reality of the

73-10

sewer pipe network in our Westwood South area, much of which is over 80 years old and in
need of frequent repair.
(LA Times article from 2015: http://graphics.latimes.com/la-aging-water-infrastructure/).

73-10
cont.

The DEIR should be revised to more accurately describe the aging sewage conveyance
systems in our area, which are not compatible with the increased demand that would be
precipitated by the Proposed Project.
Electricity supply: the DEIR shows that the Proposed Project would increase demand for
electricity in the Project Area by 52%. However, the analysis concludes that this increase is
less than significant because it translates into an increase of only 0.4% citywide, which according to the analysis in the DEIR - can easily be accommodated by existing electricity
infrastructure. This is encouraging, but doesn’t seem to jibe with recent experience of
power outages and brownouts (which seem to occur every summer) not to mention the
billboards and radio ads which tell us to avoid running air-conditioners and the like at times
of peak demand.
•

Alternative 2 - Reduced Project Alternative
My serious misgivings about the Expo TNP notwithstanding, Alternative 2 (the Reduced
Project Alternative) is the only variant of the Plan that comes even close to making sense for
the Westside. The 25% reduction in allowable FAR (with commensurate reductions in
height, increased setbacks, etc.) would provide at least some relief from the serious
negative impacts of the Proposed Project.

•

73-11
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Alternative 3 - Increased Residential Reduced Employment Alternative
The far-reaching negative impacts caused by the Proposed Project would be exacerbated by
the Alternative 3 variant, by minimizing job creation and maximizing residential density (and
thereby strain on infrastructure, increased traffic etc.). It is difficult to overstate how
damaging Alternative 3 would be to the Westside.

Many thanks again for your consideration,

Steve Rogers
2255 Pelham Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90064
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 94

94-1

94-1
cont.

94-2

PUBLIC HEARING
EXPO TNP HEARING OFFICER NOTES (Priya)
1. Debbie Miller
- Happy that the Pico Blvd. upzone has been removed.
- She's concerned about the Westside Pavilion - what is proposed for this site?
LA can't be compared to NYC or Chicago, unlike them LA doesn't have the transit infrastructure, access to
public open space like Central Park. LA isn't ready for that type of density without the infrastructure in place.
- Has a concern about public benefits - she believes that developers will always opt to get the maximum density
and the public benefits currently proposed offer too little benefit to the community.

PH-1

2. Kalani
- Progress is needed, but this plan is a utopian pipe dream. Similar to decades ago when GM and Firestone
told us to trade in the Red Car trolley for cars and highways.
- The average rent in LA is $2100/month so there's a need for more housing. But she's skeptical that with the
cost of living so high, how industry will be attracted to such a place.
- Also went into how difficult it is to qualify for affordable housing through the voucher system for people who
have disabilities.
3. Bruce Beach
- He owns a M1 zoned property (the SF Saloon) and is interested in redeveloping his site with a mixed use
project. However, he can't do that since it is zoned industrial. Doesn't understand the industrial zoning because
the commercial use (bar) has been there for years. He wants his property to be rezoned to commercial.
4. Irene Olavarian
- She lives on Midvale and her lot also fronts on Westwood (no alley separates Midvale and Westwood). She is
concerned about the impact of new development on Westwood Blvd., particularly as it relates to height and
noise. Building heights are a major issue for her - she believes that SF homes need to coexist with this
commercial properties but that their quality of life needs to be protected. For example, her bedroom faces
Westwood so in the future taller building could block sunshine coming through her windows.
5. Tracy Landworth
- Major concern is impact of future development on: traffic, schools and water.
- Concerned about traffic impact at National and Manning, there is already traffic impact from the Expo line.
There is currently a signal issue at the intersection.
- If the infrastructure isn't already in place we can't have increased density. What will it do to our already
crowded schools and lack of water?
- The proposal for affordable housing is a misnomer. We're shoving more people in limited amount of space.
There are clear quality of life impacts.
6. Craig Rich
- West LA already has a good mix of single family and commercial uses.
- We should address the concerns of current residents rather than catering to future residents.
- He was and is supportive of the Expo, it's already well used.
- We don't need more housing. There are current infrastructure issues (limited schools, water), police response
times are already poor. It's nonsensical to have more density without infrastructure.
- Also why not have more affordable housing requirements for the change areas to the west.
- Likes the current mix of commercial uses on Pico Blvd. Wants to keep the character of local and
neighborhood serving businesses. With future mixed use project, there will most likely have a chain store on
the first floor retail space. Will become like everywhere else.
7. Gary Tanaka
- Owns 2235 Amherst. Proposed zone is RD1.5 and he wants the City to consider RAS4.
- They will be on the back side to RAS4 zoned properties. Him and his RD1.5 zoned neighborhoods will get all
the impacts from the RAS4 zoned properties without any of the benefits. His property is located within the same
proximity to the Bundy station as the RAS4 zone.
8. Petrula Vrontikis
- First issue was the format of the hearing. We need to have a more formal hearing with a microphone and one
speaker. The current format inhibits speakers since they can't hear other people's opinions.

PH-2

PH-3

PH-4

-Lives on Westwood, she sees the beautification projects going on for the corridor but we also need to fix the
sidewalks. People need to be able to walk on sidewalks that aren't crumbling especially along the main
corridors. They are dangerous, non-Ada compliant, and long overdue.
9. Jerry Padilla (and 2 other neighbors)
- Supports the zone change on Granville-Westgate - 70% of their neighbors are in support, too.
10. Grace Ting
- She thinks we need to be realistic about the future of LA. She lives on Greenfield/Pico near the new Zev
Yaroslavsky Senior Housing project that was built with limited parking because seniors don't drive. But they do.
People need parking.
- Concern about homeless encampments near metro stations. They create a safety issue. People may choose
not to use transit as a result.
- Address infrastructure such as water and schools and hospitals.
- LA is not NYC or San Francisco.
11. Pat Tobias
- Pleased with the reduced density of this proposal from what was originally proposed. She’s lived in her home
(south of Santa Monica Blvd) for about 44 years.
- The area is already overburdened with traffic. Emergency access vehicles can’t even get through during rush
hour
- If more RAS3 and RAS4 projects (from Sepulveda to Overland) are built, her neighborhood will have to deal
with all the construction impacts from all the construction. Streets will be reduced to two lanes.
- Lack of school capacity – charter schools in the area are already at capacity.
- Mainly concerned about the price she’ll have to pay during construction – quality of life and sound issues

PH-5

PH-6

12. Peggy Yamada
- Has lived here since the late 1960s. Property owner near the Bundy station. She and some of her neighbors
are getting many inquiries from developers. She would like to see RAS4 zoning for the commercial properties
on her side of the street.
- She has already submitted a letter signed by many of her neighbors in support of the RAS4 zoning for their
properties.
13. Kimberly Christensen
- Represents the Westwood Homeowner’s Association
- Supports some aspects of the Plan: good that the R2 zone has been retained and doesn’t want the R3
subarea to be restored. Also wants the zoning and land use designations for properties on Pico and Overland
to be retained – doesn’t want the RAS4 zone.
- Likes the regulations that address shade and shadow impacts
- Doesn’t agree with the proposed density between Sepulveda and the 405 Freeway
- Has concern about the Westside Pavilion site – wants the residential density to be reduced and would like to
see more neighborhood serving commercial
- Don’t allow reduced parking
- Concern about the SE corner of Sepulveda and Expo (Anawalt property) – specifically concerned about
transitional height requirements and traffic impacts.
- The Westwood HOA will be submitted a letter that includes all of their comments on the Proposed Plan and
the DEIR.
- Thinks that the Alternative Compliance process is too generous. It gives DCP too much authority to approve
additional density without public input. The guidelines need to be clearer and the process needs to be more
transparent.
- Was very upset with the format of the hearing. Thinks that it should have been a traditional hearing where
speakers stood in front of a mic and stated their comment. This format doesn’t seem transparent.
14. Joanne Dorfman
- VP of the Westwood Homeowner’s Association
- Upset that the public hearing wasn’t an open format
- She likes that the area near Pico/Bentley hasn’t been upzoned – happy that it the C2 zone is maintained and
not changed to RAS4.
- Supports retention of the R2 zone

PH-7

-Supports transitional height regulations.
- Doesn’t think that unbundled parking will work in practice.
- She works for the Riddick Youth Center (2634 Overland), which provides youth programming and hosts
community events. She’d the center to be a repository for some of the public benefits mentioned in the plan.
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2
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3
4

MS. HEALY:

My name is Margaret Healy.

5

is 2370 Midvale Avenue, Los Angeles 90064.

6

support the plan that's been proposed.

7

My address

I fully

Thanks to Lameese Chang, her team and Paul

8

Koretz for his support of the community in this.

Keeping

9

three stories along Pico is the right decision because,

10

one, the infrastructure is not there to accommodate five

11

or more stories.

12

PH8a

Two, lots along Pico are not deep enough to
PH8b

13

allow for setbacks from the single-family homes.

14

Three, ridership on Expo exceeds expectations

15

and people now taking the train clearly are already in

16

homes, and we know that will be getting increased

17

density.

18

number of units called for in the plan.

19

600 units from Casden, plus the increased

Four, there is a limit to the number of new

20

passengers Expo can take on because at the point where

21

the Expo Line and the Blue Lines share a track, there are

22

increasingly longer delays, causing some to wonder if

23

they're really saving time by taking the train.

24
25

PH8c

Two recent articles in the LA Times attest to
this.
4

1

Finally, I would like to enter into the record a

2

petition with 790 signatures opposing RAS-4 between

3

Overland and Sepulveda.

4

I want to turn this in.

It's 790 signatures

5

from the neighborhood of people opposing the plan, people

6

opposing five stories.

7
8

MS. HULL:

11

You are providing how many documents?
MS. HEALY:

We are providing 37 pages with

signatures.

12

MS. HULL:

13

MS. HEALY:

14

So 790

signatures against that zone.

9
10

They're against the RAS-4 zoning.

PH8d

Thank you.
So back in the envelope.

And that goes

to you.

15

MS. HULL:

Thank you, Ms. Healy.

16

MS. HEALY:

Thank you very much.

17
18

***

19
20
21
22

MS. GREGORA:

My name is Dianne Gregora.

I live at

2237 Prosser Avenue, Los Angeles 90064.
I am requesting to keep Pico to Sepulveda at
PH-9

23

three stories.

Anything larger is just too big.

24

The Casden project adds 600 units.

Expo, Big

25

Blue Bus, Metro, already are operating at capacity.
5

1

The infrastructure will not support any more.

2

The setbacks, it's about the setbacks, the city

3

water pipes.

4

Apparently 400 have already leaked.

More than three stories blocks the sun.

5

creates a canyon between two canyons.

6

gridlock getting on the freeway, particularly at rush

7

hour.

8

Okay?

PH-9
cont.

It

We already have

That's it.

9
10

***

11
12

MR. ELKINS:

I'm Steve Elkins, E-l-k-i-n-s.

My

13

address is 3220 Cheviot Vista Place, Los Angeles 90034.

14

My phone number is (310) 339-3093.

15

My concerns are as follows:

16

Parking in all of the neighborhoods affected by

17

the plan is already terrible.

Anything the City can do

18

to increase the availability of parking at ideally very

19

little or no cost to the consumer is something that

20

desperately needs to be done in this neighborhood.

21

without the Expo, we need to improve access availability

22

and affordability of parking.

23

added and the other plans, it just increases the need for

24

more parking, not only at the Metro stations but

25

throughout the neighborhood.

Even

With the Metro stations

6

1

That's item one.

Item two:

At the Palms

2

Station, there is a sidewalk which moves, I think it is

3

west, from Palms Boulevard -- maybe north from Palms

4

Boulevard.

5

That sidewalk goes for a little while, and then

6

it disappears.

7

side of, let's see, that is National Boulevard, next to

8

the station, if you are walking along National Boulevard,

9

next to the station, you get to a certain point where

10
11

So pedestrians who are walking on the

there is no more sidewalk.
Let's see.

There is a self-storage place.

12

There's a number of other businesses along there.

13

is no place for pedestrians to walk.

14
15
16

There

So we need to add the sidewalk there, so people
have a sidewalk to walk upon.
Sounds like my time is up.

17

MS. HULL:

Yes.

18

MR. ELKINS:

Thank you so much for coming out.

Thank you.

19
20

***

21
22
23

MR. GONZALEZ:

My name is Daniel J. Gonzalez.

My

address is 2351 Veteran Avenue, Los Angeles 90064.
PH-10

24
25

I support the scale-back proposal that I
understand is now on the table.
7

1

I oppose the original proposal.

In particular I

2

opposed the suggestion to up-zone between Sepulveda and

3

Westwood Boulevard, along Pico Boulevard, to allow higher

4

density and to increase the height to, I believe, four or

5

five stories.

6

I have an observation, that between Sepulveda

7

and Westwood Boulevard, it is currently zoned for three

8

story buildings.

9

And in the 40 years that I have lived on Veteran

10

Avenue, there has been only two buildings that have gone

11

up along that stretch that have met the three-story

12

limit.

13
14

One is an office building at the corner of
Veteran and Pico, and the other is the Landmark Theater.

15
16

The other three-story building replaced the
Social Services building that existed.

17

That demonstrates to me that there is no

18

pressing need to increase the existing three-story height

19

limitation.

20

If property owners in 40 years haven't already

21

undertaken to take advantage of the zoning that already

22

exists, there is no need to increase it by another two

23

stories.

24
25

PH-10
cont.

I think our neighborhood has done its part by
accepting the Casden project into the community.

That
8

1
2
3
4

was a major impact on all of our lives as residents.
And, of course, I'm also concerned about the

PH-10
cont.

problems of traffic, the burden on schools, et cetera.
MS. HULL:

Thank you so much for coming out tonight.

5
6

***

7
8
9
10
11
12

MR. CAHALAN:

My name is Richard Cahalan,

C-a-h-a-l-a-n.
I live at 2336 Greenfield Avenue, Los Angeles
90064, which is about a half block north of Pico.
My particular testimony tonight is to implore

13

the commission to keep the pedestrian-oriented district

14

zoning overlay that runs from -- along Pico that runs

15

from Sepulveda to Overland, and it runs up Westwood,

16

north of Pico.

17

restrictions on zoning for height limitations and uses.

18

And it has various regulations and

And this was something that was -- a lot of

19

people spent a lot of time over many years to get that in

20

place, and monitoring it and have it evolve.

21

And it's working for our district.

And we

22

wanted to make sure that that is maintained and enforced

23

as part of this new plan.

24
25

I understood that currently it is part of the
existing plan.
9

1

Is that correct?

2

MS. HULL:

3

MR. CAHALAN:

4
5
6
7

It's been updated; yes.
Meaning the P.O.D. rules for that area

are -MS. HULL:

We are not allowed to answer questions

like that.
MR. CAHALAN:

Sorry about that.

But I wanted to

8

make sure that the plan has the P.O.D. rules folded into

9

that area on Pico.

10
11
12
13
14

It's very important to our district.

And that

was really the gist of my testimony today.
I would like to add one thing:

I don't want to

get her name wrong.
But the lady -- Lameese Chang, who gave a

15

presentation at the West Side Neighborhood Council in the

16

last couple of weeks -- a week or two ago -- she did a

17

great job.

18

informative and very helpful.

19

That's it.

20

It was a very good presentation, very

MS. HULL:

Thank you so much for coming out tonight.

21
22

***

23
24
25

MR. HUNT:

My name is Alan Hunt, 11811 West Olympic

Boulevard, West Los Angeles 90064.
10

1

Good evening, ladies and gentlemen of the

2

Commission.

3

Wildwood School.

4

I'm Alan Hunt.

I am here to speak on the

Wildwood School is a progressive independent

5

school serving 750 Los Angeles children and their

6

families.

7

We are a 46-year-old nonprofit educational

8

institution with a public purpose, offering just over 3.7

9

million dollars in annual financial aid to area families.

10

We also employ about 200 people in the

11

community.

12

and we are cautiously optimistic about its hope-for

13

benefits.

14
15

We are generally supportive of the Expo TNP,

But we have a technical concern and we ask for
your help.

16

Our middle school and high school occupy 11811

17

West Olympic Boulevard, where we operate under a

18

conditional use permit, or CUP.

19

lease.

20

And we have a long-term

We also own a small building at 11800 West

21

Olympic Boulevard, where we also have a conditional use

22

permit and a plan for a future school building.

23

Both of our Olympic Boulevard locations fall

24

into the New Industry zone of your plan in height area

25

ten.
11

1

Based on table B of the plan, allowable uses and

2

limitations, schools are not an allowable use in our new

3

zone.

4

We have been assured in various meetings, and by

5

our land use attorney, that our CUPs in their current

6

form will stand, and we are grateful for that.

7

We respectfully request, however, that such

8

assurances be incorporated formally into the plan in one

9

way or the other.

10

Also, our land use attorney cautions us that the

11

plan in its current form makes no explicit provision for

12

existing schools in the zone to apply for, modify, or

13

extend the conditional use permit.

14

We respectfully request that such an explicit

15

provision be incorporated into the plan, so that we can

16

be assured of continued operation in our existing

17

building, develop our 11800 Olympic site in the future,

18

and still have the flexibility to adapt to future

19

conditions which are yet unknown.

20

Thank you for hearing me and for helping us to

21

continue to keep serving the children, families and

22

employees of Wildwood School and the City of Los Angeles.

23

MS. HULL:

Thank you, Mr. Hunt.

24
25

***
12

1

MR. ROGERS:

My name is Stephen Rogers.

I live at

2

2255 Pelham Avenue, which is just north of the Westwood

3

Expo station.

4

I oppose increased density in our area,

5

because there is simply not the infrastructure here to

6

support it.

7

Our streets are in disrepair.

We don't have

8

enough police officers.

9

And supply of basic utilities, such as water and power,

10

PH-11a

is already strained to breaking point.

11
12

Our schools are overflowing.

At the current rate of growth, even the Expo
Line itself will soon be at capacity.

13

So there is no need to artificially stimulate

14

development in our area, to be sure of filling up the

15

trains.

16

That said, I do support the Planning

17

Department's decision to remove most of Pico Boulevard,

18

between Sepulveda and Overland, from the plan.

PH-11b
19
20
21

This is an important first step toward avoiding
infrastructure overload.
However, I fear it's not enough and urge that

22

the Westside Pavilion property, which is on Pico between

23

Westwood and Overland, also be removed from the plan.

24
25

PH-11c

I have some other comments about the DIR as
well, if I have time.
13

1

One is these bonuses for public benefits seem

2

disproportionate.

3

an enormous increase in the FAR they can build and

4

therefore their profits in return, for very trivial

5

benefits to the community.

6

It seems that the developers would get

PH-11c
cont.

My suggestion would be to make the public

7

benefits a prerequisite for development, not something

8

that the developers can use to buy bonuses with.

9

I have similar concerns about alternative

10

compliance.

Anything that involves discretionary

11

decisions behind closed doors, I think is going to be

12

wide open for abuse.

13

city.

14

MS. HULL:

15

coming out tonight.

PH-11d

And we've seen that all over the

Thank you very much, Mr. Rogers, for

16
17

***

18
19

MR. JACOB CHERUB:

The first thing is, and you may

20

have heard this from others, I'm a property owner.

21

I have not gotten notice of this until three weeks ago.

22

My understanding is that this has been going on

23

since 2012.

24

2014.

25

And

I have looked at the records that go back to

There are years and years that have gone by, and
14

1

we knew nothing about it.

2

is on the border of the radius of Bundy Station.

3

And the property that I have

And the -- so some of the material says, "The

4

Transit Neighborhood, What Does It Mean?"

5

design for pedestrians and bicyclists, while still

6

accommodating cars and are within an easy walk of a

7

transit stop."

8
9

It says, "Our

We are as far away as you can get.
of the radius of the Bundy property.

The corner

We are on Stone

10

(sic) Avenue -- sometimes they don't show it.

11

that's us right there (indicating).

12

of that.

13

I think

We are at the edge

So we are at the end.
So two things.

One, there is no one that is

14

going to be riding a bicycle without potential loss of

15

life and limb, on either Olympic Boulevard or Bundy.

16

I just drove around there to see what was going

17

on.

I talked to some of the planners.

18

these things are going to be taken care of eventually."

19
20

They say, "Well,

And "eventually" is, you know -- on Bundy, there
is no room for a bike lane.

21

These streets -- Olympic is the next best thing

22

to a freeway.

23

You cannot ride a bicycle on Bundy without being possibly

24

killed.

25

You cannot ride a bicycle on that.

The arbitrariness of the radius does not take
15

1

into account realities.

2

circle, using a compass, and said, "Well, you know,

3

everything on this side is one thing."

4
5

So I think it needs to be fine tuned, and my
property contains a tenant who is a school.

6

MS. HULL:

7

MR. CHERUB:

8
9
10
11

So they have just drawn a

Your time is up.
Let me finish quickly with this point.

So when I bought the property in the 1980s there
was a school as a tenant.

I'm onto my third regime of

schools since the 1980s.
And this is a blessing for the neighborhood.

12

The current school that is in there, half of the students

13

have paid tuition, and cover the scholarship for the

14

other half.

15

It's brilliant.

When they say that it can be grandfathered, it's

16

a very dubious thing to say, that it's not going to

17

change unless, until, that sort of thing.

18

I'm very nervous about that.

19

MS. HULL:

20

appreciate it.

Thank you for coming out tonight. I
Have a wonderful evening.

21
22

***

23
24

MR. JAY ZIMMERMAN:

My name is Jay Zimmerman.
PH-12a

25

We only heard about this plan three weeks ago.
16

1

And we were not properly noticed as owners of an affected

2

property.

3
4
5

We consider these comments incomplete because of
this time limit.
Number 1, no parking should be permitted on the

6

active streets of Olympic and Pico, between Sepulveda and

7

the 405 freeway.

8
9
10

There will be buses making turns, plus the
present traffic coming from Century City and southbound
traffic on Sepulveda turning right adds to that.

11

Additional traffic will occur because of

12

increased automobile trips to the newly developing Hybrid

13

Industrial Zone, sub area 5.

14

Railroad right of way should be returned to the zoning

16

classification of the adjacent properties, along with an

17

appropriate setback for any future property development.
The zoning of Q P-1 was originally done for

19

improper purposes, and presently impairs the future

20

development of the adjoining properties.

21

constitutes a taking of the property, and owners should

23

be compensated.

25

PH-12c

Many court cases have held that such rezoning

22

24

PH-12b

Two, the 40-foot-wide former Southern Pacific

15

18

PH-12a
cont.

The City of Los Angeles is at risk if the
property is not returned to its previous zoning.
17

1

The improper rezoning was apparently done for

2

the purpose of reducing the value of the property, for

3

potential acquisition by the City for future street

4

widening, rapid transit and light railway system, all of

5

which are no longer feasible, necessary or contemplated

6

by the City, with the exception of five feet for street

7

widening on each side of Sepulveda, contemplated by this

8

plan.

9

PH-12c
cont.

The dedication of more than five feet along the

10

west side of Sepulveda is not feasible because of

11

existing buildings north of the Odyssey Theater and a

12

permanent highrise just north of Santa Monica Boulevard.

13

Three, the urban design standards of the plan

14

should not require a minimum street wall height of four

15

stories along any side of an active street, which is not

16

adjacent to plan sub areas.

PH-12d

17

In the specific case of the north side of

18

Olympic Boulevard, west of Sepulveda Boulevard, the

19

four-story minimum is prohibitively expensive to

20

redevelop without benefitting from the rezoning of the

21

plan.

22

MS. HULL:

Now we have one more minute.

23

MR. STANLEY ZIMMERMAN:

24

MS. HULL:

25

MR. STANLEY ZIMMERMAN:

He covered it all.

So Jay spoke.
I do want a record that I
18

1
2

was here, so I can appear, should there be -My name is Stanley Zimmerman.

I'm a property

3

owner on the northwest corner of Olympic and Sepulveda,

4

at 11111 West Olympic Boulevard.

5
6
7

PH-13

I concur in the comments of Jay Zimmerman and
adopt them as my own.
MS. HULL:

Thank you, gentlemen, for coming out.

8
9

***

10
11

MS. NEDROW:

This is Carrie Nedrow.

And I have

12

questions about the development opportunities on the

13

properties that are being rezoned.

14

And my main focus is on:

What is the role of

15

the City of Los Angeles in selecting and approving a

16

development proposal for those areas?

17

And then as that moves forward, the question is

18

can current property owners develop their own property to

19

the new zoning standards on their own lots?

20
21
22

And the third would be:

Are there resources --

Oh, sorry.
The third aspect is:

If Los Angeles approves a

23

comprehensive development project with a single

24

developer, are there resources, guidelines or archived

25

documents available for property homeowners through the
19

1

land sale process?

2
3

***

4
5
6

MS. MOCH:

My name is Heather Moch.

The address

I'm speaking about is 1801 South Bundy.

7

And my family owns the building there.

8

have been considering all types of development over the

9

years and have not done anything yet.

10

We are anxious to see the development.

And we

We heard

11

about the potential of increased floors, like four floors

12

to 12 stories.

13

We have heard possible mixed use, where

14

residential might be included.

15

development.

16

We are for it.

And we are ready for the

We would like to see our chances

17

of developing the building and increasing the stories and

18

creating a mixed-use-type building.

19

MS. HULL:

Can you point to which area?

20

MS. MOCH:

It's near the Bundy Station.

21

MS. HULL:

So it's near the Bundy Station?

22

MS. MOCH:

And even in speaking with other

23

businesses that were interested in our property and

24

developing it, one of the main interests they had was to

25

create housing for their employees.
20

1

That is something that we would be interested in

2

doing for them.

3

far away.

4

having residential would be helpful to the businesses in

5

the area.

6
7

They have a lot of commuters from very

And this would be -- having a mixed use or

MS. HULL:

Your time is up.

Thank you so much for

coming in.

8
9

***

10
11

MR. BRUCE CAMPBELL:

All right.

So I took a

12

Greyhound through the Central Valley this past weekend.

13

And there is more construction within a few blocks of me

14

on Overland Avenue than in all of Fresno, Bakersfield and

15

ten other Central Valley towns combined, that I saw

16

outside the window of the "hound."

17

My apartment, the property owner installed a

18

sturdy steel thing where I park my car, so the apartment

19

won't fall down during a quake.

20
21
22
23
24
25

PH-14a

So I needed a place to park during that two-week
period they were putting it up.
And I mostly found a place on Glendon, a little
bit over two blocks to the west.
However, they're building this huge thing at
Tabor and Overland right now.

And they have one planned
21

1

a block or two west of Overland on Venice Boulevard.

2

So if I was displaced and had to find a place to

3

park or had someone to visit, I couldn't find one two

4

blocks over anymore.

5

And then the very -- the traffic jams are so

6

intense on Overland and Motor, heading to Century City

7

and back.

8

to focus more development.

9

And those seem to be the exact place they want
PH-14b

And seems like the area is growing a bit too

10

fast already.

11

through giving them special zoning.

12

We do not need developer greed on steroids

Also, it seems to be sort of a bait and switch,

13

as far as housing near transit.

14

heads it makes sense to build housing near transit, the

15

developers instead are proposing luxury developments,

16

with very little affordable housing, while many would not

17

consider even what they call affordable housing actually

18

affordable, and probably would just be a unit or two.

19

As people got in their

PH-14c

Seeing that we are near the Expo Line, it should

20

be 95 percent actually affordable housing, if they're

21

going to build anything concentrated.

22
23

PH-14a
cont.

MS. HULL:

Thank you so much for coming out this

evening.

24
25

***
22

1

MS. LEON-GROSSMANN:

2

Leon-Grossmann.

3

my zip code is 90064.

4
5
6
7

10
11
12
13

My address is 10757 Ashby Avenue.

I'm opposed to this project.
density.

And

I'm not opposed to

But I am opposed to unsustainable density.
PH-15a

The problem is right now our water infrastructure
is crumbling.

8
9

My name is Andrea

We have -- we are on track to replace our water
pipes every 300 years, when the life span is a hundred
years.

So that's an issue.
Right now, even with the capacity we have, we

are really in bad shape with our infrastructure.
We also have budget cuts that have impacted

14

first responders.

We lost a fire truck in West LA.

15

we are also helping address the first responders in

16

Century City.

And

PH-15b
17

So that's an issue too.

That fire truck that

18

was cut from West L.A. has not been replaced.

19

fewer first responders.

20
21
22
23

So we have

We can't have more density if we don't have
first responders to help us with that.
We also have converted libraries in public
schools into classrooms.

We don't have enough capacity
PH-15c

24
25

in our schools.
I did not see anything in here that supports
23

1

increasing classroom capacity or school capacity.

2
3

and anything about water either.

4
5

PH-15c
cont.

I did not see anything about first responders

I did not see anything about widening our roads
or anything to deal with gridlock.
PH-15d

6
7

If you try to drive right now between 2:00 and
7:00 on West Side, you will go nowhere fast.

8
9

I did not see anything about expanding the
capacity for the Expo Line or public transit in general.

10
11

peak hours, it's really hard.

12

Is that it?

13

MS. HULL:

14

MS. LEON-GROSSMANN:

Yes.
And then, I think the most

15

interesting part is that mostly big developers are behind

16

this program.

17

behind this proposal.

18
19
20

PH-15e

If you try to go and use public transit during

I think the community should have a word

That's my take.
density.

PH-15f
Again, I'm not opposed to

It just has to be sustainable.

MS. HULL:

Thank you so much for coming out.

21
22

***

23
24
25

MR. PARK:

Thank you.

My name is Andrew Park.
24

1
2

I'm an employee at 12100 West Olympic Boulevard,
Los Angeles 90064.

3

I want to make a statement about my experience

4

as an employee in the West L.A. area by Olympic and Bundy

5

Station.

6

As an employee, I feel like there is lack of

7

retail space along the Olympic corridor.

The New

8

Industry zoning prohibits the owners from building more

9

retail space, and I think that 5,000 square feet maximum

10

should be increased to at least 10,000 square feet, to

11

provide landlords some options and flexibility to provide

12

more food and shopping options.

13

And then as an employee in the West L.A. area, I

14

feel like there has been a lack of housing near my work.

15

And I fully support this plan, and especially the Olympic

16

and Bundy Station.

17

There are some homes behind my work that seems

18

like it could be rezoned.

19

at -- between Amherst and Bundy.

20

expanded westward of Amherst to accommodate the increase

21

of employment base in the West L.A. area.

22

I know that RAS-4 is proposed
I think that should be

Also, last by not least, I feel that the

23

alternative compliance zoning on the Martin Cadillac

24

development site should be allocated to other

25

underutilized development sites along the Olympic
25

1
2
3

corridor.
I say this -MS. HULL:

Thank you for coming out.

4
5

***

6
7
8
9
10

MS. BROIDE:

Thank you.

My name is Barbara Broide, 2001 Malcolm Avenue,
Los Angeles 90025.

11

listening to the community's input and for removing the

12

RAS upzoning of Pico Boulevard from the Expo Plan.

13

Today I just want to talk about one idea or one

14

issue related to traffic and transportation in our area.

15

Many people are telling us that we need to

16

accept increased density to justify the expenditures and

17

investments made on the Expo Line.

18
19
20

investment in transit.
Century City was built many years ago, and
continues to be increased, with the understanding there

22

would be a Beverly Hills freeway along Santa Monica

23

Boulevard.

25

PH-16b

I want to say that our area is long overdue for

21

24

PH-16a

I want to thank the Planning Department for

That freeway, although it is on a number of my
map books, does not exist.

It was never built.
26

1

But the traffic came.

The workers came.

The

2

community became one of our 20 city centers as was

3

proposed by Calvin Hamilton in the early City Planning

4

documents.

5

So, when we talk about transit on the West Side,

6

we are severely underserved.

7

not come yet.

8

does not exist.

9

folly.

10

The subway to the sea has

It will come, hopefully, soon.

To upzone now, before it comes, is
PH-16b
cont.

There are no north/south connectors in our area

11

that go through to the Valley.

12

405.

13

But it

Traffic is stuck at the

We have terrible traffic.

We don't have the

14

ability to meet the current capacity.

15

address the current capacity, because the hoped-for

16

improvements on the 10 freeway are really fairly

17

illusory.

18

Expo doesn't even

So we are thrilled to have transit.

We

19

supported transit in our neighborhood.

20

used as an excuse for destroying what is left of our

21

community.

22
23

We have plenty of traffic.

But it cannot be

We have a nice

neighborhood, and we want to preserve it.

24

MS. HULL:

Thank you so much.

25

MS. BROIDE:

Did you know about the Beverly Hills?
27

1
2

PH-16b
cont.

Freeway?
MS. HULL:

Yes.

3

***

4
5

MR. MITCHELL KASDIN:

I am vehemently opposed to the

6

proposal and the redevelopment surrounding the Bundy

7

Station.

8

It simply increases the tax revenue for the City

9

at the expense of the residents and increases the overall

10

density, that would require more cars, because not

11

everyone is going to drive -- or rather take the train.

12

At the corner of Bundy and Olympic, you have
PH-17

13

Martin Cadillac that is proposing to build a huge

14

commercial/residential project that will substantially

15

increase the amount of traffic.

16
17

Currently, the traffic is overwhelming during
rush hour times.

18

Furthermore, by having that area around Bundy,

19

south of Olympic, that will also burden the existing

20

infrastructure.

21

how much time do I have -- and it takes 20 minutes to go

22

from Bundy to the freeway.

23

Currently we are at a chokehold and --

I can't see this working in favor of the

24

residents in the vicinity.

25

plan.

This is an unsustainable

People will not give up their cars in favor of the
28

1

train.

2

And the City needs to wake up.

This is a plan

3

that is ill-conceived and its current form it's too hard

4

for it to actually work in total.

5

PH-17
cont.

That's it.

6
7

***

8
9
10

MS. PITTEL:

My name is Ann Pittel.

I live at

11880 Nebraska Avenue, Los Angeles 90025.

11

I was born -- I'm a native Angeleno.

I have

12

seen a lot of growth and a lot of interesting things

13

happening.

14

And I live about a block away from all the new

15

developments.

16

Pico and Bundy.

17

I own a business in West Los Angeles near
PH-18

On Saturday mornings, it takes me two minutes to

18

drive to my business.

19

my business and my home.

20

It's .7 tenths of a mile between
I do not use very much gas.

On the weekdays, it could take me up to 25

21

minutes for the same ride, the same direction, because of

22

traffic.

23

My quibble with all the development that is

24

happening is I think we should be looking -- before we

25

make any definite plan, we have to get our traffic under
29

1

control.

2

We have seen the Metro Rail go in.

3

for three years.

4

the horrible traffic jams.

5

It's been in

And to me, there is no improvement in

Getting to my work, it's a school, an

6

after-school program, people are always complaining how

7

long it takes.

8
9

And it hasn't improved.

So I think that it's a backward thing.

First,

figure out the traffic, like perhaps three lanes one way,

10

one lane the other way, and then reverse it for the rush

11

hour on the other end of the day.

12
13

Some kind of plan.

Toronto has that kind of

plan.

14

No.

15

Can you mention the tree down the middle of

16
17

PH-18
cont.

It's been two minutes?

Okay.

Olympic?
Thank you.

Number 19.

18
19

***

20
21

MS. UMEDA:

My name is Susan Umeda.

I live at 1827

22

Brockton Avenue, Los Angeles 90025.

23

the medians.

24

will take up very valuable -- wait a minute.

25

I want to talk about

And they want to put trees in there, that

I want to talk about the medians on Olympic
30

1

Boulevard.

2

planting to take the valuable driving space.

3

I don't think there should be trees or any

The other thing I want to talk about are the

4

transitional buildings.

5

single-family home property line, 25 feet, 100 feet from

6

that line.

7

that, you could have it -- whatever it's zoned.

8
9

They should be 100 feet from the

Then, you could go 50 feet and then after

The other thing I want to talk about is Bundy
Drive is not walkable.

It needs better lighting.

10

sidewalks.

11

if you want people to take the transit.

12

Wider

You have to make all of these street walkable

If people think they are going to get run over

13

every time they walked down the street, because the

14

sidewalks are too narrow, it's probably not going to

15

enhance walkability and people will not be taking that

16

transit.

17
18
19

They will take their cars everywhere.
Thank you very much.

MS. HULL:

Thank you.

(Proceedings concluded at 8:30 p.m.)

20
21
22
23
24
25
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1

C E R T I F I C A T E

2
3

STATE OF CALIFORNIA:

4

LOS ANGELES COUNTY:

5

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING

6

TRANSCRIPT WAS TAKEN DOWN, AS STATED IN THE

7

CAPTION, AND THE COMMENTS THERETO WERE REDUCED TO

8

PRINTING UNDER MY DIRECTION; THAT THE FOREGOING

9

PAGES

REPRESENT A TRUE, COMPLETE, AND CORRECT

10

TRANSCRIPT OF THE EVIDENCE GIVEN UPON SAID HEARING,

11

AND I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT I AM NOT OF KIN OR

12

COUNSEL TO THE PARTIES; AM NOT IN THE REGULAR

13

EMPLOY FOR ANY OF SAID PARTIES; NOR AM I IN

14

ANYWISE INTERESTED IN THE RESULT OF SAID

15

HEARING.

16

THIS, THE 5TH

DAY

OF JUNE, 2017.

17
18
19
20
21

________________________________
BARBARA J. SHANBERG CSR 4537

22
23
24
25
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SECTION 1 – INTRODUCTION
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) – Having received, reviewed, and
considered the following information as well as the other information in the Record of
Proceedings (described below) on this matter, the City Council of the City of Los Angeles finds,
determines, and declares as follows:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) Exposition (Expo) Light
Rail Transit (LRT) is a 15.2-mile-long transit line running between downtown Los Angeles and
the City of Santa Monica. The majority of the line runs along the Exposition right-of-way,
roughly parallel to the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10). Phase I of the line was completed in 2012;
it extends from Downtown to Culver City. Phase II, extending 6.6 miles from the Phase I
terminus in Culver City to the planned Colorado/4th Street Station in Santa Monica, was
completed in 2015. The Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan (ECTNP, Proposed
Plan, or Proposed Project) would establish a Specific Plan and a variety of land use regulatory
changes to guide future development in areas primarily along the Expo Phase II LRT Corridor,
encompassing five station areas within the City of Los Angeles boundaries. These stations are:
Exposition/Bundy (Bundy), Exposition/Sepulveda (Sepulveda), Westwood/Rancho Park
(Westwood), National/Palms (Palms), and Culver City. The Specific Plan would include General
Plan amendments and zone changes that encourage infill development and a mix of uses within
the identified areas to promote transit ridership, reduce automobile dependence, and create
vibrant neighborhoods around the transit stations.
The Proposed Plan: (1) creates four new zones and one new land use designation, and
changes zoning and land use designations within specified portions (Change Areas) of the
Project Area; (2) includes public benefit requirements associated with tiered floor area ratios
(FAR) in the new zones; (3) creates streetscape plans for identified street segments in the
Project Area; and (4) requires design standards for new development within the Project Area
(excluding R1 and R2 zones). The Proposed Plan also includes new open space regulations
and parking regulations for select properties within the Project Area.
The Proposed Plan would guide future development in the Change Areas by specifying use
limitations, maximum allowable FAR, and other development requirements and design
standards that would apply. The Proposed Plan encourages new development near transit
station areas with the goal of promoting transit ridership and creating an active, mixed use
environment in the station areas.
The Proposed Plan would establish a Specific Plan; initiate zone changes and General Plan
amendments; and introduce development and urban design standards. The Proposed Plan
would also involve new streetscape plans, and parking strategies that together would enhance
the pedestrian experience, promote transit ridership, and encourage a variety of mobility
options. Zone changes and General Plan amendments would not affect every parcel within the
Project Area; changes would only occur within specific “areas of proposed change.”

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS
In accordance with the procedural requirements of CEQA, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for the Proposed Plan. The NOP was
published and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, trustee agencies, responsible agencies,
and other interested parties on March 14, 2013 by the City for a 30-day public review period
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(State Clearinghouse No. 2013031038). A public scoping meeting was held on April 10, 2013.
The Draft EIR was prepared and circulated for a 60-day review period. The comment period
opened on April 6, 2017 with a closing date of June 5, 2017. An open house/public hearing for
the Proposed Plan was held on May 23, 2017.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS AND FINAL EIR
The City evaluated comments on the environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the City prepared written responses to comments
regarding the physical environmental issues that could result from the Proposed Plan, that
identify the disposition of any significant environmental issues raised. The Final EIR provides
adequate, good faith and reasoned responses to the comments received. The City reviewed the
comments received and the responses thereto and has determined that neither the comments
received nor the responses to such comments add significant new information regarding
environmental impacts. The City Council finds that all information added to the EIR after public
notice of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review but before certification simply clarifies
or amplifies or makes minor modifications in an adequate EIR and does not require
recirculation. The City Council has based its actions on a full evaluation of all comments in the
Record of Proceedings, concerning the environmental impacts identified and analyzed in the
EIR.

MITIGATION M ONITORING PROGRAM
CEQA requires the Lead Agency approving a project to adopt a Mitigation and Monitoring
Program (MMP) for the Proposed Plan which it has adopted or made a condition of project
approval in order to ensure compliance with the mitigation measures during project
implementation.
In accordance with CEQA, the MMP prepared for the Proposed Plan, and located in Chapter 4
of the Final EIR, provides the means to ensure that the mitigation measures are fully
enforceable. The final mitigation measures are described in the MMP. Each of the mitigation
measures identified in the MMP and contained in the EIR are incorporated into the Proposed
Plan. The City Council finds that the impacts of the Proposed Plan have been mitigated to the
extent feasible by the mitigation measures identified in the MMP, and contained in the EIR.

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE
The City Council finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made
herein is contained in the Draft EIR and Final EIR, and other materials found in the Record of
Proceedings. Moreover, the City Council finds that where more than one reason exists for any
finding, the City Council finds that each reason independently supports such finding, and that
any reason in support of a given finding individually constitutes a sufficient basis for that finding.

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS
For purposes of CEQA and these findings the Record of Proceedings for the Proposed Plan
consists of the following documents, which includes, but is not limited to the following:
(1)

The Notice of Preparation for the Project (the “NOP”), and all other public notices issued
by the City in connection with the Project;

(2)

The Draft EIR and all technical appendices, dated March 2017;
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(3)

All written comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the public
review comment period on the Draft EIR;

(4)

All written and verbal public testimony presented during noticed public hearings for the
Proposed Plan (consistent with City Council policy) at which such testimony was taken,
including without limitation, the Recommendation Report to City Planning Commission,
Report to Council, including all attachments, any and all presentations by City staff, the
City’s consultants, the public, and any other interested party;

(5)

The Final EIR, its corrections to the Draft EIR, and all technical appendices, [dated ___ ];

(6)

The Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Project (the “MMP”); which is located in
Chapter 4 of the Final EIR;

(7)

The reports, studies and technical memoranda included and/or referenced in the Draft
EIR and the Final EIR and/or their appendices;

(8)

All documents, studies, EIRs, or other materials incorporated by reference in the Draft
EIR and the Final EIR;

(9)

The Department of City Planning Recommendation Report and Determination Letter to
City Council;

(10)

All Ordinances and Resolutions presented to and/or adopted by the City in connection
with the Project; and all documents incorporated by reference therein;

(11)

Any documents or materials presented by the City at any public meeting on the
Proposed Plan or the EIR;

(12)

Matters of common knowledge to the City, including but not limited, to federal, state, and
local laws and regulations, adopted City plans, policies (including but not limited to the
City of Los Angeles General Plan, and General Plan Framework), and the professional
qualifications of its staff members and consultants; and

(13)

Any other relevant materials required to be in the Record of Proceedings under Public
Resources Code (PRC) Section 21167.6(e).

CUSTODIAN OF DOCUMENTS
The custodian of the documents or other material which constitutes the record of proceedings
upon which the City Planning Commission and City Council’s decision is based is the City of
Los Angeles, City Clerk, City Hall located at 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, California
90012; all other record of proceedings shall be kept with the Department of City Planning, and
the Director of Planning shall be the custodian of the documents.

INDEPENDENT JUDGMENT
CEQA requires that the lead agency exercise its independent judgment in reviewing the
adequacy of an EIR and that the decision of a lead agency in certifying an EIR and approving a
project not be predetermined. The City Council finds that the EIR was prepared in compliance
with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City Council has conducted its own review and
considered the Draft EIR, Final EIR, Appendices and the rest of the Record of Proceedings and
determines that the analysis and conclusions in the EIR reflect the independent judgment and
analysis of the City Council and the City Council is exercising its independent judgment in
adopting these Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations.
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RELATIONSHIP OF FINDINGS TO EIR
These Findings are based on the most current information available. Accordingly, to the extent
there are any apparent conflicts or inconsistencies between the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, on
the one hand, and these Findings, on the other, these Findings shall control and the Draft EIR
and Final EIR or both, as the case may be, are hereby amended as set forth in these Findings.

FINDINGS OF FACTS REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
The City Council makes the following findings in response to the potentially significant effects on
the environment identified and analyzed in the EIR for the Proposed Plan.
PRC Section 21081 and Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that no public
agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified that identifies
one or more significant environmental impacts of the project unless the public agency makes
one or more written findings for each of those significant impacts, accompanied by a brief
explanation of the rationale for each finding. The possible findings are provided below and will
be used hereinafter and referenced as identified below:
1. CEQA FINDING 1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the
project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified
in the EIR. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1));
2. CEQA FINDING 2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction
of another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been
adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15091(a)(2));
3. CEQA FINDING 3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible
the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the EIR. (CEQA Guidelines Section
15091(a)(3)).
These Findings herein incorporate the facts and discussions of the significant environmental
impacts that may occur as a result of the Proposed Plan, and in accordance with the provisions
of CEQA and CEQA Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles hereby adopts these Findings. For
each of the significant environmental effects found to be significant and unavoidable, the City
makes the finding under PRC Section 21081(a)(3) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(3),
as set forth in greater detail in Section 2 of these Findings. For each of the significant
environmental effects found to be less than significant after mitigation, the City makes the
finding under PRC Section 21081(a)(1) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1), as set forth
in greater detail in Section 3 of these Findings.
Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines does not require specific findings to address
environmental effects that an EIR identifies as having “no impact” or a “less than significant”
impact. Nevertheless, Section 4 in the Findings fully accounts for all resource areas, including
those identified in the EIR as less than significant.
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SECTION 2 – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE
The Proposed Plan would result in the following impacts, which are found to be significant and
unavoidable:

AESTHETICS
Senate Bill 743 (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21099 (d)(1)) states that the aesthetic
impacts of a residential, mixed use residential, or employment center project on an infill site
within a Transit Priority Area (TPA) shall not be considered significant impacts on the
environment. Such projects are typical of the kinds of projects anticipated by the Proposed Plan.
Although a majority of the Project Area is located in a TPA, a portion of the Project Area is not.
Therefore, a discussion of aesthetic impacts is provided within.
Visual Character (Draft EIR pages 4.1-40 to 45)
Description of Significant Effects
In general, changes in visual character would be potentially significant within existing areas
currently designated for low density residential use, where rezoning to RD1.5, R3 or RAS4 is
proposed, and where increases in height and density would occur. Rezoning of low-density
residential areas would occur in the Bundy Station Area, south of the Expo LRT Line, and in the
Sepulveda and Westwood Station areas, along either side of the Expo LRT Line.
Compliance with existing development regulations and proposed design standards would help
establish consistency in the visual character of the Project Area, which is currently lacking in
industrial areas and commercial corridors. The Proposed Project would also introduce new
streetscape plans that aim to improve the visual character of streets for all users. However, the
proposed land use and zoning changes that allow increases in height, scale and density in the
Project Area would represent a significant change in the visual character in some portions of the
Project Area, particularly in the limited single-family zoned and low density multifamily zoned
areas that are proposed to have land use and zoning changes. Therefore, impacts related to
visual character under the Proposed Plan would be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures
Beyond the proposed design standards, no feasible mitigation measures have been identified to
reduce the significance of this impact.
Finding: The City adopts CEQA Findings 1 and 3.
Rationale for Finding
The Proposed Plan establishes design standards for all properties within the Project Area,
excluding properties in the R1 and R2 zones. The design standards would help minimize the
effects of land use and zone changes on the existing character of the area, and would also
enhance visual character and quality through transitional height requirements, massing
restrictions, requirements for use of high quality materials as well as high levels of ground floor
transparency and façade articulation to improve the pedestrian orientation of new buildings.
The design standards include requirements for the following:
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Setbacks and Yards
Streetwall
Massing and Lot Coverage
Building Orientation and Entry
Ground Floor Treatment
Active Ground Floor Uses






Architectural Treatment
Windows and Doors
Open Space
Parking and Access

Although the implementation of the proposed design standards would reduce impacts related to
visual character, impacts may not be fully offset or avoided altogether. Reducing the building
heights or adopting an alternative to avoid causing impacts related to visual character would not
be feasible as it would not meet the underlying objectives of the Proposed Plan to direct
projected population, housing, and employment growth to transit-oriented areas consistent with
the growth strategies of the General Plan Framework, the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS), and the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert, Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey, and West
Los Angeles Community Plans. Furthermore, as discussed in the Draft EIR, there are no
project alternatives that would result in a less-than-significant impact related to visual character.
However, the Proposed Plan includes objectives that aim to promote well-designed, cohesive,
and sustainable neighborhoods. Specifically, the Proposed Plan would ensure new
development is pedestrian-oriented, acknowledges the transit stations, and is compatible with
surrounding neighborhoods through the improved design of buildings, streets, and the public
realm. The Proposed Plan would also stimulate vibrancy and activity and create a unique sense
of place within each station area through the tailored design of buildings, streets, and the public
realm.
Shade and Shadow (Draft EIR pages 4.1-47 to 50)
Description of Significant Effects
Shade and shadow impacts may be considered significant when they cover shadow-sensitive
uses for a substantial amount of time (three to four hours depending on the time of the year).
Shadow-sensitive uses generally include routinely useable outdoor spaces associated with
residential and recreational land uses.
If buildings were to be constructed to the maximum heights allowable under the Proposed Plan,
the areas which would be the most vulnerable to shade and shadow impacts would include the
following single-family residential neighborhoods:





Northeast and northwest of the areas of proposed change in the Bundy Station Area
Northeast to Olympic Boulevard and southeast to Exposition Boulevard in the Sepulveda
Station Area
South of Manning Avenue in the Palms Station Area
Northeast of the areas of proposed change in the Culver City Station Area

Although implementation of existing development regulations and proposed design standards
would serve to reduce or eliminate impacts related to shade and shadows, it is infeasible to
locate development in the highly-urbanized Project Area in such a way that shade and shadow
impacts would be avoided altogether. Therefore, impacts related to shade and shadows under
the Proposed Plan would be significant and unavoidable.
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Mitigation Measures
Beyond the proposed design standards, no feasible mitigation measures have been identified to
reduce the significance of this impact.
Finding: The City adopts CEQA Findings 1 and 3.
Rationale for Finding
The Proposed Plan establishes design standards for all properties within the Project Area,
excluding properties in the R1 and R2 zones. These design standards would help minimize
shade and shadow impacts through transitional height requirements, massing restrictions,
façade articulation, etc. Additionally, height limits for the new zones created by the Proposed
Plan are tailored, concentrating height near stations and away from adjacent R1 and R2 zoned
neighborhoods. However, impacts related to shade and shadows may not be fully offset or
avoided altogether. Reducing the building heights or adopting the other alternatives to avoid
causing shade and shadow impacts in the Project Area would not be feasible as it would not
meet the underlying purpose of the Proposed Plan to direct projected population, housing, and
employment growth to transit-oriented areas consistent with the growth strategies of the
General Plan Framework, the SCAG RTP/SCS, and the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert,
Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey, and West Los Angeles Community Plans. Furthermore, as
discussed in the Draft EIR, there are no project alternatives that would result in a less-thansignificant impact related to shade and shadows. However, the Proposed Plan includes
objectives that aim to promote well-designed, cohesive, and sustainable neighborhoods.
Specifically, the Proposed Plan would ensure new development is pedestrian-oriented,
acknowledges the transit stations, and is compatible with surrounding neighborhoods through
the design of buildings, streets, and the public realm. The Proposed Plan would also stimulate
vibrancy and activity and create a unique sense of place within each station area through the
design of buildings, streets, and the public realm.

AIR QUALITY
Air Quality Standard - Construction Emissions (Draft EIR pages 4.2-21 to 26)
Description of Significant Effects
Construction activity has the potential to create air quality impacts through the use of heavy-duty
construction equipment and construction worker commute trips.
Exhaust-related NOX
emissions could exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) regional
significance threshold, depending primarily on truck activity. In addition, it is likely the
construction of individual projects would generate emissions exceeding the SCAQMD’s regional
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) significance threshold (related to architectural coatings).
SCAQMD also has established localized thresholds that are dependent on the size of the
project site and the distance from emissions to sensitive land uses. Depending on the specifics
of individual projects, it is anticipated that emissions from construction activities would exceed
the localized thresholds due to the dense nature of development and the associated proximity of
existing sensitive land uses. It is also likely that specific projects constructed within the Project
Area would have overlapping construction activities and combined emissions that exceed the
thresholds.
Mitigation Measure AQ1 would reduce emissions generated by various construction activities;
however, a reduction in emissions below SCAQMD significance thresholds cannot be
demonstrated in the absence of specific project details to assess. It is reasonable to assume
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that the construction of individual projects under the Proposed Plan would generate emissions
that would exceed the significance thresholds despite Mitigation Measure AQ1. Therefore,
impacts related to construction emissions under the Proposed Plan would be significant and
unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures
AQ1

The City shall require all applicants to include in the agreements with contractors and
subcontractors the following best management practices in contract specifications:










Use properly tuned and maintained equipment.
Contractors shall enforce the idling limit of five minutes as set forth in the California
Code of Regulations.
Use diesel-fueled construction equipment to be retrofitted with after treatment
products (e.g., engine catalysts) to the extent they are readily available and feasible.
Use heavy duty diesel-fueled equipment that uses low NOX diesel fuel to the extent it
is readily available and feasible.
Use construction equipment that uses low polluting fuels (i.e., compressed natural
gas, liquid petroleum gas, and unleaded gasoline) to the extent available and
feasible.
Maintain construction equipment in good operating condition to minimize air
pollutants.
Project applicants shall ensure that all construction equipment meets or exceeds
equivalent emissions performance to that of U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) Tier 4 standards for non-road engines. In the event that Tier 4 engines are
not available for any off-road equipment larger than 100 horsepower, that equipment
shall be equipped with a Tier 3 engine, or an engine that is equipped with retrofit
controls to reduce exhaust emissions of nitrogen oxides and diesel particulate matter
to no more than Tier 3 levels unless certified by engine manufacturers or the on-site
air quality construction mitigation manager that the use of such devices is not
practical for specific engine types. For purposes of this condition, the use of such
devices is “not practical” for the following, as well as other, reasons:
- There is no available retrofit control device that has been verified by either the
CARB or USEPA to control the engine in question to Tier 3;
- The construction equipment is intended to be on site for five days or less; or
- Relief may be granted from this requirement if a good faith effort has been made
to comply with this requirement and that compliance is not practical.
The use of a retrofit control device may be terminated immediately, provided that a
replacement for the equipment item in question meeting the required controls occurs
within ten days of termination of the use, if the equipment would be needed to
continue working at this site for more than 15 days after the use of the retrofit control
device is terminated, if one of the following conditions exists:
- The use of the retrofit control device is excessively reducing the normal
availability of the construction equipment due to increased down time for
maintenance, and/or reduced power output due to an excessive increase in back
pressure;
- The retrofit control device is causing or is reasonably expected to cause engine
damage;
- The retrofit control device is causing or is reasonably expected to cause a
substantial risk to workers or the public; or
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Any other seriously detrimental cause which has the approval of the project
manager prior to implementation of the termination.

Construction contractors shall use electricity from power poles rather than temporary
gasoline or diesel power generators, as feasible.
Use building materials, paints, sealants, mechanical equipment, and other materials
that yield low air pollutants and are nontoxic.
Construction contractors shall utilize super-compliant architectural coatings as
defined by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (Volatile Organic
Compound standard of less than ten grams per liter).
Construction contractors shall utilize materials that do not require painting, as
feasible.
Construction contractors shall use pre-painted construction materials, as feasible.

Finding: The City adopts CEQA Findings 1 and 3.
Rationale for Finding
Mitigation Measure AQ1 would reduce regional and local emissions generated by various
construction activities, including equipment operation, truck trips, and painting. However, a
reduction in emissions below the SCAQMD significance thresholds cannot be demonstrated in the
absence of specific project details to assess. No additional mitigation measures were identified to
reduce the significant impacts related to construction emissions. Changing the Proposed Plan to
avoid impacts related to construction emissions would not be feasible as it would not meet the
underlying purpose of the Proposed Plan to direct projected population, housing, and
employment growth to transit-oriented areas consistent with the growth strategies of the
General Plan Framework, the SCAG RTP/SCS, and the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert,
Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey, and West Los Angeles Community Plans. Furthermore, as
discussed in the Draft EIR, any project alternative identified that involves accommodating growth
would foreseeably result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to construction emissions.
Sensitive Receptors during Construction (Draft EIR pages 4.2-26 to 28)
Description of Significant Effects
The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions would be diesel particulate
emissions associated with heavy-duty equipment operations and truck traffic during
construction. According to the SCAQMD, health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are
described in terms of individual cancer risk. “Individual Cancer Risk” is the likelihood that a
person continuously exposed to concentrations of TACs over a 70-year lifetime will contract
cancer based on the use of standard risk assessment methodology. The SCAQMD has stated
that the incremental cancer risk should not exceed 10 persons in one million, and the chronic
and acute risks should not exceed a calculated Hazard Index value of 1.0.
There are no specific planned development projects as a part of this Proposed Plan. There is
no construction schedule or phasing, and it is difficult to accurately characterize emissions from
the wide range of projects that may be constructed under the Proposed Plan. Depending on the
specifics of future development projects (i.e., diesel particulate emissions and sensitive receptor
locations), it is anticipated that emissions from construction activities would exceed the health
risk significance thresholds established by the SCAQMD. It is also likely that specific
development projects constructed within the Project Area would have overlapping construction
activities and combined emissions that exceed the thresholds. Mitigation Measure AQ1 would
reduce TAC emissions generated by various construction activities. However, a reduction in
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emissions below SCAQMD significance thresholds cannot be demonstrated in the absence of
specific project details to assess. Therefore, the Proposed Plan would result in a significant
and unavoidable impact related to exposing people to substantial pollutant concentrations
during construction.
Mitigation Measures
Refer to Mitigation Measure AQ1, above.
Finding: The City adopts CEQA Findings 1 and 3.
Rationale for Finding
Mitigation Measure AQ1 would reduce TAC emissions generated by various construction
activities. However, a reduction in emissions below the SCAQMD significance thresholds cannot
be demonstrated in the absence of specific project details to assess. No additional mitigation
measures were identified to reduce significant impacts related to pollutant concentrations
impacting sensitive receptors. Adoption of the alternatives in the Draft EIR or otherwise changing
the Proposed Plan to avoid impacts related to localized construction emissions would not be
feasible as it would not meet the underlying purpose of the Proposed Plan to direct projected
population, housing, and employment growth to transit-oriented areas consistent with the growth
strategies of the General Plan Framework, the SCAG RTP/SCS, and the West Adams-Baldwin
Hills-Leimert, Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey, and West Los Angeles Community Plans.
Furthermore, as discussed in the Draft EIR, any alternative identified that involves
accommodating growth would foreseeably result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to
exposing people to substantial pollutant concentrations during construction.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Historical Resources (Draft EIR pages 4.3-21 to 23)
Description of Significant Effects
The Proposed Plan includes standards that protect historical and potentially historical resources
by requiring review by either the Cultural Heritage Commission or the Office of Historic
Resources for any project located on sites with historical resources designated at the federal,
State, or local level, including potentially historical resources identified in the City of Los
Angeles’ SurveyLA report. Nonetheless, over time, it is possible that demolition and/or
significant alteration to some historical resources in the Project Area may occur. Therefore,
impacts related to historical resources under the Proposed Plan would be significant and
unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures
No feasible mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the significance of this impact.
Finding: The City adopts CEQA Finding 3.
Rationale for Finding
When compared to current processes, the Proposed Plan is expected to have a neutral or
beneficial impact to designated historical resources and a beneficial impact to non-designated
resources, due to these plan standards. The Proposed Plan includes mandatory regulations
that provide additional protections for historical resources and would not introduce any features
that would preclude implementation of, or alter the policies or procedures of the City’s Cultural
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Heritage Ordinance. However, the Cultural Heritage Ordinance cannot completely prevent a
property from being demolished and the property being redeveloped or structures being altered
so long as an Applicant has gone through all necessary processes, including environmental
review. There is no process, including the CEQA process that would ensure that historical
resources may not be lost over the course the life of the Proposed Plan. Furthermore, as
discussed in the Draft EIR, there are no project alternatives that would result in a less-thansignificant impact related to historical resources.

NOISE
Noise Levels - Construction Noise (Draft EIR pages 4.9-14 to 22)
Description of Significant Effects
Construction noise levels would fluctuate depending on the construction phase, equipment type
and duration of use, distance between the noise source and receptor, and presence or absence
of noise attenuation barriers. The loudest noise levels are typically generated by impact
equipment (e.g., pile drivers) and heavy-duty equipment (e.g., scrapers and graders).
Construction noise levels are regulated through the provisions of Section 41.40 and Section
112.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). Section 41.40 states that construction
activities may only occur between the designated hours (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. Monday through
Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays). Section 112.05 establishes performance
standards for powered equipment or tools. The maximum allowable noise level for most
construction equipment within 500 feet of any residential zone is 75 dBA measured at 50 feet
from the noise source. This restriction holds unless compliance is not technically feasible even
with the use of noise “mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction devices or
techniques.”
Construction noise associated with individual projects under the Proposed Plan would be
experienced by sensitive uses located in and around the Project Area. As specific development
plans have not yet been determined at individual sites, it is assumed that sensitive receptors
could be as close as 50 feet from where construction would take place. Therefore, sensitive
receptors in the Project Area could experience noise levels from construction equipment ranging
from 68 to 107 dBA Leq. Although LAMC regulations place limits on construction noise levels,
there is still a possibility that typical construction noise levels could exceed the LAMC standard
of 75 dBA Leq at 50 feet due to technical infeasibility of further reducing noise impacts. Details
about future development projects and their ability to incorporate noise reduction devices or
techniques per LAMC Section 112.05 are not known at this time.
Mitigation Measure N1 would help to reduce this impact, but not necessarily to a less-thansignificant level, because certain construction activities may still be required in proximity to
nearby sensitive receptors and construction-related noise levels could exceed the 75 dBA
threshold. Therefore, impacts related to construction noise under the Proposed Plan would be
significant and unavoidable.
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Mitigation Measures
N1

The City, as a condition of any approval for applicable projects within the ECTNP, shall
require all contractors to include the following best management practices in contract
specifications:








Construction haul truck and materials delivery traffic shall avoid residential areas
whenever feasible. If no alternatives are available, truck traffic shall be routed on
streets with the fewest residences.
The construction contractor shall locate construction staging areas away from
sensitive uses.
When construction activities are located within 500 feet of noise-sensitive land uses,
noise barriers (e.g., temporary walls or piles of excavated material) shall be
constructed between activities and noise sensitive uses.
Impact pile drivers shall be avoided where possible in noise-sensitive areas. Drilled
piles or the use of a sonic vibratory pile driver are quieter alternatives that shall be
utilized where geological conditions permit their use. Noise shrouds shall be used
when necessary to reduce noise of pile drilling/driving.
Construction equipment shall be equipped with mufflers that comply with
manufacturers’ requirements.
The construction contractor shall use on-site electrical sources to power equipment
rather than diesel generators where feasible.

Finding: The City adopts CEQA Findings 1 and 3.
Rationale for Finding
Mitigation Measure N1 would reduce construction noise levels at existing and future noisesensitive receptors during construction activities. Construction activity would be short-term and
temporary at each location; however, noise levels from various mechanized construction
equipment would exceed 75 dBA at distances of 50 feet from the equipment which could
exceed the limitations established in LAMC Section 112.05. No additional mitigation measures
were identified to reduce significant impacts related to construction noise. Adoption of the
alternatives in the Draft EIR or otherwise changing the Proposed Plan to avoid impacts related to
construction noise would not be feasible as it would not meet the underlying purpose of the
Proposed Plan to direct projected population, housing, and employment growth to transitoriented areas consistent with the growth strategies of the General Plan Framework, the SCAG
RTP/SCS, and the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert, Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey, and West Los
Angeles Community Plans. Furthermore, as discussed in the Draft EIR, any alternative
identified that involves accommodating growth would foreseeably result in significant and
unavoidable impacts related to noise construction.
Noise – Operational Noise (Draft EIR page 4.9-21)
Description of Significant Effects
The greatest potential for operational noise impacts would be related to changing zoning
adjacent to existing sensitive land uses. As specific development plans have not yet been
determined at individual sites, the operational noise analysis assumptions are based off the
compatibility of land uses. Depending on the specific land uses proposed at a specific location,
operational activities could potentially increase noise levels at adjacent receptors by 3 dBA
CNEL to or within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly unacceptable” categories, or could
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increase any ambient noise level by 5 dBA or more, above the City’s operational noise threshold
criteria.
While difficult to quantify noise reduction associated with Mitigation Measure N2, implementing
these conditions would reduce noise levels. However, depending on the specific land uses
proposed at a specific location, operational activities could still potentially increase noise levels
at adjacent receptors by 3 dBA CNEL to or within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly
unacceptable” categories, or could increase any ambient noise level by 5 dBA or more, above
the City’s operational noise threshold criteria. Therefore, impacts related to operation noise
under the Proposed Plan would be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures
N2

The following conditions shall apply to future development within New Industry, Hybrid
Industrial: Jobs Emphasis, Hybrid Industrial-Residential Emphasis, and Mixed Use:
Commercial/Residential zones with direct line-of-site to adjacent residential and other
sensitive land uses:





Industrial activity yards that include the operation of heavy equipment shall be
shielded by sound barriers that block line-of-sight to sensitive receptors.
Mechanical equipment (e.g., HVAC Systems) shall be enclosed with sound buffering
materials.
Truck loading/unloading activity shall be prohibited between the hours of 10:00 p.m.
and 7:00 a.m. when located within 200 feet of a residential land use.
Parking structures located within 200 feet of any residential use shall be constructed
with a solid wall abutting the residences and utilize textured surfaces on garage
floors and ramps to minimize tire squeal.

Rationale for Finding
While difficult to quantify noise reduction associated with Mitigation Measure N2, implementing
these conditions would reduce noise levels. However, depending on the specific land uses
proposed at a specific location, operational activities could still potentially increase noise levels
at adjacent receptors above the City’s operational noise threshold criteria. No additional
mitigation measures were identified to reduce significant impacts related to operational noise.
Adoption of the alternatives in the Draft EIR or otherwise changing the Proposed Plan to avoid
impacts related to construction noise would not be feasible as it would not meet the underlying
purpose of the Proposed Plan to direct projected population, housing, and employment growth
to transit-oriented areas consistent with the growth strategies of the General Plan Framework,
the SCAG RTP/SCS, and the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert, Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey,
and West Los Angeles Community Plans. Furthermore, as discussed in the Draft EIR, any
alternative identified that involves accommodating growth would foreseeably result in significant
and unavoidable impacts related to noise construction.
Vibration - Construction (Draft EIR pages 4.9-24 to 24)
Description of Significant Effects
Construction activity can result in varying degrees of ground vibration depending on the
equipment and methods employed. Buildings founded on the soil in the vicinity of the
construction site respond to these vibrations with varying results ranging from no perceptible
effects at the lowest levels, low rumbling sounds and perceptible vibrations at moderate levels,
and slight building damage at the highest levels. The type of low- or mid-rise buildings
anticipated to be built under the Proposed Plan would typically be constructed with loaders and
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bulldozers. However, it is possible that pile driving would be necessary depending on sitespecific geologic conditions. Construction equipment would typically generate vibration levels
up to 87 Vdb at 25 feet, although pile driving could generate a vibration level of 112 Vdb at 25
feet. Without detailed project-specific construction plans, it is possible that heavy equipment
could operate within 25 feet of, or adjacent to, nearby buildings. The vibration levels associated
with this equipment could exceed the 90 VdB threshold for buildings extremely susceptible to
building damage (e.g., historic structures) and 98 VdB threshold for engineered concrete and
masonry buildings without plaster (e.g., typical urban development). Mitigation Measure N3
would substantially reduce/control construction vibration.
However, in the absence of
construction details associated with specific projects and without knowing the proximity of
construction activities to specific receptors, it is anticipated that construction vibration levels at
adjacent buildings could exceed the thresholds of significance. Therefore, impacts related to
construction vibration under the Proposed Plan would be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures
N3

As part of project conditions for new development within the ECTNP Area, the City shall
require all contractors to include the following best management practices in contract
specifications:




The construction contractor shall manage construction phasing (scheduling
demolition, earthmoving, and ground-impacting operations so as not to occur in the
same time period), use low-impact construction technologies, and shall avoid the use
of vibrating equipment where possible to avoid construction vibration impacts.
The construction contractor shall utilize alternatives to impact pile drivers, such as
sonic pile drivers or caisson drills. If geotechnical limitations require the use of pile
driving, control measures shall be used to reduce vibration levels. These measures
may include, but are not limited to:
o Predrilled holes;
o Cast-in-place or auger cast piles;
o Pile cushioning (i.e., a resilient material placed between the driving hammer and
the pile);
o Jetting (i.e., pumping a mixture of air and water through high-pressure nozzles to
erode the soil adjacent to the pile); and
o Non-displacement piles (i.e., piles that achieve capacity from the end bearing
rather than the pile shaft).

Finding: The City adopts CEQA Findings 1 and 3.
Rationale for Finding
While difficult to quantify the vibration reduction associated with Mitigation Measure N3,
implementing caisson drilling instead of impact pile driving would reduce vibration levels by
approximately 87 Vdb at 25 feet. It is anticipated that mitigation would substantially
reduce/control construction vibration.
However, in the absence of construction details
associated with specific projects and without knowing the proximity of construction activities to
specific receptors, it is anticipated that construction vibration levels at adjacent buildings could
exceed the thresholds of significance.
No additional mitigation measures were identified to reduce significant impacts related to
construction vibration. Adoption of the alternatives in the Draft EIR or otherwise changing the
Proposed Plan to avoid impacts related to construction vibration would not be feasible as it would
not meet the underlying purpose of the Proposed Plan to direct projected population, housing,
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and employment growth to transit-oriented areas consistent with the growth strategies of the
General Plan Framework, the SCAG RTP/SCS, and the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert,
Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey, and West Los Angeles Community Plans. Furthermore, as
discussed in the Draft EIR, any alternative identified that involves accommodating growth would
foreseeably result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to construction vibration.

PUBLIC SERVICES
Parks and Recreational Facilities (Draft EIR pages 4.11-32 to 33)
Description of Significant Effects
Increased development in the Project Area would increase the demand for parks and
recreational facilities. This increased demand would be met in part through compliance with
City requirements and through the public benefits required by the Proposed Plan of commercial
and mixed use projects, as well as the new open space around Westwood Station. However, it
is anticipated that these requirements would be insufficient to meet the demand from new
development and that the increased demand would exacerbate the existing park deficit in the
Project Area.
Based on the Public Recreation Plan standards, with the reasonable anticipated development
for the year 2035, the existing deficit of parks and recreational facilities serving the Project Area
could grow to 102.88 acres of neighborhood parks for a total deficit of 97.46 acres of parks and
recreational facilities. Population growth associated with the proposed increase in capacity
would create demand for 251.24 acres of recreational facilities, 48.86 acres of which would
result from the Proposed Plan.
Future development under the Proposed Plan would be subject to LAMC Sections 12.33 and
17.12, which are part of the City's implementation of the Quimby Act. These ordinances require
developers of residential projects to dedicate land for park and recreation purposes, or pay a fee
in lieu thereof, prior to obtaining a building permit. The dedication of land for park and
recreation purposes or payment of fees and implementation of Proposed Plan development
standards would slightly offset the demand created by future development under the Proposed
Plan. However, population growth associated with the proposed increase in housing capacity
would create additional demand for parklands that cannot be accommodated in the Project
Area. Therefore, impacts related to parks and recreational facilities under the Proposed Plan
would be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures
No feasible mitigation measures were identified that could reduce the significant impact to parks
and recreational facilities to less than significant.
Finding: The City adopts CEQA Finding 3.
Rationale for Finding
Compliance with existing regulations, including the payment of Quimby Act and park facility fees
could help relieve the demand on existing parks through the provision of new parks. However,
population growth associated with the proposed increase in housing capacity would create
additional demand for parklands that cannot be accommodated in the Project Area. The
following issues were identified as barriers to the provision of new parks: (1) existing citywide
open space ratios are suburban in nature and do not reflect the constraints of a dense, urban
environment; (2) acquisition of new public land for parks and open space is extremely expensive
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in the Project Area; and (3) vacant or underused land in the Project Area is scarce and
purchasing land for the provision of open space would compete with other identified community
priorities such as providing housing and non-residential, job-generating uses.
No mitigation measures were identified to reduce significant impacts related to parks and
recreational facilities. Adoption of the alternatives in the Draft EIR or otherwise changing the
Proposed Plan to avoid impacts related to parks and recreational facilities would not be feasible
as it would not meet underlying purpose or the primary objectives of the Proposed Plan to direct
projected population, housing, and employment growth to transit-oriented areas. Furthermore,
as discussed in the Draft EIR, any alternative identified that involves accommodating growth
would foreseeably result in significant and unavoidable impact related to parks and recreational
facilities.

TRANSPORTATION & TRAFFIC
Circulation System (Draft EIR pages 4.12-45 to 69)
Description of Significant Effects
Of the 47 total study intersections identified with potential impacts under 2015 conditions without
mitigation, significant impacts would remain at 42 study intersections with mitigation. Of the 56
total study intersections identified with potential impacts under 2035 conditions without
mitigation, significant impacts would remain at 50 study intersections after mitigation. A
summary of the total number of significantly impacted intersections before and after feasible
mitigation measures for 2015 and 2035 is provided in Table 4.12-13 in the Draft EIR. As noted,
since the City of Los Angeles has no ability to implement mitigation measures in other
jurisdictions, all intersections that are not fully controlled by the City of Los Angeles are
considered significantly impacted after mitigation for purposes of the EIR.
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies and trip reduction for certain commercial
projects, which are requirements of the Proposed Plan, could mitigate some of the intersectionlevel impacts. However, at this time it is not possible to estimate the effectiveness of these
TDMs without additional detail on the selected TDM strategies and their application to individual
development projects. Therefore, impacts related to the circulation system under the Proposed
Plan would be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures
TR1

A trip generation analysis, as well as an access and circulation study per LADOT
guidelines, will be required as part of the development application for projects within the
Specific Plan boundary that result in net new square footage for purposes of determining
consistency of the project with the transportation assumptions in the EIR. The Specific
Plan area is divided into five ECTNP station segments, as shown in Figure 3-2 in the
Project Description. To be consistent, a project cannot cause the total estimated 2035
trip forecasts (for the station segment in which it is located) to exceed the number of
either AM or PM peak hour net new external trips analyzed in the EIR (see Table 4.125). If a project is determined to be consistent, no further traffic analysis will be required.
However, if a project causes the number of either AM or PM peak hour net external trips
to exceed the cumulative total number of trips in the corresponding station segment
analyzed in the EIR, then a project-specific traffic analysis per current LADOT
Guidelines will be required.
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The City will revise this traffic impact consistency determination methodology, if
appropriate, to reflect new traffic impact guidance mandated by the State of California,
Office of Planning and Research in response to SB 743.
2015 Intersection Improvement Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures
would partially or fully mitigate the significant impacts for 10 of the intersections identified in the
2015 impact analysis.
TR2

Centinela Avenue & Exposition Boulevard (Intersection 6).
intersection.

Signalize the

TR3

Bundy Drive & Olympic Boulevard (Intersection 16). Restripe the northbound and
southbound approaches. The northbound restriping would add one northbound left-turn
lane. This would result in a northbound approach of one right-turn lane, two through
lanes, and two left-turn lanes. The southbound restriping would add one southbound
left-turn lane and change one through lane and the right-turn lane into a shared
through/right lane. This would result in a southbound approach of one shared
through/right lane, one through lane, and two left-turn lanes.

TR4

Barrington Avenue & Pico Boulevard (Intersection 27). Restripe the existing
northbound curb lane to provide one through lane and one right-turn lane. This
improvement would require the removal of one on-street parking space.

TR5

Barrington Avenue & Gateway Boulevard (Intersection 28). Restripe the existing
northbound shared through/right-turn lane to provide one through lane and one right-turn
lane. This improvement would require the removal of four on-street parking spaces.

TR6

Sepulveda Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard (Intersection 43). Restripe the
existing eastbound shared left/through/right lane to provide one shared through/left-turn
lane and one right-turn lane.

TR7

Sepulveda Boulevard & Palms Boulevard (Intersection 46). Restripe one existing
northbound shared through/right-turn lane to provide one through lane and one right-turn
lane. This improvement would require the removal of two on-street parking spaces.

TR8

Military Avenue & National Boulevard (Intersection 47). Restripe one existing
southbound shared through/right-turn lane to provide one shared through/left-turn lane
and one right-turn lane. This improvement would require the removal of four on-street
parking spaces.

TR9

Overland Avenue & National Boulevard / I-10 Westbound On- and Off-Ramp
(Intersection 53). Restripe the existing eastbound shared through/left-turn lane to a
shared left-/through/right-turn lane.

TR10 La Cienega Boulevard & Venice Boulevard (Intersection 76). Remove the median to
provide a second westbound left-turn lane.
TR11 Sepulveda Boulevard & Venice Boulevard (Intersection 84). Remove the medians
on Venice Boulevard and restripe both the eastbound and westbound approaches to add
one left-turn lane to each approach.
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2035 Intersection Improvement Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures
would partially or fully mitigate the significant impacts for 12 of the intersections identified in the
2035 impact analysis.
TR12 Stewart Street & Olympic Boulevard (Intersection 3). Modify the existing signal
phasing to change eastbound left-turn signal phasing from permitted to protected and
change westbound left-turn signal phasing from protected/permitted to protected.
Centinela Avenue & Exposition Boulevard (Intersection 6). Mitigation Measure TR2
would also mitigate impacts in 2035.
Bundy Drive & Olympic Boulevard (Intersection 16). Mitigation Measure TR3 would
also mitigate impacts in 2035.
TR13 Barrington Avenue & Mississippi Avenue (Intersection 25). Restripe the existing
eastbound shared left/through/right lane to provide one shared through/left-turn lane and
one right-turn lane. This improvement would require the removal of two on-street
parking spaces.
Barrington Avenue & Pico Boulevard (Intersection 27). Mitigation Measure TR4
would also mitigate impacts in 2035.
Barrington Avenue & Gateway Boulevard (Intersection 28). Mitigation Measure TR5
would also mitigate impacts in 2035.
Sepulveda Boulevard & Exposition Boulevard (Intersection 43). Mitigation Measure
TR6 would also mitigate impacts in 2035.
Sepulveda Boulevard & Palms Boulevard (Intersection 46). Mitigation Measure TR7
would also mitigate impacts in 2035.
Military Avenue & National Boulevard (Intersection 47). Mitigation Measure TR8
would also mitigate impacts in 2035.
Overland Avenue & National Boulevard/I-10 Westbound On- and Off-Ramp
(Intersection 53). Mitigation Measure TR9 would also mitigate impacts in 2035.
La Cienega Boulevard & Venice Boulevard (Intersection 76). Mitigation Measure
TR10 would also mitigate impacts in 2035.
Sepulveda Boulevard & Venice Boulevard (Intersection 84). Mitigation Measure
TR11 would also mitigate impacts in 2035.
Finding: The City adopts CEQA Findings 1, 2 and 3.
Rationale for Finding
Based on the foregoing, the City finds that the Proposed Plan would have significant and
unavoidable impacts related to the circulation system. Specific economic, legal, social,
technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified in the Statement of
Overriding Considerations, make infeasible additional mitigation measures or project
alternatives relative to transportation and traffic identified in the EIR. Beyond conflicting with
Project Objectives, mitigation measures involving street widening were deemed infeasible since
it was not considered practical or desirable to widen streets at the expense of reduced sidewalk
widths or lost on-street parking spaces. The City of Los Angeles has no ability to implement
mitigation measures in other jurisdictions.
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Adoption of the alternatives in the Draft EIR or otherwise changing the Proposed Plan to avoid
impacts related to the circulation system would not be feasible as it would not meet underlying
purpose or the primary objectives of the Proposed Plan to direct projected population, housing,
and employment growth to transit-oriented areas and increase mobility choices. Furthermore, as
discussed in the Draft EIR, any alternative identified that involves accommodating growth would
foreseeably result in significant and unavoidable impact related to the circulation system.
Neighborhood Intrusion (Draft EIR pages 4.12-69 to 70)
Description of Significant Effects
Along roadways where the Proposed Plan would cause significant traffic congestion, diversion of
trips could occur onto adjacent parallel routes. It is anticipated that diversion would not occur on
streets that operate at Level of Service (LOS) D or better during peak periods because the
average delay is not substantial. However, for the street segments where the LOS would degrade
from D to E or F, some trips could divert to adjacent streets to avoid longer travel times through
congested locations. Travel route changes on the City’s arterial and collector roadways have
been captured through the travel model’s peak hour forecasts and LOS results. The extent to
which trips would divert to adjacent local residential roadways is not reasonably foreseeable given
the broad scope of the Project and the uncertainty around the specific location of individual
development project driveways, and, therefore, impacts cannot be precisely determined.
However, it is anticipated that increased traffic could occur on these roadways. Therefore,
impacts related to neighborhood intrusion under the Proposed Plan would be significant and
unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures
TR14 In areas where implementation of the Proposed Project could result in diversion of traffic
to adjacent residential streets, LADOT shall monitor traffic on identified residential
streets, upon request submitted through the Council Office, to determine if traffic
diversion occurs. If traffic on residential streets is found to be significantly impacted in
accordance with current LADOT guidelines, LADOT will work with the project applicant
and neighborhood residents to survey and monitor the residential street segment/s
before and after project occupancy to assess the need for appropriate traffic calming
measures. These measures could include the following (but are not limited to):







Traffic circles
Speed humps
Roadway narrowing effects (e.g. raised medians, traffic chokers etc.)
Landscaping features
Roadway striping changes
Stop signs

In addition to the aforementioned traffic calming measures, neighborhood improvements
can offset the effect of adding traffic. These could include (but are not limited to)
measures such as street trees, sidewalks, landscaping, neighborhood identification
features, and pedestrian amenities. It would be the project applicant’s responsibility to
implement any of the approved measures through the Bureau of Engineering’s permit
process.
Finding: The City adopts CEQA Finding 1 and 3.
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Rationale for Finding
Based on the foregoing, the City finds that the Proposed Plan would have significant and
unavoidable impacts at related to neighborhood intrusion. Specific economic, legal, social,
technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified in the Statement of
Overriding Considerations, make infeasible additional mitigation measures or project
alternatives relative to congestion management program impacts identified in the EIR.
Adoption of the alternatives in the Draft EIR or otherwise changing the Proposed Plan to avoid
impacts related to neighborhood intrusion would not be feasible as it would not meet underlying
purpose or the primary objectives of the Proposed Plan to direct projected population, housing,
and employment growth to transit-oriented areas and increase mobility choices. Furthermore, as
discussed in the Draft EIR, any alternative identified that involves accommodating growth would
foreseeably result in significant and unavoidable impact related to neighborhood intrusion.
Congestion Management Program (CMP) Arterial Intersection Analysis (Draft EIR pages
4.12-73 to 75)
Description of Significant Effects
The Proposed Plan results in a volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio increase greater than 0.02 with
LOS F at CMP Arterial Monitoring Stations #62 Santa Monica Boulevard at Westwood
Boulevard and #70 Venice Boulevard and Centinela Avenue. At Arterial Monitoring Station #62
(Santa Monica Boulevard at Westwood Boulevard), the only mitigation measures involve
physical intersection improvements (such as widening the intersection) which would conflict with
Project goals and are considered to be infeasible. Because Arterial Monitoring Station #70
(Venice Boulevard and Centinela Avenue) is under dual control by the City of Los Angeles and
Caltrans, the City of Los Angeles does not have full control over modifications to the
intersection. Therefore, impacts related to CMP arterial intersection analysis would remain
significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures
TR15 Arterial Monitoring Station #70 (Venice Boulevard and Centinela Avenue). Restripe
one existing northbound shared through/right-turn lane to provide one through lane and
one right-turn lane and restripe one existing shared through/right-turn lane to provide
one through lane and one right-turn lane. This improvement would require the removal
of four on-street parking spaces on Venice Boulevard and the relocation of the bus stop
on Centinela Avenue from the south side to the north side of the intersection.
Finding: The City adopts CEQA Finding 1, 2, and 3.
Rationale for Finding
Based on the foregoing, the City finds that the Project would have significant and unavoidable
impacts related to the CMP arterial intersection analysis. Specific economic, legal, social,
technological, or other considerations, including considerations identified in the Statement of
Overriding Considerations, make infeasible additional mitigation measures or project
alternatives relative to congestion management program impacts identified in the EIR. Beyond
conflicting with Project Objectives, mitigation measures involving street widening were deemed
infeasible since it was not considered practical or desirable to widen streets at the expense of
reduced sidewalk widths or lost on-street parking spaces. The City of Los Angeles has no ability
to implement mitigation measures in other jurisdictions.
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Adoption of the alternatives in the Draft EIR or otherwise changing the Proposed Plan to avoid
impacts related to CMP Arterial Analysis would not be feasible as it would not meet underlying
purpose or the primary objectives of the Proposed Plan to direct projected population, housing,
and employment growth to transit-oriented areas and increase mobility choices. Furthermore, as
discussed in the Draft EIR, any alternative identified that involves accommodating growth would
foreseeably result in significant and unavoidable impact related to CMP Arterial Analysis.

SECTION 3 – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE
LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT AFTER MITIGATION
The EIR identifies significant impacts, which are reduced to a “less-than-significant” level by the
inclusion of mitigation measures identified in the EIR. It is hereby determined that the significant
environmental impacts that these mitigations address will be avoided or substantially lessened
by their inclusion in the project.

AESTHETICS
Light or Glare (Draft EIR pages 4.1-45 to 46)
Description of Significant Effects
Additional sources of nighttime lighting associated with increased development capacity,
streetscape improvements, crime prevention strategies, and increased vehicle traffic can be
anticipated under the Proposed Plan. The LAMC contains specific regulations with respect to
lighting. LAMC Section 12.21 A.5 (k) (amended by Ordinance No. 171,858) states that all lights
used to illuminate parking areas shall be designed, located and arranged so as to reflect the
light away from any street and any adjacent premises. Additionally, any new lighting would be
designed to conform to applicable standards including LAMC Sections 93.0117 and 12.21 A.5
(k), which pertains to outdoor lighting affecting residential property (no more than two footcandles of lighting intensity from a light source is allowed on adjacent residential property). All
new development under the Proposed Plan would be required to be consistent with these LAMC
regulations to reduce impacts from light. In addition, due to proposed design standards and
Title 24 energy standards, it is not anticipated that the Proposed Plan would result in
development with extensive glazing that would generate substantial glare and annoyance.
However substantial glare may still result due to building facades being constructed with other
highly reflective materials. Therefore, glare impacts would be potentially significant without
mitigation.
Mitigation Measures
AE1

The City shall require that glare effects be limited by using non-reflective building and
construction materials, such as concrete, wood, composite materials, coated metal, nonreflective glass, and stone. This shall include, but not be limited to, art installations,
fencing material, and recreational equipment.

Finding: The City adopts CEQA Finding 1.
Rationale for Finding
Compliance with the existing LAMC regulations pertaining to lighting and implementation of
Mitigation Measure AE1 would reduce impacts related to light and glare to less than significant.
This mitigation measure will be enforced by the City as described in the MMP. Based on the
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foregoing, the City finds that impacts related to light and glare would be mitigated to a less-thansignificant level.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Archaeological Resources (Draft EIR pages 4.3-23 to 24)
Description of Significant Effects
The Project Area is highly disturbed and any archeological resources that may have existed at
the surface have likely been disturbed by past development. Therefore, the uppermost
sediments are not anticipated to contain substantial numbers of archaeological resources.
However, based upon the archaeological sensitivity of the surrounding area, buried prehistoric
or historic cultural resources may be present within the Project Area. Consequently, the
potential exists for new development or ground-disturbing activities within the Project Area to
disturb or impact known or previously undetected archaeological resources. If archaeological
resources are discovered during the construction of these future developments, these resources
must be inventoried and evaluated. Consequently, without mitigation, the Proposed Plan would
result in a potentially significant impact related to archaeological resources.
Mitigation Measures
CR1

A qualified archaeologist shall be required to monitor excavation and grading activities in
soils that have not been previously disturbed, to identify, record, and evaluate the
significance of any archaeological finds resources or tribal cultural resources during
construction. If archaeological resources or tribal cultural resources are uncovered (in
either a previously disturbed or undisturbed area), the City Department of Building and
Safety shall be notified immediately, and all work shall cease in the area of the find until
a qualified archaeologist has evaluated the find in accordance with federal, state, and
local guidelines, including those set forth in California Public Resources Code Section
21083.2. Personnel of the project shall not collect or move any archaeological materials
resources, tribal cultural resources or associated materials. Construction activity may
continue unimpeded on other portions of the project site as approved by the retained
archeologist in consultation with the City’s Office of Historic Resources. The found
deposits shall be treated in accordance with federal, state, and local guidelines,
including those set forth in California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2.
Construction activities in the area where resources were found may commence once the
identified resources are properly assessed and processed by a qualified archeologist.

CR2

The City shall require that all cultural resources, including archeological and tribal
cultural resources, identified on a site be assessed and treated in a manner determined
appropriate by a qualified archeologist in consultation with the City’s Office of Historic
Resources. A report shall be prepared according to current professional standards that
describes the resource, how it was assessed, and disposition.

Finding: The City adopts CEQA Finding 1.
Rationale for Finding
Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR1 and CR2 would reduce the impacts related to
archaeological resources to less than significant. This mitigation measure will be enforced by
the City as described in the MMP. Based on the foregoing, the City finds that impacts related to
archaeological resources would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.
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Paleontological Resources (Draft EIR page 4.5-24)
Description of Significant Effects
The Project Area is highly urbanized and any paleontological resources that may exist at the
surface have likely been disturbed by past development. Accordingly, surface grading or very
shallow excavations in much of the Project Area likely would not uncover significant vertebrate
fossils. However, there is a reasonable potential that excavations, including excavations in the
exposures of older Quaternary deposits in the Project Area, could encounter significant fossil
vertebrate remains. As such, any future development occurring in the Project Area has the
potential to significantly affect paleontological resources during construction-related earth
moving activities. If paleontological resources are discovered during the construction of
potential future development, those resources would be inventoried and evaluated. Therefore,
although compliance with applicable regulations would help to protect unknown and previously
undetected paleontological resources, without mitigation, the Proposed Plan would result in a
potentially significant impact related to paleontological resources.
Mitigation Measures
CR3

A qualified paleontologist shall be required to monitor excavation and grading activities
in soils that have not been previously disturbed. If paleontological resources are
uncovered (in either a previously disturbed or undisturbed area), the City Department of
Building and Safety shall be notified immediately, and all work on the project site shall
cease until a qualified paleontologist evaluates the find. The paleontologist shall
determine the location, the time frame, and the extent to which any monitoring of
earthmoving activities shall be required. Halted construction activities on the project site
may commence once the identified resources are properly assessed and processed by a
qualified paleontologist.

CR4

The City shall require that all paleontological resources identified on a project site be
assessed and treated in a manner determined by a qualified paleontologist in
consultation with the City’s Office of Historic Resources. A report shall be prepared
according to current professional standards that describes the resource, how it was
assessed, and disposition. Any reports and surveys shall be submitted to the City’s
Office of Historic Resources and the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County.

Finding: The City adopts CEQA Finding 1.
Rationale for Finding
Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR3 and CR4 would reduce the impacts related to
paleontological resources to less than significant. This mitigation measure will be enforced as
described in the MMP. Based on the foregoing, the City finds that impacts related to
paleontological resources would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

H AZARDS & H AZARDOUS M ATERIALS
Hazardous Material Sites (Draft EIR pages 4.6-23 to 24)
Description of Significant Effects
The record search (Appendix D of the Draft EIR) conducted for the Proposed Plan identified
numerous sites, including, but not limited to, cleanup sites and permitted underground storage
tank (UST) facilities within the Project Area. Ten of the sites are located within the areas of
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proposed change, where zoning would change under the Proposed Plan. Although some of
these sites either have been cleaned up or are in the process of being cleaned up, the potential
remains for USTs or contaminated soils to be uncovered or encountered during construction
activities. Future development on a site identified as previously occupied by hazardous
materials generating facility would have the potential to create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment unless an environmental site assessment is conducted to determine
potential risks and to ensure appropriate remediation is implemented. Therefore, the Proposed
Plan could result in a significant impact related to hazardous materials sites without mitigation.
Mitigation Measures
HM1

The City shall require that future development that involves new construction and soil
disturbance document that the site is not on any government list of sites containing
hazardous waste or hazardous materials (including lists prepared pursuant to
Government Code, section 65962.5). A report setting forth the results of this database
search (e.g. historical environmental reports prepared by Enviroscan, EDR, or similar
firms) shall be provided to the City. If the report indicates the project site, or property
within one-quarter mile of the project site has the potential to be contaminated with
hazardous waste or hazardous materials for any reason, a Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA) shall be prepared. The Phase I assessment shall be prepared by an
appropriately qualified individual (with experience in the identification and mitigation of
hazardous materials and wastes) in accordance with state standards and guidelines to
evaluate whether the site or the surrounding area is contaminated from the past or
current uses including storage, use, transport, generation, and disposal of toxic and
hazardous waste or materials. Depending on the results of this study, further
investigation and remediation may be required in accordance with local, state, and
federal regulations and policies. Any further study found necessary by an appropriately
qualified individual or relevant federal, state, or local agency shall be performed prior to
project approval or made a condition of project approval. Prior to the Department of
Building and Safety’s issuance of any permits that allow for grading or construction on
the project sites that were on a government list or within one-quarter mile of a site on a
government list, the appropriately qualified individual or relevant agency shall provide
written confirmation to the City that any necessary remediation has been completed to
the satisfaction of the lead agency responsible for cleanup including confirmation that
required site remediation was completed consistent with the relevant federal, state, or
local requirements.

Finding: The City adopts CEQA Finding 1.
Rationale for Finding
Implementation of Mitigation Measure HM1 would ensure that potentially contaminated sites are
fully inspected and if contaminated, remediated, prior to grading and construction. Adequate
inspection and remediation will be determined by the City based on the advice of an
Environmental Professional with adequate knowledge and skill to be familiar with all state and
federal standards. This mitigation measure will reduce the impacts related to hazardous material
sites to less than significant. This mitigation measure will be enforced as described in the MMP.
Based on the foregoing, the City finds that impacts related to hazardous material sites would be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level.
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HYDROLOGY & WATER QUALITY
100-Year Flood Hazard (Draft EIR page 4.7-24)
Description of Significant Effects
A small portion in the central part of the Project Area is located within a 100-year floodplain.
More specifically, an area of proposed change on the north side of Pico Boulevard between
Westwood Boulevard and Overland Avenue is located within a designated 100-year floodplain.
Accordingly, redevelopment of these parcels could place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area. Therefore, the Proposed Plan could result in significant impacts related to placing housing
within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary, Flood
Insurance Rate Map, or other flood hazard delineation map without mitigation.
Mitigation Measures
HWQ1

Buildings within a 100-year floodplain shall be designed and constructed a minimum of
one foot above the 100-year flood water surface elevation to ensure the protection of
structures from all flooding events.

Finding: The City adopts CEQA Finding 1.
Rationale for Finding
Implementation of Mitigation Measure HWQ1 would reduce impacts related to placing housing
in a 100-year flood hazard area, as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map to less than-significant. This
mitigation measure will be enforced as described in the MMP. Based on the foregoing, the City
finds that impacts related to a 100-Year Flood Hazard would be mitigated to a less-thansignificant level.

TRANSPORTATION & TRAFFIC
Construction Activities within a Major or Secondary Highway ROW (Draft EIR page 4.12-70)
Description of Significant Effects
Construction-related impacts would generally be temporary. Because the study area represents
a specific plan area relating to the build out of multiple parcels, construction-related impacts
would depend on the approach to development of each parcel or development site. Although
specific impacts related to construction cannot be known at this time, it is likely that construction
activities could necessitate temporary lane, alley, or street closures or result in bus stop
relocation or bus rerouting. Therefore, without mitigation, the Proposed Plan would result in a
significant impact related to construction.
Mitigation Measures
TR16 Projects that require a worksite traffic control plan per current LADOT guidelines shall
submit to LADOT for review and approval a plan that mitigates the impact of traffic
disruption and ensures the safety of all users of the affected roadway. The plan shall
address construction duration and activities and include measures, such as operating a
temporary traffic signal, using flagmen adjacent to construction activities, or providing a
dedicated pedestrian walkway, as appropriate.
Finding: The City adopts CEQA Finding 1.
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Rationale for Finding
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR16 would reduce the level of impact related to
construction to a less-than-significant level. This mitigation measure will be enforced as
described in the MMP. Based on the foregoing, the City finds that impacts related to
construction activities within a major or secondary highway ROW would be mitigated to a lessthan-significant level.
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SECTION 4 – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE
LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT OR NO IMPACT
CEQA does not require findings to be adopted for impacts that are determined to be less than
significant or no impact. Below is a list of the impacts found to be no impact or less than
significant without mitigation in the EIR.

AESTHETICS
Scenic Vista/Obstruction of Views (Draft EIR pages 4.1-38 to 39):
significant impact.

Less-than-

Scenic Resources within State Scenic Hwy (Draft EIR pages 4.1-38 to 39): Lessthan-significant impact.
Geological or Topographical Features (Draft EIR page 4.1-50): Less-than-significant
impact.

AIR QUALITY
Conflict with Air Quality Plan (Draft EIR pages 4.2-19 to 21): Less-than-significant
impact.
Violate Air Quality Standard - Operational Emissions (Draft EIR pages 4.2-21 to
26): Less-than-significant impact.
Objectionable Odors (Draft EIR page 4.2-29): Less-than-significant impact.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Human Remains (Draft EIR page 4.3-25): Less-than-significant impact.

GEOLOGY & SOILS
Rupture of a Known Earthquake Fault (Draft EIR pages 4.4-11 to 12): No impact.
Seismic Ground Shaking (Draft EIR page 4.4-12): No impact.
Liquefaction and Landslides (Draft EIR page 4.4-13): No impact.
Seismic Ground Failure (Draft EIR pages 4.4-13 to 14): No impact.
Landslide, Lateral Spreading, Liquefaction, Subsidence, or Collapse (Draft EIR
page 4.4-14): No impact.
Expansive Soils (Draft EIR page 4.4-15): No impact.
Soil Erosion or the loss of topsoil (Draft EIR page 4.4-15): Less-than-significant
Impact.
Septic Tanks and Waste Disposal Systems (Draft EIR page 4.4-15): No impact.

GREENHOUSE G AS EMISSIONS
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Draft EIR pages 4.5-18 to 24): Less-than-significant
impact.

October 2017

Page 27 of 43

APPENDIX B - CEQA Findings of Facts and
APPENDIX C - Statement of Overriding Considerations

Conflict with Policy to Reduce GHG Emissions (Draft EIR pages 4.5-18 to 24):
Less-than-significant impact.

H AZARDS & H AZARDOUS M ATERIALS
Transport, Use, and Disposal of Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR pages 4.6-21 to
22): Less-than-significant impact.
Upset Involving Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR page 4.6-22): Less-than-significant
impact.
Hazardous Materials near Schools (Draft EIR page 4.6-23): Less-than-significant
impact.
Safety Hazard near Public/Public Use Airport (Draft EIR page 4.6-24): Less-thansignificant impact.
Safety Hazard in Vicinity of Private Airstrip (Draft EIR pages 4.6-25 to 26): No
impact.
Emergency Response Plans (Draft EIR pages 4.6-25 to 26): Less-than-significant
impact.
Wildland Fire (Draft EIR page 4.6-26): No impact.

HYDROLOGY & WATER QUALITY
Water Quality Standards (Draft EIR pages 4.7-18 to 19): Less-than-significant impact.
Groundwater Supplies and Recharge (Draft EIR pages 4.7-19 to 20): Less-thansignificant impact.
Existing Drainage Patterns, Erosion or Siltation (Draft EIR pages 4.7-21 to 22):
Less-than-significant impact.
Existing Drainage Patterns, Flooding (Draft EIR page 4.7-22): Less-than-significant
impact.
Stormwater Drainage System (Draft EIR page 4.7-23): Less-than-significant impact.
Water Quality (Draft EIR pages 4.7-23 to 24): Less-than-significant impact.
Structures Impeding Flood Flows (Draft EIR pages 4.7-24 to 25): No impact
Flooding Due to Levee or Dam Failure (Draft EIR page 4.7-25): Less-than-significant
impact.
Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow (Draft EIR page 4.7-25): No impact.

L AND USE & PLANNING
Division of Established Community (Draft EIR pages 4.8-13 to 22): Less-thansignificant impact.
Conflict with Land Use Plan, Policy, or Regulation (Draft EIR pages 4.8-22 to 40):
Less-than-significant impact.
Conflict with Habitat Conservation Plans (Draft EIR pages 4.8-40 to 41): No impact.
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NOISE
Noise Levels - Operation (Draft EIR pages 4.9-14 to 21; 4.12-26): Less-thansignificant impact.
Vibration or Groundborne Noise - Operation (Draft EIR pages 4.9-23 to-4): Lessthan-significant impact.
Noise Exposure in Airport Land Use Plan (Draft EIR page 4.9-24-25): No impact.
Noise Exposure near Private Airstrip (Draft EIR page 4.9-25): No impact.

POPULATION, HOUSING & EMPLOYMENT
Induce Substantial Population Growth (Draft EIR pages 4.10-16 to 17): Less-thansignificant impact.
Displacement of Existing Housing (Draft EIR pages 4.10-17 to 20): Less-thansignificant impact.
Displacement of People (Draft EIR pages 4.10-20 to 21): Less-than-significant impact.

PUBLIC SERVICES
Fire Protection and Emergency Services (Draft EIR pages 4.11-10 to 12; 4.14-8):
Less-than-significant impact.
Police Protection (Draft EIR pages 4.11-16; 4.14-8): Less-than-significant impact.
Public Schools (Draft EIR pages 4.11-22 to 23; 4.14-8 to 9): Less-than-significant
impact.
Libraries (Draft EIR pages 4.11-33 to 34): Less-than-significant impact.

TRANSPORTATION & TRAFFIC
Disrupt Existing Public Transit, Bicycle, or Pedestrian facilities (Draft EIR page
4.12-44): Less-than-significant impact.
Congestion Management Program Freeway Analysis (Draft EIR pages 4.12-70 to
73): Less-than-significant impact.
Congestion Management Program Transit Impact (Draft EIR pages 4.12-75 to 76):
Less-than-significant impact.
Emergency Access (Draft EIR pages 4.12-77 to 79): Less-than-significant impact.
Hazards due to Design Feature or Incompatible Use (Draft EIR page 4.12-79): Lessthan-significant impact.

UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS
Construction/Expansion of New Water Treatment Facilities (Draft EIR pages 4.1313 to 14): Less-than-significant impact.
Construction of New Water Lines (Draft EIR page 4.13-14 to 15): Less-thansignificant impact.
Water Supply (Draft EIR pages 4.13-15 to 18): Less-than-significant impact.
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Exceed Wastewater Treatment Requirements (Draft EIR page 4.13-25): Less-thansignificant impact.
Construction/Expansion of New Wastewater Treatment Facilities (Draft EIR pages
4.13-26 to 28): Less-than-significant impact.
Construction of New Wastewater Conveyance Systems (Draft EIR pages 4.13-28 to
30): Less-than-significant impact.
Construction of New Stormwater Conveyance Systems (Draft EIR pages 4.13-28 to
30): Less-than-significant impact.
Solid Waste Disposal (Draft EIR pages 4.13-35 to 38): No impact.
Compliance with Solid Waste Regulations (Draft EIR pages 4.13-35 to 38): Lessthan-significant impact.
Electricity (Draft EIR pages 4.13-47 to 49): Less-than-significant impact.
Natural Gas (Draft EIR pages 4.13-50 to 52): Less-than-significant impact.
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SECTION 5 – ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT
PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The primary and secondary objectives of the Proposed Plan, as discussed in the Draft EIR
(Chapter 3), are as follows:
Primary Objectives
Primary Objective 1: Implement the policies of the City of Los Angeles General Plan
Framework, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), and the West AdamsBaldwin Hills-Leimert, Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey, and West Los Angeles Community Plans that
encourage growth to be directed to transit-oriented areas and foster more sustainable, mixed
use development patterns that improve mobility options and reduce auto dependence.
Primary Objective 2: Accommodate employment, housing, and population growth projections
forecasted through the planning horizon year of 2035 by focusing residential development and
new job-generating uses around transit stations.
Primary Objective 3: Maintain and expand the City’s jobs base and increase opportunities for
economic development in the Expo Corridor in order to increase the generation of tax revenue
in the City that will help pay for the provision of City services.
Primary Objective 4: Implement the General Plan Framework goal to capture a significant
share of regional growth in emerging environmentally oriented and clean industries such as
technology industry jobs, which are clustered on the Westside and comprise a growing industry
sector, and institute zoning that accommodates and creates incentives for the location and
continued clustering of these technology industry jobs in the Expo Corridor where they will
benefit from the proximity to transit and mixed use environments.
Primary Objective 5: Create incentives for the provision of affordable housing in new
residential development near the Expo LRT Line to enhance accessibility and housing options
for core transit riders and increase transit ridership.
Primary Objective 6: Improve circulation within the station areas; increase mobility choices;
promote transit ridership and use of other alternative transit modes; and reduce vehicle miles
traveled per capita for those who live and/or work within the Expo Corridor.
Secondary Objectives
Secondary Objective 1: Ensure new development is pedestrian-oriented, acknowledges the
transit stations, and is compatible with surrounding neighborhoods through the design of
buildings, streets, and the public realm.
Secondary Objective 2: Stimulate vibrancy and activity and create a unique sense of place
within each station area through the design of buildings, streets, and the public realm.

ALTERNATIVES
Based on the whole of the administrative record, the City finds that the EIR analyzes a
reasonable range of project alternatives that would feasibly attain some of the basic objectives
of the Proposed Plan, as described in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR. Table 1 compares the
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existing population, dwelling units, employment, and non-residential square footage to the
reasonable expected development for the Proposed Plan, Proposed Plan with Alternative
Compliance scenario, and the three alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR. The three
alternatives analyzed in the EIR are described as follows:
Alternative 1 - No Project Alternative (Draft EIR page 5-7)
Description of Alternative
Alternative 1 reflects “no project” conditions (i.e., without the adoption of the Proposed Plan).
Alternative 1 assumes reasonably foreseeable development under the current community plans
including existing zoning, General Plan designations, and land use regulations, and assumes no
discretionary actions such as site-specific zone changes. However, it is reasonable to expect
continued market demand for housing and jobs in the area which could result in requests for
General Plan Amendments and zone changes; thus development could occur in an
uncoordinated fashion. Details about such potential requests for land use and zoning changes
are not known, and therefore they are not incorporated into the population, housing, and
employment estimates for the No Project Alternative.
Under Alternative 1, it is reasonably foreseeable that these existing land use regulations would
allow for an increase of 1,054 dwelling units, 1,852 residents, 3,813 jobs, and approximately
2.30 million square feet of non-residential building area within the Project Area compared to
existing conditions by the year 2035. Specifically, the No Project Alternative would result in a
total population of 52,447 persons, 26,072 dwelling units, 37,755 jobs, and approximately 13.73
million square feet of non-residential building area by 2035.
Impact Summary
This alternative was selected to comply with CEQA’s mandate to include a “no project”
alternative. The current zoning does not respond to new market conditions created by the
presence of convenient and reliable transit service. Alternative 1 would have greater impacts
compared to the Proposed Plan in the area of cultural resources due to the lack of procedural
requirements and mitigation measures that would address potential impacts on cultural
resources.
Alternative 1 does not concentrate growth around transit or encourage mixed use development,
and does not stimulate the creation of additional housing capacity to accommodate population
growth. Therefore, unlike the Proposed Plan, this alternative would have significant impacts
related to consistency with adopted City and regional plans and policies for land use and
housing. Alternative 1 would result in uses and development patterns that could create barriers
between the residential areas and the transit stations and are not supportive of a walkable,
transit-oriented community due to the large, industrially zoned parcels which could be
developed with heavy industry under current zoning. Therefore, unlike the Proposed Plan,
Alternative 1 would cause impacts related to community division and barriers to be significant
and unavoidable.
Alternative 1 does not aim to reduce emissions from automobiles, as it does not reduce VMT or
expand mobility options, and thus would have significant impacts related to consistency with
GHG emission reduction plans and policies, unlike the Proposed Plan. It would also have
greater impacts with regard to transit, bicycle, and pedestrian plans and policies, as this
alternative does not include new streetscape plans and does not include zoning that
encourages transit- and pedestrian-oriented development.

October 2017

Page 32 of 43

APPENDIX B - CEQA Findings of Facts and
APPENDIX C - Statement of Overriding Considerations

The severity of some impacts, such as those related to public services, utilities, and traffic and
transportation, would be reduced as a result of the reduction in reasonably expected
development compared to the Proposed Plan. However, no significant and unavoidable impacts
would be reduced to a less than significant level.
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TABLE 1: ALTERNATIVES POPULATION, DWELLING UNITS, AND EMPLOYMENT CAPACITIES COMPARISON
Existing
Conditions (2013)
Housing (dwelling units)
Population (persons)
Employment (jobs)
Non-Residential Square Footage

Proposed
Project

Proposed Project:
Alternative
Compliance Scenario

Alternative 1:
No Project

Alternative 2:
Reduced
Project

Alternative 3:
Increased Residential/
Reduced Employment

25,018

29,441/a/

31,060/a/

26,072

28,336

32,578

50,595/b/

59,571/c/

62,810/c/

52,447

57,326

65,835

33,962/d/

48,296/e/

43,419/e/

37,775

44,712

39,693

11,424,485/f/

16,957,415

15,311,503

13,727,355

15,574,182

13,489,759

SOURCES and NOTES:
/a/Estimated number of dwelling units in Proposed Plan Reasonable Expected Development is based on a methodology using reasonably anticipated residential densities for each zone. See Appendix F of the
EIR for further discussion about the methodology and how population, housing, employment, and nonresidential development were determined for the Proposed Project.
/b/Existing Population and Housing are estimates derived from the US Census (2010), adjusted to 2013 using average growth rates from the California Department of Finance. See Section 4.10 Population,
Housing, and Employment and Appendix F of the EIR for detailed methodology.
/c/Population in Proposed Plan Reasonable Expected Development is derived from the estimated number of dwelling units multiplied by the SCAG estimated persons per household (by Community Plan Area)
for 2035. DCP has considered SCAG 2012 RTP base year estimates and 2040 growth projections contained in the 2016 RTP/SCS and have concluded that the estimates in this table remain reasonable and
consistent with the 2016 RTP/SCS estimates and projections. See Appendix K of the EIR for details.
/d/U.S. Census “On The Map” application, 2013.
/e/Employment in Proposed Plan Reasonable Expected Development is derived from the estimated square footage of non-residential use, using square foot per employee factors that reflect the types of land
uses permitted by the proposed zoning.
/f/Existing non-residential square footage is derived from the existing number of jobs in each station segment, multiplied by an average square foot per employee factor that reflects the types of land uses in
each area.
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A complete summary of impacts is provided in Table 5-5 of the Draft EIR on pages 5-14 to 5-21.
Finding
It is found pursuant to PRC Section 21081(a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social and
technological, or other considerations, make the No Project Alternative (Alternative 1) infeasible.
Therefore, the City finds that this alternative is infeasible and less desirable than the Proposed
Plan and rejects this alternative for any and all of the following reasons:
-

Alternative 1 would not meet the majority of project objectives. Although Alternative 1
preserves existing industrial land around the stations for jobs, helping to maintain the City’s
jobs base and implementing the related community plan policies, overall development
capacity would not be increased under this alternative, and therefore it would not
accommodate projected population, housing, and employment growth for the area.

-

Alternative 1 does not contain the diverse mix of uses and intensity of development, and
therefore would not be transit-supportive or encourage walking and bicycling. Further,
Proposed Plan components, such as new design standards and guidelines, streetscape
plans, affordable housing incentives, and other public benefits proposed as part of the
Proposed Plan, would not be implemented under Alternative 1. These components are
essential in achieving the Proposed Plan’s objectives related to improving circulation,
encouraging an appropriate mix of uses and pedestrian oriented design, ensuring
compatibility between uses, and creating vibrant neighborhoods around each station.

Alternative 2 - Reduced Project Alternative (Draft EIR page 5-11)
Description of Alternative
Alternative 2 would increase development capacity of the Project Area over the current
community plans, similar to the Proposed Plan but to a lesser extent. This alternative would
encourage infill development along transit corridors. Alternative 2 would partially achieve
Proposed Plan objectives related to encouraging development near transit, increasing transitridership, improving circulation for all modes, and improving the pedestrian and bike
environment. Proposed design standards and height regulations would be similar to those
proposed under the Proposed Plan. Alternative 2 would include the same mix of land uses as
included under the Proposed Plan; however the increase in development that would be
reasonably expected to occur under this alternative, compared to the growth anticipated under
the Proposed Plan (2035) over Existing Conditions (2013), would represent 25 percent less
dwelling units, population, employment, and non-residential space.
Alternative 2 would result in 2035 Project Area totals of 28,336 dwelling units, 57,326 persons,
44,712 jobs, and approximately 15.57 million square feet of non-residential space. This would
represent residential and non-residential growth by 2035 over existing conditions of
approximately 3,300 dwelling units and 4.15 million square of non-residential space. The
reduced number of dwelling units would also result in a reduced number of affordable units that
would potentially be generated through the public benefit requirements of the Proposed Plan.
Impact Summary
Under Alternative 2, impacts would be similar to those identified for the Proposed Plan. The
severity of some impacts, such as those related to public services, utilities, and traffic and
transportation, would be reduced as a result of the reduction in reasonably expected
development compared to the Proposed Plan. However, no significant and unavoidable impacts
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would be reduced to a less than significant level. Alternative 2 would not result in any additional
significant and unavoidable impacts beyond those resulting from the Proposed Plan.
A complete summary of impacts is provided in Table 5-5 of the Draft EIR on pages 5-14 to 5-21.
Finding
It is found pursuant to PRC Section 21081 (a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social and
technological, or other considerations, make the Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative 2)
infeasible. Therefore, the City finds that this alternative is infeasible and less desirable than the
Proposed Plan and rejects this alternative for any and all of the following reasons:
-

Alternative 2 would only partially meet the majority of project objectives. Alternative 2 would
accommodate the appropriate mix of land uses to create new opportunities for jobs and
housing, though to a lesser extent than the Proposed Plan. However, because this
Alternative has reduced intensity of all uses, it does not meet project objectives associated
with increasing the City’s jobs and tax base and capturing a regional share of emerging
environmentally-oriented and clean industries to the same extent as the Proposed Plan nor
does it fully meet the SCAG projections for housing demand. Given the City’s critical
housing shortage, a primary objective of the project is to meet SCAG housing projections,
including for affordable housing in transit accessible areas. Since the provision of public
benefits relies on private development, there will be less housing, and consequently less
affordable housing provided as a public benefit--which is not consistent with Plan
Objectives.

-

Alternative 2 would implement other components of the Proposed Plan including design
standards, streetscape plans as well as requirements for other public benefits; however,
streetscape improvements and other public benefits will also be reduced when compared to
the Proposed Plan because less development will result in less public benefit requirements.
Alternative 2 would also result in less transit use because of the reduced levels of
development, and in particular jobs and affordable housing, both of which contribute to
higher levels of transit ridership.

Alternative 3 - Increased Residential/Reduced Employment Alternative (Draft EIR page 5-12)
Description of Alternative
Similar to the Proposed Plan, Alternative 3 would increase development capacity of the ECTNP
Area over the current community plans and would encourage infill development along transit
corridors. Alternative 3 was chosen to respond to a citywide demand for additional housing and
local residents’ concerns about increased traffic congestion from commercial uses, as well as
the potential for this Alternative to reduce impacts related to utilities and services systems.
Alternative 3 would partially achieve the Proposed Plan objectives related to encouraging
development near transit, increasing transit-ridership, improving circulation for all modes, and
improving the pedestrian and bike environment. Due to decreased capacity for jobs, Alternative
3 is less likely to meet project objectives relating to economic development and job growth. The
key component of this alternative would be to encourage increased residential development
over non-residential development within the Project Area. In this context, Alternative 3 would be
similar to the Proposed Plan Alternative Compliance scenario, but Alternative 3 represents a
greater shift from non-residential to residential uses. Alternative 3 (2035), when compared to the
growth proposed in the Proposed Plan (2035), represents an approximately 70 percent increase
in dwelling units and population and an approximately 62 percent decrease in employment and
non-residential square footage. Alternative 3 (2035), when compared to the growth proposed
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under the Alternative Compliance scenario of the Proposed Plan (2035), represents an
approximately 25 percent increase in dwelling units and population, an approximately 39
percent decrease in employment, and an approximately 47 percent decrease in non-residential
square footage. Alternative 3 would result in a total of 32,578 dwelling units, 65,835 persons,
39,693 jobs, and approximately 13.49 million square feet of non-residential space by 2035.
Compared to the Alternative Compliance scenario, Alternative 3 by 2035 would provide an
additional 1,518 units of housing, equating to approximately 3,025 persons, but would reduce
the non-residential square footage by approximately 1.82 million, which would accommodate
3,726 fewer jobs.
Impact Summary
Because Alternative 3 would increase residential capacity and reduce non-residential capacity
compared to both the Proposed Plan and the Proposed Alternative Compliance scenario, the
severity of impacts to public services would be increased since residents demand public
services at a greater rate than non-residential uses. Alternative 3 does not accommodate
projected employment growth and thus would not be consistent with land use policies related to
maintaining land for jobs and economic development goals of the General Plan. This results in a
significant and unavoidable land use impact which does not occur under the Proposed Plan.
Although transportation impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to the Proposed Plan due
to a similar amount of development, they could potentially be greater than the Project for several
reasons. Because the vehicle trip reduction requirements and associated TDM strategies apply
only to commercial development, and Alternative 3 has less commercial development compared
to the Proposed Plan, this alternative would not realize as much benefit from these strategies.
Alternative 3 could also result in less transit use and increased number and length of vehicle
trips, as there would be fewer jobs and retail/services located near the stations. Thus, although
it was not analyzed to the same level of detail, Alternative 3 could have greater impacts on
traffic and transportation compared to the Proposed Plan.
A complete summary of impacts is provided in Table 5-5 of the Draft EIR on pages 5-14 to 5-21.
Finding
It is found pursuant to PRC Section 21081 (a)(3), that specific economic, legal, social and
technological, or other considerations, make the Increased Residential/Reduced Employment
Alternative (Alternative 3) infeasible. Therefore, the City finds that this alternative is infeasible
and less desirable than the Proposed Plan and rejects this alternative for any and all of the
following reasons:
-

Alternative 3 would reduce the amount of non-residential development while increasing the
number of dwelling units that could be accommodated in the Project Area compared to
Proposed Plan by allowing more residential use on currently industrial land. This difference
in land use mix reduces the ability of this alternative to accommodate jobs around transit,
thus failing to meet the objective of maintaining the jobs base, increasing economic
development in the area and capturing a regional share of emerging environmentally
oriented and clean industries such as the technology industry jobs that are clustered in the
Exposition Corridor.

-

Although Alternative 3 would typically result in less vehicle trips compared to the Proposed
Plan due to the increased residential and reduced non-residential use, in this case
Alternative 3 would not realize as much benefit from the vehicle trip reduction requirements
and associated TDM strategies as the Proposed Plan which apply to commercial
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development. Alternative 3 could also result in less transit use because there would be
fewer jobs located near the stations, since rail ridership among workers is dependent on
proximity of workplace to a station. Similarly, the decreased amount of retail and services in
the corridor under Alternative 3 compared to the Proposed Plan could result in more vehicle
trips, since less of these uses would be accessible by transit, walking, and other nonvehicular modes. Therefore, Alternative 3 would be less able to fully meet the objectives
related to improving circulation and encouraging transit ridership and other alternative
modes of transportation compared to the Project.

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE
Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an “environmentally superior”
alternative be selected among the alternatives that are evaluated in the EIR. In general, the
environmentally superior alternative is the alternative that would be expected to generate the
fewest adverse impacts. If the No Project Alternative is identified as environmentally superior,
then another environmentally superior alternative shall be identified among the other
alternatives.
Based on the ability to result in reduced environmental impacts and meet project objectives,
Alternative 2 is the Environmentally Superior Alternative. None of the Alternatives analyzed are
capable of addressing all of the significant and unavoidable impacts that would occur under the
Proposed Plan; however, Alternative 2 would reduce the severity of some of the impacts that
would occur as a result of the Proposed Plan. Similarly, none of the Alternatives analyzed are
capable of meeting all of the project objectives. Alternative 2 is most consistent with Project
objectives, compared to the other two alternatives analyzed, however, Alternative 2, while
potentially feasible, would not achieve all of the project objectives.
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SECTION 6 – STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the lead agency to balance, as
applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or
statewide environmental benefits, of a project against its unavoidable environmental risks in
determining whether to approve a project. (PRC Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section
15093(a).) CEQA also requires that when a public agency approves a project that will result in
the occurrence of significant and unavoidable adverse impacts to the environment, the agency
must state in writing the reasons to support its action based on the certified EIR and/or other
information in the record. (PRC Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b).) The
EIR for the Exposition Corridor Transit Neighborhood Plan (Proposed Plan) identifies significant
impacts that would result from implementation of the Proposed Plan. These Statement of
Overriding Considerations are based on substantial evidence in the record, including but not
limited to the Draft EIR, the Final EIR, and documents, testimony, and all other materials that
constitute the Record of Proceedings.
The EIR concluded that, despite the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures, the Proposed
Plan would result in the following potential unavoidable significant adverse impacts that are not
mitigated to a less-than-significant level:







Aesthetics (Visual Character and Shade & Shadow)
Air Quality (Standards during construction and sensitive receptors during construction)
Cultural Resources (Historical Resources)
Noise (Construction Noise Standards and Vibration; Operational Noise)
Public Services (Parks and Recreational Facilities)
Transportation and Traffic (Circulation System; Neighborhood Intrusion; Congestion
Management Plan Arterial Intersection Analysis)



Aesthetics (Visual Character and Shade & Shadow). SB 743 states that the aesthetic
impacts of a residential, mixed use residential, or employment center project on an infill site
within a Transit Priority Area (TPA) shall not be considered significant impacts on the
environment. Such projects are typical of the kinds of projects anticipated by the Proposed
Plan. Although a majority of the Project Area is located in a TPA, a portion of the Project
Area is not. Therefore, a discussion of aesthetic impacts is provided within. The proposed
land use and zoning changes that allow increases in height, scale, and density in the Project
Area could substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality in various portions
of the Project Area. Therefore, the Proposed Plan over time could result in a significant and
unavoidable impact related to visual character. In addition, future development could cast
shadows on shadow-sensitive land uses for a potentially significant period of time.
Therefore, the Proposed Plan could result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to
shade and shadow.



Air Quality (Standards during construction and sensitive receptors during
construction). During construction of development projects that are consistent with the
Proposed Plan, regional and localized emissions could exceed the SCAQMD significance
thresholds. Therefore, the Proposed Plan could result in a significant and unavoidable
impact related to violating regional and localized air quality standards, or contributing
substantially to existing violations, for construction emissions. Also during construction,
sensitive receptors could be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations. Therefore,
despite compliance with standards established by federal, state, and regional regulations,
and mitigation measures, the Proposed Plan could result in a significant and unavoidable
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impact related to exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations during
construction.


Cultural Resources (Historical Resources). It is possible that demolition and/or significant
alteration to some of the historical resources identified in this EIR may occur. Beyond the
existing regulatory framework and the Proposed Plan standards that will assist in protecting
both designated and eligible historical resources, no feasible mitigation measures have
been identified to reduce the significant impact to less than significant. Therefore, the
Proposed Plan could result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to historical
resources.



Noise (Construction Noise and Vibration, Operational Noise). Noise levels from various
mechanized construction equipment would exceed 75 dBA at distances of 50 feet from the
equipment which could exceed the limitations established in LAMC Section 112.05.
Therefore, despite the implementation of mitigations to reduce construction noise and
vibration levels, the Proposed Plan would result in a significant and unavoidable impact
related to construction noise and vibration (including excessive vibration or ground-borne
noise levels, substantial temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels, and
exceeding established standards). Additionally, new ambient noise sources, such as truck
deliveries, at new commercial uses in mixed use developments and developments adjacent
to sensitive uses may result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the Proposed Plan vicinity above levels existing without the project. Therefore, despite
implementation of mitigation to reduce noise levels, the Proposed Plan could result in a
significant and unavoidable impact related to a permanent increase in ambient noise.



Public Services (Parks and Recreational Facilities). There is an existing deficit in park
spaces in the Project Area. Increased development in the Project Area would increase the
demand for parks and recreational facilities. This increased demand would be met in part
through compliance with City requirements and through the public benefits required by the
Proposed Plan of commercial and mixed use projects, as well as new open space around
Westwood Station. However, it is anticipated that these requirements would be insufficient
to meet the demand from new development and that the increased demand would
exacerbate the existing park deficit in the Project Area. No feasible mitigation measures
were identified to reduce the significant impact to less than significant. Therefore, the
Proposed Plan would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to public parks.



Transportation and Traffic (Circulation System; Neighborhood Intrusion; Congestion
Management Plan Arterial Intersection Analysis). Due to the increase in development
capacity, significant impacts would occur to the circulation system and at individual study
intersections as a result of the Proposed Plan. Specifically, the addition of the Proposed
Plan would result in significant impacts at 47 intersections in 2015, of which 42 intersections
would remain significant after mitigation, and 56 intersections in 2035, of which 50 would
remain significant after mitigation measures are applied. Furthermore, increased
development may cause some trips to divert to adjacent streets to avoid congested
intersections, resulting in neighborhood intrusion impacts. Therefore, the Proposed Plan
would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to transportation and traffic.

The project alternatives would not satisfy the project objectives as effectively as the Proposed
Plan. Accordingly, the City Council adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations.
The City recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts would result from implementation
of the Proposed Plan. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected
alternatives to the Proposed Plan for the reasons discussed above, (iii) recognized all
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significant, unavoidable impacts, and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Proposed Plan, including
region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, against the Proposed Plan’s potential
significant and unavoidable impacts, the City Council hereby finds that the benefits of the
Proposed Plan outweigh and override the potential significant unavoidable impacts for the
reasons stated below.
Reasons to Support Approval of the Proposed Plan
After balancing the specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits of the
Proposed Plan, the City of Los Angeles has determined that the unavoidable adverse
environmental impacts identified above may be considered “acceptable” due to the following
specific considerations, which outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts of the
Proposed Plan. The City Council finds that each one of the following overriding considerations
independently, grouped by overarching theme, or taken collectively, is/are sufficient to outweigh
the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Proposed Plan:
1. The Proposed Plan is consistent with State, regional and local policies that promote a
development pattern focused around transit that reduces vehicle miles travelled and
therefore reduces associated GHG emissions. The more compact, mixed-use development
pattern also results in more efficient use of land and natural resources as compared to a
more dispersed development pattern on a regional scale.
2. Specifically, the Proposed Plan implements the policies of the City of Los Angeles General
Plan Framework, the SCAG RTP/SCS, and the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert, PalmsMar Vista-Del Rey, and West Los Angeles Community Plans that encourage growth to be
directed to transit-oriented areas and foster more sustainable, mixed use development
patterns that improve mobility options and reduce auto dependence consistent with the
social, economic and aesthetic values of the community and the City as a whole.
3. The Proposed Plan accommodates employment, housing, and population growth
projections forecasted through the planning horizon year of 2035 by focusing residential
development and new job-generating uses around transit stations and allowing for the
continued preservation of stable single family neighborhoods as appropriate.
4. The Proposed Plan maintains and expands the City’s jobs base and increases opportunities
for economic development in the Expo Corridor in order to increase the generation of tax
revenue in the City that will help pay for the provision of City services.
5. The Proposed Plan implements the General Plan Framework goals to capture a significant
share of regional growth in emerging environmentally-oriented and clean industries, such as
technology industry jobs, which are clustered on the Westside and comprise a growing
industry sector, and to institute zoning that accommodates and creates incentives for the
location and continued clustering of these technology industry jobs in the Expo Corridor
where they will benefit from the proximity to transit and mixed use environments.
6. The Proposed Plan creates incentives for the provision of affordable housing in new
residential development near the Expo LRT Line to enhance accessibility and housing
options for core transit riders and increase transit ridership.
7. The Proposed Plan improves circulation within the station areas; increases mobility choices;
promotes transit ridership and other alternative transit modes; and reduces vehicle miles
traveled per capita for those who live and/or work within the Expo Corridor.
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8. The Proposed Plan ensures new development is pedestrian-oriented, acknowledges the
transit stations, and is compatible with surrounding neighborhoods through the design of
buildings, streets, and the public realm.
9. The Proposed Plan stimulates vibrancy and activity and creates a unique sense of place
within each station area through the design of buildings, streets, and the public realm.
10. The Proposed Plan would protect the quality of life for existing and future residents and
confer citywide benefits through goals and policies designed to incorporate smart growth
principles. The Proposed Plan provides for concentrated, mixed-use development within the
Expo Corridor in order to conserve resources, protect existing residential neighborhoods,
and improve air quality by reducing vehicle miles traveled per capita. The Proposed Plan
would foster thriving transit centers by focusing growth in major transit and commercial
areas and by creating walkable, attractive and complete neighborhoods that provide a
greater mix of jobs and housing for a range of income levels, especially affordable housing,
and greater access to goods and services. This development pattern reduces vehicle miles
traveled per capita emissions regionally, promoting sustainable development in support of
Assembly Bill 32 and Senate Bill 375. The overall reduction in regional vehicle miles
traveled per capita would contribute to lowered greenhouse gas emissions in the region.
11. The Proposed Plan implements a condensed development pattern within the Expo Corridor,
consistent with SB 375 and the Sustainable Communities Strategy, adopted by SCAG, and
therefore would contribute to decreasing regional vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse
gas emissions in the region.
12. The Proposed Plan is consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy, and
contributes to increasing mobility and sustainability. The Proposed Plan will locate jobs and
housing near transit in a manner that reduces traffic and commute times by focusing
capacity in transit and mixed use environments.
13. The Proposed Plan supports policies and goals of the General Plan Framework Element by
allowing the City to grow strategically, and by allowing for the conservation of existing lowscale residential neighborhoods. The benefits conferred by orderly, well-designed
development that is served by existing infrastructure and services, as well as connected by
transit, bicycle and pedestrian networks, outweigh the impacts anticipated with development
allowed by the Proposed Plan.
14. The Proposed Plan would ensure that where new growth is anticipated, project features are
incorporated to help minimize the impacts of new development. Through implementation of
the design standards, new infill development will be regulated through varying levels of
design regulations. The Proposed Plan will also regulate permitted uses to encourage a
more diversified range of retail and neighborhood services.
15. The Proposed Plan would respond to the regional housing crisis, and the corresponding
increasing cost of housing and increasing incidence of homelessness in the City of Los
Angeles, by re-zoning targeted land within the Expo corridor to allow for additional density,
thereby increasing housing opportunities. In particular, the Proposed Plan attempts to
address the housing crisis by increasing opportunities for new affordable and mixed-income
housing through incentives offered.
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16. The Proposed Plan would preserve the character of a vast majority of existing single-family
and lower-density neighborhoods by maintaining lower density land use designations as
appropriate.
17. The Proposed Plan would protect the quality of life for existing and future residents and
confer citywide benefits to facilitate smart growth, including promoting walkability and nonmotorized transportation, thereby reducing automobile mode share and emissions
regionally, as well as vehicle miles traveled relating to new development, and promoting
sustainable development in support of Assembly Bill 32 and Senate Bill 375.
18. The Proposed Plan is consistent with Sustainable City pLAn by accommodating growth
while providing transportation options. The Proposed Plans would concentrate development
around transit, allow for and encourage a wide mix of uses, and better accommodate
pedestrians and bicyclists. This strategy would result in lower per capita GHG emissions
than would a less dense growth strategy, and would contribute to the City reaching the 2025
Sustainable City pLAn reduction target of 45 percent below 1990 baseline GHG emissions.
The Proposed Plan would be expected to contribute to decreasing regional vehicle miles
traveled per capita and greenhouse gas emissions in the region over time.
19. The Proposed Plan improves local mobility through the development of a balanced, multimodal transportation network, focusing new development near existing services and
infrastructure. It emphasizes a multi-modal approach to mobility that recognizes the benefits
(including health and traffic-alleviating benefits) of providing options that encourage walking,
cycling, and transit use. These linkages will also enhance access to both passive and active
open and green space amenities, thereby encouraging physical activity by all segments of
the community, particularly youth and the elderly. All together these enhanced mobility
options provide a better-connected, user-friendly transportation network representing a more
diverse, sustainable transportation network.
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